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Conflict over the management of public lands has increased markedly in the

recent past. Forest Service personnel are responsible for making decisions about land

allocations that are controversial and engender debate.

This is a case study examining a conflict over the management of the Elk

River drainage on the Siskiyou National Forest in southern Oregon to determine the

underlying issues in the debate. Individual perceptions of the controversy were

collected through a series of interviews with the parties involved in the conflict and

representatives of the community. A comparative analysis was conducted and

responses were examined for similarities and dissimilarities. Similar responses were

categorized to reflect the views of the respondents. A review of the literature

provided additional insight into conflict theory. Data supported two hypotheses, two

were not supported, and two were partially supported. Four issues emerged as

recurring throughout the discussion. Those issues are: the organizational problem of



having an action that is functional at one level and dysfunctional at another, the

failure of Forest Service respondents to recognize the environmental constituency as

legitimate, the use of circular logic by Forest Service employees to justify their

decisions, and the lack of an effective means of incorporating public input.
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CONFLICT OVER PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT:

OREGON'S ELK RIVER DISPUTE

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The last few decades have seen increased contention over environmental

issues, a trend which will continue through the 1990's. In a Gallup Poll taken in

1989, more respondents considered the environment/pollution the most important

issue facing the country than the quality of education, the trade deficit, the cost of

living, or dissatisfaction with the government. Seventy-six percent of Americans

consider themselves environmentalists and 41 % consider themselves strong

environmentalists. In a reversal of the pattern observed twenty years ago, a strong

identification with environmentalism is more common among individuals aged 50 or

older (49 %) than the 30-39 year old group (39 %) or those under the age of 30 (31 %).

Groups and individuals have become involved in environmental battles to impact the

policy issues that affect their lives, their communities, and their futures. Kohut and

Shriver (1989) state:

The most obvious achievement of the environmental movement
has been the development of a national consensus that
acknowledges the seriousness of environmental problems and the
public's stated willingness to tackle these problems.

To help shape the policy decisions that affect them, individuals participate in public

meetings, letter writing campaigns, and advisory boards. Still, with the number of

interests held by the public, public policy may not reflect the views of some parties to

their satisfaction. If the concerns of those segments of the public are not addressed,
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the underlying issues result in the emergence of a conflict and the parties often

become polarized.

THESIS OVERVIEW

This thesis analyzes the controversy surrounding the management of the Elk

River drainage on the Siskiyou National Forest in southern Oregon in an effort to

identify the underlying issues in the dispute. The first chapter will provide

background information on the history of the drainage, the current body of literature

addressing the characteristics of disputes, the application of theory to the Elk River

case, and the selection of a method of investigation. The second chapter will explore

the hypotheses by analyzing the responses of the individuals interviewed using

comparative analysis, and will discuss the results. The third and final chapter

will review which hypotheses were supported and which were not, will identify the

issues underlying the controversy over the management of Elk River, and will discuss

possible ways to respond to those issues.

DESCRIPTION OF ELK RIVER

The Elk River Drainage in Southern Oregon is one such case. A thirty-five

mile long river, the Elk has been described as "maybe the most valuable anadromous

fishery in the lower forty-eight states" (Reeves, 1990). Designated Wild and Scenic

in 1988 by the United States Congress and an Oregon Scenic Waterway by the

Oregon State Legislature in the same year, the Elk is recognized for its outstanding
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fisheries value and for its natural beauty. The land surrounding the mouth of the

river and extending about 10 miles inland is primarily privately held. About 10 miles

up river, the Oregon State Department of Fish and Wildlife has a fish hatchery, which

supplies fall chinook salmon to the Elk River and both fall chinook and steelhead to

the Chetco River. The land above the fish hatchery is managed by the USDA Forest

Service.

Overall, the drainage is geologically unstable and characterized by extremely

steep ground that is subject to landslides (McHugh, 1986). The major forest type is

mixed conifer, predominately Douglas fir with some Port Orford cedar, which is

unique to the southern Oregon region. Logging activity has occurred in the drainage

since 1952, although not without controversy. Plans to harvest timber in the Grassy

Knob area in the early 70's mobilized some individuals to take an active role in

changing the status of that area and in 1984 Congress set aside 17,200 acres as the

Grassy Knob Wilderness. Harvesting activity has taken place on several of the

tributaries of Elk River. The Forest Service has worked with the Oregon Rivers

Council and altered some sales. Harvest activity did take place on the North Fork of

the Elk in 1988 and 1989 in ridge-top units, but no harvest activity has taken place

lower in the drainage since some salvage was done in 1976. One sale, Copper Iron,

was sold in the early 1980's but was turned back to the Forest Service as a result of

the Timber Buyback Volume Program in late 1984. To date, 6,661 acres have been

clearcut and 306 acres inside the drainage have been cut as shelterwood.
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THE ORIGINS OF OPPOSITION

In September 1990, the Forest Service advertised the notification of decision to

prepare timber sale for two timber sales in the North Fork. Several units of these

sales were in the Copper Mountain Roadless Area. A group of local residents who

had formed an organization called the Friends of the Elk River began protesting the

sales. This protest was not their first attempt to shape the policy affecting the public

land surrounding their homes. The Friends of Elk River had been actively involved

in the movement to have the river designated Wild and Scenic and an Oregon Scenic

Waterway, and many had attended public meetings and written letters during the

forest planning process. Still, they did not feel that the preferred alternative

adequately reflected their views. When the Forest Service announced its intent to

harvest in the North Fork of the Elk River, the Friends of Elk River decided to fight

the decision. The Friends of Elk River formed a coalition with the Oregon Rivers

Council, the Oregon Natural Resources Council, the Kalmiopsis Audubon Society,

and the Association of Northwest Steelheaders, and filed an injunction which alleged

that, among other things, the Forest Service failed to comply with the National

Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) requirement of completing an Environmental

Impact Statement (EIS) before proceeding with the sales. These organizations

believed that the decision to harvest in the North Fork of Elk River was driven more

by the need to `get the cut out' than by sound management practices.
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THE ELK RIVER SALMON CONSERVATION AREA PROPOSAL

The Friends of the Elk River developed their own management plan for the

Elk River drainage, the Elk River Salmon Conservation Area (ERSCA) proposal.

The ERSCA proposal identifies the fisheries as the "Outstandingly Remarkable Value"

and emphasizes the protection of the fisheries resource while still allowing for limited

timber harvest. Outstandingly remarkable values are those values that make an area

special or unique, that the Forest Service has an obligation to protect and perpetuate.

Under the ERSCA proposal, timber harvest in the drainage would be reduced to 2.5

MMBF per year in perpetuity, in comparison to the Siskiyou National Forest Plan

that estimates an 8.5 MMBF harvest per year between the years 1991 and 2000. The

Friends of the Elk River have submitted the ERSCA management proposal to the

Forest Service, as well as to their representatives in Congress, and invited public

comment on the document.

The initial Forest Service response to the ERSCA proposal was that the finding

of "no significant impact" for the two North Fork sales was appropriate and that

every precaution had been taken to "protect and enhance" the fisheries resource. The

decision to proceed with the sales was made by a Forest Service interdisciplinary

planning team that conducted a thorough analysis of the proposed sales. The Forest

Service acknowledged that they were looking for ways to meet the harvest levels set

for them by Congress; however, the agency felt that the timber sales were planned

carefully to ensure the protection of the fisheries and other values. The Forest

Service contended that the EIS completed for the Copper Mountain Roadless Area as
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part of the Forest Plan was adequate to fulfill the NEPA requirement over which the

environmental groups had filed suit. However, on January 11, 1991, the Siskiyou

National Forest issued a press release announcing the decision to withdraw the two

sales citing inadequate documentation of analysis of fish and watershed issues.

The Forest Service's withdrawal of the two sales signaled a change in the

posture of the Forest Service triggered by the appointment of the new Forest

Supervisor, Mike Lunn. When questioned about the decision on January 19, 1991,

Mr. Lunn stated that after discussing the case with the General Legal Counsel he felt

that there was no alternative but to withdraw the sales.

MANAGEMENT APPLICATION

The Elk River controversy shares characteristics with other public

environmental disputes. It is important that we consider these characteristics to

develop a foundation with which to approach the analysis of the Elk River

controversy. By looking at the conflict over the management of Elk River, we can

learn more about the development and role of conflict in public land management and

policy. This is significant beyond Elk River because conflicts regarding the

management of public lands are becoming more and more a part of the public land

manager's world, making effective management of conflict situations essential.
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PUBLIC DISPUTES

Public disputes are "controversies that affect members of the public beyond the

primary negotiators." In addition, they generally involve some level of government

as a decision-maker (Carpenter and Kennedy, 1988).

Characteristics

Carpenter and Kennedy (1988) identify three broad characteristics of public

disputes: first, public disputes are characterized by a complicated network of interests

that includes groups as opposed to individuals. Each group has its own spokesperson,

its own procedures for making decisions, its own source of power, and differing

levels of knowledge/background. Once the conflict is settled, the parties generally

have no interest in continuing to meet.

Second, the procedures for dealing with public disputes are not standardized.

No established guidelines exist for the resolution of public disputes. The rules and

regulations that are in place to deal with problems may end up being more of a

constraint than an asset to problem solving as they can limit the procedures used for

creative problem solving. One such example is the Federal Advisory Committee Act

that regulates the establishment of advisory boards. The Forest Service generally

avoids the use of such committees because they consider the requirements to be too

cumbersome (Wondolleck, 1988).

Finally, public disputes cover a broad range of complex issues including

health, economic, and future concerns. New issues are likely to emerge over time as
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the disputes grow and change. Technical information becomes important in trying to

find solutions to the problem, but each party is likely to bring into the debate its own

set of facts. Each party also brings its own set of values with which to consider the

facts. Carpenter and Kennedy (1988) state that:

Many policy decisions are essentially choices among competing values
and some of the most heated of all public controversies result when
someone's fundamental beliefs about what is important are threatened.

Public Interest Groups

Amy (1983) comments on the increase in the number of political groups trying

to affect policymaking in the last several decades and points out that participation of

these groups is not easily assimilated by our present system. For example, in the

past, as long as the Forest Service met its directives to provide timber, there was little

controversy with which they had to deal. Today, the increased level of public

concern with environmental issues and the legislative mandate to incorporate public

involvement into the planning process, have set the stage for increased numbers of

special interest groups. Amy contends that the "increased participation of special

interest groups has fostered a politics of confrontation and polarization." There

appears to be good reason for these groups to be skeptical when involved with

government or big business:

Historically, citizen organizations involved with government or
business groups have seen their interests co-opted through
familiar techniques: appeals to common values, requests that
citizens put their trust in government or in business, and
participation processes in which citizen interests have been
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overwhelmed by the expertise of other interest groups (Crowfoot
and Wondolleck, 1990).

Environmental disputes represent one form of public disputes that have seen a

significant increase in the level of public attention recently. Lee (1982) states:

A major social development of the last 15 years has been the
rapid emergence of the environment on the national agenda.
Some environmental issues, including pollution control and the
uses of national forest lands, have become cases of social
conflict -struggles that involve not only political elites but also
members of the populace at large, acting individually, through
interest groups and political parties, and at the ballot box.
Environmental policy has blossomed in tandem with an opposing
force: the growing dissatisfaction with government in general
and the lengthy processes of regulation and litigation in
particular.

The concern over the management of Elk River is one example of the

emergence of environmental issues. The issue of utilization vs. preservation is clearly

one that has manifested itself in the conflict over the management of the Elk River

drainage. In addition, the conflict reflects the procedural and substantive issues

common to many environmental disputes. Procedural issues arise from differences

over the processes, or interpretation of the processes used to arrive at management

decisions. Substantive issues arise from the interpretation of the substance of the

conflict, data, the use of models and the research. The characteristics addressed

above indicate that it is not unusual that the dispute involves a government agency, or

that the settlement of the controversy will have policy implications in areas outside of

Elk River. The interest groups that banded together to challenge the management

decisions perceived that continuing to participate in public meetings and letter writing
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campaigns would not be effective. Instead, these groups felt it would be more

expedient to pursue their interests through the courts and congress.

ENVIRONMENTAL DISPUTES

"While the evidence of environmental conflict is quite clear, the interpretations

of both specific individuals and groups concerning the extent of this conflict and what

should be done about it are often very different" (Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1990).

Characteristics

Gladwin has identified some trends that are characteristic of environmental

conflicts and provide us with a good understanding of what the future will bring

(Lake, 1987). Gladwin's research indicates that the focus of environmental disputes

is shifting away from existing problems and temporary solutions to potential problems

and preventive measures. As a result of this, "the average number of issues,

opponents, and resolution mechanisms involved per battle is increasing." There is a

shift away from simple ecological issues, with more concern for "the overall quality

of human life." More and more, environmental disputes involve decentralized local

grass-roots organizations and individuals. There is a shift away from "regulatory"

issues to more "social" concerns, and the "environmental movement" is becoming

more central to the process. There is a division of labor among the opponents with

different types of opponents waging conflict over different issues. Environmental
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conflicts are becoming more costly as a result of delays, postponements, blockages,

and other actions (Lake, 1987).

These characteristics impress upon us the seriousness of environmental

conflicts and the likelihood that they will continue to be a concern into the future.

Environmental conflicts involve complex issues with a wide spectrum of values held

by the stakeholders.

Sources of Conflict

Understanding the sources of environmental conflict enables public land

managers to identify potential problem areas before they become major areas of

contention and to try to resolve issues by working with the groups and individuals

involved before the situation escalates to litigation. "Most environmental disputes

arise because people have different views over what constitutes good policy for the

environment" (Bacow and Wheeler, 1984). These differing views have emerged over

time from an almost universal view, that progress depended on economic growth and

that development was good, to a time when many people are questioning the costs and

impacts of such improvements (Bacow and Wheeler, 1984). This change in outlook

cannot be traced to a single factor. Bacow and Wheeler (1984) identify three possible

explanations for this shift in thinking. First, the costs of development are long term

and cumulative. When people are not aware of the effects development could have on

their environment, then protest is not a logical response for them. Over time, as the

effects of some activities have become clear, people have begun to take steps to
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address the problems. The perception that an action will result in "no impact" when,

in fact, impacts will later occur, can lead to conflict, thereby surprising the agency

that presumed all was well.

Second, this change in perspective may reflect a shift in basic values

manifested by the protests of the 1960's and 1970's. These two decades were a time

of growing recognition that there were limits to growth, that the environment could

handle only so much impact, that renewable resources were becoming more scarce as

the rate of consumption exceeded the rate at which they could be renewed, and that

some pieces of the biological jigsaw puzzle were being lost forever.

Environmental conflicts are rooted in different values of natural
resources and environmental quality. Some individuals perceive
an intrinsic value in things that are wild and natural while others
do not. Some see a societal obligation to protect species and
preserve habitat while others do not. Some place priority on
maintaining biological diversity and environmental integrity for
future generations while others place priority on harnessing
nature's resources to service the needs of today's society
(Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1990).

Finally, new legislation and political processes reflecting the shifts in value

may have played a role by providing means to accomplish change. Legislation such

as the Environmental Protection Act, the Clean Water Act, and others have

established that the public has a right to expect a clean environment. They also

provide the public with recourse if those standards are breached. These changes in

legislation have shifted the basic power structure of the nation and have fostered a

socio-political environment in which individuals are more likely to become concerned

about and involved with environmental issues. The processes and vehicles established
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by legislation such as the National Environmental Policy Act and the National Forest

Management Act provided the public with the opportunity to express their concerns

and opinions about the management of public lands through several forums.

Milbrath (1984) argues that this increased activism has resulted in a new group

of leaders known as environmentalists. These leaders try to combine a sophisticated

understanding of the natural workings of the world with a newly developing

environmentally-oriented ethic. Individuals banding together to form new groups or

joining existing organizations, are enabling the new environmental conscience to

become a very strong force. When these organizations challenge the dominant belief

structure in an effort to shift toward a new paradigm, conflicts occur (Catton and

Dunlap, 1980). These challenges may reflect different stakes in the outcome,

differences in assessing risks and impacts, or differences in the perceived scope of the

dispute than those addressed within the "dominant paradigm" (Bacow and Wheeler,

1984).

ELK RIVER: ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS AND CONFLICT
THEORY

The conflict over managing the Elk River mirrors the characteristics of

environmental disputes addressed earlier in this paper. In addition, the Elk River

controversy is an example of a gain-preservation situation where the parties involved

have different stakes in the outcome; different perceptions of risk and the impacts

associated with it; fundamental differences in valuing the resources involved; and

questions about what the scope of the debate should be.
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Characteristics of Environmental Conflict

The conflict does not deal with an existing problem, but rather with the

potential problems of water quality and fisheries concerns following the proposed

harvest activity in the drainage. The concerns themselves are a reflection of the

deeper underlying issues of utilization vs. preservation wherein local residents are

proposing to protect their "quality of life" by protecting the resources they value.

The five organizations that joined forces to file the injunction against the sale of the

Elk Fork and Boulder Krab timber sales include local, state, and regional

organizations. This coalition provides the larger group with several constituencies

and arenas to work in to promote the changes they seek. The specialized interests

represented by those organizations are fisheries, rivers, local residents, and two

natural resource interest groups. The formulation of a coalition by these

organizations represents an attempt to gain a stronger and broader political base.

The Forest Service's withdrawal of the timber sales and the subsequent meeting held

in North Bend on January 19, 1991, which was attended by representatives of the

Forest Service and the organizations opposing the sales suggest that perhaps this issue

will be resolved outside the court system. As part of the decision to withdraw the

timber sales, the Forest Service also agreed not to initiate any new sale activity until

both a drainage wide EIS and a management plan for the Wild and Scenic Elk River

were completed. This will block new activity in the Elk River drainage until at least

1993.
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Gain-Preservation Theory

The conflict over Elk River is a gain-preservation situation where the

motivating factors behind each party's behavior are different (Conn, 1971). One set

of actors seeks gain either for itself or in the name of some segment of the population

at the expense of those who presently have control. In this case, those pushing for

the adoption of the Elk River Salmon Conservation Area seek to change the status of

the land presently managed by the Forest Service, an action that also affects the

industries that traditionally harvest the timber on it. Those who control the land have

been forced to mobilize to preserve the status quo by becoming more visible, and

engaging in a public education campaign to defend their position (Conn, 1971).

Wondolleck (1988) states that:

Public land agency officials are generally trying in good faith to
make decisions that promote the public's interest. Problems
arise, however, because their image of the public interest does
not always coincide with that of other land users.

She puts forth the idea that:

The land management paradigm, premised on rational,
scientifically based resource conservation and use, is not equally
able to accommodate the more recent and highly judgmental
preservation and non-commercial objectives.

and that:

The transition from public-land management policies geared
toward late nineteenth and early twentieth century conditions
to new policies adjusted to late twentieth century objectives
calls for reform of existing administrative procedures.
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The Forest Service, while struggling to adapt to the changes in society, is not

responding quickly enough to satisfy the groups challenging their management of Elk

River. Consequently, they find themselves in a defensive position, trying to maintain

control over the lands they manage while those in opposition try to diminish that

control through litigation and threats of impending Congressional action.

What is at Stake?

The parties involved clearly have different stakes in the outcome. The Forest

Service stands to lose control of a piece of land, but more important is the challenge

to the processes used to manage the public lands - the questioning of the Forest

Service's authority, interpretation of the NEPA requirements and the professional

credibility of the agency. These issues are important factors in the struggle for basic

organizational survival. Professional issues play an important role in establishing a

power base for an agency. According to Clark and McCool (1985), the multiple-use,

utilitarian philosophy that has enabled the Forest Service to contribute to the economic

development of the nation in a material way has helped the agency maintain political

power. However, political power is as much a matter of reputation as of other

factors. The Forest Service stands to preserve its authority to make decisions on the

lands they manage, and support for the processes they presently have in place for

incorporating public input; providing a much needed boost to their image. In doing

so, they help retain their power base.
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The environmental groups hope to restrict the types of activity that can occur,

their timing and spacing, and to achieve Congressional enactment of the Elk River

Salmon Conservation Area proposal. In addition, they stand to gain recognition and

legitimacy, lending further support to other environmental causes.

Perception of Risk and Impacts

One of the fundamental differences between the Forest Service and the

environmental group representatives may be the perception of risk and impacts

resulting from the harvesting activity. The Forest Service has engaged in what they

perceive is a thorough analysis of the risks and potential impacts of harvesting

activity, including the development of a model to determine the level of sedimentation

and the possible effects of those impacts on fisheries. Based on the results of that

modeling effort and the input of an interdisciplinary planning team, the Forest Service

determined that the risk to the fisheries was acceptable using criteria the district

personnel set up. The Forest Service, in attempting to solve the problem by

developing a computer model, overlooked that the underlying issues of utilization vs.

preservation have little or nothing to do with erosion or sedimentation.

Not surprisingly, the environmental groups involved did not agree with the

Forest Service's assessment. They questioned the use of "adjustment factors" in the

model and pointed to unresolved questions regarding the accuracy of the data, raised

by a Forest Service Research Biologist who had been involved in the developing the

model. Further, they did not feel that any risk above the naturally occurring level



18

was acceptable on this piece of ground because of the geological instability of the

area. By limiting acceptable risk to the level of natural change, they would

effectively curtail management activities. The groups pointed to historical landslides

in the area and argued that any activity could trigger a major landslide. The level of

acceptable risk to the Friends of the Elk River is much lower than the level the Forest

Service appears willing to accept.

Differences in Valuing

The contention over the level of risk reflects a larger difference in the valuing

of the resources involved. The Forest Service had been mandated to meet the harvest

levels set in the Hatfield-Adams Act (H.R. 2788) and their decision to harvest was

protected by that mandate. Section 318 was declared unconstitutional, in part, in

September of 1990 and environmental groups believed that would abrogate the sales.

But the decision to harvest had been made by the Forest Service and the sales were

"in the pipeline." In addition to working in an environment where the rules kept

changing, the Forest Service had invested time and money in the process: they felt

they had followed proper procedures to prepare the sales, and that they still needed to

meet the new Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) mandated by Congress, so they planned

to move ahead with the sales. While the Forest Service sees the ASQ as a mandate

that they must meet, environmental groups place less emphasis on it, viewing it as a

target to be met if possible. The environmental groups value preserving the fisheries
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and old growth timber more highly than they value meeting the ASQ, so they moved

to halt the proposed timber sales.

The Scope of The Debate

Still another source of conflict is the difference in opinions about what the

scope of the dispute should be. Is this a case where the individuals who depend on

the local fisheries for a living should have more influence than the national demand

for timber from our public lands? The Forest Service is charged to manage the land

for the benefit of the entire nation. How are the needs of the nation best served?

How should participation be incorporated into the planning process? What are the

criteria by which we evaluate the idea of incorporation of input? Is there a point at

which the decisions should be made and the public should no longer be involved?

Should input be weighted to reflect greater importance of local residents? What

recourse do those individuals, who after being encouraged to, and do participate, have

when the final plans do not, in their minds, adequately reflect their concerns?

The scope of the debate over the management of Elk River has become

national as the environmental groups have lobbied congressmen from eastern states to

include the drainage in legislation designated to restrict harvest of old growth forests.

The decision to make this a national debate has increased their political strength and

expanded their constituency. It has also placed increased pressure on the Forest

Service as they struggle to answer the questions congress asks of them. These

considerations have all contributed to the conflict over the management of Elk River.
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By looking at the events, and comments of those involved, perhaps we can learn how

to approach these type of situations in a more constructive manner.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

The methodology for this study included conducting a background assessment,

developing a study design and forming hypotheses, selecting subjects and interviewing

them, and completing a comparative analysis of the data.

BACKGROUND ASSESSMENT

A preliminary review of the current controversy over the management of the

Elk River Drainage was conducted through a search of newspaper accounts,

government documents, and journal articles, and a background interview with Mr.

Robert Warren, then aide to representative Peter DeFazio. A literature review of the

general body of information on conflict resolution and disputes was conducted through

a library search, follow up of citations referred to in journal articles, and personal

interviews with professionals in the field.

STUDY DESIGN AND FORMULATION OF HYPOTHESES

Given the exploratory nature of this case study and after consultation with

committee members, a qualitative method of data collection and analysis was adopted.

It was determined that the use of semi-structured interviews that asked a set of general

questions of all respondents and allowed the interviewees to follow up on areas and



21

issues important to them would be used. The benefits of this method are that it

enables the interviewer to gain the trust of the respondents by conveying that their

views are accepted and important. The process also allows new perspectives to

emerge and identifies the areas the respondents feel most strongly about (Schatzman

and Strauss, 1973).

Case study involves prolonged and repeated contacts with respondents,

allowing the researcher to build rapport with respondents and thereby be better able to

assess the quality of the data. Using this method, the responses are not disaggregated

into traits for analysis, but are studied intact so that the respondents comments can be

considered within the context of the situation under study.

The limitations of using qualitative methods of investigation are that because of

the multiple sources of data and the open-ended nature of the interviews, the volume

of data may overwhelm the researcher. Also, since the interviews must be adapted to

each individual situation, this method lacks the standardization necessary to enable

easy replication.

Using a selective, rather than random sample allowed the study to focus on

those individuals who were knowledgeable and interested in the management of the

Elk River. This approach enables the researcher to discuss different perceptions of

the case but does not allow the researcher to generalize about the general population.

Another problem with the use of qualitative methods is that there are no well-

formulated methods of analysis. Though the body of literature that deals with
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qualitative methods is growing, methods for collecting, coding, organizing, and

presenting data have been the focus.

Finally, qualitative methods may be considered "soft" by scientists used to

more quantitative methods. Qualitative methods are recognized as effective tools in

such disciplines as business, education, social sciences, and law, and provide an

effective way to discover the beliefs, values, attitudes, and behaviors of those under

investigation. In this case, qualitative methods have contributed to the clarification of

the controversy over the management of the Elk River drainage.

Hypotheses were developed based on a review of existing literature and

conversations with professionals in the fields of dispute resolution and public land

management. A set of questions was developed to address the hypotheses. Those

questions became the basis for interviews. All respondents were asked the same basic

set of questions but allowances were made for individuals to emphasize and follow up

in more detail on those questions they perceived as being most relevant.

SELECTION OF SUBJECTS AND INTERVIEWING

The primary objective was to identify a group of individuals who would

represent as many different perspectives of the dispute as possible and could provide

an understanding of the historical background events. The list of interviewees was

determined first by establishing who was directly involved in the management

decisions affecting Elk River. A list of Forest Service employees who had worked

together on the Forest Plan and the individual sale plans for the Elk Fork and Boulder
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Krab timber sales was developed. Secondly, by contacting the organizations who had

filed injunctions to halt the two timber sales, the names of individuals actively

involved in the issues surrounding Elk River were identified. Finally, using the chain

referral method, suggestions were made by those being interviewed as to which other

individuals might provide additional insight. An attempt was made to include

representatives from the community as well as Forest Service representatives and

representatives from the environmental groups involved, to ensure that the full range

of interests and values in the debate was reflected. Interviews were discontinued

when all individuals who had been identified by at least three other respondents as

someone who could offer a unique perspective had been interviewed.

Data were collected through a semi-structured interview format. All

respondents were asked to respond to a series of open ended questions and their

responses were recorded on a lecture style tape recorder to ensure accuracy.

Questions to clarify the intent and meaning of the respondents were asked to ensure

better understanding of the respondents responses and to minimize the interpretive

biases of the researcher.

Interviews were conducted at the convenience of the individuals asked to

participate. Each interview was identified by date and place. Most individuals also

gave their names and affiliation or interest in Elk River. One individual requested not

to have their name and position be used, and that request has been honored. The

comments from that interview will not be directly quoted, but the content of the
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interview has been used as general background knowledge. A table showing the

number of respondents by affiliation is shown below:

Respondent Affiliation

Affiliation

Forest Service

Retired Forest Service

Industry

Environmental Organization

Fishery

Adjacent Landowner

Curry County Commissioner

Siskiyou Advisory Board Member

Curry County Reporter

School Superintendent

Oregon State University Faculty Member

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

3

8

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

Initial analysis of the data occurred as the interviews were conducted and the data

were collected. The respondents were encouraged to emphasize those issues they

considered most important within the framework of the questions. The interviewer

followed up on the responses by restating her understanding of the response and asking

for corrections as needed to clarify points made by the respondents. No formal
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classification or measurement system was used in an effort to avoid biasing respondents

comments. After the tapes of the interviews had been transcribed, the responses were

examined for similarities and dissimilarities through the process of comparative analysis

(Glaser and Strauss, 1967). The similar responses were then placed in general categories

which reflected the views of the respondents. In cases where individual responses were

not similar, all responses have been listed. The discussion of the results highlighted the

responses and the important features of the case as perceived by the author. Interview

transcripts, Forest Service records and documents, and correspondence files of the

respondents were used to build a chronology of events and to supply historical

background information. The chronology documents the events that occurred, and the

time, place, and parties involved, providing a frame of reference and clarifying the

sequence of events (see appendix A).
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CHAPTER II

AN ANALYSIS OF THE ELK RIVER DISPUTE

The following sections will address the development of the hypotheses, the

results of the interviews, and a discussion of the results.

PERCEPTIONS OF THE SISKIYOU NATIONAL FOREST PLAN

In discussing the participation of individuals in completion of a task, Cohen et

al. (1984) have determined that participation of an individual in the development of a

product increases the level of their commitment to the product. Further, they contend

that the greater the level of participation by the individual, the greater their

commitment to the product, and that it is difficult for individuals to do a good job if

they do not feel committed to the outcome. The first hypothesis in this study was

based on the belief that the Forest Service employees involved in the decision to

harvest the Elk Fork and Boulder Krab timber sales would feel a sense of

commitment to the Siskiyou National Forest Plan that they helped develop that those

outside the agency would not share.

The Forest Service employees involved in the decision

to harvest these timber sales feel strongly that they have a

mandate from the Forest Plan which justifies the harvest of

these sales. The parties opposing the sale of the units do not

perceive such a mandate from the plan.
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This hypothesis was based on the premise that there would be a difference in

perspective between Forest Service personnel, who would feel committed to the

Forest Plan, and those outside the agency, who would feel that the plan is something

more flexible that should be adapted as the need arises.

Justification for Proceeding with the Timber Sales

The first question to address this hypothesis was directed to the Forest Service

Respondents. The question reads: Please share with me what you feel is the

Siskiyou National Forest's justification for proceeding with the Elk Fork and

Boulder Krab timber sales. The expected response from Forest Service personnel

was that the land upon which the timber sales were located was designated general

timber lands in the Forest Plan, and as such, they were to be considered potential

harvest area. Many interviewees cited multiple factors when responding to the

question; only two individuals responded by pointing to only one factor. This

inclusion of multiple factors illustrates the complex issues addressed here.

The responses to this question are shown below:
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Forest Service Respondents

Justification for Proceeding with Timber Sales

Response # of Responses

Forest Plan 4

Section 318 4

Other Concerns had been Mitigated 3

No Owl Concerns in the Area 1

Of the eight Forest Service representatives who responded to this question,

four cited the Forest Plan as the justification for proceeding with the sales. Cindy

Ricks, Forest Service Geologist in Zone II, stated:

... that question implies that they need some justification other
than the Forest Plan. If it's in the general land base and hasn't
been allocated to some separate use, then I think everybody
should assume that the Forest Service is going to proceed with
harvest.

This statement reveals the depth of the Forest Service employee's commitment to the

Forest Plan.

More surprising were the four Forest Service responses that cited Section 318

as the justification for proceeding with the sales. Section 318, also known as the

Hatfield - Adams Act, was passed by Congress in October of 1989 as a rider on the

Fiscal Year 1990 Appropriations Bill. Several lawsuits were pending wherein

conservation groups filed suit against the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land

Management to halt or severely limit harvest activities in spotted owl habitat. The

Hatfield - Adams Act was passed in an effort to mitigate problems the Forest Service



29

and Bureau of Land Management were facing as a result of preliminary injunctions

issued by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in 1989 as part of the controversy over

spotted owl management. Neither the Elk Fork or Boulder Krab timber sales are in

areas currently being used by the owls. Craig Snider, Powers Ranger District,

Timber Management Assistant (TMA) said:

I'd say the main justification for proceeding with the sales was
Section 318. Congress said we should get the volume out--I'd
say the primary reason it was pushed. In fact, we had, earlier
in the year, the possibility of opening up the sales to more
public involvement, more public scrutiny, but elected with the
fact that we had these 318 targets we had to meet, we elected at
that time to not do that. We'd already done scoping and so
forth, and had basically followed all the NEPA procedures, so
even though we recognized that there was public concern for
this and they were going to get upset, we felt like if we were to
open up the issues all over again and get involved with rewriting
it, we would delay things to the point that we wouldn't be able
to make our 318 deadline, which was at the end of September.

Half of the Forest Service employees who were interviewed felt that Section

318 was, at least in part, justification for proceeding with the two timber sales. These

responses suggest that either the Forest Service felt tremendous pressure to fulfill the

harvest levels set for them by Congress or that Section 318 provided convenient

justification for proceeding with those activities they intended to do anyway. Clearly,

however, the attempt to sidestep the delay caused by re-establishing dialogue with the

public failed. Section 318 was overturned, in part, in early September 1990 and the

sales have been an ongoing source of controversy.

The question: Do you feel that the Forest Service's justification for

proceeding with these timber sales is adequate? was asked of representatives of the
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community and the environmental groups. The responses to this question were

expected to be mixed, depending on the level of individual satisfaction with the Forest

Service's activities. The responses can be seen below:

Non-Forest Service Respondents

Was the Justification Adequate?

Position # of Responses

Justification for proceeding inadequate 9

Justification for proceeding adequate 4

Not sure/don't know 4

Nine of the respondents felt that the Forest Service's justification for

proceeding with the timber sales was inadequate. While their reasoning varied

somewhat, the prevailing concern was in regard to the fisheries. Jim Rogers, of

Friends of the Elk River stated:

No, I don't (believe the Forest Service's justification is
adequate) at this point because of the fisheries issue. Because
their own experts have advised against going into that area at
this time. I feel that they should have done a lot more analysis
and they should do an Environmental Impact Statement as
required under NEPA before going into a roadless area. (parens

added)

Chris Frissell, a Research Assistant in Fish and Wildlife at Oregon State University

addressed the question of the Forest Plan as being justification in his response to this

question stating:

There seems to be a range of justifications, one of them being
that the Forest Plan makes it okay. The Forest Plan approved
this land allocation and this cut (harvest level) off it. I've
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had a long history of not believing, and letting the Forest Service
know, that the Forest Plan doesn't adequately address a lot of
concerns with regard to cumulative effects, particularly of
landslides on fish, both on the forest and off forest and
downstream habitats in forest lands. (parens added)

Interestingly, the four individuals who felt that the Forest Service was justified

in proceeding with the sales had no prevailing theme in their answers. One felt that

they had "planned, and planned, and planned."' Another said "Well, yes, I guess as

an Advisory Board member I do."' and a third stated: "In this day and age,

somebody questions every circumstance. But to my own way of thinking, I would

say the Forest Service has justification unless proved otherwise.' The fourth

individual simply said "Yesi4 in response to the question.

Four individuals either had "no idea" or did not give a definitive answer to the

question. Rick Hazard, a member of the Kalmiopsis Audubon Chapter stated:

I can see their position. I don't want to see them cut, but they
are mandated by Congress to get the cut out, and they're just
scrambling to look for places to cut.

and David Bayles of the Oregon Rivers Council said:

Justification is not the word that I would use one way or another.
I would not comment on justification. My sense of the sales is
that the environmental analysis for the sales is flawed. I don't

`. Personal Interview, G. Mack Brown and Virgil Frazier, South Coast Lumber Co.
Brookings, OR November 20, 1990.

2. Telephone Interview, Rebecca Brown, Siskiyou National Forest Advisory Board
ineinber, Josephine County Commissioner, December 18, 1990.

3. Personal Interview, Robert Van Leer, Editor, Curry County Reporter, Gold Beach,
OR, November 30, 1990.

4
. Greg Stone, Stuntzner Engineering & Forestry, Coos Bay, OR, November 29, 1990.
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think of the environmental analysis as something that's used to
justify sales.. .

Questions and Issues

The third question to address this hypothesis was:

What questions or issues about the Elk River and management of the Elk River

drainage were adequately addressed in the Forest Plan, and what questions or

issues are still to be resolved?

The purpose of this question was to determine whether there were differences

in perception between those inside and those outside the agency about what issues had

been resolved and what issues remained to be addressed. The responses are listed

below:

Ouestions And Issues That Were Addressed # of Responses

Private Forest Service

Fisheries 5 6

Protection of Fragile and Unique Areas 1 5

Protection of Water Quality 2 2

Geological Instability of the Area 2 1

Wildlife Values 1 1

Harvest in a Roadless Area 0 1

Management as a Wild and Scenic River 0 1

Timber Values 0 1
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Questions or Issues Still to be Resolved # of Responses

Private Forest Service

Effects of Roadbuilding 0 1

Research Values 0 1

Botanical Values

Fisheries

0 1

Lack of Fisheries Management Plan 4 2

Wording of Fisheries in Forest Plan 3 2

Geological Instability of the Area 3 0

Need for Public Education 0 2

Site Specific Decisions 0 2

Management as a Wild and Scenic River 1 0

Irrigation 1 0

Port Orford Cedar Protection 1 0

Harvest in Roadless Area 0 1

Way to Harvest in Face of Set-Asides 0 1

Way to Consider Controversial Issues 0 1

Jim Rogers 0 1

The fisheries issue was recognized by 11 respondents as having been addressed

in the Forest Plan. Many of the same individuals who stated that the issue had been

addressed in the Forest Plan also acknowledged that it remained a concern that needed

to be addressed further. Five of the individuals who responded that the fisheries issue



34

remained unresolved pointed to directives within the Forest Plan that state the

fisheries must be "maintained or enhanced." To those five individuals, the wording

was part of the problem. As Craig Snider explained:

If you go back to this Forest Plan, it says "maintain or
improve." So in theory what that means, is that if you have a
stream that's already deteriorated, if you want to meet the
Forest Plan and maintain it under deteriorated condition, you
can do so, by continuing to log and deliver sediment to that
stream, as long as it's not at a rate any greater than what the
natural system is moving out, and you maintain the present
salmon habitat capability. That issue I don't think is really
addressed, or at least if it was, it wasn't a real upfront thing that
was discussed in the Forest Planning process. What rate should
these streams be allowed to improve? Should they be allowed to
improve at the maximum rate, the one under natural
circumstances, or is there some other level in there, coupled
with some management activity, some balance perhaps that
should be done? That hasn't really been addressed. It's kind of
a two-edged sword, too, because in the North Fork of the Elk
River, you've got a situation there where the stream is in a very
high quality condition, and so to maintain, you're going to be
able to do very little harvesting.

The concern over the wording by two Forest Service personnel reflects their

commitment to the Forest Plan they helped develop. The Forest Plan does state that

they are required to "maintain or improve" the fisheries. However, the implication

here is that they are following restrictions imposed on them. In reality, this is

circular reasoning because they are conforming with the standards they established for

themselves.

Closely tied to this answer were the six responses that there was no

comprehensive fisheries management plan unique to the Elk River. Chris Frissell

stated "I think when you get to the level of the drainage basin, I don't think there was
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anything that was well addressed in the Forest Plan--adequately addressed." There

were four individuals who felt that the entire range of issues had been addressed in

the Forest Plan, they just were not covered adequately or in enough depth.

Beyond the fisheries issue, three other topics appeared both on the list of

issues that had been addressed and on the list of those issues which still remained to

be addressed. The instability of the land, the controversy over harvesting within the

roadless area, and the question of management of Elk River as a Wild and Scenic

river were also identified.

Whether an issue has been adequately addressed depends on what the

individual responding to the question considers an appropriate level of resolution.

The questions asked in this case call for subjective responses from the respondents

and no attempt was made to determine what they would consider adequate.

The differences in responses to issues addressed and the adequacy of coverage

of those issues imply that the Forest Plan has not reduced the debate over the

management of the resources involved. The development of standards and guidelines

in the Forest Plan for the management of the resources found on the Forest did not

convince members of the community that adequate protection was afforded those

values.

The hypothesis that there would be some differences in perception between

Forest Service employees and individuals outside the agency was supported. Forest

Service personnel saw the issues brought up as having been addressed in the Forest

Plan more frequently than non-Forest Service respondents and were also less likely to
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consider an issue yet to be resolved. To some degree, this reflects a sense of

ownership in the Forest Plan they helped build. Ownership often takes the form of a

commitment to the project with which it is identified. A sense of ownership and

commitment is an example of concurrence-seeking behavior that is found among

highly cohesive groups (Janis, 1977).

Cindy Enstrom, Powers District Ranger, explained:

The plan is a very complex document. I've talked with people
over in Port Orford. They haven't read the Forest Plan; you
know, they tell me they don't believe in it. It's the law; it's
what the passage of the National Forest Management Act was all
about is that we were going to have some very structured way to
do forest planning. We were going to consider all resources in
that. It is very complex. Most people don't feel like sitting
down and reading it. They feel they could have done a better
job.

Here again, is the commitment to the product; the Forest Plan. To the individuals

within the agency, the Forest Plan is a product they expended a great deal of time and

energy on. They feel that the public does not understand them or the way the product

works.

Those outside the agency are less bound by the structure the Forest Plan

provides and more focused on the process. They see the Forest Plan as a much more

flexible document. Georganne Houtrouw, a member of Friends of the Elk River

states:

We don't see it as being a problem for them to reopen the Plan
because that's, in our understanding, the whole philosophy of
the Plan, is that it's a living plan--it can be modified to address
the unique needs of any given unique area, and I think it's been
demonstrated that this is a truly unique area.
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In summary, these differences in perception about the role of the Forest Plan

capture the differences between those inside the Forest Service, who see the plan as a

document guiding their decisions and those outside the agency who have few qualms

about changing it to incorporate new perspectives. Houtrouw, for example, sees the

Forest Plan as part of a continuous, ongoing process. She is not committed to the

plan as a product to guide and rule future decisions on the land, but as a process that

can adapt to new information and accommodate shifts in direction. Such a position

would serve the environmental faction well, by providing greater access to the

decisionmaking process and allowing the incorporation of the values they represent on

an ongoing basis.

The Forest Service employees tended to feel either bound or authorized by the

plan to proceed with these timber sales. This position reflects an agency belief that as

long as the proper procedural steps are followed during the decisionmaking process,

the decision should not be questioned. Further, it implies that once a decision is

made, it if final. Such a position would reassert the control of the agency over

activities on the lands they manage and help maintain the power base of the agency.

SECTION 318 AS MOTIVATION TO HARVEST

A review of the concepts of organizational behavior reveals that a given

behavior within an organization may have both functional and dysfunctional effects.

Whether or not the behavior is functional depends on the system in which one judges
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the behavior. Behavior that is functional for a particular subsystem may be

dysfunctional for the organization as a whole (Cohen et al. 1984).

The passage of Section 318 of the FY 1989-1990 House Appropriations Act

provided the Forest Service with such a behavioral conflict. Organizational efforts to

meet the mandated harvest level on the district level were functional because they

contributed to the attainment of the organizational goal of meeting the quota. The

same behavior was dysfunctional for the overall organization in that it exacerbated an

already serious credibility problem the agency had with the public. By pushing to

continue harvesting at a level many did not feel could be maintained, the Forest

Service appeared unresponsive to the concerns of some sectors of the public and

placed a lot of Forest Service personnel in an uncomfortable and unpopular position.

The following hypothesis examines the effects of Section 318 on the decision to

harvest the Elk Fork and Boulder Krab timber sales.

The decision to harvest the Elk Fork and Boulder

Krab timber sales resulted from pressure the Siskiyou

National Forest felt to get the cut out as mandated by

Section 318.

This hypothesis was based on the assumption that the volume target set for the

Siskiyou National Forest for fiscal year 1990 as a result of Section 318 was the

motivating factor behind the decision to harvest the Elk Fork and Boulder Krab

timber sales. In its annual appropriation process, Congress sets the timber sale levels

for each fiscal year, dictating how much timber will be sold from National Forest
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lands. The Section 318 legislation mandated timber sale levels for fiscal years 1989

and 1990 of seven billion seven hundred million board feet of net merchantable timber

from National Forests located in Washington and Oregon.

While this sale level does not reflect an increase over the sale levels for the

two previous years; many of the sales that were "in the pipeline", and that had the

pre-sale work completed could not be sold because they had been protected from

harvest under the Audubon selections of the 318 legislation which states:

Not later than two days after enactment of this Act, the Forest
Service shall submit to plaintiffs in the captioned case Seattle
Audubon Society et al., v. Dale Robertson, Civil #89-160, a list
of sales which had been prepared for offer in fiscal year 1989
and which contain at least 40 acres of suitable spotted owl
habitat. Not later than fourteen days after receipt of such list,
plaintiffs to the suit referenced in this subsection may enter into
an agreement with the Forest Service releasing for sale not less
than one billion one hundred million board feet of net
merchantable timber (318 (t)).

This left the Forest Service with the mandate to harvest at a level higher than for

which pre-work was completed.

In addition, the legislation required that advisory boards be established to

review proposed timber sales on each forest. The legislation directed the Secretary of

Agriculture and Interior to name advisory boards on a forest-by-forest (USFS) or

district-by-district basis (BLM), comprised of no more than seven individuals who

were to represent a diversity of views. The advisory boards could recommend that

the sales not proceed; however, the legislation reads:

The advisory boards shall provide recommendations to the Forest
Service and Bureau of Land Management in reviewing prospective
timber sales which shall meet the timber sale levels directed
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by this section prior to their offer (318 (c) (1).

In short, the advisory boards were directed to review all sales, and at the same time

see that the harvest levels were met. The implication is that if they did not approve a

given sale or units within a sale, the volume would be made up elsewhere. They

were still driven by Section 318 to 'get the cut out'.

Marie Reeder, an advisory board member for the Siskiyou National Forest,

filed a report objecting to the Elk Fork and Wolkrabs timber sales because they

would fragment the Copper Mountain Roadless Area. She felt the sales conflicted

with the directive in Section 318 that the Forest Service minimize fragmentation in

ecologically significant old growth stands. The legislation reads in part:

... the Forest Service shall minimize such fragmentation in
the ecologically significant old growth forest stands on a
National Forest-by-National Forest basis based on the Forest
Service's discretion in determining the ecologically significant
stands after considering input from the advisory boards created
pursuant to subsection (c) of this section (318 (b) (2) (1)).

Ms. Reeder's concern, while based on the wording and direction within Section 318,

was not enough to reverse the decision on the sales. The area the sales are located in

does not host a nesting pair of spotted owls and the legislation allowed the decision on

fragmentation to be based on the Forest Service's discretion.

5. Wolkrab timber sale was later combined with Bray Boulder timber sale and became
known as Boulder Krab timber sale.
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The Decision to Harvest

To examine this hypotheses the question, Why was the decision made to

harvest the Elk Fork and Boulder Krab timber sales? was asked. The expected

response to this question was that the Forest Service was feeling increased pressure to

process the sales to meet the level mandated by Section 318.

The responses to this question are shown below:

Reason for Decision # of Responses

Privat Forest Service

Section 318 4 5

General timber base in forest plan 8 4

Impacts mitigated so no damage 2 2

Advisory board reviewed them 1 3

Don't know

Distribute cut evenly throughout

2 1

the forest

Enable Forest Service to enter

2

roadless area 2 0

Punish the environmentalists 1 0

Generate money 1 0

Nine of the individuals interviewed did cite Section 318 and the Congressional

mandate to harvest as the reason the Elk Fork and Boulder Krab timber sales. In

addition, the following passage taken from a letter Abel Camerena, then Acting Forest

0
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Supervisor, sent to John and Georganne W. Houtrouw, supports the supposition that

the Forest was feeling some pressure to fill its harvest quota.

I have decided to proceed with the Elk Fork and Wolkrab
timber sales as part of the Forest's timber sale program as
directed under Section 318 of the fiscal year 1990
Appropriations Act. This decision was made after careful
consideration of the expressed concerns and after assessing the
impacts of withdrawing these sales from the FY90 timber sale
program (August 31, 1990).

In discussing the decision to harvest the two timber sales, Cindy Enstrom related that

"They were part of Section 318 legislation in which Congress directed the Forest

Service to put as much timber on the market as we possibly could." While this

comment is an overstatement, it does reflect the level of pressure individual districts

felt to conform to the mandate and meet the harvest levels set for them.

The responses that the decision was made to enable the Forest Service to enter

a roadless area, to punish the environmentalists, and to generate money indicate that

there is a perception by some individuals outside the agency that the Forest Service is

conspiring against them.

A more confusing phenomenon was the number of individuals who responded

that the Elk Fork and Boulder Krab timber sales are located in areas designated as

general timber lands in the Siskiyou National Forest Plan. This was the expected

response to the first question asked to test the first hypothesis, and indicates that

either the questions were not clear, there was some crossover in the respondents'

minds between justification for proceeding with the sales and the decision to harvest,

or that the respondents did not see any difference between the two. Of the twenty-six
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interviewees, twelve stated that the lands upon which the Elk Fork and Boulder Krab

timber sales are located are designated as general timber lands. As such, they are

part of the potential harvest inventory for the Forest. The Forest Plan states that

these lands are to "Provide multiple-use development opportunities and a high yield of

timber, subject to multiple use constraints." The use of the term "multiple use

constraints" indicates that as recently as the completion of the Forest Plan, other

values (i.e. non-timber) were still seen as "constraints" or residual values.

Wondolleck (1988) refers to the "timber primacy model" wherein timber

considerations are the driving force and all other values act as constraints on that

primary output. The "timber primacy model" shapes the way the Forest Service and

its employees perceive the Forest Plan and the decision to proceed with the Elk Fork

and Boulder Krab timber sales. Glenn Chen, Powers Ranger District Biologist,

summed up this position saying, "I believe it's in the Forest Plan. That area is

scheduled or allocated in the Forest Plan to produce timber. It's in the Forest Plan."

Referring to the Forest Plan to justify site-specific decisions demonstrates

circular logic on the part of the Forest Service. O'Toole (1990) uses the case of the

Tongass National Forest to illustrate the circularity of the Forest Service logic in their

two-step planning process. During the development of the Forest Plan, critics were

told that the Forest Plan was a programmatic document that did not make site-specific

decisions, and that their site-specific concerns would have to wait. Later, however,

when questions were raised about the decision to harvest particular areas, the agency
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cited the Forest Plan's allocation of the land in question as part of the general timber

base, essentially eliminating public participation.

To summarize, trying to meet the harvest levels set for them on a district level

is part of the functional behavior of that unit. It is also part of a larger dysfunctional

behavior for the Forest Service as an agency. The Forest Service tells Congress how

much timber they have available for harvest, through various formal (i.e., RPA

assessments') and informal (i.e., Congressional data requests, testimony, etc.) means.

Congress takes that information and uses it to set the harvest level. The agency,

historically, has operated on utilitarian principles. Recent studies indicate that the

agency still has close ties to those utilitarian principles (Twight and Lyden, 1989).

The agency has been unwilling to tell Congress that they can no longer meet the

harvest levels as they have in the past because they fear that such an exchange would

result in budget reductions for the agency. If the harvest levels have been set too

high and are unattainable using management practices that are acceptable to the

public, the Forest Service will not benefit in the long run by meeting them. Inside

the agency, meeting the goals set by Congress is considered important. Pete Peterson

stated:

'. The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning
Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-378, 88 Stat. 476) requires periodic
assessment of the National Forest timber supply and the
development of five year Forest Service programs that respond to
that assessment.
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You know, we're managing for everyone in the country, and
basically that's why we elect the congressmen, is to reflect
the views of the country, and they give us that information.
That's who we work for, so until they change directions, we
try to follow their directions as best as possible.

Whether or not individuals believe in the Congressional direction, they respond to a

reward system which reflects positively on those units that meet timber harvest levels.

The EA/EIS Question

Once the tape recorder was off, people spoke more freely about the issues

addressed during the interviews. An almost universal topic that came up was the off-

the-record-response that the Forest Service insisted on moving forward with the sales

to set a precedent establishing the legitimacy of using the Forest Plan EIS and an

Environmental Assessment (EA) as opposed to a project EIS to fulfill the NEPA

requirements when entering a roadless area. A case that had been unsuccessfully

litigated on the Rogue River National Forest that would have interpreted the lack of

designation as a "roadless" area as a "Finding of No Significant Impact" apparently

did little to dim the hopes within the Forest Service hierarchy that they could win a

decision eventually. Several individuals mentioned that the fisheries model was being

used to gain credibility in the process used to prepare the sales, in the hopes that

when the case went to court the Forest Service's position would be strengthened and

that the agency would prevail.
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The Difference Between an EA, and EIS, and a Forest Plan EIS

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), passed in 1969, required that

consideration of environmental consequences be carried out on a variety of levels

(Daniels and Kelly, 1990). The first and most basic of these is the EA.

An EA is required for every action taken on public lands. The purpose is to

establish whether or not the proposed activity can significantly impact the human

environment. What constitutes a significant impact is difficult to establish. Such a

determination is highly subjective and what the Forest Service perceives to be

significant may differ from what individuals outside the agency consider significant.

Indeed, even within the agency there may be debate between professionals. If,

however, it is determined that the proposed activity may impact the human

environment to a significant degree, a project or site specific EIS is required. If it is

determined that the proposed activity will not impact the human environment to a

significant degree, the process ends.

A site specific or project EIS deals only with one single management activity

and the impact of that activity on the natural, social, economic, and landscape

environment. A project level EIS is required only if it has been determined that the

proposed activity will significantly impact the human environment. An important

aspect of the project EIS is that it requires that the mitigation of impacts resulting

from the proposed activity be considered.

A Forest Plan EIS is programmatic, focusing on a larger set of management

actions and covering a large geographic area. The Forest Plan EIS establishes the
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direction of management for a piece of land. By its nature, it is more generalized,

dealing with a wider array of impacts than a site specific EIS and focused at a much

different level of resolution.

The Rogue River National Forest Case

Following the establishment of designated roadless areas that resulted from the

second Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE II) in 1977, some of the areas

that had been considered for the designation but had not been selected remained

unroaded. The inventoried roadless areas differ from the defacto roadless areas in

that those areas that were designated as "roadless" cannot have roads built on them.

The defacto roadless areas are areas that have no such restrictions, but simply have

not yet had roads built on them.

On November 21, 1990, United States District Judge Malcolm F. Marsh

issued an opinion and granted a permanent injunction enjoining four timber sales

pending the Forest Service's completion of an EIS in a case on the Rogue River

National Forest. The plaintiffs, a coalition of environmental groups, challenged the

four timber sales on the basis that the Forest Service failed to comply with the NEPA

requirements when entering a roadless area. The basis of the defense in this case was

that the area was not "roadless" because it was not designated as such. The judge

ruled that in an area which had an EIS completed as part of the process of being

considered for special designation under the Oregon Wilderness Act, or RARE II, and
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had not been set aside, the EIS did not meet the requirements to satisfy the continuing

mandate of NEPA to assess the environmental aspects of a given sale.

This case has serious implications for the proposal to enter the Copper

Mountain Roadless Area. Reviewed in the RARE II process, the area was designated

as non-wilderness. Because the EIS conducted as part of the RARE II evaluation

could not be used, the Forest Service decided to set a precedent using the Forest Plan

EIS and an EA. The decision on the Rogue River case states that:

The designation of an area as "roadless" for the purpose of
determining the broad category of future development
possibilities is not synonymous with an assessment of whether
an area is in fact roadless or an analysis of whether significant
environmental consequences will result from development of the
area.

Because the Forest Plan EIS is a programmatic document that deals with the "broad

category of future development possibilities", the environmental groups contended that

it also could not be used to meet the NEPA requirements, and that a site specific EIS

was required.

Implications

If the agency could establish a precedent for using a program level EIS for a

project level action, they would increase their power base substantially. Many of the

cases that environmental groups challenge are granted an injunction pending

completion of an environmental impact statement analyzing the consequences of the

action. Completing an EIS is very time consuming, and utilizes both people and

financial resources. With that requirement removed, the Forest Service would be able
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to begin proposed activity at a much quicker rate, reducing their paperwork

significantly. In addition, such a precedent would reassert the power, authority, and

discretion of the Forest Service and provide a much needed boost to their professional

credibility by confirming their judgement and position in these cases.

Discussion

The Forest Service chose to persist in their attempt to establish a precedent for

using the Forest Plan EIS and an EA even in light of a memo to Forest Supervisors

from James F. Torrance, Regional Forester stating:

Recent court decisions, appeal decisions by the Chief, and a
review by our Office of General Counsel, indicate the likelihood
that project decisions to enter roadless areas will require project
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS's) even after Forest Plans
are complete. While there will be opportunities to tier to the
Forest Plans, site specific effects that were not included in
Forest Plan EIS's in sufficient detail must be fully disclosed
(July 7, 1989).

In a memo from Warren B. Olney (for Ron McCormick) to the Regional

Forester, R-6 that rated the roadless areas "for degree of public controversy that may

occur and the corresponding potential of preparing an EIS", both Elk Fork and

Wolkrab timber sales were given a rating of high.
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The memo continues:

In my opinion, the forest has neither the current organization nor
financial capability of producing this number of EIS's in two
years and continue with planning on other timber sales.
Additionally, if the Region requires that site-specific EIS's
be prepared for "all" roadless area sales, this would require
the preparation of 13 EIS's and involve 239 MMBF. It is clearly
outside our capability to meet this direction.

The attempts by the Forest Service to push the use of the Forest Plan EIS in

conjunction with an EA could be seen as a response to the stress they were under to

meet harvest levels, the need to obtain that harvest from defacto roadless areas, and

the limits in their ability to produce a project EIS for every sale which entered a

roadless area.

Given this magnitude of stress on the system, it should come as no surprise

that the Forest Service would attempt to bypass, or at least interpret, the NEPA

requirements in their favor. A decision establishing such a precedent would

legitimize their authority, giving the Forest Service greater control over the lands they

manage and reducing the amount of new paperwork facing them before engaging in

management activities.

In conclusion, the hypothesis that the decision to harvest the Elk Fork and

Boulder Krab timber sales resulted from pressure the Siskiyou National Forest felt to

get the cut out as mandated by Section 318, was at least partially supported by the

official responses of those interviewed. However, there were strong indications that

the decision to proceed with these sales was strategically motivated to test the use of a

Forest Plan EIS and an EA to fill the NEPA requirements for entering a roadless
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area. As long as the Forest Service was driven by the motive of establishing such a

precedent, they could not negotiate with the environmental interest groups because

compromise was not in their interest.

PERCEPTIONS OF THE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER DESIGNATION

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act was passed in October 1968. Its purpose was

to institute a national system consisting of free flowing rivers possessing

outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic,

cultural, or other similar values to be protected for the benefit and enjoyment of

present and future generations. The boundaries of the protection for these rivers were

not to exceed a one quarter mile corridor on either side of the river (Public Law 90-

542).

Interpretation of legislation is often a source of disagreement between the

Forest Service and environmental and industry organizations. Because these groups

value forest resources differently they tend to assess the benefits and -risks of specific

management actions differently (Wondolleck, 1988).

Differences in perception over the interpretation of impacts resulting from

different management alternatives on the environment frequently become exacerbated

by "golden rules" and "golden numbers" (Socolow, 1976). Golden rules and numbers

are arbitrary guidelines that represent the established way of proceeding with an

activity. However, the procedures, prescriptions, and routines that were intended to
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simplify the process may end up preventing or restricting full consideration of a range

of options or impacts. Socolow states:

Whenever a ground rule of discussion is that some standard or
guideline is to be accepted as an on-off number, above which
there is "safety" and below which there is "peril," two vital
kinds of discourse become illegitimate: discussions of acceptable
damage, and discussions of damage limitation.

The next hypothesis examines the differences in perception between Forest

Service and non-Forest Service respondent's interpretation of the legislation guiding

the management of the Elk as a wild and scenic river.

The recognition of the Elk as a Wild and Scenic River

is interpreted by environmental groups who filed suit

strategically, identifying the entire Elk River Drainage as a

unique resource and restricting the types and levels of

activity acceptable in the drainage. The Forest Service

interprets the designation from a legal perspective and only

applies protection to the river and the one quarter mile

corridor from each bank.

This hypothesis was based on the belief that individuals outside the Forest

Service perceived the designation of the river as Wild and Scenic differently than

Forest Service personnel. Culhane (1981) demonstrated that the position Forest

Service managers took was a midpoint between the positions taken by the

environmentalist and utilitarian constituencies they serve, a position that virtually

guarantees conflict with both groups. Twight and Lynden (1989), however, found
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that a group of Forest Service field level line managers didn't reflect this mid-point

between environmental and utilitarian constituencies. Instead, the values of the group

surveyed fell far closer to, and frequently overlapped with the utilizer constituency.

If either case proved to be accurate, the position of the Forest Service would

virtually guarantee conflict the environmental groups.

Compliance with the Wild and Scenic Designation

To consider this hypothesis the question, What changes in management of

the Elk River drainage were necessary to comply with the designation as a Wild

and Scenic River? and the follow-up questions Are there instances where the

managers of the area should go beyond these basic requirements? and Under

what circumstances? were asked.

The responses to the first question are shown below:
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Changes in Management of Elk River

to Comply with Wild and Scenic Designation

Change # of Responses

Private Forest Service

Don't know 9 3

Pulled units from Father Oak sale 2 4

Limit degradation of fisheries

and water quality 4 3

Increase level of protection, become

more conservative 1 7

Maintain visual standards 1 2

Greater concern for recreational use 1 1

No change necessary 1 1

Added supplemental resource areas 0 1

The responses to this question indicated that there was a great deal of

confusion over the implications of the designation as a Wild or Scenic River. Twelve

respondents stated that they either did not know what was involved, were not sure

what it really meant, or that the management requirements were too ambiguous at this

time and were yet to be decided.

The four Forest Service respondents who stated that units had been pulled

from the Father Oak sale, also said that the Forest Service had consulted landscape

architects to ensure that the units were meeting the letter and spirit of the legislation,
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and that the one quarter mile corridor boundary designation did not expressly prohibit

harvesting activities within the one quarter mile corridor. As such, the units could

have been harvested. Instead, the Forest Service pulled the sales after negotiating

with the Oregon Rivers Council. Craig Snider stated:

We looked at the sale and we determined that we didn't think
those units were going to have any impact on the fish, but there
was enough public outcry and concern about it, particularly on
the part of Oregon Rivers (Council) that we decided to take
another look at it, and we basically pulled those units for
political reasons. (parens added)

The Forest Service respondents implied that harvesting within the one-quarter mile

corridor would have been legally "correct", and that the original Forest Service

decision to harvest within the corridor was preferable. The impression given was that

the Forest Service was making a concession to those interests rather than seeing those

interests as a legitimate constituency on equal par with timber harvesting activity.

Only two respondents from outside the agency stated that changes had been

made in the management of Elk River to comply with the Wild and Scenic

Designation. This indicates that either the Forest Service did not communicate the

changes they made effectively, or that when they did communicate the changes, they

did not credit them as being made to comply with the Wild and Scenic designation.

Of concern to both Forest Service and non-Forest Service respondents was the

need to meet the intent of the legislation by not degrading the fisheries and water

quality of the river. A related concern for the effects of upslope activities taken on

tributaries outside the main corridor that could affect the fisheries and water quality

was also expressed. Glenn Chen stated:
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In terms of protecting the fishery for the Elk River, we have to
not only look at that main strip or main corridor, we have to look
all the way up to the top of the streams because of what comes
down in terms of water, in terms of sediment . . . There's all kinds
of stuff that goes on outside that one-quarter mile corridor, so
to me that's an issue that needs to be addressed, too. I think
that that's one that's easily ignored because people tend to
focus mainly on the corridor.

The one-quarter mile corridor boundary was one area that seemed to confuse

individuals. There appears to be a great deal of misconception about this aspect of

the law, particularly with regard to what management activities, if any, are allowed

within the corridor and under what circumstances. The Oregon Rivers Council

questions whether any management activities can take place within the corridor

without degrading the resources, and places the burden of proof upon the Forest

Service, citing examples up and down the Oregon coast where damage to the fisheries

has been extensive. The Forest Service interprets the legislation as allowing activity

so long as the outstanding and remarkable values are protected. This difference in

positions reflects an underlying philosophical difference between the Forest Service

belief that sensitive management can preserve, if not improve the values, and the

Oregon Rivers Council's belief that any management will only lead to degradation.

This issue is complicated by the absence of agreed upon standards establishing what

constitutes damage. As a result, the one-quarter mile corridor has become a source of

controversy. The environmentalists see it as an arbitrary line inside which no

management activity can take place. Further, they insist that consideration of damage

inside the corridor that could result from management activity outside, be included in
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the planning process. This controversy is in part responsible for the negotiations on

the Father Oak sale mentioned previously. As Craig Snider stated:

I would say that (withdrawing the two units in from the Father
Oak sale) went beyond the law, and there would be an instance
where for political reasons we decided to back off from doing
some management in there that would have still been meeting
the law. That was our perception. Oregon Rivers (Council), I
think they were trying to argue that wouldn't be legal--going
ahead and doing that without having completed a resource
assessment wasn't right. But then if you look at all the
testimony and the Act and whatnot, you kind of get the feeling
that the people who wrote the Act, and Congress, didn't really
intend that everything would completely shut down because of
these designations.

Two individuals stated that no change was necessary to comply with the Wild

and Scenic designation; their reasoning, however, was vastly different. Craig Snider

stated:

In theory, at least according to the head of our resources at our
Supervisor's office, Bob Ettner, he would tell you that really
there are no changes necessary, because as I pointed out in the
last question, this provides for maintaining or enhancing the
present condition of the fish. The whole idea behind the
designation of a Wild and Scenic River is to protect or maintain
those outstandingly remarkable values that are out there. Since
the outstandingly remarkable value is fish, the Forest Plan, in
theory, should provide adequate protection for them, if we
follow the Standards and Guidelines that are in there. That's
what Bob Ettner would argue with you, I'm sure. I think that's
largely true. I'm not really clear what changes would be
necessary.

There is a tendency to use the Forest Plan, Standards and Guidelines as a "golden

rule," protecting those who evoke it by legitimizing their position, at least in their

own minds. In this case the golden rule was written by those who would be

following it. The Standards and Guidelines were developed by the Forest as part of
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the planning process, using them to justify the actions taken by the Forest Service is a

classic example of circular reasoning.

David Bayles, of the Oregon Rivers Council also stated that no changes were

necessary but his reasoning was somewhat different:

You're not changing something else, you're not re-shaping the
Forest Plan into a Wild and Scenic Plan. You start with a clean
slate and say "what does the river need as a Wild and Scenic
River?" that's the stage we're in right now. Changes?
Directly answering the question, my answer would be change is
not the right issue. No changes. Wipe out the forest plan,
replace it with the Wild and Scenic Act.

This divergence of opinion is an interesting commentary on the polarization of

the issue. In reality, the management of the river and the writing of the wild and

scenic management plan cannot take place in a vacuum. It is critical that the

management plan for the river be tiered to the Forest Plan because the two are

interrelated. Much of the land inside the Elk River drainage will still fall under the

Siskiyou National Forest Management Plan. The activities taken in those areas will

affect the area managed under the new Wild and Scenic Elk River Management Plan.

It may be that the Forest Plan would have to be altered to incorporate the changes

needed to meet the standards set in the management plan for the wild and scenic

portion of the Elk River. In this case Georganne Houtrouw's vision of the Forest

Plan as a flexible document that can be adapted for shifts in values and new

information comes into play. Simply complying with the Standards and Guidelines is

not adequate to meet the letter or the intent of the Wild and Scenic legislation. There

is no way to know what needs to be changed in the management of the river because
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the Forest Service has not yet developed a management plan. Once they have become

involved in the planning process and have established how the river should be

managed to meet the requirements of the law, then they can look back and determine

what changes will be taking place and whether those changes will need to be reflected

by altering the Forest Plan.

The question of whether or not there were instances when managers should go

beyond the minimum requirement mandated by law evoked the following responses:

Should Managers of an Area Go Beyond the Legal Requirements

Response

of the Wild and Scenic Legislation

# of Responses

Private Forest Service

Yes

Go extra mile to build trust

Consider upslope activities on

fisheries

For political reasons

Those cases were already identified

as supplemental resource areas

2

0 2

2 1

0 1

0 1

Of the four individuals who answered this question, all of them responded

affirmatively, although for differing reasons. Individuals inside the Forest Service

were more inclined to identify what circumstances warranted such efforts. Citing the

2
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need for building trust and responding to political pressures reflects that these issues

are of concern to some individuals within the Forest Service.

In conclusion, the responses indicate that this hypothesis is partially supported.

The Wild and Scenic River designation in general and the one-quarter mile corridor in

particular has not operated as a "golden rule." The boundary has not been a

constraint on discourse on the issue, indeed it has generated discourse. While those

outside the Forest Service would like to see the entire drainage protected, they are

familiar with the one-quarter mile boundary designation. They have, as a result,

determined that to protect the river, they must attract attention to the fact that

consideration must be given to those activities taken outside that corridor that have an

effect on fisheries and water quality. The Forest Service personnel have confidence

in the quality of their management skills and techniques. To the Forest Service the

liberal interpretation of the legislation embraced by the environmentalists is perceived

as one more erosion of their control over the lands they manage. The Oregon Rivers

Council's assertion that any Forest Service management activity will result in

unacceptable impacts on the protected values is threatening to the Forest Service

because it challenges their professionalism, their ability to interpret legislation, and

their ability to control the activities taking place on the lands they manage. The

situation is further complicated because there is no agreed upon standard of what

constitutes damage to those resources. The Forest Service believes they can continue

to harvest in the drainage without negatively impacting either the fisheries or the

water quality of Elk River, and that the one quarter mile corridor does not exclude
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timber harvesting activity within the corridor if it is carried out in a manner that

protects the resources for which the river was designated wild and scenic. However,

some Forest Service respondents did express concern about the instability of the

terrain and the impacts of activities taken on private lands.

PERCEPTIONS OF SCIENCE AND MODELING

The use of science and modeling to provide information about environmental

issues has become as controversial as the issues themselves. In discussing the

neutrality of science, Socolow states that one of the problems is that "expertise is so

widely presumed to be the captive of the adversaries" (Socolow, 1976). He uses the

court system as an example of the expectation that both sides will produce expert

testimony to support their position. Because of this, the results of science and

modeling are considered to be little more than the packaging of opinion and sentiment

(Socolow, 1976). The following hypothesis examines the perceptions of the parties

involved in the Elk River dispute with regard to science and modeling.

The parties involved in the Elk River dispute perceive

the role of science and modeling with respect to land

management issues differently. The Forest Service feels that

they have produced a model and data set that should be used

to make decisions. Those in opposition feel that the model

and data set are not adequate and that there is too much

emphasis on science and modeling.
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This hypothesis was based on the premise that individuals within the Forest

Service see the Cumulative Effects Model as an effective tool that addresses the

relevant questions and produces accurate information, and that they would be more

likely to accept the results of the modeling effort as legitimate and accurate than

individuals outside the Forest Service.

Crowfoot and Wondolleck (1990) tell us that each group reaches different

conclusions about appropriate decisions because they assess risk differently, so it is

expected that the uncertainty surrounding environmental actions will cause conflict.

Simulation models are used when the logical structure of a system cannot be

described to allow computation of its failure probabilities. Ackerman (1990) states

that:

Decisions concerning the management of the national forests . .

. increasingly rely on sophisticated data bases that describe and
simulate the characteristics of national forest lands. However,
the increased time, cost, and difficulty of developing such data
bases mean that decisions often must be made without the
quantity or quality of information or analysis desired.

If there is confidence in the inputs and the interconnections programmed into the

model, then there should be confidence in the outputs of the model. However, such

models rest on many assumptions that often are not clearly specified, and having

experience does not equate with the ability to weight the components of a given model

accurately. Also, the format in which the quantitative judgements are asked for can

affect the numbers that emerge (Fischhoff, 1981). In addition, Fischhoff (1981)

states:
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What happens, however, when the results of a simulation are
counterintuitive or politically awkward? There may be a strong
temptation to try it again, adjusting the parameters or
assumptions a bit, given that many of these are not known
with certainty in the first place. Susceptibility to this
temptation could lead to a systematic and subtle bias in modeling.
At the extreme, models would be accepted only if they confirmed
our expectations.

For these reasons, there is often disagreement among scientists as to the legitimacy of

a given modeling process. The Cumulative Effects Model was developed by Gordon

Reeves, Pacific Northwest (PNW) Research Station Fisheries Biologist; Cindy Ricks,

Zone II Geologist, and Glenn Chen, Powers Ranger District Fisheries Biologist. The

purpose of the model was to determine the cumulative effects, measured by the

amount of sedimentation, resulting from different levels of activity that could be taken

upon the ground.

How Important was the Fisheries Impact Model?

Two series of questions were asked to explore this hypothesis. The first series

was: How important was the fisheries impact model in the decision to harvest

timber in these areas? What modifications to sale designs or harvest levels were

made as a result of the modeling effort? This question determined (1) how

important the modeling process was perceived to be by the individuals interviewed,

(2) whether there was a difference between perceptions held by the Forest Service

personnel and those outside the agency, and (3) what modifications, if any, had been

made to the sales as a result of the modeling effort. The expectation was that both

Forest Service and non-Forest Service individuals would consider the model
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important, but those inside the agency would place more emphasis on the role of

science and modeling than those outside the agency.

The responses to the first question are shown below:

How Important was the Fisheries Model in Deciding to

Harvest the Two Timber Sales?

Responses # of Responses

Private Forest Service

Don't know 11 1

Very important/key issue 3 5

Tool used to develop alternatives 3

Not important 2 0

More important than is justified 0 1

Of the twelve respondents who answered that they did not know or were

uncertain about the importance of the model, eleven of them were from outside the

Forest Service. This indicates that while the respondents within the Forest Service

saw the model as a major factor, those outside the agency had no idea whether the

model was important or not and suggests that there may have been some differences

in perception of what the key issues and questions were. It also exemplifies different

knowledge inside and outside the Forest Service, and suggests that the Forest Service

used the model as a means of legitimizing a controversial decision.

0
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Eight individuals responded that the model was "very important", "critical", or

"a key factor" in the decision to harvest timber from the two sales. Pete Peterson,

Forest Technician at the Powers Ranger District stated:

It was the critical (factor)-if we are talking Elk Fork and
Wolkrab-we modified, we took the original proposal and we
totally revamped it based on what the model said. (parens
added)

The model was used to determine what level of sedimentation would be delivered to

the stream under different levels of activity. Based on results from different

alternatives, changes were made to the sales.

Some respondents felt that after the sales were modified, too much emphasis

was placed on the results of the modeling effort, and that projected impacts to the

river were unrealistic. Charlie Luce, Powers District Hydrologist, expressed this

concern about the model: "I think it's (the model) more important than people are

willing to admit, and maybe a little more important than is justified by the model."

Dave Bayles, of the Oregon River Council said:

I think they hung the decision on that model, and it's the defects
in that model that are the crux of the issue. I think that model
is up or down on the sale. It's as simple as that.

Three Forest Service personnel said that the model was a "useful tool", but

was not as important as the professional expertise of the individuals on the planning

team. Cindy Enstrom stated:

I would say mostly it was very useful as a tool to test our
different alternatives against and to partition off and see
where the impacts were coming from . . . the people that we have
here care very much about those resources, and I think
combining their professional judgement, their intuition about
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the area and the use of a model as a tool is basically what the
decisionmaker is making his decision based on.

Two individuals felt the model was "not important."

As shown below, respondents indicated that there were some modifications to

the sales as a result of the modeling effort:

Response

Modifications Resulting from the Modeling Effort

## of Responses

Private Forest Service

Relocated road

Changed unit boundaries

Eliminated or changed to new units

Reduced amount of timber

harvested

Wider streamside management

units

Built less road (fewer miles)

1

0

1

1

0

Reconsidered high sensitivity areas 0

6

7

1

1

This question addressed specific changes made to the Elk Fork and Boulder

Krab timber sales as a result of the modeling effort. It was no surprise that the

predominant response came from the Forest Service respondents. These responses

clearly show that the non-Forest Service respondents either had not been appraised of

the modifications, or that they did not attribute those changes to the use of the model.
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Forest Service respondents, however, indicated that the output from the modeling

effort was used in the decision making process as the two sales were being designed.

The Dissention Between Dr. Reeves and the

Powers Ranger District

The second question relating to this hypothesis directly addressed the problems

between the Powers Ranger District and Gordon Reeves, the PNW Research Station

biologist. The question, What are your impressions about the disagreement

between the Powers Ranger District staff and Gordon Reeves? and the follow up

questions What caused the disagreement? When did the disagreement begin?

When did it escalate? and Why? were asked.

Responses to these questions did little to clarify the situation. Some

individuals felt the problem arose from the way the model had been used in the Elk

River planning process. Others felt that Dr. Reeves became too personally involved

and crossed over the line professionally by responding to a letter from the Oregon

Rivers Council asking for information about the advisability of the two proposed

timber sales and the value of the fishery in Elk River. In a letter dated September 12,

1990 Reeves stated:

I have told both the Forest Supervisor and District Ranger that
I do not support the cutting of timber in the lower section of the
North Fork of the Elk River . . . It is my understanding that the
Forest contends that the model predicts that there will be no
impact on the channel or the quality of fish habitat as a result
of the proposed sales. I do not believe this is how the results
from the model should be interpreted. The model is a tool which
arrays the potential impact of proposed alternatives, allowing one
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to evaluate the potential impacts of the alternatives relative to
each other. One can say that a certain alternative is more or less
likely to have a greater or lesser impact compared to another, but
it should not be interpreted to say that there will be no impact.

Dr. Reeves formally expressed his concerns about the decision to harvest in the North

Fork of the Elk River to Acting Forest Supervisor Abel Camerena in a letter dated

September 20, 1990. In this letter, he questioned the validity of the modeling results:

In examining the Decision Notice, I noticed in Appendix D that
a new model that predicted the landslide delivery index/acre
(LSDI). This was the "adjustment factor". I referred to the
January 1990 Progress Report, Elk River Drainage Basin,
Analysis of Cumulative Watershed Effects (January 1990
Progress Report) and could find no mention of it . . . I spoke
with both Chen and Ricks in attempt to understand what the
adjustment factor represented, how it was derived, and what
were the implications of using it. Chen was unable to shed
much light on it and deferred to Ricks because she was
responsible for developing sediment components used in the
cumulative effect analysis . . . I pointed out to Ricks that there
is no scientific or statistical rationale for developing a model to
generate predictions and then, a posteriori, making adjustments
in individual predicted values to make them closer to standard.
If a model's performance is questionable than (sic) it should be
discarded or refined to improve its performance. Any use of the
"adjusted data" is invalid.

Dr. Reeves' position as expressed above embodies a problem with the use of

modeling to justify planning decisions. Different standards of proof and adequacy

play an important role in shaping environmental disputes as each faction questions the

standards set by the others.

Dr. Reeves goes on to say:

In my opinion there is no scientific or statistical basis for using
an adjustment factor. The exercise in which Ricks and I engaged
demonstrates that this element (the adjustment factor) is y ry
critical in determining the outcome of the analysis (parens and
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emphasis added).

Dr. Reeves continued his discussion of the problems with the data from both the

January 1990 and the August 1990 Progress Reports and expressed his concern to Mr.

Camerena that the analysis using the adjustment factor was central to the decision

making process regarding these two timber sales. Reeves then stated his opinion that

the decision notice should be withdrawn, and withdrew his endorsement of the

cumulative effects process as it was conducted.

Camerena sent a response to Dr. Reeves' letter to Cindy Enstrom, Powers

District Ranger on September 20, 1990 stating:

Gordon correctly implies in his concluding remarks that the
errors in the analysis of cumulative watershed effects have
resulted from lack of peer review under the time pressures of
business . . . However, the correlation and adjustment are only
relevant to the conclusions drawn from the model when the
future sediment delivery is expected to exceed the past
("existing") sediment delivery. For the selected alternative in
the Elk fork(sic)/Wolkrab EA, the modelled future sediment
delivery is less than the existing sediment delivery. Thus, the
conclusion of "no decrease" in the fish habitat condition is
supported, and no HCI value is needed . . . In conclusion,
Cindy Ricks is confident that the errors in the cumulative effects
analysis which alarm Gordon, do not affect the conclusions of
the sediment analysis, that the selected alternative will result in
"no decrease" in fish habitat condition.

A Forest Service review team comprised of two fisheries scientists, a soil

scientist, and a geologist, was established to consider the modeling process as it was

used on the Elk River. The findings read in part "continued refinements of the model

are confusing (perhaps inappropriate)", "use of `adjustment factor' in the current

model is inappropriate", and "lack of 'pre-management' baseline biases interpretation
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of `cumulative effects'." The Review Team recommended that the Forest Service

defer awarding the sale until the problems with the model were cleared up, and

recommended peer review and technical support for the model. Given the importance

the Forest Service tied to the model in the decision making process, this

recommendation undermined the decision and reflected the differing standards of

proof, adequacy, and levels of understanding involved.

The disagreement between Gordon Reeves and the Powers Ranger District

reflects how institutionally-imposed structures can be barriers to integration. The

Forest Service structure is such that the National Forest Service, which manages the

National Forest lands, and the Research branch of the Forest Service, are

organizationally separate. Because of this institutional separation, there is a great

potential for a lack of coordination and integration between the activities of the

respective groups. Combined with the differing personal and professional attributes

of managers as opposed to scientists, such an organizational separation can produce

severe problems.

It is clear that miscommunication was a problem for all parties concerned.

Respondents both on the district and at the research station insisted that they were not

responsible for promoting communication. This exemplifies the lack of an established

process to encourage information flow between the two branches of the agency. The

communication problem reflects broad underlying differences between the two

branches including differences in training, decisionmaking context, perception of time

frame, scope of perspective, and perceived range of responsibility. These differences
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are difficult to overcome in an environment that offers few incentives for making the

effort.

The current structure of the reward system does little to promote interaction

between a district and the research branch. Setting up a cooperative arrangement

ensures only that the already limited resources of time, personnel, and money become

even more limited as the effort to integrate the research with the planning effort on

the district progresses. In addition, a district has no reason to be interested in

increasing the number of "constraints" they have to consider in their planning efforts

should the value under consideration be identified as critical and require special

consideration. The responses to the questions indicate that most individuals

outside the agency were not familiar with either the model or the disagreement

between the Powers Ranger District and Dr. Reeves. Inside the agency, the model

was perceived as being a critical factor by many, but the disagreement between the

District and Dr. Reeves is not cleared up by the responses of those interviewed. The

responses of representatives from the environmental groups were mixed. Some knew

little or nothing about the modeling process. Others knew enough to be aware that

there was some dissention between district personnel and Dr. Reeves but were unclear

of the details beyond knowing it had something to do with the "adjustment factor" and

that Dr. Reeves would be brought as a witness by the environmental groups if the

case was litigated. There was a definite split between those who felt that the level of

risk to the fisheries was acceptable and those who did not.
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The model was clearly seen as an important factor by most of the Forest

Service respondents, some of whom felt that too much emphasis had been placed on

the results of the model. The output from the model did result in changes to the sale

layout.

In conclusion, this hypothesis was supported. Individuals outside the agency

had little knowledge of the Cumulative Effects Model or its role in the decision

making process, while at the district level there was agreement that the results of the

modeling effort were used to modify the sales. The Forest Service respondents

perceived the issue largely in scientific-technical terms and, therefore, used data and

models to find what were, to them, appropriate and sufficient solutions. The

respondents outside the agency, however, perceived the issue as one of values and

symbolism and held little regard for the technical solutions offered by the Forest

Service.

PERCEPTIONS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The term public participation has different meanings and connotations

depending on the situation, ideology, motivations, and orientations for the users.

Participation is perceived in different ways, depending on the relative power, position,

and status of those involved, their goals, their constituencies, and their responsibilities

(Wengert, 1976).

This broad spectrum in the perceptions of participation results in differing

expectations of the outcome from the inclusion of public involvement in the
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decisionmaking process. The following hypothesis explores the differences in

perception of public involvement between Forest Service respondents and non-Forest

Service respondents.

The parties involved in the Elk River dispute perceive

public participation differently. The Forest Service

employees believe they have responsibly carried out this step

in the process of developing the Forest Plan. Those opposing

the sales feel the Forest Service did not incorporate the

values they represent into the plan nor do they feel that the

role of public participation ends when the Forest Plan is

completed.

This hypothesis is based on the premise that Forest Service respondents would

consider procedural compliance adequate when assessing public participation, while

individuals outside the agency would be more concerned with substantive responses to

their input.

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) passed by Congress in 1976

requires that procedures be established to give:

Federal, State, and local governments and the public adequate
notice and an opportunity to comment upon the formulation of
standards, criteria, and guidelines applicable to Forest Service
programs (Public Law 94-588).

This direction from the NFMA followed the NEPA which invited Federal, state and

local agencies to participate in the "scoping", review, and comment processes when

considering environmental impacts. This combination of legislation effectively set the
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stage for the public to have an expanded role in the decision making process, but the

requirement for public input has caused considerable controversy because the means

for incorporating public input was not adequately specified.

Public participation implies change, and may be perceived as a threat to

existing power structures (Wengert, 1976). Ackerman (1990) states:

Even as challenges to management decisions increased, the
Forest Service believed in the virtue of its own decisions.
While some within the agency embraced NEPA as a means of
obtaining greater public support, others resisted full NEPA
implementation because it meant opening up the previously
insulated Forest Service decision making process to public
scrutiny, involvement, and challenge.

Ackerman continues on to say,

While more information is being given to the public than ever
before, it is not clear that this information is what the public
wants or needs to be adequately informed about Forest Service
activities and decision making.

The Role of the Public in Land Management Decisions

To examine this hypothesis, the following series of questions were asked:

What do you believe the role of the public should be in management decisions on

public lands? At what point is public participation completed? Do you feel the

Siskiyou National Forest fulfilled its requirement to incorporate public

participation into the planning process adequately? What would you have the

Siskiyou National Forest do differently to incorporate public participation in the

decision making process if they were just starting the Forest Plan now? These

questions were asked to (1) determine what the perceived role of public participation
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was both inside and outside the agency, (2) determine how effective it was perceived

to be, and (3) determine what ideas for public participation programs the respondents

would like to see incorporated into the planning process in the future. The

expectations were that Forest Service employees would see the role of public

participation as being more limited than individuals outside the agency; that Forest

Service personnel would feel that public participation was completed at the end of the

scoping process while those outside the agency would see public participation as an

ongoing process that is never completed; and that Forest Service personnel would feel

that they had fulfilled the requirement to incorporate public participation into the

planning process while those outside would be less certain that they had. The

responses to the first question of the series appear below:

What Should the Role of the Public be in

Public Land Management Decisions?

Response # of Responses

Priva Forest Service

Significant 8 8

If the Forest Service would use true

multiple use, no role 1 0

Shouldn't be public input, should

be professional input 1 0

The table above shows that there is strong agreement by both the Forest

Service respondents and the non-Forest Service respondents that the role of the public
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should be significant. Again, this raises the question of what is significant. While

there is some question as to what form that participation should take, it does indicate

that there is support for public participation both inside and outside the agency.

Two individuals interviewed had reservations about the inclusion of public

involvement in management activities. Dale Reiber, a member of Northwest

Steelheaders Association, felt that if the professionals within the Forest Service would

follow "true" multiple use, public participation would not be necessary, stating:

Actually, I believe the role of the public should be to stay pretty
much out of it, if in fact those people who have control of
public lands would give equal status to industries and
recreational pursuits such as fisheries--give those the same kind
of status as they do forestry.

This comment reflects the debate over the definition of multiple-use and the

difficulty standardizing the term to fit a variety of situations and locations.

Two individuals called for an open door policy making the decision making

process open to the public at all times. In addition to established public involvement

forums, Dr. Norm Johnson, Professor at Oregon State University stated:

I think that all the decisions and decision-making should be open
to public review. I don't think that any documents that are used
in any of the decisions should not be open to public review . . .

And I think that the line officers have a responsibility to explain
their decisions . . .

Knopp and Caldbeck (1990) stated that there is a difference between listening to the

public and allowing them to influence land-use or resource allocation and cautioned

that as long as the decisions and trade-offs occur in a black box, no one on the

outside can be sure the public has an influence. Perhaps this is where the difference
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as to what is a "significant" role rests in the responses from Forest Service and non-

Forest Service respondents. Wondolleck (1988) states that the agency's efforts to

encourage public input do not necessarily satisfy groups that their interests have

received a fair hearing. While legislation requires that the Forest Service listen to the

public and keep it informed, there is no direction that explains what the agency should

do with the input once they have it. Consequently, many groups feel that the agency

listens but does not respond to their concerns. This failure to incorporate public

concerns is seen as a major shortcoming of the public participation process

(Wondolleck, 1988).

David Bayles of the Oregon Rivers Council called for the development of a

Land Ethic saying:

We need an ethical relationship to the land in this country. We
need that desperately., NEPA and NFMA don't address this .

. the public should certainly be involved in public lands
questions through the opportunities provided through NEPA and
so on, but that's a pale echo of what we need.

The second segment of this question was asked to determine at what point the

respondents perceived public participation to have been completed. The results can

be seen below:
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When is Public Participation Completed?

Response # of Responses

Privat Forest Service

Never 11 7

When the decision notice is signed 0 1

After public comment on draft EIS 1 0

After hearings on final draft of

forest plan 1 0

The responses to this question show little difference between the Forest

Service respondents and the non-Forest Service respondents. The eighteen responses

that public participation is never completed indicate that most of the respondents of

this study, both Forest Service and non-Forest Service, see public involvement as an

ongoing process. Wengert (1976) states that this perception that the public has a right

to extensive participation stems from the image of true American democracy built on

citizen participation in local government.

When asked whether the Siskiyou National Forest had fulfilled the requirement

to incorporate public input adequately the responses were as follows:
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Did the Siskiyou National Forest Fulfill the Requirement

to Incorporate Public Involvement?

Responses # of Responses

Private Forest Service

Yes 5 2

No

Tried during forest planning

4 1

process 3 1

Met the letter of the law 2 1

Tried to on Elk River 0 2

Yes, on individual sales 0 1

Inconsistent in their attempts 1 0

I don't know 1 0

Key here is the issue of "fulfilling the requirement" to incorporate public

involvement. Individuals outside the agency seem to be split on whether the Forest

Service fulfilled the requirements, some stating that they felt the Forest Service tried

to do so or that the agency had met the letter of the law. Respondents within the

Forest Service were more likely to indicate that they tried to, but seemed frustrated

by the ambiguity surrounding the role of public involvement.

With regard to Elk River, Ron McCormick, former Forest Supervisor stated:

The Elk issue grew and evolved--I underestimated it. It grew and
evolved more than I thought it would. I thought we had an
adequate process, but in hindsight I don't think we did. I think
it would have been better to have some kind of a working group
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involving the public and other interested agencies and the Forest
Service some time ago trying to work out a partnership kind of
decision for the Elk.

Dennis Hannah, owner of Hannah Fishing Camp said that "they are making

considerable more effort (at communicating) now . . . " (parens added).

When asked what they would have the Siskiyou National Forest do differently

to incorporate public participation in the decision making process if they were just

starting the Forest Plan now, the respondent's answers varied. Those responses can

be seen below:

What Should the Siskiyou National Forest do Differently

to Incorporate Public Involvement in the Decision

Making Process?

Responses # of Responses

Private Forest Service

Citizen advisory boards 2 3

Outreach and education I 4

Answer concerns raised and utilize

public input received 5 0

Involve public earlier in process I 1

Nothing I 1

Advertise to encourage

involvement I 1

Quit re-reviewing everything I 0
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Greater flexibility and openness 1 0

Better scoping 1 0

Be more responsive to changes in

society 0 1

Greater attention to expert

testimony/Forest Service experts 1 0

Plan for multiple use 1 0

Basin by basin planning 1 0

Forget involvement, obey laws 1 0

Don't type-cast folks who respond 1 0

The utilization of public input was of primary concern to individuals outside

the Forest Service who stated that they would like to see the Siskiyou National Forest

answer the concerns that were raised by the public, not just identify them.

Wondolleck (1988) states that affected groups often feel that their input is of little

consequence and that the decisions were made before the public was consulted. She

also points out that interest "airing" differs from interest "accommodation." Jim

Rogers raised this issue saying:

... if the public recommends a certain course of management
(I mean a segment of the public), the Forest Service should do
more than just identify that recommendation. They should say
"these people have recommended this, and according to this
expert or according to that expert, this is why we feel it isn't
reasonable." So that they answer the concerns rather than just
identifying them, and that they have good reasons to come up
with their final answers.
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Jim Roger's concern is valid. There is a difference between collecting input and

incorporating that input into land management decisions. To ensure that there is some

responsiveness it is necessary that the decision making process be open and honest as

discussed earlier in this section. Because land use decisions being made by National

Forest managers affect the entire American public, and because some factions of the

American public feel so strongly about their positions, Forest Service personnel often

find themselves trying to represent those factions not present during the discussion.

This attempt to "balance" the debate raises the questions of whether such a position is

legitimate, whether it is possible, and whether it is necessary.

The Forest Service regulations do not require that they attempt to represent the

interests of parties who are not present. In addition, one has to wonder, if the

environmental interests were perceived as being more legitimate, would the Forest

Service be as persistent in their representation of other views? If in effect the tables

were turned and the timber driven value system was just emerging, might we not be

seeing a quite different picture? Is the Forest Service simply clinging to an

established value system?

The insistence on facts and scientific study can serve to protect the Forest

Service from any sudden change in its management practices, as in the case of "New

Forestry." The insistence that a new concept be subjected to the same number of

years trial as have the standard practices of the day can ensure that new concepts will

not be embraced for some time, preserving the status quo. While there is no

disputing that the environmental movement relies heavily on emotion as a vehicle to
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garner support, to ignore it simply because its does not conform to the agency

established criteria and measurements is folly.

There is some question as to whether it is possible for the Forest Service to

represent the parties that are not present in the decision making process. Twight and

Lynden (1989) questioned whose policies and values Forest Service managers

represented, and concluded that agency managers did not represent all of its

constituencies equally and that there was an agency bias toward utilization interests.

If the agency had done an adequate job of representing the views of all segments of

the public up to this point, might we not be in this position? In view of the

dissatisfaction on the part of some parties, is it unfair to suggest that perhaps the

Agency does not succeed in representing those parties not present for the discussion

or that the perception the Agency holds to be their views are inaccurate? Further, is

the attempt to represent all parties necessary? Or, is it an attempt, conscious or

otherwise to continue serving a constituency that is in decline. Behan (1990) calls for

a paradigmatic shift in forestry to embrace the changes in the Forest Service

constituency in the 1990's. He suggests shifting from the dominant paradigm that

sustains the yield of a single resource to multiresource management. Under this new

paradigm, multiple-use would move from different uses on adjacent lands to

integrated management on the same area. Managers would consider how the

management of one resource would impact all of the others, viewing the forest as a

single interactive system.
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By ignoring the emergence of a new constituency that holds markedly different

values, the Forest Service preserves the status quo. Why does the agency resist

change? Cohen (1984) tells us that all systems work toward an internal state of

equilibrium by maintaining the existing balance of forces while struggling to respond

to the pressures for change from the surrounding environment. A state of equilibrium

is desirable to some degree, because it ensures the integrity of an organization;

however, long-term survival depends on the ability to adjust and accommodate. In

the end, it is the ability of an organization or system to re-establish equilibrium in the

face of those adjustments that will determine their long-term survival.

Inside the Forest Service, respondents felt that there was a need for outreach

and education to reach the public. Craig Snider stated:

I think I would do a much greater outreach to people. I think
I'd really try to get out into the community more during the
planning stage . . . you need to get people educated as to what a
Forest Plan is and how it works . . . Bring them into the picture
and talk to them about what we're doing and what our goals and
objectives are. That's the only way I can see.

This position conveys a belief held by the Forest Service respondents that people

would react differently if they understood the reasoning behind the decisions. While

there is no denying that there is a need for improved communication with the public,

there is a concern that the prevailing mindset is one of "if only we could explain to

them the process, how it was developed, and what we are mandated to, they would

see that we are right." Education is an important aspect of the communication role

the Forest Service needs to address, but they should not be mislead into thinking that

it is a solution in and of itself. Educating the public about the processes it uses will
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not offer any relief to the agency so long as the public feels closed out. In the

discussions stemming from the interviews, a frequent complaint from the public was

the approach the Forest Service used to "educate the public." Public hearings that

offer the public the opportunity to see the alternatives the Forest Service has

developed and present the chosen alternative, do little to include the public in the

planning process. This "education" is resented by a large segment of those

interviewed and cannot really be considered communication because it effectively

turns off the audience it is intended for and only flows in one direction.

A mix of Forest Service and non-Forest Service respondents stated that they

would like to see citizen advisory groups incorporated into the process. Ron

McCormick expressed his views stating:

I was really pleased with the way the Advisory Group process
worked under Section 318 for timber sales. At the time we
started Forest Planning, the National Forest couldn't have
advisory groups or formally constituted groups. You could have
small working groups, which we had, but they had to be put
together and then disbanded. If I could do that over again, I
would establish a--I don't know if advisory group is quite the
right term, but a group of citizens that could change over time--
it wouldn't have to be the same people all the time, that would
be an interface between the Forest Service and the rest of the
public.

The use of advisory boards to assist managers in making land management

planning decisions has been hindered by the Federal Advisory Committee Act. This

act was developed to ensure that individual interests of those on the boards do not

become the driving force behind the decisions, resulting in benefits to a small segment

of society at the expense of others.
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With all of the Forest Service respondents believing that the public should be

involved in the decision making process, and with seven of the nine Forest Service

respondents interviewed identifying public participation as an on-going process that is

never completed, one has to wonder why the Elk River issues weren't resolved

through that process. The non-Forest Service respondents wanted to see greater

responsiveness and incorporation of their input from the Forest Service. The Forest

Service respondents are concerned with developing ways to incorporate public input

into the planning process. They appeared to be open to new ideas from others and

eager to explore new opportunities as they arise. One serious consideration they face

is the limiting factor of time and the question of how to accommodate input from

competing uses. Forest Service personnel face the challenge of shifting the

philosophical approach of the agency to incorporate public involvement and to ensure

that the public feels their concerns are recognized and addressed in the planning

process.

In conclusion, the hypothesis that there is a difference in how the parties

involved in the Elk River dispute perceive the role of the public was supported to

some degree. For the most part, the Forest Service employees involved do believe

they incorporated public participation into the development of the Forest Plan.

However, the Forest Service representatives also recognized problems with the

existing process and expressed interest in new ideas. As expected, those who

opposed the sales did not feel the Forest Service incorporated the values they

represent into the plan; in addition, they expressed concern that the issues they raised
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had not been responded to publicly by the agency. Respondents both inside and

outside the agency indicated that the role of public does not end when the Forest Plan

is completed.

THE ROLE OF CONTINUITY IN NEGOTIATIONS

The nature and frequency of interactions between individuals plays an

important role in the development of relationships. According to Cohen (1984), the

more opportunities for interaction there are, the more likely interaction will occur;

and, the more frequently interaction occurs between people, the more likely they will

develop a positive relationship. Further, once a working relationship has developed,

if one individual is replaced by another, the relationship takes on different

characteristics and may never regain the balance needed to work successfully.

Susskind and Cruikshank (1987) state that "Participants in a public dispute

resolution process must recognize that stability depends upon relationships." The

following hypothesis considers the effect of the retirement of Ron McCormick as

Forest Supervisor on the relationship between the Siskiyou National Forest and the

parties who filed for an injunction-to halt the two timber sales on the North Fork of

the Elk River.

The transition of forest supervisors from Ron

McCormick to Abel Camerena broke the impetus for

negotiating a settlement by the parties involved - including

the Forest Service, The Friends of the Elk, The Oregon Rivers
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Council, The Oregon Natural Resources Council, and The

Pacific Northwest Steetheaders Association.

This hypothesis was based on the premise that continuity in negotiations is an

important factor in successful resolution and that continuity with regard to Elk River

was broken when Ron McCormick retired and Abel Camerena became Acting Forest

Supervisor. Stability and relationships play an important role in negotiating

agreements (Susskind and Cruikshank, 1987; Fisher and Ury, 1981). Negotiation is

easier when the parties are familiar with each other because they can't project bad

intentions to an unknown "other side." Negotiators become more comfortable as they

develop a communication style over time (Fisher and Ury, 1981). Continuity creates

an atmosphere that encourages joint, mutually agreed upon decisions, and assumptions

because of a shared understanding of the problem.

Critical Events/Elements in the Elk River Dispute

To explore this hypothesis, the following question was asked: Please take a

minute to reflect back over the events that brought the Elk River conflict to

litigation. What three key events/elements stand out in your mind as critical

points in this dispute? Why? The question was deliberately worded to avoid leading

the respondents in any given direction. The responses to this question can be seen

categorized below:
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Critical Elements/Events in the Elk River Dispute

Responses # of Responses

Private Forest Service

Individuals/Personalities

Jim Rogers 3 3

Gordon Reeves 0 1

Jim Brittell 0 1

Environmental Movement and Related Issues

Roadless vs. Wilderness Issue 1 3

The Elk River Salmon Conservation

Proposal 1 2

Creation of Grassy Knob

Wilderness 2 1

The Wild and Scenic

Designation 1 1

No Process to Address Larger Issues

Like Ancient Forests 0 1

Changing Attitude of Folks on Elk

River re. Environmental

Issues 1

Decision to Study the Fisheries 1 0

Ecological vs. Forest Boundaries 1 0
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Forest Service Relations With the Community

Meeting in Peter DeFazio's

Office 4

Poor Communication 1

Distrust/Adversarial Climate 2

The Forest's Relationship with

Fisheries/Rivers Organizations 0

McCormick didn't Follow

Through 0

Poor Handling of Public Input 0

Forest Service Unwillingness to

Reconsider 1

Forest Service Policy/Processes

Forest Service Decision to Sell the

Sales 0

Time Pressure Resulting

from 318 1

Adoption of the Forest Plan 0

Harvest/Degradation of Upper Elk and

Bald Mt. Creek 2

0

3

2

1

1

0

2

1

2

0

2
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Cumulative Effects Model

Results 0 1

Use as a Test Case for EA/EIS

Issue 0 1

Inadequate Planning for

Fisheries 0 1

An Inexperienced Ranger 1 0

Harvest of China Peak Against

Biologists Recommendation 1

Relationships Within the Forest Service

Problems Between Cindy Ricks and

Glenn Chen 0

Forest Service Said Reeves Supported

Sales When He Didn't 1

Attitude of Forest Service toward

Academics and Research 1

1

0

0

The responses to this question indicate that the transition from Ron

McCormick to Abel Camerena was not of as much importance in the minds of those

interviewed as had been expected. This may be a result of the broad way that the

question was worded, however, only one individual responded that the transition was

a factor at all, stating:

I think that one of the things that happened here is that there
were promises made by people who were formerly associated with the

0
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Forest Service that in this particular instance were not carried
through . . . My understanding is that he (Ron McCormick) left
before he could implement what he had promised to do. (parens
added)'

Individual personalities were identified as a key factor. The most frequent

response to this question was that Jim Rogers played a critical role as a catalyst for

getting people involved in this issue and has continued his interest from the

establishment of Grassy Knob Wilderness to the present. Rogers was considered a

key figure by both Forest Service and non Forest Service respondents. Bob Van

Leer, editor of the Curry County Reporter stated: "There's only one (factor)--Jim

Rogers." (parens added)

The "roadless issue", an issue related to the environmental movement, was

identified as being a key or critical factor to Forest Service respondents more often

than to those outside the agency. Cindy Ricks stated:

I think the whole roadless issue--I can't think of a particular
event that brought that to the fore, but I think the whole issue of
how much wilderness and how much roadless versus how much
development--which should have been resolved by the Forest
Plan--is totally unresolved in the Elk River basin.

To Forest Service personnel unroaded areas are simply areas that have not been

roaded. Individuals outside the agency often perceive them differently and may be

unaware that the Forest Plan designates them as part of the general timber base.

Thus, conflict grows from the difference between technical designation and the

symbolism these areas represent to the environmental groups involved.

'. Personal Interview, Dr. Gordon Reeves, USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest
Research Station Fisheries Biologist, January 11, 1991, Corvallis, OR.
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A response that was closely related to Jim Rogers' role as an individual, was

that the creation of the Friends of the Elk River and its "Elk River Salmon

Conservation Area" proposal were critical factors. These were so closely related to

Jim Rogers' role, that many times it was impossible to separate them. Rogers was

the key figure in establishing the Friends of Elk River, the organization that

developed the Elk River Salmon Conservation Proposal and initiated the coalition that

sought an injunction to halt the Elk Fork and Boulder Krab timber sales. Dale Reiber

stated:

The development of the Friends of Elk River group is probably
the single most important factor in this litigation. Without
them, no one would be contesting what the U.S. Forest Service
is now doing. The arrival on the scene of one Jim Rogers, has
brought a lot of this about, including the Friends of Elk River.

Three individuals responded that the creation of the Grassy Knob Wilderness

in 1984 was a factor. Jim Rogers, who was involved in the movement to see that

area set aside stated:

I guess I would say the first one would be the establishment of
the Grassy Knob Wilderness area by congress, because that was
established to protect the fisheries of the Elk and the Sixes
Rivers. That was probably the first indication the Forest
Service had that Congress was not satisfied with the way they
were managing the fisheries of the Elk ...
As demonstrated by the number of responses that fall under that category,

Forest Service relations with the community did not ease the situation. It is

significant that all four respondents who identified the meeting held in Representative

Peter DeFazio's office as being an important event were non-Forest Service
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respondents. In addition, three of the four were affiliated with the environmental

organizations that had filed suit. The purpose of the meeting held in Peter DeFazio's

office on August 10, 1990 was to enable the parties involved to discuss planning for

the watershed. Forest Service representatives attended from the Powers Ranger

Distract staff, from the Siskiyou National Forest, and from the Pacific Northwest

Research Station, along with representatives from several of the environmental

groups. Peter DeFazio's aide, Bob Warren, also attended. Georganne Houtrouw

states:

We were cautiously optimistic as a consequence of that meeting.
We felt that both Able (Camerena) and Cindy (Enstrom) were
listening . . . We weren't there to talk specifically about the
sales, but in general the plans for the watershed. We all left
thinking, "well, maybe something really happened here", and so
we felt very let down when we found that Mr. Camerena was to
continue. "The train was on the track" is what he told us.. .

They knew that they were going to merge the Bray Boulder and
Wolkrab (timber sales) at that meeting, and when we talked
about Wolkrab, there was nothing said about merging that sale
and that they were close to putting it through or anything. They
acted as if this was something that was going to happen in the
future... I felt personally sort of stabbed in the back . . . On
August 13 Mr. Camerena signed the decision that was for Bray
Boulder. (parens added)

The representatives of the environmental groups who were in attendance interpreted

the meeting and its outcome quite differently than the Forest Service representatives

who attended. When the Forest Service did not act in a manner that the

environmental representatives hoped for as a result of the meeting, the representatives

personalized the situation interpreting it as an attack against them and the position

they represented.
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Of the four respondents who identified poor communications as a factor, three

identified the problem as originating from the Powers Ranger District. Cindy

Enstrom also identified poor communication as a problem, stating: "I just see a lot of

fear on both sides and a lot of miscommunications. " There is a need for improved

communication both inside and outside the agency. If communication between the

parties involved had been more effective, perhaps the controversy over the

management of Elk River would not have escalated to the point of litigation.

General distrust and an adversarial climate were identified as important factors

by both Forest Service and non-Forest Service respondents, as was the Forest's poor

relationship with fisheries and rivers organizations in the area. Wondolleck (1988)

states that the Forest Service decision making process promotes distrust and puts

groups that may be affected by the decision on the defensive. In addition, the process

encourages groups to find avenues outside the process that allow them greater power

to influence the decisions.

Forest Service policy and processes were cited as important factors a number

of times. Forest Service respondents identified agency decisions such as the decision

to sell the Elk Fork and Boulder Krab timber sales and the adoption of the Forest

Plan as important while those outside the agency seemed more concerned with

specific harvesting decisions the Forest Service had made in the past. Note that the

Forest Service respondents emphasized procedural issues while non-Forest Service

respondents emphasized substantive issues. The Forest Service respondents viewed

the problem as one of procedure, projecting that the problem was in the steps of the
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process. Individuals outside the agency viewed the problem as one of substance,

placing the burden of proof that damage to the resources would not occur on the

agency.

These responses indicate that the transition in Forest Supervisors from Ron

McCormick to Abel Camerena was not recognized as an important factor by those

individuals interviewed. Instead they testify to the decisive role a single individual

can play in determining whether a given area is going to become an issue or not.

The Role of the Individual in Environmental Conflict

Not much has been written about the role of the individual in public and

environmental conflicts, however it is not unusual for one individual to play a critical

roles. In the absence of Jim Rogers, and in the event that no-one else emerged to

take a leadership role in this area, it is likely that the management of Elk River would

have proceeded quite differently. While it is unlikely that everyone would have

agreed with the management decisions the Forest Service would have made, without

the emergence of an individual such as Jim Rogers to act as a catalyst, the lack of

leadership alone would have changed the outcome. Consider that without his efforts

it is possible that Grassy Knob Wilderness would not have been set aside, the Friends

of Elk River would not have organized, and consequently they would not have been

&. Personal Interview, Dr. Julia Wondolleck, University of Michigan, School of Natural
Resources, December 1990.



97

able to urge other environmental groups to join with them to file the injunction to halt

the two timber sales. Ron McCormick, retired Forest Supervisor, stated:

He (Jim Rogers) was successful in getting the Grassy Knob
Wilderness created, not singlehandedly, but he was probably the
most significant person in getting that done. But that wasn't big
enough for him and he wanted more, and the Elk and its
tributaries were part of that. There's no way to dissuade Jim
Rogers in my point of view. I've talked with him enough
personally and I know where he is philosophically, to know that
he is locked into total protection.

In a discussing why one area engenders intense interest from environmental

groups, McCormick states:

There's no question about the beauty of the Elk. I've always
known it's a beautiful place. And there's no question about its
value to fisheries, but there are other unique areas that don't get
the attention or interest. It seems to have to do with people that
somehow obtained some ownership in a piece of public land and
become really attached to it, and they become a catalyst and
stimulus for it. They bring other folks into the fold, and the
number of supporters for that point of view grows. If there
isn't somebody who happens to be living on the Chetco who
takes an interest, it doesn't happen, but if it's somebody on the
Elk it does.

On the Elk River, that somebody is Jim Rogers. The uniqueness of the Elk

River drainage does not explain the emergence of the controversy over the

management of the area. As Ron McCormick pointed out, other areas that are

equally unique never attract the attention that Elk River has. Jim Rogers lives on the

Elk River, he feels a strong sense of attachment to and ownership in the drainage, and

he has made the protection of the drainage through set-asides a personal crusade. He

believes he can make a difference and he is able to get people to listen to him. Craig

Snider stated:
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I think the Friends of the Elk River and their Salmon
Conservation Area proposal was significant. Especially
Jim Rogers, because they were, through their movement,
able to elevate and attract a lot of attention by a lot of
people. Particularly Senator Bradbury, they just managed to
focus a lot of attention on the area, both with the media and
they basically were out telling people that our Forest Plan was
designed in such a way that it spelled the demise of the fishery
of the Elk.

Jim Rogers is a professional forester who has worked with private industry and

with the Forest Service. Much of his logging experience took place in the Elk River

drainage. He is also an adjacent land-owner. Because of this, members of the

environmental groups that support his position on Elk River see him as a legitimate

and credible authority on the impacts of logging, and both Forest Service and industry

logging practices.

The Elk River controversy is an emotional debate that reflects a difference in

the values held by the opposing parties. Being a professional forester has worked to

Rogers' advantage, but he could be just as effective without that technical

background. His leadership role is more ideological. His belief that he can bring

about change, his feeling of ownership in the drainage, his ability to communicate

with and motivate others, and his commitment to his cause are what sets him apart.

Rogers maintains credibility among his supporters by remaining true to his

beliefs and values. He has maintained a true and steady course since he first decided

to fight for the preservation of Grassy Knob as a Wilderness. He is perceived by the

Forest Service respondents as an effective communicator. Pete Peterson stated:

He is able to develop some kind of trust level within the
community that he is dealing with. He has also been given a
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lot of leeway in our organization that, you know, this person
is credible. He is credible to a point.

Fortunately for Rogers, the goals of the groups involved can all be met

through one action, the designation of the drainage as a protected area with

restrictions on timber harvest activity. This makes it unlikely that the coalition of

groups working to protect the drainage will experience a serious difference in values

that could result in the splintering off of one or more groups and the emergence of a

new coalition with a new agenda. Each group involved in filing the injunction has its

own leadership. The role of Rogers in establishing the Friends of Elk River and as a

motivating force in continuing the movement for preservation, however, has been

critical. The emergence of a new agenda if the coalition was weakened could threaten

his status, as could the loss of a reason to continue to campaign. It is unlikely that

the Forest Service will make a decision to preserve the entire drainage and halt timber

harvest activity within it; however, it is possible that the continued efforts of the

Friends of Elk River, the Oregon Rivers Council, and other groups, will eventually

succeed in having the area set aside through Congressional action. In that event, the

Friends of Elk River would no longer have a reason to exist and would dissolve

unless they adopted a new agenda. The other groups that filed suit would continue to

work toward their respective missions.

The earlier discussion demonstrates how an individual can become a powerful

force, making it difficult for an agency such as the Forest Service to effectively carry

out management decisions. Four approaches come to mind as possible ways to deal

with such individuals: (1) cooptation, (2) totally discredit them, (3) appear so



100

reasonable that they appear irrational to their supporters, and (4) alter the decision

making process within the agency so that the skills, knowledge, and ability of

individuals such as these can be better utilized.

Of these three options, the last is the most beneficial to all parties involved.

There is much to be gained by getting these key individuals involved in the decision

making process. One possibility is to redefine planning teams to incorporate citizen

members. It is important that their involvement begin at the earliest phase of the

planning process so that they have a feeling of ownership in the product. It is also

essential that they be accepted by the other members of the planning team as a

legitimate participant in the process. In addition to any technical expertise they may

bring with them, these individuals can make a significant contribution by bringing an

outside perspective into the planning process. This also allows these key individuals

to be involved in the consideration of all aspects of the planning process, enabling

them to develop an understanding of the complexities involved in the decisions.

A second, and less desirable approach, would be cooptation. By making

individuals such as these ineffectual as an instrument for change by incorporating

them into the present process they no longer present a problem. Cooptation,

however, can lead to the individual losing credibility with the people they originally

represented, creating a whole new set of problems for the agency.

A third approach would be to discredit the individual. This approach could

easily backfire. Even if the qualifications and legitimacy of the individual could be

called into question, the fallout could have a negative impact on both parties. In
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addition, if the individual is operating from a strong position of ideological

leadership, it may be difficult to discredit them.

Finally, by appearing so reasonable that the key individual appears irrational,

it may be possible to gain the support of their followers. This option would, of

necessity, involve offering a compromise. Compromise is a legitimate and acceptable

method of dispute resolution, however, it perpetuates the tendency for managers to

see themselves as being constrained by the public instead of planning with them.

In conclusion, the hypothesis that the transition of forest supervisors from Ron

McCormick to Abel Camerena broke the impetus for negotiating a settlement was not

supported by the responses of those interviewed. Instead, respondents cited poor

communications, the continuing debate over the roadless vs. wilderness issue, the

failed expectations raised by the meeting in Representative DeFazio's office, and the

role Jim Rogers played as a catalyst by focusing attention on the Elk River drainage,

as major factors contributing to the conflict.
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CHAPTER III

KEY ISSUES AND IMPLICATIONS

FROM THE ANALYSIS OF THE ELK RIVER DISPUTE

Conflict has historically played a role in shaping the development of the

United States and its policies. From the separation of the colonies from Great Britain

to the passage of the legislative and social policies that guide us today, we have, as a

nation, responded to conflict and crisis. As a result, we have abolished slavery,

established labor laws to protect workers, and given women suffrage.

Most major social changes take place within a society during times of crisis or

conflict. There is some debate whether conflict leads change or change leads conflict,

however, in a democracy, there is a reciprocal relationship between the two (Borg,

1971). Change occurs in a democracy when enough individuals share the same shift

in values and band together to become a powerful force. For social change to come

about through the use of power, that power need only be sufficient to create a conflict

that cannot be ignored.

Crowfoot and Wondolleck (1990) state: "environmental conflict is not going

to end, and even to imply this is to give a misleading and false impression." Because

it is clear that the forces at work for change in the management of our public lands

can no longer be ignored, the question remains how best to deal with them.

Conflicts concerning the management of public lands stem from challenges to

the processes used to allocate resources and the way those resources are managed

following allocation. For the past two and one-half decades, the management of
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public lands has come under increasing scrutiny from the public. Public land

managers are faced with changing societal demands stemming from an increased

appreciation for wilderness, wildlife, recreation, and scenic values, as well as an

increased understanding and concern for the ecological impacts of land management

activities and commodity production. These demands are reflected in the Elk River

case. By looking at the results of this investigation, some insight can be gained into

the underlying issues in this type of dispute.

REVIEW OF HYPOTHESES AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

Much of what seemed to be the case during the initial review of the Elk River

case was, upon closer inspection, either not supported or only partially supported by

the study findings. Of the six original hypotheses, one was not supported at all, and

another three were only partially supported.

Summary of Hypotheses

Hypothesis addressed Finding

Perceptions of the Forest Plan Supported

Section 318 as Motivation to Harvest Partially Supported

Perceptions of the Wild and Scenic

Designation Partially Supported

Perceptions of Science and Modeling Supported

Perceptions of Public Participation Partially Supported

Role of Continuity in Negotiations Not Supported
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The hypothesis that Forest Service employees perceived a mandate from the

Forest Plan justifying the harvest of the Elk Fork and Boulder Krab timber sales,

while parties opposing the sale did not recognize the validity of that mandate, was

supported. The major factor that surfaced in the discussion of this hypothesis was the

circular logic Forest Service respondents used in justifying the decision to proceed

with the sales by citing the Forest Plan that they helped develop (see p 42-45). The

position of agency respondents that they were "authorized" or "bound" by the Forest

Plan, while their environmental constituents perceive the Forest Plan as a more

flexible document guiding management decisions, reflects a fundamental difference

between the two groups as to what role the Forest Plan should play. The Forest

Service is justifying its position, in part, on the grounds that their behavior is

regulated in large part by an externally inposed mandate when, in fact, that external

"direction" is one in which they played a major role in shaping. In effect, the plan is

a scapegoat and there is a suggestion of "helplessness", but this is specious reasoning.

The Forest Service has played a major role in the evolution of the legislation that

guides them (Dana and Fairfax, 1980).

The hypothesis that the decision to harvest the Elk Fork and Boulder Krab

timber sales resulted from pressure generated by the passage of Section 318 was

partially supported. Again using circular logic, Forest Service respondents pointed to

the classification of the land where these sales were located as general timber lands in

the Forest Plan. As such, those lands were considered part of the general timber base

and subject to harvesting activity. In addition, Forest Service respondents referred to
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the Congressionally mandated timber harvest level, an externally imposed obligation

which they were legally bound to meet, as justification. However, although Congress

does set the timber harvest level, as discussed earlier, such targets closely reflect the

information provided to them by the Forest Service. This discussion supports the

hypothesis. However, a second factor, the use of the Elk River as a test case, to set

a precedent for the use of a Forest Plan EIS to fill NEPA requirements also emerged

as having played a critical role in the decision to proceed with the sales (see p 45-50).

The use of a Forest Plan EIS in conjunction with a site-specific EA to fulfill

the NEPA requirement would have set an important precedent for the Forest Service.

By winning this case in court, the agency would have established acceptance of a

policy that would work to their benefit at other locations as well. The amount of

time, money, and personnel expended in conducting a site-specific EIS is

considerable. Because of this, the agency wanted to set a precedent that would

simplify the process. With so much at stake, it was not in the agency's best interest

when viewed from an agency-wide perspective, to negotiate with the environmental

groups. Unfortunately, what is functional on a higher agency level might not work to

the benefit of the agency on a district level. Although Forest Service respondents at

the district level were aware of the implications of the test case, they were also aware

that such a stand did little to enhance community relations or the public image of the

agency. It is debatable whether attempts to retain control and regain professional

credibility through court cases such as this would be effective in any event. By
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continuing to alienate an environmentally oriented constituency that is rapidly growing

and gaining momentum, it is likely the Forest Service is doing more harm than good.

The hypothesis that the designation of Elk River as a Wild and Scenic

Waterway is interpreted differently by the Forest Service than by their environmental

constituency, was partially supported. The respondents from both the environmental

groups and the Forest Service seemed to be well aware of the implications of the

designation. Understanding, however, did not eliminate dissention. Environmental

groups campaigned for a liberal translation of the terms set forth in the legislation,

while the Forest Service was intent upon meeting the "letter" of the law. Worth

noting are the responses of Forest Service respondents that changes in the Father Oak

sale were made for "political reasons", with the implication that they considered the

changes to be concessions instead of a decision reflecting the values of a legitimate

constituency.

The hypothesis that the parties involved in the Elk River dispute perceive the

role of science and modeling in deciding land management issues differently was

supported. Respondents outside the agency had little knowledge of, or interest in, the

Cumulative Effects Model, and perceived the issue as being one of values and

symbolism. The Forest Service respondents' emphasis on the use of the model as a

tool for making scientific and technical decisions indicates that perhaps they were not

only using the wrong tool, but trying to solve the wrong problem, which Raiffa

(1968) and others refer to as type III errors. The assumption on the part of the Forest

Service that if they could prove that harvesting activities would not adversely affect
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the fisheries, the problem would be resolved, again indicates an unwillingness to face

the realities of a changing constituency. Socolow (1976), states that "analyses are not

about what people care about."

The dissention between Dr. Reeves and the district staff reflects larger

problems for the agency as a whole. Institutionally imposed structures have become

barriers that inhibit communication between different branches of the same agency.

The National Forest System and the Research Branch work fairly autonomously, with

little overlap or interaction. This is an example where functional behavior for the

respective branches becomes dysfunctional for the agency as a whole. While the

agency would benefit from the two branches working cooperatively in the form of

practical research using case studies, there is little incentive for individuals to take the

initiative.

The hypothesis that the parties involved in the Elk River dispute perceive

public participation differently, was partially supported. Both Forest Service and non-

Forest Service respondents felt that the role of the public should be significant. The

debate centers around how significant should be defined. The desire on the part of

the Forest Service to "fix" the problem with education and outreach, in essence

persuasion, is not likely to work. Talking to people is not as effective as

incorporating them into the process (Cohen et al., 1984). The learning process is

more effective when it is interactive and hands on experience is involved. By

changing the focus of their public education and outreach efforts to a more interactive

process including, but not limited to, the incorporation of interested community
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members into the planning and decisionmaking stages, the Forest Service would

create the opportunity to enhance the understanding and appreciation of other values

by all those participating in the process.

This is not to imply that other educational opportunities should be overlooked.

The Forest Service has a responsibility to familiarize the public with the procedures

that the agency is required to follow and to share with the public substantive

knowledge such as the interrelationships involved in the decisions they make, the

consequences of those decisions, and the implications those decisions hold for the

future.

Finally, the hypothesis that the transition of Forest Supervisors from Ron

McCormick to Abel Camerena broke the impetus for negotiating a settlement, was not

supported. Instead, the role that one individual, acting as a catalyst, can play in

initiating interest was cited as the most important factor in the development of the Elk

River dispute. The presence or absence of such an individual in a given area can be

the deciding factor in determining whether or not management actions are challenged.

The presence of such an individual, however, does not mean that the Forest

Service must sit back and accept that every decision made will be challenged. One

solution is to incorporate these key individuals into the decisionmaking process. It is

vitally important that the invitation to participate be sincere and that the values of the

participants be recognized as valid and legitimate. If the attempt to incorporate the

key individual into the process fails, incorporating other representatives from the

environmental faction into the process could also be effective. Once the Forest
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Service has established that they are making a sincere attempt to work with these

interests and incorporate their values into management activities, individuals who are

unwilling to return that effort should lose their effectiveness.

CONCLUSION

There are four recurring themes throughout the discussion of the hypotheses:

(1) the organizational problem of having an action that is functional at one level and

dysfunctional at another, (2) the failure of Forest Service respondents to recognize the

environmental constituency as legitimate, (3) the use of circular logic by Forest

Service employees to justify their decisions, and (4) the lack of an effective means of

incorporating public input.

Engaging in an action that is functional at one level but dysfunctional at

another is not unique to the Forest Service. It is a frequent problem for large

organizations (Cohen et al., 1984). However, the agency should look closely at the

organizational barriers that serve to inhibit the exchange of information and joint

problem solving and provide incentives for individuals to bridge that gap. In

addition, the agency needs to carefully consider the ramifications of taking an action

that can negatively impact the agency in the long run. By making the use of the

Forest Plan EIS and a site-specific EA a test case, the Forest Service hierarchy was

attempting to re-establish a measure of legal control and regain its status as a

decisionmaker, moving the decisionmaking out of the courts and back into the hands

of the Forest Service professionals. They overlooked the damage to the organization
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at a local level. If successful, such a move might have been considered worthwhile,

but its failure served only to further alienate the local environmental constituency.

The inability of the Forest Service to fully acknowledge the validity of its

environmental constituency contributes to the loss of credibility the agency has

experienced. The agency is seen as being out of control, constantly having to do

battle and defend every decision they make. Forest Service decisions deal less and

less with strictly scientific and technical issues. As such, approaching land

management predominantly from a biological modeling perspective is becoming

increasingly inappropriate. Other values must be included in their analysis. The

environmental movement will be recognized and empowered one way or the other. It

would be to the Forest Service's benefit to recognize the environmental constituency

as legitimate, and incorporate their values instead of seeing them as the enemy.

In the face of changing constituencies, perhaps the Forest Service should

consider incorporating representatives from the various publics they serve into the

decisionmaking process. At the risk of alarmism, the political support and very

survival of the Forest Service may be at issue. Including the public in decision

making processes could result in the agency being able to break away from the

circular logic pattern and attain management decisions consensually if the agency, in

fact, wants to alter its behavior. This also provides a partial solution to the problem

of incorporating public input into the decisionmaking process. By becoming a part of

the process, representatives of various constituencies would be in a position to help

develop the management plans and ensure that their values were addressed. Such a
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consensus based process has been used successfully in the Bob Marshall Wilderness

(Ashor et al., 1986).

This is not to suggest that the Forest Service adopt a policy of decisionmaking

by majority rule. It should be possible to develop a decisionmaking system that

works by consensus. For this type of process to succeed, the technical staff of the

Forest Service would have to act as sources of information, sharing their knowledge

about resources, relationships, consequences, implications, and costs. Integrating the

values, views, and knowledge that community members from outside the agency bring

with them into the decisionmaking process from the start would be more likely to

yield decisions that are accepted in the end.
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CHRONOLOGY

ELK RIVER

October 1968
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife began operating a fish hatchery

on Elk River.

1970

Management of the Elk River drainage was transferred from Gold Beach
Ranger District to the Powers Ranger District.

March 24, 1975
Draft of Mt. Butler/Dry Creek EIS was completed.

May 20, 1976
Mt. Butler/Dry Creek EIS was signed.

1984

Congress passed the Oregon Wilderness Act which included The Grassy Knob
Wilderness.

1985
John Berry, then District Ranger of the Powers Ranger District of the Siskiyou

National Forest, contacted Gordon Reeves at the Pacific Northwest Research Station
and requested that he begin some basic research on the fisheries of the Elk River.

January 1987
A public meeting was held at Powers Ranger District to present the Elk River

Analysis Project.

March 12, 1987
A public meeting was held in Port Orford to solicit comments regarding timber

sale planning in the Elk River watershed.

August 20, 1987
A public meeting of the board of Curry County Commissioners was held at the

courthouse annex to review a proposed draft of the Siskiyou Forest Plan.
Representatives of the Forest Service attended the meeting.

October 28, 1987
An Elk River area analysis open house was held by the Forest Service at Port

Orford City Hall.
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January 29, 1988
Scoping letter mailed for Bray Boulder timber sale.

May 1988
The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals issued a preliminary injunction in the

BLM lawsuit over spotted owl habitat. This prevented the sale of timber sales that
would log forests older than 200 years within a 2.1 mile radius of some 289 known
spotted owl locations.

October 8, 1988

law.
Portions of Elk River were designated a Wild and Scenic River under federal

November 7, 1988
Portions of Elk River were designated an Oregon Scenic Waterway under

Oregon state law.

January 9, 1989
Scoping letter mailed for the Elk Fork and Wolkrab timber sales.

March 1989
Judge Dwyer issued a preliminary injunction in the FEIS case, preventing the

USFS from selling any timber sales that would log more than 40 acres of suitable
spotted owl habitat.

March 10, 1989
The Siskiyou National Forest Plan was approved and the Record of Decision

was signed by Forest Supervisor, Ron McCormick.

September 1989
The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals lifted the injunction against the BLM.

October 1989
Congress passed FY '90 appropriations bill with Section 318 rider.

October 1989
Forest Service Progress Report, Elk River Drainage Basin, Analysis of

Cumulative Watershed Effects.

November 11, 1989
Craig Snider, Powers District TMA, met with Kalmiopsis Audubon Society

members Jim Brittell and Rick Hazard to discuss the Father Oak timber sale.
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November 22, 1989
Forest Supervisor Ron McCormick, Powers District Ranger Cindy Enstrom,

and staff met with Dave Bayles (Oregon Rivers Council) and Chris Frissell to tour
Father Oak timber sale in the Elk River Watershed.

December 12, 1989
Craig Snider attended the Kalmiopsis Audubon Society meeting in Port Orford.

Issues on the agenda included the Father Oak timber sale.

December 18, 1989
Cindy Enstrom and staff from Powers Ranger District met with Jim Brittel,

Rick Hazard, Jim Rogers, and Jerry Becker for a tour of the Father Oak timber sale.
Subsequently, one unit was dropped and another modified for visual concerns.

Winter 1990
Free Flow, Journal of the Oregon Rivers Council, published a positive, upbeat

article which highlighted the changes to the Father Oak sale brought about by
negotiations with the Forest Service.

January 6, 1990
The first draft of the Elk River Salmon Conservation Area proposal was

released.

January 6, 1990
Congressman Jim Jontz (Indiana), toured the Elk River basin along with

representatives from the Forest Service and environmental groups.

January 14, 1990
Siskiyou National Forest Advisory Board Members toured Elk River along

with representatives from Powers Ranger District.

January 15, 1990
Formal presentation of the "318" sales to the Siskiyou Advisory board. Jim

Rogers and Jim Brittel spoke against the Elk River sales, including Elk Fork and
Wolkrab timber sales during the public forum.

January 15, 1990
Jim Rogers, representing the Friends of Elk River, met with Powers District

Ranger Cindy Enstrom, to discuss the Elk River Salmon Conservation Area proposal
drafted by the Friends of Elk River.
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January 23, 1990
Siskiyou National Forest Advisory Board members signed the recommendation

that the Elk Fork/Wolkrab timber sale be sold. Board member Rebecca Brown
expressed written concern that Streamside Management Unit width be optimum to
protect water quality, fish habitat, and other resources. Board member Marie Reeder
objected to the fragmentation of Copper Mountain Roadless Area and the effects of
introducing edge effects to the interior forest conditions. Board member Howard
Teague requested the highest level implementation of riparian class C activities on the
two sales.

January 31, 1990
A draft of the Elk River Salmon Conservation Area plan was made available in

local libraries. Through a letter to the editor in the local papers, citizens were invited
to review the plan and make comments on it.

January 1990
Forest Service Progress Report, Elk River Drainage Basin, Analysis of

Cumulative Watershed Effects.

February 1990
Kalmiopsis Audubon Society issued a press release stating that they were

impressed by the responsiveness of the Powers District after three units of the Father
Oak timber sale were dropped and four units were modified as a result of negotiations
with the Forest Service.

February 27, 1990
Glenn Chen, Powers Ranger District Fisheries Biologist, toured the Elk River

basin with Oregon State Senator Bill Bradbury.

Spring 1990
Senator Bill Bradbury issued an statement supporting the Elk River Salmon

Conservation Area proposal with some reservations about whether the Forest Service
could increase the amount of timber to be harvested to some amount higher than the
Elk River Salmon Conservation Area's proposed levels.

March 2, 1990
The Siskiyou National Forest, under Forest Supervisor Ron McCormick,

released a comparative analysis which looked at the Elk River Salmon Conservation
Area proposal in light of the completed Forest Plan.

March 7, 1990
Georganne Houtrouw sent letter to the House Appropriations Subcommittee

testifying as to the possible effects and implications of the Forest Service's intent to
harvest timber in the Elk River watershed.
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March 21, 1990
The Oregon Rivers Council listed the Elk River Basin as one of the state's

most threatened watersheds.

March 26/27, 1990
Siskiyou National Forest conducted a Resource Assessment meeting for the

Wild and Scenic Elk River. Mike Hewitt and John Phillips of Oregon State Parks
Department and Laren Wooley of the Curry County Planning Department attended.

May 7, 1990
The Friends of the Elk River sent a letter to Curry County Commissioners

announcing that they would not participate in the proposed hearing on Elk River.

May 14, 1990
Powers Ranger District conducted a tour of the Elk River to discuss

management practices.

June 1, 1990
Ron McCormick retired as Forest Supervisor of the Siskiyou National Forest

and Abel Camerena was named Acting Forest Supervisor.

June 6, 1990
Acting Forest Supervisor, Abel Camerena, called Curry County Commissioner

Rocky McVey and notified him that the USDA Forest Service would not participate in
the proposed tri-county hearing on Elk River.

June 6, 1990
Cindy Enstrom, Powers District Ranger, met with Curry County

Commissioner Rocky McVey to tour the Elk River drainage and discuss management
practices and concerns about Elk River.

June 9, 1990
Proposed date for a tri-county commissioners hearing to listen to testimony

from Friends of the Elk River, the Forest Service, and interested public about the Elk
River Salmon Conservation Area.

June 12, 1990
Bray Boulder timber sale was recommended for sale by the Siskiyou National

Forest advisory board.

June 12, 1990
The first issue of "Crystal Clear Notes", a newsletter dedicated to discussing

issues related to Elk River was published by the Powers Ranger District staff.
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June 15, 1990
Staff from Oregon State's Elk River Fish Hatchery met with Powers Ranger

District staff and Steve Miller, a concerned citizen from Coos Bay to tour the Elk
River drainage and discuss management practices.

July 25, 1990
Powers Ranger District staff met with Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

representatives and Dr. Gordon Reeves of the PNW Research Station. Discussion
included the Elk Fork and Wolkrab timber sales, fish count trends and habitat
improvement.

August 1990
The Bray Boulder and Wolkrab timber sales were appraised and a contract was

prepared to combine the two.

August 10, 1990
A meeting was held in Representative Peter DeFazio's office in Eugene,

Oregon. Camerena, Enstrom, Warren, Reeves, Bayles, Brittel, the Houtrouws' and
the Beckers' were in attendance.

August 13, 1990
Abel Camerena, Acting Forest Supervisor, signed a decision notice and finding

of no significant impact for the Bray Boulder timber sale and adopted alternative 1 as
the preferred alternative.

August 16,1990
Notification of decision to prepare timber sale for Bray Boulder was published

in the Grants Pass Daily Courier.

August 30, 1990
Abel Camerena signed a decision notice and finding of no significant impact

for the Elk Fork and Wolkrab Environmental Assessment, adopting alternative F as
the preferred alternative.

August 1990
Forest Service Progress Report, Elk River Drainage Basin, analysis of

Cumulative Watershed Effects.

September 5, 1990
Notification of decision to prepare timber sale for Elk Fork and Wolkrab was

published in the Grants Pass Daily Courier.
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September 7, 1990
Notice to accept sealed bids for the Boulder Krab timber sale appeared in the

Grants Pass Daily Courier.

September 10, 1990
Notice to accept sealed bids for the Boulder Krab timber sale appeared in The

World, the Coos Bay paper.

September 12, 1990
Notification of decision to prepare timber sale for Elk Fork and Wolkrab was

published in The World, the Coos Bay paper and The Curry County Reporter, the
Gold Beach paper.

September 19, 1990
The Friends of the Elk River, The Oregon Rivers Council, the Oregon Natural

Resources Council, the Kalmiopsis Audubon Society, and the Association of
Northwest Steelheaders filed an injunction in the U.S. District Court in Seattle against
the Forest Service to halt the sale of the Elk Fork and Boulder Krab timber sales.
The action alleged violations of NEPA, the Wild and Scenic River Act, The
Administrative Procedure Act, and Section 318 of the Department of the Interior and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act for fiscal year 1990.

September 1990
The Elk Fork Timber sale was advertised.

September 18, 1990
The Ninth Circuit Court held that Section 318 (b) (6) (4) of the Department of

Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act for fiscal year 1990 was
unconstitutional.

October 1, 1990
Oregon Natural Resources Council appealed the decision to offer Bray Boulder

timber sale.

October 26, 1990
The Regional Forester dismissed the appeal on Bray Boulder.

November 1990
The Friends of the Elk River released an updated draft of the Elk River

Salmon Conservation Area along with a letter to Peter DeFazio requesting that he
sponsor the plan.
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January 11, 1991
The Siskiyou National Forest issued a press release announcing the withdrawal

of the Elk Fork and Boulder Krab timber sales.

January 19, 1991
Senator Bill Bradbury hosted a meeting in North Bend. Representatives of

some of the interested publics worked together to develop a framework of items that
they felt should be included in developing the process to be used in conducting a
drainage-wide EIS.


