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summer of 2003, the Sequoia ForestKeeper and members of Save America’s Forests witnessed
S ix of

those trees, some of which were giant 300 year-old sugar pines, the most valuable furniture grade wood
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According to the conservation groups, the chopped down trees showed no signs of weakness that
would have indicated they might have been ready to fall over. The Forest Service then changed its
reason for the major logging operation to "fire prevention.” However, the logged trees didn't have
branches lower than 100 feet up the trunk and had not had branches near the ground for more than a
century. The trees were very resistant to burning as they had been for the centuries previous to being
cut, when fires periodically swept through these sequoia forests. In September 2007, the Forest Service
implemented another project which used chainsaws to cut into small pieces several hundred feet of the
downed trees that had been logged in 2005 and left on the ground in the trail area since then.

At a House Appropriations Subcommittee on March 9, 2006, Congressman Maurice Hinchey (D-
NY) questioned Forest Service Chief Dale Bosworth about logging at GSNM. Bosworth's responses
proved to be untrue, including his claim that an environmental study was conducted.

In their letter sent to Fong today, the House members included evidence from several
conservation groups that alleges several violations of law, which include the failure to: 1) provide
adequate public notice; 2) provide an adequate public comment period; 3) perform adequate
environmental reviews; 4) conform to Best Management Practices provided for in the Sequoia LRMP
{(Land and Resource Management Plan; 5) conform to the Sequoia LRMP’s Mediated Settlement
Agreement; and 6) follow Hazard Tree Guidelines for Alternatives. The conservation groups maintain
that the Forest Service inappropriately applied categorical exclusion and arbitrarily segmented the
project.
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