OBJECTOR’S NOTICE OF OBJECTION, STATEMENT OF ISSUES AND LAWS,
                                             AND REQUESTED REMEDIES


                                                NOTICE OF OBJECTION

October 9th, 2018

Objection Review Officer:
Forest Supervisor Eric Watrud
Umatilla National Forest
75210 Coyote Road
Pendleton, Oregon 97801
 
Usually addressed to:
Regional Forester,
Objection Reviewing Officer
Pacific Northwest Region
USDA Forest Service
Attn:  1570 Appeals and Objections
P.O. Box 3623
Portland, OR  97208-3623
Email: objections-pnw-regional-office@fs.fed.us



RE:  Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project’s objection to the Umatilla National Forest Willoughby Urban Interface Protection Project Draft Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact and Final Environmental Assessment

Dear Objection Reviewing Officer,

Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project (BMBP) hereby formally submits the following objections to the Umatilla National Forest Willoughby Final Environmental Assessment and Draft Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact.  BMBP has secured the right to submit objections and thereby participate in the pre-decisional administrative review process for this project.  BMBP has submitted timely written scoping comments regarding this project and extensive comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment, including field survey sheet samples from our surveying the affected area for weeks.  

Decision Document
Willoughby Urban Interface Protection Project (aka Willoughby) Final Environmental Assessment and Draft Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact 

Date Decision published
September 20th, 2018

Responsible Official
Eric Watrud, Forest Supervisor, Umatilla National Forest 

Description of the Project
   The Umatilla National Forest Service has selected in its entirety the Proposed Action with Project Design Criteria (Alternative 2.)  Therefore, this objection focuses on Alternative 2, as specified in the Draft Decision Notice.  Alternative 2 includes: 
* a total of 1,877 acres of Commercial Thinning 
* 2,876 acres of Small diameter thinning
* 93 acres of Pruning
Secondary and connected management actions include:
*Slash treatments
*100 acres of grass and herbaceous seeding
*1,972 acres of landscape burning
*construction of 1.4 miles of temporary roads and 17 miles of closed roads would be temporarily re-opened
* “Danger” (hazard) tree felling
*3.5 miles of fire line construction along the private land boundary
*2,363 acres of Maintenance thinning and burning in the future over 20 to 30 years

The Final Environmental Assessment includes further descriptions of the selected Alternative.  

Location
   The Willoughby project area encompasses approximately 3,556 acres of Umatilla National Forest land, located on the North Fork John Day Ranger District, located in Township 5 South, Range 33 East, Sections 4, 8-10, 14, 15, 20-23, 28, and 29 in Umatilla County, Oregon, and a 40 acre area located in Township 5 South, Range 33 East, Section 21, managed by the Bureau of Land Management, Baker City Field Office.  The Willoughby project (timber sale) is approximately 11 miles east of Ukiah, Oregon. 

Appellant’s Interests
   Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project has a specific interest in this decision, which has been expressed through participation throughout the NEPA process. BMBP supporters visit much of the affected area for hiking; camping; relaxing; hot springs use; bird, wildlife, and wild flower viewing; photography; hunting; and more.  The value of the activities engaged in by BMBP volunteers, supporters, and staff would be damaged by the implementation of this project.
   BMBP is a non-profit organization that works to protect Eastern Oregon National Forests.  Staff, volunteers, and supporters of BMBP live in various communities surrounding the Umatilla National Forest and use and enjoy the Forest extensively for camping; hiking; drinking water; hunting; fishing; general aesthetic enjoyment; gatherings; viewing flora and fauna; gathering forest products; and other purposes.

Request for meeting

   BMBP requests a meeting with the Forest Service to discuss matters in this objection and seek resolution of concerns through negotiation before the Umatilla Forest Service makes a final decision on the Willoughby Project.

Specific issues addressed in this objection

   NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) violations, including: proposing actions inconsistent with achieving the stated purpose and need for the project; an overly narrow purpose and need resulting in  failure to provide an adequate range of alternatives; failure to adequately analyze direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the project; failure to disclose scientific controversy; inaccurate use of the science; failure to use the full spectrum of best available science; failure to disclose methodology and key assumptions used in the Environmental Assessment (EA) analysis; failure to incorporate key documents used in the analysis in the Environmental Assessment; and the need to address these short-comings through the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement. 
    Violations of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and the Umatilla National Forest Plan, including: failure to provide for population viability for multiple Management Indicator species and other wildlife species within the project area, and violations of the Umatilla Forest Plan.
    Potential violations of the Umatilla National Forest Plan include violations of Forest Plan standards, including conflicts created by the proposed action with multiple use values, and Forest Plan standards for road density and for preventing detrimental impacts to soils.
   Endangered Species Act violations include failure to analyze potential proposed action effects to Gray wolf, Canada lynx, and Threatened-listed fish species, and contributing to a potential trend toward federal uplisting for the following species: Vulnerable-ranked American marten; Threatened-listed Gray wolf (when found west of highway 395); and Threatened-listed Canada lynx. We also have concerns regarding lack of analysis of project effects to eagles, Northern goshawk, and migratory birds. 
    Potential Clean Water Act violations include failure to demonstrate that the proposed actions will not further impair or retard water quality recovery for project area creeks and associated wet meadows, particularly regarding sediment delivery and overall drying out of micro-climate conditions. 
    We also express concerns and objections regarding “temporary” road construction and closed road re-opening, and potential impacts to recreational areas, undeveloped lands, climate stability, and overall ecological integrity of the project area forest structure.
    
BMBP objects to the Willoughby Project for the following reasons:

I.  The Willoughby project violates the National Environmental Policy Act


   The Willoughby  project violates the National Environmental Policy Act in the following ways:  inconsistency with the stated “purpose and need” of the project; failure to provide an adequate range of alternatives; failure to adequately analyze direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the project; failure to take the requisite “hard look” at project impacts required by NEPA; failure to disclose scientific controversy; inaccurate use of the science; failure to use best available science; failure to disclose methodology and key assumptions used in analysis in the EA; and failure to incorporate key documents used in the EA analysis. 
 
Inconsistency with the stated purpose and need of the project

   The Willoughby project is not consistent with all the purpose and need goals as expressed in the Environmental Assessment. The Final EA identifies the purpose of the project:
  “The purpose of this project is to reduce the fuel loadings within a quarter mile of identified values at risk (private inholdings or structures) to decrease flame lengths to less than four feet.  Within one and a half mile of the identified values at risk the goal is to reduce the potential for crown fire and lofting firebrands into identified values at risk.” (FEA pp. 1-2)
   The “need” statement for the project emphasizes “fuel” (biomass, tree) reduction:
“* Reduce fuels in the forested area…. *Treat surface and ladder fuels….*Reduce and thin surface, ladder, and crown fuels….*Treat crown fuels….” (FEA p.2)

 Our comments express discrepancies between the science and the methods planned for achieving the purpose and need, and between conditions on the ground and the ostensible Wildland Urban Interface protection aspect of the purpose and need.  
   The Purpose and Need statement also assumes that the need for action is based on current habitat conditions within the project area, which we field-surveyed and documented in our survey sheets, incorporating our field survey sheets and sample photographs of conditions on the ground as part of our objection, as attachments.
Examples of our comments on the inconsistency of proposed management actions with the stated purpose and need for the Willoughby project:
“The lack of sense in this whole series of tables re: assessing wildfire hazard, fire type, fire intensity, etc. (Tables 3-1, 3-2, 3-3) and using 97th percentile weather conditions as the basis of the indicators and measures, is that a stand replacement wild fire is virtually impossible to stop or moderate in such severe weather conditions (97th percentile) regardless of what management actions are taken before the fire—in other words, all the logging, burning, pruning, etc. proposed is unlikely to have any effect on wild fire burning in such severe fire weather.  The 97th percentile is used to justify heavier logging, etc. when that won’t reduce the fire intensity then [under those conditions].” (BMBP comment 13-067, FEA p.115)
“So what is the chance of a wild fire occurring during the effective 20 year life time of this project’s effects in this particular place?  Very low [based on current best available science.]” 
“What is the chance of these actions reducing fire intensity under severe weather conditions?  Extremely low.  See last year [example] par. on PEA pp.19-20.” (BMBP comment 13-071, p.116)
“Further, what are the chances of the Forest Service doing the maintenance actions every 20 years in this particular area (and in all the others where this is promised, every 20 years)?  Virtually non-existent, as the Forest Service prioritizes saw log extraction.  So much for meeting the stated purpose and need for this project.” (BMBP comment 13-072, p.116)

   Forest Service admissions in response to our comments #13-073 and 13-074 in the FEA actually substantiate our concerns that the purpose and need is constructed more as a rationale for a commercial timber sale (as opposed to just non-commercial size thinning of small tree density) than to address any exceptional wild fire severity risk for this project area:
“As described in the Draft EA, and the Draft Fuels and Forest Vegetation Report, surface fuels do not generally exceed Forest Plan standards in the Willoughby planning area….” (Forest Service response to BMBP comment 13-073, FEA p.116)
“…the Affected Environment condition for fire intensity shows that only 19% of the project area currently has High fire intensity….” (Forest Service response to BMBP comment 13-074, FEA p.116)
“The assumed low fire intensity ‘hazard’ after logging and burning in 2020 ignores higher surface fuels from slash; drier, hotter stand conditions from opening up the canopy; increased wind speeds; and potentially rapid regrowth of small flammable trees.” (BMBP comment 13-083)
“Opening up moist mixed conifer forest (the majority of the sale area [that we surveyed to date]) by logging out mature overstory (what little remains from past logging) and greatly removing wildlife hiding cover by thinning small trees (most of the trees) too heavily in the name of fire ‘risk’ reduction will remove needed shading for moisture retention, increase wind speeds through the stands, remove biomass, [and] make a currently cool moist system hot and dry, increasing fire severity.” (BMBP comment 12-002, FEA p.107)	Comment by Karen Coulter: 
“The PEA fails to point to any on-the-ground field studies showing that these planned management actions will actually reduce the severity of a wildfire in the area….” (BMBP comment 13-084, FEA p.132)
[bookmark: _GoBack]Re: the justification for the Willoughby project resting on its identification as a Wildland-Urban Interface Area:
“First, what ‘urban interface’?  A few seasonally occupied and/or unoccupied structures on a private piece of land hardly constitute the ‘urban’ density or community with occupied homes that the wildland urban interface concept was intended to address.  Thus the ‘purpose and need’ for this ‘Urban Interface Project’ is bogus.” (BMBP comment 12-001, FEA p. 13) See also our comments #13-086 and 13-087 on FEA p. 135 re: this issue.
  
   Other BMBP comments addressing the inconsistency between the Willoughby project’s stated purpose and need and management actions planned include:  #12-001, 12-003, 12-004, 12-005, 13-005, 13-006, 13-009, 13-018, 13-068, 13-071, 13-075, 13-079, 13-083,13-084, 13-085, and 13-086.

Resolution

   BMBP has commented on its objection to Umatilla Forest’s (UNF) Willoughby EA in comments (see quotes and citations above.)  

  We request that, to be consistent with the purpose and need for the project, conditions on the ground, and restoration goals, that the Forest Service: 
*Reduce the scale and intensity of planned logging overall to reduce logging of mature trees (e.g. 15” dbh to 21” dbh) that would otherwise be next in line to become future large trees and restore large trees to the landscape.
*Reduce the logging impacts to forest resiliency and structure and to maintain heterogeneous conditions and greater biodiversity. Decrease the number of commercial logging sale units by dropping commercial logging in moist mixed conifer, cold dry Lodgepole pine forest, and in previously retained patches of mature and old forest (see our survey sheets and photographs for examples.)  See our survey sheets for guidance as to the best wildlife habitat in sale units, according to our characterization of conditions, and our recommendations to drop sale units.  
* We are largely not opposed to the Forest Service reducing smaller tree density in even-aged plantations and where past logging and wild fire suppression (plus cattle grazing effects) has resulted in very dense young tree thickets (see our survey sheets) but we want the Forest Service to stay out of all moist mixed conifer and old forest stands except for some noncommercial-size thinning up to 6-8” dbh.
* Increase basal area retention in remaining sale units and leave more patches of diverse tree species and density within sale units for greater variability across the landscape. 
*Drop sale units that are most used by wildlife, including species dependent on mature and large trees and large or abundant snags such as MIS primary cavity excavators (in this case, particularly Pileated woodpecker, Blackbacked woodpecker, and Three-toed woodpecker) and for wildlife needing greater levels of security cover, such as Northern goshawk, Rocky Mt. elk, and Mule deer. We also want all suitable marten habitat dropped.


Failure to provide an adequate range of alternatives

   The Willoughby Environmental Assessment included an inadequate range of alternatives due to an overly narrow purpose and need for the project that predetermined the Forest Service-planned management. 
Examples of our comments:
“The Forest Service needs to initiate a major mission change to retain forest carbon sequestration (protecting all mature and old growth forest from logging) and to [prioritize] ecologically sound restoration.  Logging is not restoration.” BMBP Comment 13-082, FEA p.151  See also our scoping comments for suggestions of alternative courses of action (other action alternatives.)

 Resolution   
BMBP has commented on its objection to the UNF’s inadequate range of alternatives in the Willoughby Environmental Assessment and requested a broader range of alternatives in our comments.  See our comments quoted and cited above.  
  To remedy this problem, the Forest Service would either have to reissue a new Environmental Assessment or Impact Statement offering a full range of alternatives as required by NEPA for public review and comment, or better meet our concerns expressed in related comments as follows:
*Reduce the overall scale of commercial size logging (of mature trees).
*Modify proposed logging intensity to maintain more forest structure for wildlife and soil nutrient cycling.  
*Retain more mature trees 15” dbh and greater, regardless of species, to develop more future large structure, which is at a great deficit in the project area compared to historic conditions.
*Change more sale units to only non-commercial-size thinning instead of commercial logging, or to no thinning, throughout the sale unit, especially those sale units with suitable habitat density and canopy closure for Pileated woodpecker; American marten; elk and deer thermal and hiding cover; Blackbacked woodpeckers and other primary cavity excavators; and Northern goshawk. 
*Drop logging of suitable or active Pileated woodpecker, Pacific fisher, and American marten habitat, which are indicated on our survey sheets by relatively high old growth mixed conifer counts per acre; large live, snag, and log tree structure; fresh and recent Pileated foraging sign; and for marten, abundant down wood, large snags, and/or the presence of large enough root wad burrows for marten.  
*Drop any sale units or parts of sale units that have never been logged, including in all undeveloped lands in the project area.
*Drop all “temporary” road construction and greatly reduce the re-opening of currently closed roads.  Especially don’t reconstruct or re-open roads already grown over or roads that were closed for ecological protection reasons, including roads within riparian buffers or that are hydrologically connected to streams. See our related comments under Road Density under NFMA—Forest Plan, below. 
*See recommendations on our survey sheets, as well as wildlife species sign mentioned, old growth counts, and forest type, for specific sale units we want modified or dropped, and use this information to significantly scale-down the commercial logging proposed in the Draft and Final Environmental Assessments.


Failure to adequately analyze direct, indirect, and cumulative effects
	
   The Willoughby Environmental Assessment demonstrates failure to adequately analyze environmental effects of the project throughout the document, including omissions and distortions such as the following addressed in our comments:
“Table 3-6 does not adequately substitute for in-depth analysis.  It leaves many questions unanswered, such as:  were any field surveys done for these Aquatic Sensitive species in the Willoughby area streams?  If so, what were the results?  What is the elevation, topography, and size of project area creeks and streams—how would these characteristics lead to a determination of ‘low probability’ of overlap for Western ridged mussel and Shortface lanx?  How much impact (and of what kinds of impacts) could there be to individuals and their habitats?” (BMBP comment 13-115, FEA p.101)
“It’s easier to claim that adverse effects are not significant when analysis is biased and incomplete.” (BMBP comment 13-157, FEA p. 146)
“How can this argument be assumed to be true, of assuming no measurable increase in sediment to streams from hill slopes, with no disclosure of soil types, slope steepness, potential for mass wasting, etc.?  This  is not in-depth analysis.” (BMBP comment 13-107, FEA p. 156) 
“...it’s not enough to just claim in the EA that there will be no impacts to First Nation foods.  There needs to be real analysis showing how conclusions were reached.  This is very inadequate analysis for an EA.” (BMBP comment 13-113, FEA p. 137)
Re: Inadequate cumulative effects analysis:
“It is problematic and likely illegal for the Forest Service to subsume effects of past actions in the current condition, as it sidesteps NEPA requirements for in-depth cumulative effects analysis and effectively dismisses responsibility for, and adequate management lessons from, all past mistakes by the agency.” (BMBP comment 13-118, FEA p. 145)
“Why is there no section in the DEA for analysis of project effects to climate change?  Carbon budgets for timber sales are now possible to calculate and there is increasing science finding that logging emits more CO2 than wild fires, yet this issue is not discussed.  Extreme climate change may be the end of global biodiversity and may make impossible organized, equitable civilization ultimately, yet the Forest Service once again ignores its role in contributing to this global catastrophe, which is the definition of cumulative effects.” (BMBP comment 13-129, FEA p. 97)
“Of course cumulative impacts of timber sales are significant—note EA references to all the damages done by past timber sales (many, of various kinds) in this project area.  Why would this sale alone not contribute to the cumulative effects of the other sales in the area, which already has risen to a level of significant cumulative effects?” (BMBP comment 13-158, FEA p.146)
“The conclusion that there would not be cumulative effects to dead wood abundance and distribution fails to consider the loss of future snags and down wood from logging of mature trees.” (BMBP comment 13-135, FEA p. 162)
“The problem with shifting the scale of analysis to the Forest scale for determining [effects to] Management Indicator species is that there is no disclosure or analysis in EAs or EISes of all the similar impacts to these species across the Forest—i.e. all the other timber sales, road construction, prescribed burning, etc.—so this shift in scale is biased against valid comprehensive cumulative effects analysis for the species as it ignores other Forest-scale impacts.” (BMBP comment 13-123, FEA pp. 160-161)

Resolution: 

   BMBP has commented on its objection to the UNF’s failure to adequately analyze direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the Willoughby project on a range of receptors, including potential project effects to existing mature and future large tree structure; Management Indicator species viability; Canada lynx; Gray wolf prey habitat; eagles and Neotropical migratory songbirds; First Nations’ cultural foods; sensitive and moisture-dependent plant diversity; and climate change.  See our comment quotations and citations in the paragraph above.  Our other comments relating to inadequate environmental effects analysis include: BMBP comment #s: 12-008, 13-004, 13-005, 13-007, 13-008, 13-054, 13-055, 13-056, 13-058, 13-059, 13-061, 13-062, 13-064, 13-107, 13-113, 13-114, 13-115, 13-116, 13-117, 13-118, 13-119, 13-135, 13-136, 13-137, 13-153, 13-156, and 13-161.

   To resolve this objection, an improved EA or EIS needs to be prepared that adequately analyzes direct and indirect effects of the Willoughby project, and cumulative effects of the project in combination with past, ongoing, and reasonably foreseeable future actions to NEPA standards, with a public comment period to enable informed public comment and agency review.
   
Failure to use best available science and inaccurate use of the science 

     There are numerous instances in the Willoughby EA of analysis not reflecting the full range of best available science or using science inaccurately. Examples of failure to use best available science and inaccurately using science from our comments:
“Current best available science also specifies the innermost zone for fire risk reduction as only 100-300 feet from occupied buildings, not a full quarter mile.  What science supports an ‘ember reduction’ zone of a full mile and a half from any human infrastructure?  Further, there is now science concluding that any fire risk reduction efforts by thinning or reducing ‘fuel loading’ is likely to be inconsequential to the short-lived efficacy of such efforts versus the potentially longer time line for a wild fire to actually occur.  This scanty analysis fails to represent and discuss the full range of best available science and current scientific controversy over fire risk reduction through logging.  See our enclosed science citations.” (BMBP comment 13-014, FEA p. 131)

   Other BMBP comments regarding inaccurate use of the science and failure to use best available science include comments #s:  13-049, 13-061, and 13-081.

 Resolution 
    BMBP has commented on its objection to the UNF’s failure to use best available science and inaccurate use of the science in the Willoughby project analysis.  See our comment citations and quotations in the paragraphs above.

    In order for the Willoughby project to comply with NEPA, the Forest Service needs to incorporate the requisite best available science and use the science accurately, with professional integrity, in analysis in a new improved EA or EIS available for public comment for Willoughby project, to better and more accurately inform public comments, agency review, and decision-making.


Failure to Disclose Scientific Controversy

   The Willoughby project violates NEPA by failing to disclose significant scientific controversy over the efficacy and ecological soundness of managing to reduce the severity of wild fire (essentially acting to further suppress wild fire) as a natural disturbance, commercial logging under the guise of wild fire “risk” reduction, and overly broad area logging to protect a dubiously defined “Wildland Urban Interface” which enables the logging of almost the entire project area.  This failure to disclose significant scientific controversy leads to consequent suppression of scientific evidence and perspectives supporting other management, or non-management, as opposed to the Forest Service’s proposed action alternative, in the Willoughby EA. 
   Examples of our comments regarding Willoughby EA failure to disclose scientific controversy include the following:
“Simply claiming that proposed ‘fuel treatments’ logging and burning qualify as ‘climate-smart management’( regardless of forest type) does not constitute analysis that is sufficient for addressing the very significant issue of climate change, and this claim ignores much competing science and fails to disclose scientific controversy and the full range of best available science.” (BMBP comment 13-061, FEA p.131)
Another BMBP comment referencing failure to disclose scientific controversy is #13-069.

Resolution:     

   Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project has commented on the Forest Service’s failure to disclose scientific controversy in the Willoughby EA.  See our comments quoted and cited above.
   To resolve this objection, the Forest Service must thoroughly disclose existing scientific controversy over agency assumptions and management plans in a new EA or EIS available for public review and comment.  The Forest Service needs to use the full spectrum of best available science reflected in the controversy to guide management plans and to provide for a broader selection of action alternatives and changes in management direction.


Failure to Incorporate Key Documents Used for Willoughby EA Analysis Within the EA

     The Forest Service has failed to incorporate key documents used for analysis in the Willoughby EA within the body of the EA itself.  Some key documents are only incorporated by reference and/ or are only obtainable on the internet or in agency project files at the District office.  This poses obstacles to the public reviewing the EA as they have no way of knowing that the full analysis for an issue is buried in a document not within the EA until they come to that section of the EA, and may no longer have time or internet access to track down the missing information and read it.  NEPA requires that detailed analysis of environmental effects be incorporated within the EA or EIS.  Often Forest Service failure to incorporate key documents used in their assumptions and action alternative development is used by the agency to circumvent the NEPA requirement for detailed analysis in the EA or EIS.  This leaves the public in the dark regarding relevant analysis.

Examples of BMBP’s comments regarding this objection:
“We object to leaving critical reports (e.g. the Wildlife Report, the Botany Report, the TES Report, and the Biological Evaluation for TES plants) on the website and not adequately disclosing details such as which Sensitive species are at risk and not analyzing potential effects to TES species in the EA.” (BMBP comment 13-060, FEA p.144)
“It doesn’t work for the public to have all of the key analysis buried in reports on the website when some of us have no access to the internet and also have no way of knowing in advance that the requisite analysis will not be in the EA, where there is supposed to be in-depth, site-specific analysis.” (BMBP comment 13-062, FEA pp. 144-145)
“Again, the Forest Service manages to leave out key assumptions, the basis for models, out of the EA by referring the public to details of the hydrology report not included in the EA.  How are we to know if model findings are accurate or use scientifically sound methods if we are not allowed to know key details, such as key assumptions and type of evidence used.” (BMBP comment 13-090, FEA p. 145)
“By keeping stream survey data out of the EA, the Forest Service prevents us from using it to inform our comments.” (BMBP comment 13-091, FEA p. 145)
“We should be allowed to see such relevant data as stream temperature, width to depth ratio, pool frequency, stream bank stability, and large woody debris survey results in the EA, as these are quite often disclosed and analyzed in Forest Service EAs and EISes, yet they are not included in the EA for this project.” (BMBP comment 13-092, FEA p. 145)
“Where is the Resource Report Table 5?  If it is something that EA reviewers are directed to see, as it is on EA p.44, it should be included in the EA.” (BMBP comment 13-139, FEA p. 145)
“Analysis supporting determinations under the ESA and NFMA need to be in the EA, not just in a project file in the office.” (BMBP comment 13-160, FEA p.146)

A large number of Forest Service responses to our comments in the FEA simply referred us to Forest Service ID team reports or other documents not included in the EA, to which I still have no ready access as I have no internet access on my land, where I usually work, and a drive to the Forest Service District office would take at least two hours each way from here.  These Forest Service responses referring us to documents not incorporated within the EA (often with no other attempt to respond or answer our questions) include responses to the following BMBP comments:
13-054, 13-055, 13-109, 13-113, 13-108, 12-001, 13-086, 13-087, 13-096, 13-097, 13-099, 13-003, 13-162, 13-151, 13-058, 12-011, 13-141, 13-039, 13-107, 13-137, 13-142, 13-159, 12-007, and 13-161.

Resolution:

   BMBP has commented on their objection that the Forest Service has failed to incorporate key documents supporting the agency’s assumptions and management plans within the Willoughby EA.  Our comments are quoted above.  

   To resolve this objection, the Forest Service must issue a new EA or EIS for the Willoughby project, incorporating these key documents’ detailed analysis, conclusions, methodology and key assumptions for public review and comment.


II. The Willoughby project violates the National Forest Management Act


   The Willoughby project violates the National Forest Management Act in the following ways:   failure to ensure the viability of Management Indicator species, and potential violation of Forest Plan standards. The Forest Service is in potential violation of Forest Plan standards and guidelines for protection of soils through proposed actions.
  

Failure to ensure the viability of Management Indicator Species (MIS)

   Our comments noted many areas of analysis in which the Willoughby EA failed to demonstrate that the viability of Management Indicator and Sensitive species (MIS) in the project area, and cumulatively across the Forest, would be ensured with project implementation.  Species of concern for protection of viability included the following Management Indicator species:  Pileated woodpecker, American marten, Blackbacked woodpecker, Three-toed woodpecker, Primary Cavity Excavator woodpeckers in general, and Rocky Mountain elk.
   We are also concerned about failure to ensure viability of Sensitive and Threatened-listed species on the Forest, including Sensitive-listed Pacific fisher, Threatened-listed Canada lynx, and Gray wolf, which are Threatened-listed just west of Highway 395 near the project area.
    The Forest Service has legal responsibilities to protect the viability of Management Indicator species, but not to move forest structure toward a theoretically “fire safe” condition to protect private property inholdings as an over-riding goal.  It’s not appropriate or legally justifiable to keep reducing Management Indicator species’ suitable habitat (e.g. American marten) in timber sale ‘project’ after timber sale ‘project’, even after that species is considered vulnerable by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service--which apparently applies now to American marten and Three-toed woodpecker, both of whom would have suitable habitat acreage reduced under the Willoughby project.  The EA did not include adequate cumulative effects analysis as to all the reductions of suitable habitat for these species across the Forest. (See our objection and comments above regarding inadequate cumulative effects analysis.)  It is also not justifiable to plan for continued impacts and cumulative potential loss of species viability for a Management Indicator species (e.g. American marten and Pileated woodpecker) based on “long-term” theoretical re-growth of suitable habitat eventually, as the species’ viability may be lost before the habitat can grow back—especially given likely planned similar timber sales in the same watershed and District  in the future, and the 100+ years suitable large and old habitat structure would take to re-develop. 
   
Examples of how our comments express these concerns regarding the failure to ensure the viability of MIS and other vulnerable species follow:
“While we greatly appreciate no planned management in riparian areas, old forest stands (except for ‘non-commercial-size thinning and underburning) [although we did find some old forest and riparian areas included in commercial logging sale units identified in the draft sale map—see our survey sheets and photographs documenting these and asking for them to be dropped] and in Dedicated Old growth C1 areas, there has been so much cumulative loss of Pileated woodpecker habitat across Eastern Oregon National Forests that they may no longer be legitimately ranked as ‘secure’.  So we request that the 160 acres of commercial thinning and the 300 acres of prescribed burning in their suitable habitat (see Table 3-9, p.39) be dropped, as Pileated are most negatively affected by commercial size logging and prescribed burning.  This would still allow for 360 acres of non-commercial size thinning.” (BMBP comment 13-124, FEA p.161)
“As American marten are now ranked as vulnerable state-wide and their suitable habitat is being steadily reduced by logging and burning across eastern and central Oregon we ask the Forest Service to drop planned commercial logging in 120 acres of suitable habitat and planned prescribed burning over 110 acres of suitable habitat.  Small diameter thinning is less likely to affect marten negatively and could be done over the 160 acres [assuming these acreages are not over-lapping], but felled small diameter trees should be left for down wood for subnivean foraging whenever possible—especially where there are low existing levels of down wood.  At this point all management that would reduce marten habitat suitability could be contributing to a trend toward federal up-listing for the species.” (BMBP comment 13-126, FEA p. 161)
“As Three-toed woodpecker appear to be increasingly rare, and extirpation of species occurs due to incremental cumulative impacts, we ask that the 180 acres of suitable habitat affected have the commercial and small diameter thinning and prescribed burning dropped, as all of these management activities are likely to degrade suitable habitat for the species, which is rapidly being eliminated by logging across the region.” (BMBP comment 13-125, FEA p. 161)
“We are concerned about potential negative effects to density- and down wood-associated wildlife species, including Rocky Mountain elk, Pileated woodpecker, American marten, Three-toed woodpecker, and Northern pygmy owl, as well as to Neotropical migratory songbirds associated with multilayered canopy and denser conditions.” (BMBP 13-122, FEA pp. 163-164)
“There should be no allowed conversion of satisfactory cover to marginal cover in the Big Game winter range portion of the project area (to retain thermal cover) or within the Special Fish Management Area to preserve the largest block of good thermal cover for summer elk range and to retain moisture levels for riparian areas and for fish species for which the management area was designated.  More hiding cover should also be retained away from private land boundaries (100 feet in) and in the center of blocks of security habitat.” (BMBP comment 13-128, FEA p. 164)
See our additional comments supporting our objection re: the need to maintain the viability of MIS species under NFMA:  BMBP comment #s: 13-123, and regarding elk:  13-111, 13-130, and 13-127.

Resolution

   BMBP has commented on its objection to the UNF’s failure to provide for viability of Management Indicator and other species in the Willoughby project.  See our comment citations and sample quotes in the above paragraphs. 
 
Resolution of this issue would include:
* No commercial-size logging in suitable primary goshawk habitat and PFAs, suitable marten habitat, suitable and active Pileated woodpecker habitat, and suitable American Three-toed woodpecker habitat; with no overstory canopy reduction in these areas; 
* No log and snag reduction in suitable and active American marten and Pileated woodpecker habitat; 
* Drop all commercial-size logging in wildlife connectivity corridors;
* No prescribed burning of suitable habitat for Pileated woodpecker and American marten; 
* Drop all commercial logging, noncommercial thinning, and prescribed burning within any undeveloped lands, as these tend to be refugia for far-ranging rare predators such as American marten and Pacific fisher, and often surround headwaters crucial to fish species viability (such as for Redband trout) and for viability of amphibians such as the Columbia Spotted frog.
*Drop planned “temporary” roads as these often remain on the landscape and increase access for illegal firewood (often large snag) cutting and fur trappers and reduce re-opening of closed roads. 
 *Road density should be reduced to at least the Forest Plan standards and objectives for elk.
*Minimize any non-commercial thinning in any goshawk activity centers (PFAs) discovered to less than a quarter of the PFA, away from any goshawk nest.
* Retain more overall tree density and deer and elk cover—especially by dropping sale units in cool moist, cold dry, and cool dry habitat and in microhabitat patches where greater density would naturally occur, such as at higher elevations, within riparian zones of influence, and on North to Northeast aspect slopes.
*Drop all satisfactory cover for elk from commercial-size logging in the Big Game Winter Range and the Special Fish Management Area and retain more hiding cover for deer and elk starting 100 feet in from private land structures and in the center of blocks of security habitat, as requested in our comments 13-127 and 13-128.

Please see our survey sheet priority “Drop” sale units for these species, plus any additional known suitable habitat for these species in commercial logging sale units.  We ask for our priority “Drop” sale units to be dropped from management or reduced to only non-commercial thinning up to 9” dbh.  Most of our priority “Drop” recommendations are for sale units with the best wildlife habitat and the greatest biodiversity.  Our enclosed photo displays present a visual sampling of the wildlife sign we found in sale units, including for Management Indicator species such as Pileated woodpecker (a sighting, fresh foraging, roost and nest holes) and American marten (suitable root wad burrows and abundant down wood creating suitable subnivean winter foraging habitat.)


Other Forest Plan violations

   Additional Forest Plan violations in the Willoughby project include potential violation of Forest Plan standards by further violation of Forest Plan standards for limiting impacts to soils. 
An example of our comments expressing concern regarding potential project detrimental impacts to soils:
“We are very concerned about cumulative impacts to soils exceeding Forest Plan standards and compromising soil integrity and productivity, now that we have witnessed the existing severe soil impacts from past logging, including deep rutting, unregenerated skid trails, way too many skid trails criss-crossing sale units, and areas that may no longer support the growth of large trees, as well as areas of bare ground.” (BMBP comment 12-011, FEA p.155)

Other BMBP comments regarding soil impacts include BMBP comment #s: 13-035, 13-036, 13-039, 13-041, 13-137, 13-138, 13-140, 13-142, and 13-143.

Resolution

   BMBP has commented on the issue of potential Forest Plan violations regarding detrimental soil impacts.  See our comments quoted and cited above and below.
   To resolve this objection, the following objection remedies requested in our comments should be used:
*Completely prohibit ground-based logging on continuous slopes greater than 35% with no exceptions. (Re: SOIL-02) (BMBP comment 13-035, FEA p.156)
* “We request that all ‘activity areas’ with a high surface erosion hazard when disturbed not be subjected to any ground disturbing activities or heavy equipment use. (Re: SOIL-12)” (BMBP comment 13-036, FEA p. 156)
*“Prohibit all burning and removal of existing large down wood and created large woody debris, not just ‘minimize’ its disturbance. (Re: SOIL-13)” (BMBP comment 13-039)
* “Drop heavy equipment use and commercial logging in the 16 activity areas expected to exceed the Forest Plan standard of at least 80% of the area retaining acceptable productivity potential.  Mitigation measures such as sub-soiling are not 100% effective and are often not fully implemented, resulting in long-term soil loss of productivity that could exceed Forest Plan standards.” (BMBP comment 13-140, FEA p. 157)
* “Drop these activity acres from heavy equipment use and commercial logging. [listed in EA p. 46 par. 1] Please consider avoiding use of heavy equipment in activity areas that have a high disturbed surface erosion hazard: #s 16,17, 32, 33, 34, 45, 60, 65, 67, 72, 73, 75, 79, 85, 86, 96, 97, and 98. (See p. 46)” (BMBP comment 13-142, FEA p. 157)


Forest Plan Management Area Guidance Violations

Re: Violation of Wildlife Connectivity Corridor Management Goals:
   We are strongly opposed to commercial logging and excessive “non-commercial” size thinning in wildlife connectivity corridors.  We want the Forest Service to drop all commercial logging and heavy non-commercial thinning in connectivity corridors, as it defeats the purpose of leaving denser areas to allow for movement of old growth-associated wildlife species, as well as native ungulates using these areas as security cover, and to provide greater habitat security in these areas compared to intensively managed stands outside these corridors.
  
    Our comments regarding violation of wildlife connectivity corridor management goals:
 “We oppose commercial logging and heavy or continuous non-commercial thinning in wildlife connectivity corridors, especially given extreme climate change forcing many species to migrate to more suitable habitat at higher elevations in the near future.” (BMBP comment 13-046, FEA p. 163)

Resolution:

BMBP has commented on the potential Forest Plan violation of not following management area intent regarding Wildlife Connectivity Corridors.  See our comments cited and quoted above.

*We request that there be no commercial-size logging of wildlife connectivity corridors, and only limited non-commercial size thinning (up to 8” dbh) where it is most needed. (BMBP comment 13-012, FEA p. 163)


 Road Concerns regarding “temporary” road construction and re-opening of many miles of currently closed roads:
 
Our comments regarding impacts to wildlife species sensitive to disturbance explain our position. See also our comments regarding deer and elk security concerns: 
“We are opposed to construction of so-called ‘temporary’ roads, and to re-opening of closed roads that were closed for ecological protection purposes (e.g. for wildlife security, due to erosion, due to hydrologic connection to streams) or closed roads that have already grown-over or are not maintained currently for administrative use.  There are far too many roads already on the Umatilla National Forest, and the Forest Service is not able to maintain all of them.” (BMBP comment 13-013, FEA p. 154)
“This is an outrageous high mileage and percentage of roads to be hydrologically connected to the stream network in Bowman Creek-Camas Creek and to Hidaway Creek.  This whole project should be focused on decommissioning hydrologically connected roads rather than reopening closed roads and causing further damage to streams also through logging, hauling on roads by RHCAs, etc.” (BMBP comment 13-094, FEA pp. 154-155)
*The Forest Service should change the Willoughby project to include road closures and decommissioning of unnecessary, redundant, [and/or] ecologically damaging roads, including hydrologically connected roads, to avoid displacement of elk to private lands, maintain elk security habitat in the project area, and reduce sedimentation of streams.” (BMBP comment 13-130, FEA p. 155) 

Other BMBP comments addressing road issues:  13-028, 13-029, 13-040, 13-102, and 13-111. 

Resolution

   BMBP has commented on our concerns re: ‘temporary’ road construction and the re-opening of many miles of currently closed roads.  See our comments cited and quoted above. BMBP comments specifically proposing objection remedies for our concerns regarding road impacts and road density include: 13-028, 13-029, 13-040, 13-102, 13-111, and 13-130, which can be found on FEA pages 154-155.

To resolve this objection:
*Drop the re-opening of closed roads that were closed for ecological protection reasons, such as hydrological connections, soil erosion, and wildlife disturbance, as well as closed roads that have already grown over, or would require reconstruction.
*Drop any re-opening of closed roads and ‘temporary’ road-building within or adjacent to RHCAs.
*Drop all ‘temporary’ road construction.
*Drop plans for continued maintenance of any closed roads re-opened unless they are currently only seasonally closed and still open for administrative use.
* “Decommission fully all roads within RHCAs except for major roads not causing ecological damage.  Reduce overall road density to less than Forest Plan standards, based on best available science.


Undeveloped Lands 

   Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project has long-standing concerns over the logging and roading of undeveloped lands, which are some of the last strongholds for wildlife and unimpeded natural ecological processes that occur outside of roadless areas and Wilderness Areas.
Our comments on this issue include the following:
“Now that extreme climate change is reality and we are in the middle of the 6th mass extinction, a tremendous loss of plant and animal species with 10 to 50% of all species projected to be lost by 2050, it is more important than ever to retain all undeveloped lands as refuges for wildlife adapting to climate change.” (BMBP comment 13-150, FEA p.97)

Resolution
* “We are strongly opposed to logging in undeveloped lands.  Drop all thinning and pruning in the 374 acres of undeveloped lands in the project area.  Prescribed burning would be acceptable if it is dry forest.” (BMBP comment 13-0149)
*Please clearly identify the location and size of any undeveloped lands identified by the Forest Service so that we can evaluate which areas have likely never been roaded or logged.
* Drop any logging in undeveloped lands.  We are strongly opposed to any logging or other development in such rare relatively pristine areas, which serve as scientific reference conditions, undisturbed wildlife habitat, fish strongholds, and primitive recreation areas.
* We are opposed to converting unmanaged lands to managed lands wherever they exist.


III. The Willoughby Project Would Violate the Endangered Species Act

  We are very concerned that the Forest Service is not adhering to the intent and management guidance of the Endangered Species Act.  We are also concerned regarding Forest Service disregard for the need to maintain sufficient suitable habitat and conditions to prevent a trend toward federal uplisting  for Threatened-listed Gray wolf; Threatened-listed Canada lynx ; Vulnerable-ranked American marten; Sensitive-listed Pacific fisher; declining Three-toed woodpecker; and Northern goshawk, which is cumulatively threatened by the ever escalating scale and pace of heavy logging based on density reduction.  All of these species have known active or potential suitable habitat in the Willoughby project area that is threatened by Willoughby Draft Decision Notice management plans.

   Our comments raise our concerns regarding violation of the Endangered Species Act through degradation or elimination of suitable and core habitat setting back species recovery, threatening loss of population viability, or otherwise contributing to a federal uplisting trend for the species:

“We remain concerned re: effects to Gray wolf and Canada lynx.” (BMBP comment #13-057)
“There is no supporting analysis in the EA for a ‘no effect’ determination for Canada lynx, and for determination of ‘will not likely contribute to a trend toward federal listing or loss of viability’ for various Sensitive species that are, or could be, within the project area.  This EA does not support these determinations.  NEPA requires detailed site-specific analysis to support such claims to be within the NEPA document made available for public comment—i.e. this Draft EA.” (BMBP comment #13-159) 
“There needs to be detailed analysis, not just a report of ‘No Effect’ for Canada lynx, and of ‘no impact’ or ‘may impact’ for Sensitive species of wildlife, which are not even identified or specifically discussed except for Gray wolf, with effects to Gray wolves also not analyzed.” (BMBP comment #13-059)
“Claims of no impact to a species do not constitute site-specific or detailed analysis required by NEPA to support such claims.” (BMBP comment #13-120)

Comments re: Northern goshawk:
“We are opposed to commercial logging or heavy non-commercial thinning in goshawk PFAs.” (part of BMBP comment #13-046, FEA p. 163)
“We are opposed to commercial logging of goshawk nest stands and post-fledging areas.” (BMBP comment #13-121, FEA p. 160)

American marten and Three-toed woodpecker comments relevant to contributing to a trend toward federal listing under the ESA can be found quoted above under NFMA—MIS viability, re: MIS woodpeckers and re: American marten.  See BMBP comment #13-125 on FEA p. 161 regarding potential extirpation of Three-toed woodpecker, and BMBP comment #13-126 on FEA p.161, which concludes as follows:
“At this point, all management that would reduce marten habitat suitability could be contributing to a trend toward federal up-listing for the species.” (BMBP comment # 13-126)

Resolution:

   Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project has extensively commented on our objection regarding violations of the Endangered Species Act.  See our comment quotations and citations in the paragraphs above.  Some of the species addressed in this objection have remedies cited under NFMA—MIS and other species viability above, that are also applicable to the ESA violations.

To resolve this objection:
Re: Gray wolf:
*Retain more good security cover (hiding and thermal) for elk and deer where there is high use by elk and deer, and through dropping sale units suitable in habitat for other density-related species, such as Northern goshawk, American marten, Pileated woodpecker, and Three-toed woodpecker. 
*Drop construction of ‘temporary’ roads and greatly reduce the proposed re-opening of closed roads to protect Gray wolf security during dispersal as much as possible.
*Drop logging and roading in any identified undeveloped lands.
Re:  Threatened-listed Canada lynx:
*Drop sale units in suitable habitat for Canada lynx, including higher elevation areas with Lodgepole pine.
*Avoid habitat fragmentation and the creation of barren openings, as Canada lynx and American marten tend to avoid crossing and using clear cuts.

Re: Contributing to an upward trend in listing under the ESA for Management Indicator species—Pileated woodpecker, Three-toed woodpecker, and American marten--see resolution suggestions under NFMA MIS viability, above, for these species. 
Re:  Contributing to a potential upward listing trend for Northern goshawk:
*Drop commercial logging and most non-commercial size thinning in any identified Northern goshawk activity areas, including nest stands and delineated Post-Fledging Areas, or other areas of Northern goshawk sightings where suitable habitat exists.  We did have at least one probable goshawk sighting in a Willoughby sale unit.  See our survey sheets.  This sale unit is included in the sample sale unit photo displays.


 IV. The Willoughby Project Would Violate the Clean Water Act 


    Examples of our comments regarding water quality and potential violations of the Clean Water Act: 
“Why aren’t changes (reductions) to hydrologically connected road mileage proposed for this project?  Sedimentation of streams is a known problem—far more unnatural and significant than any ecological ‘risk’ from naturally occurring wild fire.” (BMBP comment #13-102, FEA p. 155)

   Other BMBP comments re: potential violations of the Clean Water Act include: #13-130, FEA p. 155.

Resolution

   BMBP has commented on our objection regarding potential violation of the Clean Water Act, as quoted and cited above.  We are also concerned re: potential violation of the Clean Water Act due to finding discrepancies between Willoughby EA promises to avoid logging within RHCAs and mapped commercial logging sale units overlapping RHCAs that we discovered while field surveying.  See recommendations below and our survey sheets for examples.

*Retain the promised full INFISH/PACFISH “no logging” buffers, limiting activities within RHCAs to non-commercial size hand-thinning outside the identified no management inner RHCA buffers.
*Drop or greatly revise the sale unit Paula Hood (our Co-Director) identified through field surveying on June 19th as including wet meadows, drainages with steep slopes, and a road on steep slopes which crosses a stream channel with no culverts and is likely to contribute to sedimentation of a stream and potential degradation of other riparian areas if that road is used for logging the sale unit.  See her survey sheet, in order by date, and the accompanying photo displays of the wet meadow and moist meadow-buffering mature and old growth mixed conifer forest for this sale unit.  Any revision of this sale unit should include no use of the badly sited logging road on the steep slopes above the drainage and crossing a stream channel with no culverts, and fully buffering the wet meadow system in the sale unit from any management, including the forest buffer around the wet meadow which contains some of the last mature and old growth forest in the sale unit.
*Drop the sale unit encompassing an RHCA with a perennial flowing stream with fish (apparently juvenile Redband trout) field-surveyed by Karen, Sara, and Grace on June 14th, just East of Forest Service road 54.  See our survey sheet for this sale unit, in order by date, and the accompanying sample photo displays for this sale unit, which includes photographs of the fish and the culvert creating a possible fish passage barrier.
*Drop any other sale units or parts of commercial logging sale units which overlap RHCAs.  See our enclosed survey sheets for guidance.
*Drop all re-opening of closed roads and construction of ‘temporary’ roads within, or adjacent to, RHCAs.


Inadequate Analysis and Mitigation Regarding Effects to Climate Change 

   Once again, the Forest Service fails to accept responsibility for their increasing contributions to climate change through the increasing scale and pace of incremental deforestation and carbon storage reduction through repeated timber sales at an accelerated pace and scale, including the Willoughby sale. The Willoughby sale’s excessive commercial-size logging would also contribute to the drying out of micro-climate conditions through shade reduction—especially in moist mixed conifer sale units—at a time when it is imperative to protect moisture retention and cooling influences contributed by forest cover in the advent of catastrophic climate alteration.   Best available science supports wildlife corridor retention and additions to protected forest reserves for wildlife to assist wildlife in migrating north and to higher elevations to find suitable habitat as lower elevation habitat becomes unsuitable through drought and increasing air temperatures.

Samples of our comments relating to climate change:
“Now that extreme climate change is a reality and we are in the middle of the 6th mass extinction, a tremendous loss of plant and animal species, with 10 to 50+% or all species projected to be lost by 2050, it is more important than ever to retain all undeveloped lands as refuges for wildlife adapting to climate change.” (BMBP comment #13-150, FEA p. 97)
“The Forest Service needs to initiate a major mission change to retaining forest carbon sequestration (protecting all mature and old growth forest from logging) and to ecologically sound restoration.  Logging is not restoration.” (BMBP comment #0-82, FEA p. 151)

Our comments on the Willoughby project’s contributions to climate change and the lack of adequate analysis of the effects of climate change include:  BMBP comment #s: 12-010, 13-066, 13-099, 13-129, 13-150, 13-061, 13-082, 13-111, and 13-046.  See FEA pages 96, 97, 131, 151, 155, and 163.


Resolution
    Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project has often commented regarding Forest Service failure to acknowledge and mitigate their contributions to catastrophic climate change through their increased intensity and scale of commercial logging to unsustainable levels in multiple large timber sales, as well as by overlogging smaller areas such as Willoughby, which cumulatively amounts to incremental deforestation.  Our comments expressing concern about the failure of the Willoughby project to sufficiently analyze the effects of climate change relevant to the proposed action and to modify the project to better avoid contributing to climate change are cited and quoted above.

   To resolve this problem, the Forest Service needs to make the following modifications to the Willoughby project, as suggested in other proposed resolution remedies above:

* Significantly decrease the geographic scale of the Willoughby project.  The wildlife and plant diversity in the Willoughby project area are highly vulnerable to extirpation already due to intensive cumulative ecological damage from past logging of the area, including extensive reduction of mature and large trees.  Climate change plus the planned logging would intensify the impacts to the many wildlife species and plants in the area adapted to cooler, moister conditions.
*Drop from commercial size logging all moist mixed conifer sale units proposed for commercial logging, in order to retain the already very limited overstory mature and large trees contributing to shading and moisture retention, as well as to retain carbon sequestration.  Many of the sale units which we recommend dropping on our field survey sheets are partially or wholly moist mixed conifer forest.  See our enclosed survey sheets and sample photo displays for guidance.
* Significantly decrease the intensity of planned commercial logging by leaving higher minimum and average basal area per acre in order to sequester more forest carbon and maintain cooler moister conditions through tree-shading.
* Retain all larger mature tree structure, including snags, down wood, and large live trees (equal to or greater than 15” dbh) to retain the most significant existing carbon storage.
* Retain more mature trees to sequester carbon and become large trees by dropping the best wildlife habitat from logging as per our survey sheet recommendations.
*Retain more soil sequestration of carbon by dropping logging in sensitive soil areas and in sale units that would exceed Forest Plan detrimental soil impact standards, as specified above.

 Thank you for your consideration of these objections.  We look forward to meeting with you to work on a resolution to our concerns.
Sincerely,
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Karen L. Coulter, Director,
Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project
27803 Williams Lane,
 Fossil, OR  97830 
(541) 385-9167
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