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Summary

A history of the work done at the Black Rock Forest
would reveal three periods: a period of unity of purpose;
then, a period of a spiit sense of purpese; and a period
(coming down to the present wmoment) of a radically split
sense of purpose., Harvard abandoned the original mission
but did not substitute a new one. Harvard's statements
sbout the Forest show this "split" and unéureness about
what it wants to be doing in silviculvure.

Insofar as Harvard's actions have any basis in thought
or public discussion, they have a basis in the Wilson Report
of 1973 which sayé that "Few things could be done here [;t BRE]
that could not also be done at ... Petersham" and that
"Because of 1ts shallow, stony soils, it {éRé]'would nevér
become a productive forest in terms of timber management."

The Ernest G. Stillman Forest Committee raises the
issue of redefining the mission of the Ferest. A beginning
ig found in BRF Bulletin No. 1 which defines the BRF as

a forest laboratory for research in problems of forest

management and for demonstration of successful methods in

practice. The Committee proposes to answer these questions:
1) Is it possible and desirable to carry out this mission
now? 2) If so, can the BRF be structured so that other
elements can be added? 3) What funds are needed and where
will they come from?

The Committee feels that the New York State Forest

Resources Assessment Reports demonstrate that such a forest
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laboratory should exist. The Committee cites evidence
given by a consulting forester, Starling Childs, as to
the health, quality and type of timber now standing in
the BRF and concludes that the BRF can be a productive
forest in terms of timber management. Tﬂe Committee cltes
discussions with Dr. Peter Raven, Director of the Missouri
Botanical Garden,who outlines a structure for the Forest:
"You can be independent and cooperative, both."

The Committee, considering especially the opinions of
Dr. Raven, finds that the Forest needs a diverse Board of
Trustees, and a well-focussed operation deriving from a
three-year Planning Period and the development of a detailed
Forest Plan. ,

The Committee outlines a plan by which an endowment of
$2,000,000 - to be permanently attached to the Forest - ﬁay
be raised. One half (50%) of the BRF Trust Fund will be

required.




Scope of the Report

Presented with a number of difficult but interesting
problems related to the future of the Forest, the Ernest
Stillman Forest Committee has sought to find the best
possible information, available now, which can be of
use, now, in determining the future of the Black Rock

Forest.

.. The Committee has identified three sources of information

and opinion that should be of particular interest, we

think, to anyone interested in the future of the BRF.

In addition, we endeavor to provide, in brief, a sense
of the historical context in which the problem of the
future of the PForest (and the new information we are

beginning to develop) should be considered.

Finally, we suggest a new Program for the Black Rock

Forest, and a note on finances.




The Ernest G. Stillman Forest Committee

The Erﬁest Stillman Forest Committee was formed by
two men with an interest in silviculture. They are E. H.
Ahrens, Jr., M.D. of Rockefeller University, and George
W.S. Trow, Jr, a journalist. Dr. Ahrens knew Dr. Ernest
Stillman as a colleague at Rockefeller University; George
Trow is the recipient, this yean of the Jean Stein Award
of the American Academy - Institute of Arts and letters
in part for his éssay “Annals of Discourse: The Harvard

Blacg Rock Forest".

The Board of Advisors is:
Terence Monmaney
Science '85; Washington, D.C.

Rev. Frederick . BShafer
Bard College; Annandale-~on-Hudson,
' New York

Whit Stillman
New York, N.Y.

Stephan Wilkinson
Cornwall-on-Hudson, N.Y.




The Problem

M

In one sense, there is no problem., -~ New York is

a forest state; 60 per cent of New York is forest

1and.l And much of this forested land (cleared in

the 19th Century,) is "returning to a condition of

high enough quality and volume to Justify intensive

management."2

We notice that two predictions made

by Ernest Stillman in his memorandum of 1940, "Random

Thoughts on the Harvard Forest" are noted by the New

York State Forest Resources Assessment as important

new facts: there has been a shift from urban to rural

population growthB; wood 1s now an important source

of fuel in New York.” In BRF Bulletin No. 1 (1930)

R.T. Fisher, Director of the Harvard Forest wrote:

The Black Rock PForest...is probably the first
institution of its kind to be established in

the United States - a private property organized

as a forest laboratory for research in problems

of forest managemenﬁ and for demonstration of

successful methods in practice.:In carrying out.

this purpose, for which a great deal of the

preliminary work is already done, the Forest

has every prospect of renddring a valuable

public service.

1. New York State.Forest Resources Assessment—-Report No. 1 p. 52

o (1980)
2. New York State

(1983)

3. New York Stéte
(1980) '
4, Tbid. p. 45

‘5, The Black Rock

Forest Resources Assessment-Report No. 2 p. 26

Forest Resources Assessment—Report No. 5 p.

Forest Bulletin No. .1l p. ix

(1930) L

10
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The situatidn, from the point of view of a citizen of
New York State interested in her forests, is more clear
now than then: as the forests of the state mature and
"return 6o a condition of high enough guality and volume
to justify intensive management,” the Black Rock Forest
has every propsect of rendering a valuable public service.
The Fforest would seem to be especially blessed. It has a -
large endowment of money; as to location, it is poised
between rural counties needing to learn what 1t can teach
and the‘greatest population center in this country.

™And yet all of -us are in agreement that the- Black Rock ™ -

Forest is lacking in a sense of mission; it has not much to

show,-at the moment, for all its advantages.

Work History

The outlines of the history of the BRF and the Black
Rock Forest Trust are known to anyone likely to be reading
this report. It is not necessary to reproduce them here.
Still, there are issues touching on the nature of the work
that has gone on in the past which need to be considered
in order to understand hqw it is that we find the BRPF almost . ..
"dead in the water"™ at this moment; these issues will need
to be resolved before we can successfully address the question

of the Foresgt's future,
The Committee takes note of these. facts: -

1. The work undertaken at the BRF while the Forest

was owned by Ernest Stillman is well documented,




The foﬁrteen "Bulletins" published by the BRF in
the period 19%0~1949 total more than 1000 pages.
The two "Progress Reports", the ten-year (issued
din 1939), and the twenty-year (issued in 1949), aré
particularly valuable records. As Professor Ernest
Gould of the Harvard Forest, Petersham writes in
his submission to the New York Attorney General's
office (1/2%/85): "The vigor with which Dr. Stilliman
pushed the program of silvicultural experiments can
be seen on the map which -accompanied the first 10 year
progress report. It is apparent that cutting of one
kind or another and/or planting spread over about 60
per cent of the forest". The map accompanying Professor
Gould's submission is a reduction of the 1939 Progress
Report map@
2. The work done by Harvard at the BRF is mﬁch less
well documented. From this period now ending (perhaps)
we have one Bulletin and no "Progress Report".of the
type issued by the Stillman Forest. . v
5. The Stillman Bulletins, particularly . the "Progress
Reports", are rich in theoretical and historical
discussion: dialogue concerning the mission and purpose
of the BRF was considered an integral part of the work.
4, Evidence of theoretical and/or historical discussion
during the Harvard years is spotty and sparse. After 1949

almost ho discussion of the mission of the BRF occurs.

6. Exhibit "A" : Synopsis of Activities at the Black Rock

forest ; Harvard University to Attorney General's office 1/85
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5. Nonetheless, & change in mission can be discerned

in the work of the Forest in Harvard's years.

A model of what an intelligent theoretical-historical
discussion can be is Dr., Peter H. Raven's paper "Research
in Botanical Gardens" (1981). Dr. Raven is the director of
the Missouri Botanical Garden, and the most eminent plant biologils
now working in this country. Dr. Raven has achieved an unusual
and productive balance: on the one hand he works within the
framework of an institution established in the 19th century;
on the_ other he superintends research in tropical silviculture -
work not envisioned by the founders of his institution. For
this reason, perhaps, he is sensitive to the role of the
framework - the institution - in determining the nature and
quality of the work done within the framework - the institution.

A discussion of mission and purpose (why are we doing this?

and who are we?) is integral to Dr. Raven's published work. -
as it was to the published work of the men working at the BRF
in Brnest Stillman's day - and so is the conviction that a
sense of history can enliven work in the present because it

keeps alive the framework within which the work is being done.

Dr. Raven understands that the history of individual
human beings determines what scientific work gets done since
the history of institutions is the story of certain individuals -
what they doj; what they fail to do; Qftimportant botanical
collections he says: (. Ui

Unfortunately, such collectlons are often
dismantled or simply deteriorate after the

specialists who built them uwp are no longer

i

]
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active at the respective institutions (Poppendieck
1979). Although they are often of very great value
internationally, they may if they are not actively
utilized come to be viewed as a drain upon the
limited resources of the institution where they are
housed. Even when financial considerations are not
limiting, it is difficult to provide for such
collections the meticulous and sustained care that

is essential for their survival without the attention
of a specialist who is deeply concerned for them.7

The Committee wants to say here (before we return to
a brief description of the Forest during Harvard's tenure)
that we feel that the moment calls out for intelligent

consideration of the Demonstration Forest (and this is

what the BRF was set up as) of the kind Dr. Raven has given

to the botanical garden.

There was no "Progress Repcert" issued in 1959 to
mark the 30th year of the experiment. Coincidentally,
however, Dr. Hugh Raup, then Director of the Harvard Forest
in Petersham, wrote a four-page letter or report in July'
of that year to John S8tillman, & son of Dr, Ernest Stillman
who had raised inguiries about the seeming lack of work
in the BRF. The timing of the letter or report coincided
with the retirement of Ben Stout, the man who hgd been

8

running the BRF~. Dr. Raup summed up recent work:

When I look back over the whole period of
Ben's tenure at Black Rock I sense a certain

7. Raven, Peter H. "Research 1n botanical gardens"
Bot. Jahrb. Syst. Stuttgart, 1981 p. 56

8. Mr. Stout was not the "Director" of the BRF. The Forest
has not had a "Director" since 1949, .




ammount of "completeness" in it. The road
net has been brought forward to about where
it should be to make most of the Forest operable;
the research and operational record system is
commensurate with the one we are using here, is
up to date, and is running smoothly; a new setb
of thinning and regeneration experiments has been
put in on a very considerable scale, heavy thinnings
that are complementary to the light thinnings
that Hal Tryon had put in earlier; the Forest's
public relations are reasonably good and loock ;
as though they could be kept so. It would be possible
of course, to go on putting in more experiments in ]
the manipulation of the stands of trees - long-~-
term experiments. However, such experiments, as

| we know from experience here at the Harvard Forest,
involve a lien on future time and resources, and
we start them only sparingly and after a great ;
deal of thought and consideration., We could properly
stop this kind of operation for a period of years,
and watch the results of the experiments accumulate.

We have here a picture of an operation tha®his pulling
back its horns: the high priority is maintenance, the road-
network and record-keeping; the low priority is to "long-term E
experiments" which would invelve "a lien on future time and
resources." And whatever work was going on iﬁ the Forest, )
very little word was getting out of the Forest; so much so
that a man personally interested in the work of the Forest
had to request a private report%o

And now we discover that we do have a "problem." For

the whole period of Harvard's stewardship we have statements

9. Report to John Stillman from Hugh Raup 7/59 pp 2-3

10.For comparison: the ten-year "Progress Report" was 76
pages, illustrated with photographs and included a large map.
The twenty-year report was 89 pages and illustrated.




9
that everything is going according to plan;ll Dr. Gould's

Synopsis of January, 1985 concludes:

This silviculbtural work continues by people
at the Harvard Forest and at the Black Rock Forest.
A careful review of the more than 600 publications
jointly produced shows how the resources set up by

Dr. Stillman have been used at both institutions to

pursue their common goals of research, demonstration

and teaching.12

And yet, during this peried, aspect after aspect
of the Forest's work fell away. It would seem to be the
~kind of split situation that emerges when no sense of
> purpose is present and where the vocabulary necessary
to discuss purpose is absent too. Peter Raven has caught
the essence of it when he writes of botanical gardens
that if they are not actively utilized they may come to
be viewed "as a drain upon the limited resources of

the institution where they are housed."

11l. Raup's 1959 report to John $Stillman goes so far
as to say: "...we could well be at a turning point

in the general research program at Black Rock." p. 3 .-

12. Dr. Gould's Synopsis is not illuminating when it
mentions "the more than €00 publications Jointly
produced," since that phrase masks the enormous
fall-off in major studies coming out of the BRF

during the Harvard period. The Committee has 11
Rulletins from the Stillman period, a total of 960
pages; three out-of-print Bulletins bring the total

well over 1000. The one Bulletin of the Harvard
period is 45 pages.
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Up to the Present

The Black Rock Forest was established as a Demonstration

Forest., We- gquobte from BRF Bulletin No. 1:

The Black Rock Forest, from which
this bulletin is the first publication, =/ - L1l

£

Cakk ol

is probably the first institution of its = ot |
kind to be established in the United States -

a private property organized as a forest
laboratory for research in problems of - .

~forest management and for the demonstration

15

of successful methods in practice,

~

As we say above, the EGS Forest Committee feels strongly
that there is a need for good and deep consideration of_the-;a%u
history of the mission of the demonstration forest - on the !
model of Dr. Raven's paper "Research in botanical gardens."l4 E
We cannot meet this need in this report - only point it out.

Nonetheless we feel that we have identified three periods in

the history of the work of the BRF. They are:

1. A period of unity of purpose.
During this period (ending in 1949), scientific .-
work, practical work, and the work of demonstration|

(and publication) went on in a unified framework. - ||
There was a sense that none of these aspects of ol
the work could be dropped without damaging the
undertaking as a whole,

2., A period of split purpose.

During this period (characterized by Dr. Raup's
1959 report to John Stillman,) work went on in
the BRF on a reduced scale; the work carried out

1%3. The Black Rock Forest Bulletin No. 1 p. ix (emphasis added
14. Excerpts from this paper are given in Appendix A '
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was in line with earlier work, and there was
no overt change in mission; and yet crucial
parts of the work fell away. In particular,
the work of demonstration and publication

came almost to a standstill, so that while

the methods of work and the silvicultural
theories behind the work were still in place,
the‘over—all sense of purpcse was lost. Perhaps
abandoned would be a better word.

period of- radically split purpose.

In this peried (which brings us up to the present,)
because the sense of over-all purpose had been 'lostl o
(or abandoned) some years before, the specifics of
the work (its theories and methods) began to seem
futile. We enter the phase described by Dr. Raven ..
in which entities like botanical gardens and . v

demonstration forests "come to be viewed as a drain = -
upon the limited resources of the institution where ﬂ
they are housed." It is characteristic, that while
the unity of purpose which was present at the start. H
has been lost, no new unifying idea or purpose is

brought forward. In this period, in the instance

we are discussing, the split is radical. "The work
continues," as Dr. Gould wrote in his repord submitted!
in January, 1985, "by pceople at the Harvard Forest o
and at the Black Rock Forest. A careful review ...

shows how the resources set up by Dr. Stillman have
been used at both instituﬁions to pursue their 1%
common goals of research, demonstration -and ‘teachingi" |

One might almost forget that Harvard is proposing to |
sell the Harvard Black Rock Forest. i

15.

Exhibit "A" : Synopsis of Activities at the Black L
Rock Forest; Harvard University to Attorney General's - ¥

office 1/85 p. 3
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Dr. Ernest Stillman was a citizen of New York State.
Implicit in the mission of the BRF as he conceived it
were important local and regional benefits. He wrote

in his memorandum: "™Random Thoughts on the Harvard Forest"

"... I believe an intensive study of how to

grow most rapidly the most wvaluable local species

~ of trees on the scil available would accomplish - ~--!

the most good."l6'

It is important to note that as the sense of mission

was lost, and as the aspects of demonstration -were de-

emphasized and then denigrated, important benefits were

denied to the people of our state.

Where We Are Now

We have said that Harvard, throughout the period of
its steWardship (right up until Dr. Gould's report of January
of this year), has paid lip-service to the science of silvi-
culture; yet we have also said, just above, that‘it has
denigrated the demonstration and practical forestry aspects
of silvicultural work which are, of course, central to the
raison d'etre of its two demonstration forests: The Harvard
Forest at Petersham, Mass. and the Black Rock Forest.

Now we have to consider the Wilson Report of January,
1973. Again, since the history of this report will be known

to anyone likely to be reading this enenow, we will not

16, "Random Thoughts on the Harvard Forest" - Dr. Ernest G.
Stillman., (1940) p. 6. Reference is to- BRF

it g e R e - v oy e KT T
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discuss it at length. But we should note that it is
g _ the only public document we know of in which Harvard
makes known its negative attitude toward the BRF. The
report was of course made to the University, but since
it was released to the press by the University News

Office, it can be said to be of the University as well.
Relevant portions include these remarks:

In terms of the lasting and important
scientific contribution of forestry research
on the Forest, it appears that it has been
modest in both- quantity and quality although |
the best of it has been very good. Very little o
research of any sort has been done in the past .
ten years. The last Bulletin, on root systems j
of deciduous trees, was published in 1957, '%
Recent issues of the Papers have been mostly ;
on the recreational potential or use of the
forest. This has been consistent with the
increasing demand for the Forest as recreational

ground and open spaoe.l7

Indeed, it appears to us that the potential
for forest or botanical research in this area is
extremely limited. Few things could be done here
that could not also be done at the Harvard Forest
in Petersham. The vegetational complex.at the L
Black Rock Forest is not unigue although it is
a good example of what happens to a forest area
in the Bast that has been used and abused for

- .. .. several hundred years. Because of its shallow,
stony soils, it would never become a productive

. forest in terms of timber management.ls

17. Report by Crompton,.-Reifsnyder and Wilson to- Harvard; -
Released by University News Office 1/18/73 pp 6~7.

18. Ibid. p 7.

k]
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Crompton,Reifsnyder and Wilson recommended that a
new committee be formed "to consider the future of the
Black Rock Forest as well as the use of endowed funds

19

intended to maintain the Black Rock Forest."

No such committeewas formed (or if it was formed, the
results of its deliberations were not released into the
public record,) and we can only . assume that Harvard has
looked Lo - the findings of the Wilson group as it has sought
to find its way in the BRF issue.

- And yet there .are other confusions. In October, 1979,
John Stillman came away from a meeting with Deaﬁ Leahy

with the impression that "Harvard's chief motivation for

- its willingness, if not anxiousness, to sell Black Rock

Forest is budgetary."lg And the writer of this report
on a visit to Cambridge in 1981 found that Dean Leahy
amd.Harvard's general counsel were unable to pin-point
a moment in which Harvard began to be dissatisfied with
the BRF., An enormous mist 6f confusion hangs over the
issue., Is Harvard interested in silviculture at all?
If Harvard is interested in silviculture, what deficits

exist at BRF that make it désirasble to continue work atb

“the P@tersham facility but not the BRF?  Is 1t really a -

20
matter of "stony soils"; (as the Wilson Report suggests?)

i i e

19. John Stillman to Daniel Steiner 10/27/79 p. 1

20, Leahy suggested in-a meeting with this writer that
"heavy glaciation" had produced a soil condition that
made silvicultural work in the BRF unprofitable.
cf The New Yorker 6/11/84 p 84, The poor conditon
of the soils was, of course, a given of the BRF
experiment. C.S. Denny's study of "Glacial Geology
of the Black Rock Forest" (Bulletin No. 8) was issued
in 1938.
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or that "The vegetational complex at the Black Rock

Forest is not unique"

21 or that "Few things could be

done here that could not also be done at the Harvard

Porest in Petershamﬁ?

22 If there are such deficits,

.«-Why haven't they been analyzed in detail? When did.they

begin to be obvious? Or interfere with the work?

Why does Harvard continue to issue such statements as:

"p careful review... shows how the resources set up by

Dr.

Stillman have been used at both institutions to

pursue their common goals -of research, demonstration

- and teaching" which make no mention. of any shortcomings

6r disappointments? Why didn't Harvard set up the "new

committee" which is called for by Cmmpton, Reifsnyder

and Wilson?25

21'
22.

25,

Wilson Report p 7

Ibid. p 7/ It is interesting to remember that in 1840,
at the time the BRF Trust Fund was being set up, ' Hugh
Raup wrote: "One of the most .lmportant features of The
Rlack Rock Forest as a prospective part of fthe Harvard
Forest organization is that it would materially broaden
the field for research in hardwood management. It would
also afford a wider range of possibilities in teaching
and research in general Biology. Black Rock is in the
oak region so far as upland hardwoods are concerned,
whereas we have a strong element of northern hardwoods
in Petersham." - Random Thoughts on the Harvard Forest

'p 73 footnote 8.

At least one observer finds that Petersham has the
deficit. Starling Childs writes: "None of the skhbands
we encountered at Petersham can boast a history of
careful planning and management for optimum returns
such as one finds at the Black Rock Forest." cf Childs
Report.

Wilson Report p 16,
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Where We Are,Ndw ~ In The Black Rock Forest 9

One would expect that when an institution ventured
Anto uncharted wabters that it would do so only after careful
deliberation and study. It is a first conclusion of this
Committee:

l. That Harvard did not enter upon its present

course after careful plan and study. i

But that: ' . 1

- 2., Since the affiliation has not been productive

for the Forest, for the people of New York State or for the

University - it ought to be brought to an end.

Since this Committee felt that the fundamental
problem was a lack of a sense of mission, the lack of unity
of purpose, we went back to the definition in the first
Bulletin. We assume that the Black Rock Forest is now,
as it was in 193%0:

"... a forest laboratory for research

in problems of forest management and for demonsvration

of successful methods in practice.™

We assume that the Jjob of this moment is to

determine: |

Tt 1. If it is possible (and desirable) to carry
out this mission now.

2. If it is possible to structure the operation

in such a way that other elements might be added to this




3. What funds are needed; and where will they

come from?

17. j

i
mission. | %

We begin by noting that it may not be desirable
for an institution interested only in "research" to
carry out the mission articulated in Bulletin No. 1. o
Any citizen of New York State who has read the New York w
State Forest Resources Assessment Reports will I think ‘
conclude, however, that it is desir?ble-that this mission ‘
be"carried out now. |

We have now to deal with the questicn: can it be ﬁ

done?
Here we have to consider the statement in the Wilson 3

Report that: "Because of its shallow, stony soils, it

would never become a productive forest in terms of timber

24

mansagement ., " Is i1t true that the BRF can "never becone “

a productive forest in terms of timber management?"

The Childs Report

The Stillman Forest Committee asked Starling W. Childs IT
a consulting forester (Master of PForest Science QYale) to
visit the BRF and prepare a report for us. We went to Mr,
Childs not only because of his professional expertise but i
because the Childs family runsthe only operation known to i
the Committee which can be directly compared to the BRF - k
the Great Mounﬁain Forest in Norfolk, Connecticut. The %

Great Mountain Forest is a tract of 6,500 acres in North-

24, Wilson report p 7

i
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western Connecticut and has a history that parallels
the history of the Black Rock Foreet in many ways. It
is reclaimed land - reclaimed from overcutting for
charcoal at the turn of the century. It was set aside
for reclamation with an eye to public benefit. AbL
first it was intended as a wildlife presérve; In the
next generation the Childs family saw the need for
timber stand improvement. At this date it managed for
wildlife, for recreation, for preservation of ungue
natural areas - and for improvement of the timber
sgand; It runs at a profit.

The childs report is included as an appendix to this
report. We will, however, discuss some of 1t here.
First of all we say that anyone interesed in coming
up with a good future for BRF must look at the dhilds‘
experience at the Great Mountain Forest. Second, we note
that the Great Mountain Forest had a strong connection
to Yale until 1968. The connection came about because
the Yale forest in eastern Connecticut suffered the same
kind of severe damage that Harvard suffered in Petersham
in the 1938 hurricane. What we want to noteﬁj5that the
Great Mountain Forest is thriving today and sending out
new shoots despite the fact that Yale abandoned its
sumner camp in GMF in 1968. The lesson seems to be that

the optimum arrangement for an entity like GMF or BRF

is stable private management with institutional affiliations |

ag they seem appropriate to both parties.

When Starling Childs came into the BRF he expressed
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surprise at the overall health and condition of the

worest. There are two schools of thought about conservative
forestry. One school holds that there is no point planning
too far ahead in the future; one can't plan against
catastrophes. This point of view, which gained impetus

from the 1938 hurricane, can be seen in some of thepapers

published by FErnest Gould at the Harvard Forest, for

instance. The debate goes on in theory and in "simuiations“J
The fact is that the 1938 hurricane didn't damage the BRF
to any great extent. And there are aspects of health and
u?ility now visible in the BRF which one would not thought
to have predicted.Arnd abonus: Starling Childs was amazed |
at the quantity and quality of many of the BRF's stands
of red ocak. Red oak, which was not a tree highly prized
at the time the BRF was first got underway, is now a
valuable tree. It is used in veneers (the GMF deals in

veneers for the export market) and in interior decoration.

it appears that the BRF can indeed be."a productive forest. ..
in terms of timber management," ‘

Mr. Childs writes:

Considering the present high demand situation

for both fuelwood and biomass as well as the

high prices paid for quality Osk veneer and sawlogs,
one might conclude that Dr. Stillmsn possessed

some powers of marketplace clairvoyance with

25

respect to our regional forest resources

25. Childs Report to EGSFC p 1
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To summarize: we feel that we have a good beginning
_Vaefinition of the BRF's mission in the Foreward to the

first Bulletin. The BRF is: a forest laboratory for research

in problems of forest management and for demonstratbion-of

successful methods in practice.

We feel that the New York State Forest Resources
Assessment Reports give us ample reason for saying that

such a forest laboratory should exist.

- And we feel that the Childs Report to the EGSFC gives
us good reason to think that the Black Rock Forest c¢an be

"a productive forest in terms of timber management,

Now we move to Point 2 above: Is it possible to structure’

the operation in such a way that other elements might be added

to this mission?

The Committee met with Peter Raven, the Director of
the Missouri Botanical Garden. Dr. Raven's position 1s, we
feel, ungiue, and uniquely useful to those of‘us who are
trying to find a way to a good future for the BRF. He is
the head of an old institution with an "old" mission embedded
in the éontext of a metropolitan area with problems old and
new. He has to consider the day-to-day realities of the
context he is in; at the same time his adventurous research
work has given him an international reputation. At the same
time he has considered how the structure of an undertaking
will dlways affect the achievement (or non-achievement) of

its goals.
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The Committee feels that EE has identified

three sources 9£ information which must Eg taken

under consideration by anyone begnning to plan the

future of the Black Rock TForest:

l. To re-establish contact with %he
original mission (and sense of mission) of
the BRF: The Ten-Year and the Twenty-Year
"Progress Reports." (BRF Bulletin No. 10

and BRF Bulletin No. 14)

2. To re-discover how the BRF can be
"a productlive forest in terms of timber
management" : the experience of the Great

Mountain Forest in Norfolk, Connecticut.

A, To create a ebructure which will allow

the "old" mission of the BRF to be realized and

"new" work to begin: the recommendations of

Dr. Raven,

Dr, Raven is familiar with the history of

the BRF. 1In particular, we asked him to consider
the question of structure and funding. We suggésted

the goal stated above:r

to realize the "old" mission

of the Forest - and to allow new work to begin,

Here are his thoughts and recommendations:
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Thoughts on the future of the Black Rock Forest

Peter H. Raven, Director, Missouri Botanical Garden

.."T will say this over and over again - avoid. .
thinking about how big it can be how quickly. It is
far more important to think about how persistent can
it be - a steady state which can be of value to many
different kinds of people over a very long period of
time.

"You can't be in puberty about the whole thing;

T mean you do not want to be in a situation where it

has to take off or not almost immediately. A consortium
set-up with small -ammounts of money  can create that kind
of pressure: you perform right away or everyone loses
faith. That is a danger: a small time -period and_pressure
to produce.

"It doesn't have to take off immediately. Keep it
steady enough so you're all right.

"If you have a set-up which produces high expectations
for results and high pressure, you have a high possibility
for not succeeding.

"As to staff. What you want is- the situation you
have now providing basiec maintenance plus one really
first-rate person. Really a lot depends on that,. Ohe
way to conceive it isla term appointment for that person:
'Wiil you come for three years; then will you tell us

the best use of the PForest?!.

"You want to find a first-rate theoretically-inclined




.
person. He or she should be telling you these things:
1) The needs of silviculture; 2) The needs of the "area;

3) Any additional possibilities.

"The person who does the planning does not have
to be the permanent Forester.
"o put it another way; you wanb to consider
during this period:
1) What can be done that will be unique?
2) What can be done that will be useful
to the area - not excluding recreational
use.

3) What can be dene there that is valuable

and worthwhile . This may not turn out

to be the same thing as what is unique.

"One thing this person should invesigate is funéing.
Managing the forest to yield a profit can be part of a
funding plan. Endowment income to cover the basic costs —
maintenance at the current level, plus the cost of the
Manager we envision plus some manipulation - that should
be your base. After that, profits from management of
the Forest can be a factor; and other funding sources.

"Now, we begin to think about linkage to "an
institution. Here our experience can be of use to
you. |

"My idea is colored by experience at‘the MBG.
We were founded in 18539 ~ aboubt the same time as

Washington University in St. Louis. The school of

Botany ' at Washington University was founded by
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Henry Shaw, the founder of our Garden. By custom
the Director of the Misscuri Botanical Garden is
also Professor of Botany at W.U. One guarter of
the salary of the Professor is paid by the University. o
Here is an almpst ideal arrangement. One can imagine ;
something similar for BRF;

"Mhere needs to be a institution of higher education
related to it somehow. The N.Y. Botanical Garden suffers
from not having a good academic connection,

"Its® own endowment
~ . "Its own management
"then a link with an institution. That's what

we've got. We don't give degrees,

"fhe man or woman in charge has to be a forester;
not a plant physiologist; not an experimental scientist, .
He studies the growth, measures the trees, manages,
thinks,

"If you could get $2,000,000 you could haﬁe-a
breathing space — it could be an indefinite breathing
space. You don't have to go beyond this point if you
have the right person. At this level of funding, a
consortium could be a huge mistake. It can be a good
arrangement, but it is very difficult to put together.

You have to have a clear view: what you will permit,

what you will undertake,how.intensively, for how long. 1

Will you let the public in - on what conditions? Each

member might have a different idea. - You have toc know. .
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these things in detail before you go into it. I'm

worried and rather negative to the whole idea. The

principle here ought to be: you have to have something
first. Theoretically, a consortium can be a good idea:
a variety of interesting uses; but you have to have
something first. It does need to be thought out cloéely.
"I think it i1s premature to think of many institutions
getting involved. I think what ﬁou want to do is get it
on its own bottom at whatever level - and $100,000 a
year is minimum I would say - with one bright individual
staff person running it and thinking it, this on top of
the situations you have now - maintenance and part-time
forestry crew - and then I think the best connection is

with one other institution.

"One more thought on the Consortium, It's the tragedy ';
of the communes -.or the communal icebox shared by 12 :
graduate students - it doesn't work. It gets filled with
Jjunk, You want one theoretically inclined smart person;
and a linkage to onre institution - but not untii it is

on the ground, not until it is running.

"You can be independent and cooperative, both."
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Conclusions Reached By The Committee

1. That the BRF must regain a sense of purpose.

2. That an understanding of the BRF's original
sense of purpose can be useful.

3, That the BRF can fulfill its mission as "a forest
laboratory." |

4, That the BRF can be "a productive foreét in terms
of timber management.,"

5. That an endowment in the range of $2,000,000

will be necessary.

Recommendations of The Committee

The Committee feels that there has been a growth
in understanding on the part of everyone interested in
the BRF of what can and must be accomplished here. No
one interested in the BRF, we believe, will want "business
as usual", now; nor will he consider a "land preservation"
or "land preservation-with-recreation™ of a "forever
wild" solution, |

The Committee feels that this is the moment for
éll the men and women involved in the BRF issue -
including, for instance, members of the Stillman, family,
the men and women who have devoted their time and energy
to the Golden Foundation proposal (especially, of
course, Mr., William Golden ),members of Scenic Hudson,

and members of this committee, to urge a good solution

on Harvard.
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The Committee proposes that discussion go forward

on this basis:
1. That there be formed a Not-For-Profit

Corporation: The Stillman Black Rock Forest.

2, That the SBRF be defined as: "A forest laborabory

for research in problems of forest management and

for demonstration of succesgful methods in Eractice,f
with the understanding that this is the nucleus of |
the sense of mission of the Forest, and that good
and rigorous thinking about the mission of the
Forest must alsoc go on.

3, That a permanent endowment of $2,000,000 - to be

attached to the Forest forever - is necessary.

The Committee specifically proposes:

1, That the Board of Trustees of the deed-holding |
entity be a diverse body, representing men and
women with an interest in silviculture and with
an interest in (and concern for) the Forest
Resources of the State of New York, and with an
interest in (and concern for) the public interest
of the people of this State, and of the Hudson

Valley in particular.

2, .That the operation of the Forest be put under the
supervision of an experienced Forester-Planner for
three years. It will be the responsibility of this

man or woman-to develop a detailed and well-focussed
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Forest Plan. This Forester-FPlannher will work

in consultation wifh the Trustees. It may be

that he will remain at the 8tillman Rlack Rock
Forest after the end of the three-year Planning
Period as the Director of the Forest, or it may

be that the permanent Director will be a different
person. In any case, the Forest should be run, in
its daily work, by a "Director" - one man or woman -
an experienced forester whose special talents suit
him or her for this post. The Commitiee does not
feel that many different groups can be involved

(at the same time) in the day-to-day work of the
Forest.

%. That Harvard University convey the Forest to the
Trustees of the Stillman Black Rock Horest; that
Harvard University convey fifty per cent (50%) of
the book value of the BRF Trust Fund (according
to its latest Treasurer's Report ) to the Trustees

of the SBRF at the time of the closing.

The Committee further proposes:

1. That the Board of Trustees of the Stillman
Rlack Rock Forest consist of nine members.
The Committee suggests that two (2) Trustees
be drawn from the list of trustees proposed
for the "Preserve" under the proposal of Mr.
William Golden; that two (2) Trustees be
members also of the Board of Directors of

Scenic Hudson; and that one (1) Trustee be




a member of the Stillman family. The EGS Forest

Committee 1s now preparing a list of other prominent. i on)

persons

The EGS Forest Committee proposes that an endowment of L
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who may be willing to serve.

$2,000,000 be raised in the following way:

1.

- to this committee.

That one half (50%) of the book value of é
the BRF Trust Fund be conveyed with the

Forest to the Trustees of the Stillman Black

Rock Forest.

Bstimated total: $1.4 million dollars. .

That during the FPlanning Pericd of three years

the interest on this capital not be spent.

That during the Planning Period the basic %
operating costs of the Forest (estimated at !

$35,000 a year) be paid by a benefactor known

That during the Planning Period the special’
planning costs be paid by a benefactor known

to this committee.

That the two groups that have in the past made
offers to assume the responsibility of the Forest-!
(Scenic Hudson and the Golden Foundation) each

make a one-time conbtribution to capital of

$150,000,
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The Committee estimates that at the end of three years
the permanent endowment of the Stillman Forest will have

grown in this way:

1.4 million - Portion of Trust Fund conveyed by Harval

.3 million - contributions to capital from Scenic

Hudgon and the Golden Foundation.

1.7 million

Assuming a (conservative) yield
of 7.5 %. Income to be reinvested

for three years;:

at the end of one year:
$1,827,500
at the end of two years:

$1,904,563
at the end of three years:

$2,111,905

If the capital fund does in fact show
this "surplus" over $2,000,000, this
"surplus" could be transferred to a
working capital fund - necessary as
the Forest moves out of 1ts Planning
Pericd into full operation.
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CURRICULHM VITAE

Starling W. Childs I1
Consulting Forester
Ages E1

- Btatus: Married

EDUCATION:

19721976 Yale College; Batchelor of Science Degree in Geology
and Natural Resowrces., Thesis topic: Ecological
Inventory of the Canaan Mountain bNatural drea in  the
Berkshire Uplands.

159781980 Yale Universitys; Master of Forest Science Degree.
Majored in Forest Management and Hilviculture.

EMFLOYMEMT «

19741977 Mew Zealand Forest Servicei; Field technician for the
Frotection Forestry Division.

1978-197% Consultant to State of Connecticul Department of
Environmental Protection. Responsible for the study of
logging practices and the preparation of guidelines
for EBest Management Fractices as required urd e
the 1977 Blean Water Drinking fAct.

1780-present Self-employed Forestry Consultant specializing in
private forest land management and planning. | Working
primarily Ffor the Great Mountain Forest in  Norfolk,
Connecticut. Freparation of standing volume
inventories, timber appraisals, marking and selling
sawtimber and cordwood, Christmas tree maintenance,
maple syrup production, read layoud and maintenance,
ard other general forestry services work. '

FROFESSIONMAL AFFILIATIONS:

Society of American Foresters since 197%, OAmerican
Forestry fAsociation 1784, Connecticut Forest and Park
Assnc. director since 1981, Connwood, Inc. consulting
foresters, director since 1980.

OTHER INTERESTG:

Hiking, camping, hunting, skiing, biking,
birding, and just about any outdoor activity.




-

Some Thoughts on the Future and the Potential of the Black Rock

In his "Random Thoughts on the Harvard Forest" essay in
1941, Dr. Erpest Stillman mused on the importance of small
woodlot management in the the not so distant futuwre. His goal was
to have in place at that time a working example of the successes
and  failures of different silvicultuwral regimes by which the
farmers and woodland owners of ouwr day could set a course of
action within their own forested acres. Oonsidering the present
high demand situwation for both fuelwood and biomass as  well as
the high prices pald for quality Oak veneer and sawlogs, one
might conclude that Dr. Stillman possessed some powers  of
marketplace clairvoyvance with respect to ow  regional forest
resouwces,. The forest that he managed and left to Harvard is
today a living meonument to sensible, conservative forest
management which seeks to optimizre the potential vield from a
given acreage despite the incredible variance encountered in
exposures and forest site productivity.

After only one brief day cruising various portions of  the
Black. Rock Farest, I have formed some strong impressions on what
has been going on in the forest as well as the possibilities for
managemnent in  the futwe. My specific area of interest as a
corisulting forester is Dak and mixed-hardwood silviculture. Since
much of the land in the region of Connecticut where I work has a
history of forest use and abuse similar to that of the BRF, I am
working much of the time with stands of the same age class and
site index as many of those encountered in Cornwall  on the
Hudson. It was quite gratifying on the one hand to see the
results of past wise forest practices represented by the standing
volume on  the ERF  and know that much of the work had been
documented and recorded, and yet something of a mystery to me
that such a valuable educaticonal resource had gone wnutilised
during my time as a student at Yale's School of Forestry, While
at Yale, I enrclled in a cowse entitled Economics of Managing
the Forest and Farm Dperating Unit. Ironically, this course was
taught by Ernest Gould, Director of the Harvard Forest o in
Fetersham. AL1 of the field work, which was regretably very
litttle, was directed on the forest at Fetersham. In retrospect
now, I can see what a waste of time this was because most of the
stands on the Fetersham forest are the direct result of orisis
mangemaent and salvage cutting in the wake of the ravages of the
1938 hurricane. None of the stands we encountered at Fetersham
can boast & history of careful planning and management for
optimum returns such as one finds at the Rlack Rock Forest.

This is not to say that the whele of the BERF is
demanstrative of this careful management because much of it is
too poor in site guality to warrant any heroic efforts to try and
produce  sawbtimber. Nevertheless, the area is cooperatively
managed by a local Rod and Gun Club , the members of which are to
be commended on  their road maintenance work and efforts at
stimulating wildlife cover through patch clearcuts. There is an




excellant road network established and much of this road building
has been accomplished since Marvard took over the management of
the forest in 1930. Because spatial location of trees with
respect  to roads is & major factor in computing the value forr
standing timber, these new roads have increased the value of the
standing inventory markedly.

The oak-mixed hardwood forest type which is so prevalent on
the upland soils at the BRF lends itself quite well to the
production of mast for wildlife and & great deal of sprout growth
for browse when stimuelated by intensive patoch cutting.  Althaough
much of this cuthting bas taken place over the past decade or so,
I was not aware of any studies or published reports on the
results and relative successes of the variows methods of

gllviculture applied.

The greatest problem facing forest mangers of today is how
to  begin to regenerate stands which have reached maturity and
insuwe a desired species mix in the next rotation. The primary
reason for this difficulty stems from the relative over abundance
of white-tailed desr on most forest wnits  throughout the
Northeast. Nevertheless, somne successful regeneration cubs  were
rnoted on the Hulse Road section of the BRF, and in and of
themselves, they tell a story of how to manage for proper
stocking of regeneration. Whether or not the desired species mix
is present is a matter for closer study and manipulation in  the
traditions set forth a half century ago by Henry Teyon, the first
manager of the BRF. There is a great deal of information to be
gleaned from these cuts which are pow 20 to 320 years old, and I
would imagine, others of the same sort which have ocouwred on  the
Sackett Mtn. compartment. It is my undetrstanding that these areas
were under the former management of Ben Stout who has since done
& agreat deal of research in the Allegheny forest types dealing
with the same gquestion of proper relative stocking or density
levels in stands for various objectives. Irenically, 1 " have
recently  learned that his daughter Susan Stout, who was most
probably born while her father was managing the BRF, is on leave
from the Forest Service to work on a PhD thesis at Yale. She is
somaewhat of a well known mathematiciacn and forest statistician
in her own right, and her thesis topic will no doubt revolve
around some of the same questions that are raised by these cuts
of her father’'s and the current manager Jack Farnig. This may
present  an  excellent opportunity to update research in  these
argas if the Forest Service and the faculty at YaleN@Bﬁe
interested.

In the famous Glycerine Hollow tract, I was priveleged to
walk through a piece of time forgotteny to see the historid
results of Tryon and Stillman’'s labors. Here the mix  of Tulip
poplar, Red pak, Ash and Sugar maple is represented by large
diameter tress with tall, clear boles of veneer guality. Too
often these dayvs a stand such as this has been cut and sent  to
the  mill before its overall «E3RVEF“C&n be appreciated. The
relatively varied site demands of the species represented would
make it a supreme challenge to any forester who might begin to




manipul ate the stand with an eye to the next generation of trees.
What was an academic exercise and experiment for Henry Tryon is
today & monument to his ethical approach to and love for  the
seience of silviculture, The relative health, wide gpacing, and
fine guality of the standing material lends ample support teo this
statement, as well as to the present choice for management which
is to do nothing and let it grow.

Then what might be in store for the future of the Fforest?

That it is an excellent laboratory for field trials in
silviculture is obvious. Many of the coniferous plantations are
sadly in need of work,and except for the Norway Spruce and
perhaps the Larch which can compete on the pser hardwood sites,
most of these triale should probably be terminated. Wildlife and
recreational  wvalue of the forest is impressive as Dr.  Stillman
gnvisioned it would be given the proximity to the greater New
York metropolitan area. The watershed of the forest is immensely
important and heavily utilised by the cities of Cornwall and
Highland Falls. Water vyield studies and long term climatic
information could be useful for the area, not to mention the
importance of monitoring the pH of precipitation throughout the
vear. The thin soils of this upland area make for very little
buffering of acid precipitation and any problems that might
Fesult would be very measuwrable Tin the many aguatic systems of
the Fforest. Here also,there is further room for study in  aqua-
cultuwre and agquatic scosystems.

Any efforts to initiate research shouwld still be changelled
through one management institution such as Harvard or a like
minded charitable organization. The Stillman Endowment fund for
the forest makes this a desirable place to locate one's rresearch
though I do not think the forestry community is very aware of
this possibility. Perhaps a newly formed FBoard of Directors
drawing from interested and enlightened individuals who have a
feel for the sense of mission and value for the forest could
authorize research grants, while the overall management of the
forest could be carried out by a publiec spirited consulting
forester with excellent credentials and references. It would
seem to make sense to keep someone present at the forest as  a
forest technician and caretaker who could work well with the
local users of the forest.

Une could go on at length on the possibilities, but the
first and foremost reason for the forest’'s existence was as  a
demonstration forest for applied silvicultuwre. I know that  many
of my colleages could benefit from the examples on the BRF,not to
mention landowners who might be interested but do not know of its
existence. Associations such as the American Forestry Institute
and regicnal Society of American Foresters chapters should hold
figld meestings here to see soms of the mistakes and successes of

‘their predecessors. Also, much of the recent cutting aimed at

stand regeneration i, as  mentioned before, of great
demonstrational value, and any data stemming from these studies
should be updated made available if it is not already so.

i
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My special interest in the BRF stems from the fact the T have
grown up on a working and demonstration forest in northwestern
Connecticut, +the similarities of the former to which are
shriking., Reclaimed as wasteland Ffrom the overcutting £ or
charcoal at the turn of the century, the Great Mountain Forest,
as it is called, was first intended ag a wildlife preserve. The
Yale Forestry School became interested in the property as a place
for field work when their forest in eastern Connecticut was
levelled by the same 1938 hwricane which wiped out Harvard's
Fetersham forest. From that time wuntil 1968 when they a&bandoned
the summer camp, Yale conducted forest surveys, marking trials,
growth and yield exercises and countless other valuable training
for students who are now themselves some of the top forestry
educators and practising forestry professionals in the country. A
non—profit  Ffoundation was established by my father for the
purpose of dedicating certain areas and funds to long term
studies in tree improvement trials and preservation of unigue
natw-al areas. On going cooperative research with the Yale
Forestry Schoel and the U.8. Forest Service is overseen and
maintained by a full time forester and woods crew.  Road networks
have beepn established and the forest is wunder managemenlt once
again in order that the 6,500 acres are able to pay for the
overhead necessary to manage it. Intensive management  in
coniferous plantations, some dating back to 1919, sesks to
maximize the potential retwn of clear, high qguality softwood
lumber that is now fetching higher prices and in  the not too
distant futwe will allow the Northeast to compete with imported
lumber prices from the West coast.

The GMF like the BRF is the manifestation of the ideals of
several generations. My Grandfather's interests were based more
on the value of the land and the man—made ponds for wildlife and
migratary waterfowl. As the forest matured, my father saw the

need for management and timber stand improvement work which would:

concentrate the regrowth of the resource on stems of high quality
and species of more desired sawtimber value. To this end several
forest managers have been employed and a woods crew keplt busy
throughout the year. The wildlife value of the forest continues
to be strong and a cooperative program with the State’'s Wildlife
Unit to reintroduce the Wild Twkey in 1974 was enormously
successful. Gradually, the health of the wild game and predator
populations still improves with the arrival of the Eastern
coyote, the fisher, and even occasional visits by black bear all
of which were extinct or not present before in this state. These
are all indicators of the relative health of the toatl forest
Brosysten. :

The forest is also a valuable part of the Housatonic River
Watershed and with some ten man-made and natural ponds is itself
a valuable resource of fresh water. With public access to

1eduq&timna1 preserves and the beach area on Tobey Fond, the
recreational potential s significant. Many hiking groups use the

property with permission as do cross-country skiers in  winter.
Today the Great Mountain Forest is being managed on the
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principles of multiple use and sound forest practices to continue
to demonstrate that forest land in ow densely popuulated part of
the country can sustain multiple yields for generations to  come.
To these ends, the Black Rock Forest with all its endowment and
Mhistory could play an equally important role.

ectfully submitted,

L (AL,

tarling W. Childs, 11
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