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Kabetogama EA

May 14, 2019

ATTN: objection reviewing officer

Below you will find my objection to the EA and draft DN Threemile Project.

Proposed Project Name: Threemile project
Name and Title of the Responsible Official: Ron Hecker, District Ranger

Project will be on: Ashland Ranger District, Custer-Gallatin National Forest

Objection Introduction

This objector i his on the pi isi EA for the prop project on 10, 2018.

Please direct Ranger Hecker to modify the final NEPA document to remove or correct the illegal sections and issue a new draft decision document that responds to the modified NEPA document that complies with United
States law. As you can see it would never pass court muster.

The Responsible Official did not disclose the effects of the No Action alternative on Recreation & Scenery on page 116 of the EA.

The objector asked the Responsible Official to include the effects of No Action to the Recreation/Scenery section.

This wasn't done. Therefore the EA violates 40 CFR 1500.14(d)

How this objection point can be resolved: Comply with the objector’s request above.

This obj asked the R ible Official to analyze an alternative in detail that does not constructed any new roads (system or temporary).

The objector pointed out to the Responsible Official that a no new roads alternative will likely reduce the sale volume some, but it meets the Purpose and Need because the P&N contains no specific acreage that must be harvested. This new
alternative stands out among the possible action alternatives that could be analyzed in detail because it reduces the adverse environmental effects of timber harvesting while still meeting the purpose and need for the project. As part of his
this objector i an with hundreds of by Ph.D. scientists ibing the ical damage caused by roads. This included a statement by retired USFS chief Dr. Dombeck:

"Roads often cause serious ecological impacts. There are few more irreparable marks we can leave on the land than to build a road.”

Dr. Mike Dombeck, Chief, US Forest Service
Remarks to Forest Service employees

and retirees at the University of Montana
February 1998

In spite of this information, the Responsible Official did not act on the objector’s request.

The No Action alternative cannot be equated with a No New road alternative. Unlike the No Action alternative the No New Road alternative would still allow vegetation management to existing roads, wildlife projects, NNIP management,
i riparian i fuel reduction, and prescribed burning.

The Responsible Official has violated 40 CFR 1500.2(e) and (f) and NEPA Sec. 101(b)(2) and (c)

How this objection point can be Comply with the objector’s request above.
(N N . Lo L L ]
The Resp ible Official prop to apply herbicides that contain the hemical glyph to public land in spite of the fact he was aware of the recent court opinion against

Monsanto that proved Roundup is an aggressive carcinogen.
The final EA indicates glyphosate will be applied.

As part of my comments on the draft EA | included 16 pages showing 1) the names of scientific articles describing the dangers of glyphosate, 2) short excerpts from the articles and 3) links to the online articles. I'll save you the time of
searching the web to find science that clearly shows glyphosate exposure causes autism, dementia, infertility, diabetes, premature births, asphyxia, and cancer. Would there be 3,960,400 web sites devoted to a non-toxic chemical?

“glyphosate” “autism” 354,000 hits. Here they are:

hitp: bing 20=%E2%80%9Cglyphosate%E2%80%9D%20%E2%80%9Cautism%E2%80%9D. BRE&DQ=%E2%80%9C hE2%80%9D%20%E2%80%9Cautism%E2%80%9D&sc=6-
“glyphosate” “dementia” 73,500 hits. Here they are:

http: bing 12=%E2%80%9Cglyphosate%E2%80%9D%20%E2%B0%9C 1tia%E2%B80%9D. BRE&Pq=%E2%80%9C: hE2%80%9D%20%E2%80%9C %E2%80%9D&sc=0-
“glyphosate” “infertility” 56,800 hits. Here they are:

http bing. 20=%E2%80%9Cglyphosate%E2%80%9D%20%E2%80%9Cinfertility % E2%80%9D. BRE&pq=%E2%80%9C: LE2%80%9D%20%E2%80%9Ci %E2%80%9D&sc=2-
“glyphosate” “diabetes” 975,000 hits. Here they are:

http bing. 120=%E2%80%9Cglyphosate %E2%80%9D%20%E2%80%9C: %E2%80%9D. BRE&pq=%E2%80%9C: LE2%80%9D%20%E2%80%9Ct %E2%80%9D&sc=2-
238&sp=-1 i BAC7414D76A3292BC5351401FF

“glyphosate” “premature births” 32,600 hits. Here they are:

http://www.bing.com/search?

q phosa
08&sp=-1&sk=8&cvid=0243581D827147C9A67667B4F 3880366

“glyphosate” “asphyxia” 16,700 hits. Here they are:
hitp bing 12q=%20%E2%80%9Cglyphosate%E2%80%9D%20%E2%80%9Casphyxia%E2%80%9D4 BRE&DQ=%E2%80%9C: 9% E2%80%9D%20%E2%80%9C ia%E2%80%9D&sc=0-
0&sp=-18sk=8&cvid=E4238949DBC54EEEAFBIATF843385DC0

“glyphosate” cancer “hairy cell leukemia” 61,800 hits. Here they are:
i 2

4=%20%E2%80%9Cglyphosate%E2%80%9D%20%E2%80%9Chairy%20cell%20leukemia%E2%80%9D&qs=n&form=QBRE&pq=%E2%80%9C: LE2%80%9D %20%E2%80%9Chairy%20cell ia%E2%80%9D&sc=0-
0&sp=-18&sk 150F9120F7A4A3D8D3CBO:
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Opposing Scientific Views

Attachment #11


Caring USFS Officials will Always Take the


Most Effective Action Available to Reduce the Risk


of Homes Burning and Loss of Life should a Wildfire


Start Near Homes Located in the WUI.

Not Including Actions that would Implement Dr.

Cohen’s Fine Fuels Removal Methods Discussed

below in the Proposed Action Indicates the

Responsible USFS Official is not interested in


Saving Lives and Homes.

The USFS has had 18 Years to adopt this Science

Developed by one of their Own Employees.

Dr. Cohen’s background


Dr. Jack Cohen is a research fire physicist who did his research in the Forest Service's Missoula Fire Sciences Laboratory at the Rocky Mountain Research Station.  Dr. Cohen was a Forest Service employee.  His research findings clearly show that commercial logging to reduce fuels will not adequately protect homes from wildfire damage in the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) by itself.


Dr. Cohen’s research findings represent best science.  Numerous unbiased studies present empirical evidence that shows his fire damage risk reduction methods that remove the fine fuels near the WUI are effective.


-------------------

The Following Quotes Represent WUI Home

Loss Risk Reduction Best Science.  Text

Highlighted in RED is Especially Pertinent

to this WUI Timber Sale.

Fact Sheet: Understanding Fire and Fire Behavior

Fact sheet provided by the Ecological Restoration Institute, Northern Arizona University, 2003

http://www.emifpa.org/PDF/FactSheetUnderstandingFire.pdf 


Excerpt:

“Homeowners are their own first line of defense. Saving a home from wildfire depends primarily on two factors: roofing material and the quality of the “defensible space” surrounding it.8   Research Physical Scientist Jack Cohen noted after visiting homes that survived the Rodeo-Chediski Fire and those that were consumed, that had homeowners followed guidelines for creating defensible space—described as creating an area around a structure where fuels and vegetation are treated, cleared, or reduced to slow the spread of fire—more homes would have survived.”


-----------------------------

Congressional testimony before the U.S. House of Representatives Natural Resources Committee, Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, September 27, 2017


Oversight Hearing “Exploring Solutions to Reduce Risks of Catastrophic Wildfire and Improve Resilience of National Forests”


Testimony of Dr. Dominick A. DellaSala, Chief Scientist, Geos Institute, Ashland Oregon


https://naturalresources.house.gov/calendar/eventsingle.aspx?EventID=402870 


Excerpt:


“Thus, given expansion of homes in the WUI, the best way to limit damage to homes is to reduce fire risks by working from the home-outward instead of the wildlands-inward (Syphard et al. 2013).  For instance, if a fire-brand travels miles ahead and lands on a flammable roof that home is very likely to burn compared to a home that has a fire resistant roof and cleared vegetation within a narrow defensible space of 100-200 feet immediately surrounding the home (Cohen 2000). Logging outside of this narrow zone does not change home ignition factors.”


-----------------------------

Objectives and considerations for wildland fuel treatment in forested ecosystems of the interior western United States

By Elizabeth D. Reinhardt, Dr. Robert E. Keane, David E. Calkin, and Dr. Jack D. Cohen (all USFS research scientists)

Published in Forest Ecology And Management, 2008


https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_2008_reinhardt_e001.pdf

Excerpts:


“Many scientists and natural resource agencies suggest extensive fuel treatments to reduce the possibility of severe and intense wildfires that could damage ecosystems, destroy property, and take human life (USDA Forest Service, 2000; GAO, 2003a,b).  However, there are a number of misconceptions and misunderstandings about fuel treatments and their use as a panacea for fire hazard reduction across the United States (Finney and Cohen, 2003; Franklin and Agee, 2003).” (Pg.1998)


“Given the right conditions, wildlands will inevitably burn.  It is a misconception to think that treating fuels can ‘‘fire-proof’’ important areas.  It would be virtually impossible to exclude fire from most temperate terrestrial ecosystems because ignition sources are prevalent and fuels cannot be eliminated.  Ignition is rarely affected by fuel treatment.” (Pg.1998)


“Treating fuels to facilitate suppression is an example in circular logic.  If fuel treatment makes suppression more successful in general, then less area will be burned in the short run and more acreage will tend to burn under extreme conditions, when suppression is ineffective.  The inevitable result is that more area is burned in fewer, more unmanageable events with greater consequences.  In addition, fire suppression leads to continued fuel accumulation and, in turn, more difficult conditions for suppression.  This phenomenon has been described as ‘‘the wildland fire paradox’’ (Brown and Arno, 1991).  Rather than creating conditions where fire is easier to suppress, fuel treatments should strive to create conditions where fire can occur without the need for suppression.” (Pg.1998)


“Bessie and Johnson (1995) show weather (fuel moisture and wind) is far more important than fuels in determining fire behavior; reducing fuels may have a limited impact on fire occurrence.” (Pg.1999)


“Treating fuels to reduce fire occurrence, fire size, or amount of burned area is ultimately both futile and counter-productive.” (Pg.1999)


“It may not be necessary or effective to treat fuels in adjacent areas in order to suppress fires before they reach homes; rather, it is the treatment of the fuels immediately proximate to the residences, and the degree to which the residential structures themselves can ignite that determine if the residences are vulnerable.” (Pg.1999)


“Research has shown that a home’s characteristics and its immediate surroundings principally determine the WUI ignition potential during extreme wildfire behavior (Cohen, 2000a,c, 2003, 2004).  The area that primarily determines WUI ignition potential is called the home ignition zone (Cohen, 2001).  WUI fuel treatments can address the home ignition zone by removing flammable materials immediately adjacent to residences.” )Pg. 1999)

“Thinning to reduce crown fire potential requires careful evaluation of the tradeoffs in treatment effects on potential surface fire behavior and crown fire behavior (Scott and Reinhardt, 2001).  Thinning will often result in increased potential surface fire behavior, for several reasons.  First, thinning reduces the moderating effects of the canopy on windspeed, so surface windspeed will increase (Graham et al., 2004).  It also results in increased solar radiation on the forest floor, causing drier surface fuels.  It may also cause an increase in flammable grassy and shrub fuels over time, due to the reduced tree competition.” (Pg.2000)


“Some viable fuel treatments may actually result in an increased rate of spread under many conditions (Lertzman et al., 1998; Agee et al., 2000).  For example, thinning to reduce crown fire potential can result in surface litter becoming drier and more exposed to wind.  It can also result in increased growth of grasses and understory shrubs which can foster a rapidly moving surface fire.” (Pg.2000)


“Treating fuels may not improve ecosystem health.  Ecosystem restoration treatment and fuel treatment are not synonymous.  Some ecosystem restoration treatments reduce fuel hazard, but not all fuel treatments restore ecosystems.  Ecosystem restoration treatments are often designed to recreate presettlement fire regimes, stand structures and species compositions while fuel treatment objectives are primarily to reduce fuels to lessen fire behavior or severity—this is known as ‘’hazard Reduction.’’  Achieving fuel hazard reduction goals in the absence of ecosystem restoration is insufficient (Dombeck et al., 2004; Kauffman, 2004).” (Pg.2000)


“Conversely, some fuel treatments can reduce fuels but create stands that are quite dissimilar from their historical analogs.  Examples include mastication treatments that break, chip, or grind canopy and surface woody material into a compressed fuelbed and thinning treatments that remove the fire adapted species and leave shade-tolerant, late successional species.” (Pg.2000)


-----------------------------

Wildland-Urban Fire—A different approach

By Dr. Jack Cohen


Published by Biomass Monitor, September 20, 2013


https://thebiomassmonitor.org/2013/09/20/wildland-urban-fire-a-different-approach/

Excerpts:


“Recent research indicates that the potential for home ignitions during wildfires including those of high intensity principally depends on a home’s fuel characteristics and the heat sources within 100-200 feet adjacent to a home (Cohen 1995; Cohen 2000; Cohen and Butler 1998). This relatively limited area that determines home ignition potential can be called the home ignition zone.”

“Given that fires adjacent to a home do not ignite it, firebrands can only ignite a home through contact. Thus, the home ignition zone becomes the focus for activities to reduce potential wildland-urban fire destruction. This has implications for reducing home ignition potential before a wildfire as well as implications for emergency wildland-urban fire response strategy and tactics.”

“Wildland fire will always occur in forest and rangeland fire environments and will thus have an impact on people, property and resources. We may have some choice of when and where we have wildland fire, but we do not have the choice of not having wildland fire occurrence. Thus, it is not reasonable to form agency and public expectations for the nonoccurrence of wildland fires, including wildland fires encroaching on communities.”

“Agencies need to recognize that wildland-urban fire strategy and tactics are fundamentally different from their traditional tasks. The principal efforts for reducing ignitions focus on the home ignition zone before the wildfire occurrence. Since homeowners largely own the home ignition zone, agencies must function as partners and facilitators for implementing wildland-urban mitigations.”

-----------------------------

Everything you wanted to know about wildland forest fires but were afraid to ask

Published by the Wild Nature Institute, April 9, 2018


https://phys.org/news/2018-04-wildland-forest.html

Excerpts:


“According to the (Sierra Nevada, Klamath-Siskiyou), time since fire is not associated with increasing fire risks due to fuel build-up—actually the opposite is true because as these forests mature, they become less flammable. At regional scales, active management (unspecified forms of logging) has been associated with higher levels of high-severity fires, indicating logging tends to heighten fire risk. Most importantly, thinning efficacy is limited under extreme fire weather, the principal factor governing large fires.”


“Dr. Timothy Ingalsbee, Director of Fire Fighters United for Safety, Ethics, and Ecology and a co-author of the report said, "Weather-driven wildland fires, the main factor in the largest wildfires, cannot be stopped until the weather changes, yet they incur excessive costs and firefighter risks during ineffective fire suppression. Funding for widespread thinning and suppression would be better spent helping communities prepare for fire via defensible space." “


-----------------------------

Reducing the Wildland Fire Threat to Homes: Where and How Much?

By Dr. Jack Cohen


Presented as the Fire Economics Symposium in San Diego, California on April 12, 1999.

http://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_1999_cohen_j001.pdf 


Excerpts:


“As stated, the evidence indicates that home ignitions depend on the home materials and design and only those flammables within a few tens of meters of the home (home ignitability).  The wildland fuel characteristics beyond the home site have little if any significance to WUI home fire losses.” (Pg. 5)


“A senior physicist at the Stanford Research Institute, C.P. Butler (1974), coined the term "urban-wildland interface" and described this fire problem as follows:


"In its simplest terms, the fire interface is any point where the fuel feeding a wildfire changes from natural (wildland) fuel to man-made (urban) fuel.” (Pg. 1)

“The results of the diverse analytical methods are congruent and consistently indicate that ignitions from flames occur over relatively short distances--tens of meters not hundreds of meters.  The severe-case estimate of SIAM indicates distances of 40 meters or less.  Experimental wood walls did not ignite at 10 meters when exposed to experimental crown fires.  And, case studies found that vegetation clearance of at least 10 meters was associated with a high occurrence of home survival.” (Pg. 4)

“Analyses of southern California home losses done by the Stanford Research Institute for the 1961 Belair-Brentwood Fire (Howard and others 1973) and by the University of California, Berkeley, for the 1990 Painted Cave Fire (Foote and Gilless 1996) are consistent with SIAM estimates and the experimental crown fire data.  Given nonflammable roofs, Stanford Research Institute (Howard and others 1973) found a 95 percent survival with a clearance of 10 to 18 meters and Foote and Gilless (1996) at Berkeley, found 86 percent home survival with a clearance of 10 meters or more.” (Pgs. 3 and 4)

“Extensive wildland vegetation management does not effectively change home ignitability.” (Pg. 5)

 “Home ignitability also dictates that effective mitigating actions focus on the home and its immediate surroundings rather than on extensive wildland fuel management. ” (Pg. 5)

-----------------------------

Structure Ignition Assessment can Help Reduce Fire Damages in the WUI

By Dr. Jack Cohen


Published in Fire Management Notes, Volume 57 No. 4, 1997


http://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_1997_cohen_j001.pdf 


Excerpts:


“Vegetation management beyond the structure's immediate vicinity has little effect on structure ignitions.  That is, vegetation management adjacent to the structure would prevent ignitions from flame exposure; but vegetation management away from the structure would not affect ignition from flame exposure and would not significantly reduce ignitions from firebrands.” (Pg. 4)


“Past reports and recommendations as well as experimental research and modeling suggest that W-UI fire-loss mitigation should concentrate on the residence and its immediate surroundings.  Any strategy for effectively reducing the W-UI fire problem must initially focus on residential fire resistance.” (Pg. 5 – Conclusion)


-----------------------------

Examination of the Home Destruction in Los Alamos Associated with the Cerro Grande Fire July 10, 2000

By Dr. Jack Cohen

Source: USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Missoula, Montana, 2000.


http://www.fusee.org/docs/Preparedness/Cohen_examlosalamos%20copy.pdf

Excerpt:


“My examination suggests that the abundance and ubiquity of pine needles, dead leaves, cured vegetation, flammable shrubs, wood piles, etc. adjacent to, touching and or covering the homes principally contributed to the residential losses.” (Pg. 4)


-----------------------------

Commercial Logging Causes Forest Fires

By Glen Barry, Ph.D. President Forests.org, Inc.


Published in FOREST CONSERVATION NEWS TODAY, July 20, 2002


http://wgbis.ces.iisc.ernet.in/envis/doc1999ahtml/biodcomi220928.html 


Excerpts:


“It is well known scientifically that “commercial logging actually  increases fire severity by removing large, fire- resistant trees and  leaving behind very small trees and flammable "slash debris"--branches,  twigs and needles from felled trees. The removal of mature trees also decreases the forest canopy, creating hotter, drier conditions on the ground. The additional sun exposure encourages the growth of flammable brush and weeds. Reduction of flammable underbrush can reduce fire severity, and environmental groups have encouraged such projects.”


"The Forest Service, Bush administration and anti-environmental members of Congress are spreading a great deal of misinformation about wildfire, hoping to capitalize on public fire hysteria and minimize public opposition to increased logging and roadbuilding in our national forests," said Jake Kreilick of the National Forest Protection Alliance based in Missoula, Montana.  "With virtually all new timber sales couched in terms of 'reducing fuels' or 'restoring forest health,' fire hysteria has emerged as the driving force behind the Forest Service's logging program and the administration's efforts to 'streamline' our nation's environmental laws," Kreilick said.”


-----------------------------

Saving Homes from Wildfires: Regulating the Home Ignition Zone

By Jack Cohen, Nan Johnson, and Lincoln Walther, AICP

Published in Zoning News, May 2001


http://idahofirewise.org/assets/library/Fire%20Code/Idaho%20Codes%20and%20Ordinances/zoning%20news%20cohen.pdf 


Excerpt:


“A home with its immediate surroundings (about 100-150 feet from the structure) is called the Home Ignition Zone.  Many factors about the HIZ determine the potential for ignition during a wildland fire, such as flammable wood roofs and materials like trees, grass, decks, or adjacent structures leading up to a home.” (Pg. 1)


-----------------------------

COMMERCIAL LOGGING CAUSED WILDFIRES:Bush &amp; Repub. Party &quot;con job&quot

Published by Portland Independent Media Center, August 23, 2002


http://portland.indymedia.org/en/2002/08/17464.shtml

Excerpts:


“The biggest ecological con job in years is being waged by the U.S. Republican party and their timber industry cronies. They are blaming the recent Western wildfires on environmentalists, and assuring the public that commercial logging will reduce the risk of catastrophic wildfires.”


“Below are three excellent rebuttals of these lies, which I will quote from and paraphrase here. "Scores of scientists and the federal government's own national fire plan have concluded that the removal of mature trees from forests increases the severity of forest fires. Why then would the Bush administration use the threat of fires to try to increase logging of mature and old-growth trees in our national forests?”

-----------------------------

What is the wildland fire threat to homes?

By Dr. Jack Cohen


Thompson Memorial Lecture, School of Forestry, Northern Arizona University, Flagstaff, AZ, 10 April 2000. 13 p.


http://idahofirewise.org/assets/library/Science%20of%20Fire/Scientific%20Findings/wildland%20fire%20threat%20cohen.PDF 


Excerpts:


“SIAM calculations indicate that large wildland flame fronts (e.g., forest crown fires) will not result in piloted wood ignitions (e.g., the typical variety of exterior wood walls) at distances greater than 40 meters (Cohen and Butler [In press]).” (Pg. 4)


“Case studies of actual W-UI fires provide an independent comparison with SIAM and the crown fire experiments.  The actual fires incorporate a wide range of fire exposures.  The case studies chosen examine significant factors related to home survival for two fires that destroyed hundreds of homes.  The Bel Air fire resulted in 484 homes destroyed (Howard et al. 1973) and the Painted Cave fire destroyed 479 homes (Foote 1994).  Analyses of both fires indicate that home ignitions depend on the characteristics of a home and its immediate surroundings.  Howard et al. (1973) observed 95 percent survival for homes with nonflammable roofs and a vegetation clearance of 10 to 18 meters.  Foote (1994) observed 86 percent survival for homes with nonflammable roofs and a clearance of 10 meters or more.” (Pg. 7)


“The high survival rate for homes with nonflammable roofs and 10-20 meter vegetation clearances included firebrands as an ignition factor, thus indicating that firebrand ignitions also depend on the ignition characteristics of the home and the adjacent flammable materials.” (Pg. 8)


“Wildland fuel reduction beyond the home ignition zone does not necessarily change home ignitability; therefore, wildland fuel reduction does not necessarily mitigate the W-UI fire loss problem.” (Pg. 9)


“Effective landscape fuel reduction does not necessarily prevent W-UI home fire destruction.” (Pg. 10)


“Fire losses depend on home ignitions and home ignitions depend on home ignitability.  Thus, home ignitability, being limited to a home and its immediate surroundings, offers us the opportunity to separate the W-UI structure fire loss problem from other landscape-scale fire management issues.  This conclusion has significant implications for the actions and responsibilities of homeowners and fire agencies, such as identifying and mapping the potential for W-UI residential fire destruction, identifying appropriate and effective mitigating actions, and determining who should take responsibility for home ignitability.” (Pg. 10)


“Thus, wildland fuel reduction that is effective for reducing the wildland fire intensity might be insufficient for reducing the destruction of highly ignitable homes.  In contrast, a low home ignition potential reduces the chances of fire destruction without extensive wildland fuel reduction.  These findings indicate that the W-UI home fire loss problem is a home ignitability issue largely independent of landscape fuel reduction issues.” (Pg. 10)


“The extent of the home ignition zone corresponds more to specific home and community ownership than to the landscapes of federal, state and local land management agencies.  This suggests a corresponding responsibility for W-UI home fire loss potential residing with homeowners and communities.  Thus, the home should not be considered a victim of wildland fire, but rather a potential participant in the continuation of the wildland fire.  Home ignitability, i.e., the potential for W-UI home fire loss, is a homeowner and community choice and responsibility.” (Pg. 11)


-----------------------------

Logging Impacts

Published by Sierra Forest Legacy, 2012


https://www.sierraforestlegacy.org/FC_FireForestEcology/FFE_LoggingImpacts.php

Excerpt:


“According to the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project's (SNEP) report in 1996, "Timber harvest, through its effects on forest structure, local microclimate, and fuels accumulation, has increased fire severity more than any other recent human activity. If not accompanied by adequate reduction of fuels, logging (including salvage of dead and dying trees) increases fire hazard by increasing surface dead fuels and changing the local microclimate. Fire intensity and expected fire spread rates thus increase locally and in areas adjacent to harvest." This conclusion supports the consensus view of fire ecologists that logging operations greatly increase the fire risk on a forest.”


-----------------------------

Modeling Potential Structure Ignitions from Flame Radiation Exposure with Implications for Wildland/Urban Interface Fire Management


By Dr. Jack Cohen and Bret W. Butler

Presented at the 13th Fire and Forest Meteorology Conference. Lorne, Australia, 1996

https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_1998_cohen_j001.pdf 


Excerpts:


“Model results indicate that ignitions from flame radiation are unlikely to occur from burning vegetation beyond 40 meters of a structure. Thinning vegetation within 40 meters has a significant ignition mitigation effect.” (Pg. 81)


“Vegetation management to prevent ignitions from radiation does not require extensive vegetation removal hundreds of meters from a structure.  Our analysis indicated that 40 meters was sufficient for a 20 meter flame height.” (Pg. 86 – Conclusions)

-----------------------------

Preventing Disaster Home ignitability in the Wildland-Urban Interface

By Dr. Jack Cohen


Published in the Journal of Forestry, March 2000


https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_2000_cohen_j002.pdf

Excerpt:


“Miracles aside, the characteristics of the surviving home and its immediate surroundings greatly influenced its survival.” (Pg. 15)


“Using the model results as guidance with the concurrence of experiments and case studies, we can conclude that home ignitions are not likely unless flames and firebrand ignitions occur within 40 meters of the structure.  This finding indicates that the spatial scale determining home ignitions corresponds more to specific home and community sites than to the landscape scales of wildland fire management.  Thus, the W-UI fire loss problem primarily depends on the home and its immediate site.” (Pg.20)


“The W-UI fire case studies indicated approximately 90 percent survival with a vegetation clearance on the order of 10 to 20 meters for homes with nonflammable roofs.  Thus, the case studies support the general flame-to-structure distance range of 10 to 40 meters as found through modeling and experiments.” (Pg.20)


“A change needs to take place in the relationship between homeowners and the fire services.  Instead of home-related presuppression and fire protection responsibilities residing solely with fire agencies, homeowners must take the principal responsibility for ensuring adequately low home ignitability.” (Pg.21)


-----------------------------

Fourmile Canyon Fire Findings

By Dr. Russell Graham, Dr. Mark Finney, Chuck McHugh, Dr. Jack Cohen, Dave Calkin, Rick Stratton, Larry Bradshaw, and Dr. Ned Nikolov (all are USFS employees who work in fire research)

Published in USDA Forest Service Gen. Tech. Rep. RMRS-GTR-289. 2012


https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs/rmrs_gtr289.pdf

Excerpts:


“No evidence was found that the progression of the Fourmile Canyon Fire was altered by the presence of fuel treatments and the treated areas were probably of limited value to suppression efforts on September 6 (Figure 32).” (pg 56)

“Post-fire satellite imagery clearly showed the absence of moderated burn severity inside treated areas compared to neighboring untreated stands (Figure 45). In some cases, treated stands appeared to burn more intensely than adjacent untreated stands, perhaps because of additional surface fuels present as a result of the thinning and higher wind speeds that can occur in open forests compared to those with denser canopies (Figure 46).” (pg 57)


“Claims of fuel treatment performance around homes by the owners are consistent with the knowledge that the removal of surface fuel plays an important role in changing fire behavior.” (pg 58)


“Existing research on how residential fire disasters occur and how homes ignite during wildfires indicates that given extreme burning conditions, home characteristics in relation to a home’s immediate surroundings (100 ft) principally determine home ignition potential (Howard and others 1973, Foote 1994, Cohen 1995, Cohen 2000a, 2000b; Cohen and Stratton 2003, Cohen 2004, Cohen and Stratton 2008, Cohen 2008).  The area of the home and its immediate surroundings is called the home ignition zone (HIZ).  Commonly home ignition occurs over small distances—a few tens of feet or less.  During extreme burning conditions such as crown fires, the flames outside the HIZ (beyond 100 ft) will not ignite a home’s combustible materials.  Fires spreading into and firebrand ignited fires within the HIZ must be closer than 100 feet and/or contact the flammable parts (e.g., shake roof, wood siding, wood deck) of a home before direct flame ignition occurs.  Home ignitions from firebrands require lofted burning embers from whatever distance and source (e.g., burning vegetation and/or structures) to accumulate on a home’s flammable materials (e.g., litter covered roof, decorative bark, ornamental shrubs) before ignitions can occur. Figure 55 shows a home from the Fourmile Canyon Fire area that had an ignition resistant HIZ and the home survived.” (pg 65)


-------------------

Why homes are lost to wildfire

By Melissa Mylchreest

Published in High Country News, April 4, 2014

https://www.hcn.org/articles/the-loss-of-homes-to-wildfire-is-as-much-a-sociopolitical-problem-as-it-is-a-physical 


Excerpts:


“Jack Cohen is a research physical fire scientist with the U.S. Forest Service, based at the Missoula Fire Sciences Laboratory. With four decades of experience, he is a preeminent expert on wildfire and home ignitions, and a founder of the Firewise Communities recognition program, a project of the National Fire Protection Association that helps homeowners protect their property against wildfire.”

“Years of study have convinced Cohen that the loss of homes to wildfire is as much a sociopolitical problem as it is a physical, on-the-ground problem. Agencies and the public alike approach the issue as a question of fire suppression and control. Cohen, on the other hand, believes that fire is here to stay, and that proper mitigation, awareness and planning can make living with fire a whole lot easier - and safer. HCN contributor Melissa Mylchreest recently spoke with Cohen.”


“Dr. Cohen” Really, we need to be educating everybody who lives in (the WUI), or near it, or deals with it. Like Southern California, like Colorado Springs, like Denver. Everyone needs to be aware of how this problem works. Additionally, we're dealing with fire agencies that are very paternalistic and patriarchal. So it doesn't come naturally to involve homeowners. On the other hand, homeowners are expecting to be saved. As a society that has largely gone urbanized, we're more remote from dealing with fire on a personal basis - fewer people smoke, so people aren't even used to a book of matches catching on fire now.”

-------------------

The Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Problem: A Consequence of the Fire Exclusion Paradigm

By Dr. Jack Cohen


Published in Forest History Today, Fall 2008


https://foresthistory.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Cohen.pdf

Excerpts:


"The wildland fire management approach for preventing WUI fire disasters largely addresses the wildfire outside the home ignition zone rather than a home's ignition potential as determined by the conditions within the home ignition zone.  Since 2000, agency fire management policy initiatives have emphasized fire suppression." (Pg. 24)

"Preventing WUI fire disasters requires that the problem be framed in terms of home ignition potential.  Because this principally involves the home ignition zone, and the home ignition zone primarily falls within private ownership, the responsibility for preventing home ignitions largely falls within the authority of the property owner.  Preventing wildfire disasters thus means fire agencies helping property owners mitigate the vulnerability of their structures.  The continued fire management focus on fire suppression suggests the WUI fire problem persists largely as a consequence of framing the WUI fire problem primarily in terms of the fire exclusion paradigm." (Pg. 25)

"The continued focus on fire suppression largely to the exclusion of alternatives that address home ignition potential suggests a persistent inappropriate framing of the WUI fire problem in terms of the fire exclusion paradigm." (Pg. 25)

-----------------------------

The Big Lie: Logging and Forest Fires

By Dr. Chad Hanson

http://yeoldeconsciousnessshoppe.com/art6.html

Excerpts:


“It seems every time you turn around these days, there's some timber industry flack screaming about the need to increase deforestation on our national forests--ostensibly to reduce the threat of catastrophic fires.”


“The fact is, commercial logging doesn't prevent catastrophic fires; it causes them. In the latter part of the 19th century, this was common knowledge.”


“The removal of larger trees was found to be the primary cause of forest fires. Another recent Forest Service report revealed that tree mortality in the West due to both fire and disease increases where logging occurs. The worst rates were found to occur on private lands where logging levels are highest and where the least natural forest remains.”

-----------------------------

How risk management can prevent future wildfire disasters in the wildland-urban interface

By: David E. Calkin (USFS research forester), Dr. Jack D. Cohen, Dr. Mark A. Finney {USFS research forester), and Dr.  Matthew P. Thompson {USFS research forester)

Published in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, January 14, 2014

http://www.pnas.org/content/111/2/746.full 

Excerpt:


“If our problem statement is defined as keeping wildfire out of the WUI, it is unobtainable, and large wildfires and residential disasters will continue, and likely increase. Fuel treatments do not stop fires (just change behavior), and treatment alone without HIZ treatment means that inevitable wildfire exposure will result in structure loss. Also, landscape treatment programs managed by public land management agencies suffer from (i) lack of available funds at the federal level to treat sufficient area to reduce wildfire transmission, (ii) lack of influence over treatment of private lands [the Fourmile Canyon fire began on private land and burned only a small proportion of federal ownership—33% of the area was nonprivate, and only 9.7% was treated (44)], and (iii) the challenge of liability issues associated with prescribed burns escaping onto neighboring land. If the problem is identified as reducing the proportion of wildfires entering the WUI, it will take time, significant increase in public and private investment, and a change in social acceptance and liability rules for burning near inhabited areas until the benefits are realized. By contrast, if the problem is identified as home ignition, mitigation of the HIZ is the most cost-effective investment for reducing home destruction, and this can be augmented with other investments (Fig. 1).

-------------------

Wildfire Protection in the Wildland-Urban Interface

Congressional Research Service Report, January 30, 2014

https://www.everycrsreport.com/reports/RS21880.html 


Excerpts:


“A structure's characteristics and landscaping significantly affect its chance of surviving a wildfire. Evidence from models, experiments, and case studies demonstrates that structural characteristics, especially the roofing materials, largely determine whether a home burns in a wildfire. Homes of brick or adobe with non-flammable roofs (e.g., tile, slate, metal) are far less likely to burn than homes with wood siding and flammable roofs (e.g., wood shingles).14 Burnable materials (such as trees, shrubs, grass, pine needles, woodpiles, wood decks, and wooden deck furniture) within 40 meters (131 feet) of the structure also strongly influence whether the structure burns in a wildfire.15

“Furthermore, the structure and landscape characteristics are more important than the intensity of the fire in determining whether a house burns. The Hayman Fire, in Colorado in June 2002, burned 132 houses—70 houses (53%) were surrounded by crown fire, while 62 houses (47%) were surrounded by surface fire.16 In addition, 662 homes (83% of all homes within the fire perimeter) survived the fire, even though 35% of the area was severely burned and 16% was moderately burned.17 This suggests that at least some of the structures survived despite a crown fire around them.”


“At a minimum, most would agree on the need for an area of defensible space around homes that needs to be cleared of burnable materials—at least 10 meters (33 feet) and possibly as much as 40 meters (131 feet). One observer recommended that protecting communities should include intensive treatment to reduce fuels and burnable materials in the home ignition zone, up to 200 meters (655 feet) around structures, with less intensive fuel treatment in the community protection zone, generally up to 500 meters (1,640 feet, or about a third of a mile) from structures.19”

-------------------

Source of best science quotes below: Thoughts on the Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Problem, June 2003

By Dr. Jack Cohen


http://northernrockiesfire.org/links/cohen.htm

Excerpt:


“For the same reason, mitigating home ignition potential during extreme wildland fires must focus activities within and immediate to the residential area, i.e. the home ignition zone.  But the home ignition zone largely corresponds to private property.  Thus, with minor exception, the authority for effectively reducing the home ignition potential belongs to homeowners.  Public land management agencies can facilitate homeowner mitigations and these agencies may be able to reduce fire intensities and the extent of burning around communities.  But these agencies cannot accomplish the necessary and sufficient actions necessary to prevent residential fire disasters during extreme fire conditions by treating beyond the home ignition zone.” (Pg. 2)


-----------------------------

Testimony to the Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry Committee United State Senate. Hearing to Review Healthy Forests Restoration Act, HR 1904 on June 26, 2003

By: Arthur Partridge Ph.D., Professor Emeritus, University of Idaho

http://www.saveamericasforests.org/congress/Fire/PartridgeSenate03.htm

Excerpt:


“Second, thinning, the primary proposed procedure to "fireproof" our forests is unproven as a reliable method to prevent or reduce the severity of wildfires. In fact, the process of thinning causes the deposition of fine (0 & 1-hr.) fuels on the forest floor that are primary ignition sources. It is impractical to remove such fuel under forest conditions except directly around homes. The current focus on "fuels" is, in itself, misguided because almost anything in a forest will burn, given the right conditions. Any fire specialist will tell you that the principal factors affecting fire are temperature and moisture, not fuels. No legislation will prevent or even reduce fires in the vast areas of the national forests and to pretend so is fraudulent.”

“Rather, as I see it, legislation should focus on enabling those who live in or near woodlands to protect themselves, as my family and I have for more than half a century without federal intervention or pork-barreling. The U.S.D.A. Forest Service currently is not directed to work with individuals to enable protecting individual properties. This can be changed immediately with little or no additional costs and with considerable positive impact on those of us who live in the woods.”

-----------------------------

Fires necessary to sustain ecological integrity

By Richard Hutto, professor emeritus of biology and wildlife biology with the Division of Biological Sciences at the University of Montana


Published in the Missoulian newspaper, August 16, 2017


http://missoulian.com/opinion/columnists/fires-necessary-to-sustain-ecological-integrity/article_648a3bf0-dfc7-51e9-984c-ebf66f9f36c4.html

Excerpts:


“Finally, Racicot is mistaken if he believes that “there’s something we can do to minimize, and in many instances even eliminate… the wholesale destruction of natural resources critically important to all of us.” Sorry, Racicot, a large volume of fire research shows, unequivocally, that timber harvest does little to minimize or stop the wind-driven fires during the hot, dry years that typically burn most of our forest lands periodically. Just walk through the old Plum Creek land that burned to a crisp during the 2007 Jocko Lakes fire near Seeley Lake to see for yourself how those fires burned through even the most heavily harvested lands.”

“Even if we could mitigate or prevent severe fire, would really we want to do that anywhere but in or immediately adjacent to our developed communities? The only person who would say that wildfires cause the “wholesale destruction of natural resources” is one who has absolutely no ecological literacy. We need more informed leadership if we are to adopt forest management practices and working forests that are truly conservation-oriented.”


-----------------------------

Source of best science quotes below: Fuel reductions ineffective; mandate fire-wise protections

By George Wuerthner, forest ecologist and author

Published in the Missoulian newspaper, September 5, 2017


http://missoulian.com/opinion/columnists/fuel-reductions-ineffective-mandate-fire-wise-protections/article_64841590-c42e-5fd0-80ae-b8a025f94bbe.html

Excerpts:


“Recently, Secretary of the Interior Ryan Zinke, along with Agriculture Secretary Sonny Perdue, U.S. Sen. Steve Daines and U.S. Rep. Greg Gianforte, visited the Lolo fire near Missoula. All proclaimed that more forest “management” (logging) would preclude large fires like Montana and other states have experienced in recent years.”


“The problem is the knowledge of forest ecology of most politicians as well as far too many agency personnel is about as sophisticated as the medical profession of a hundred years ago when the most comment treatment for the disease was to bleed the bad blood from a patient.”


“In fact, the science, suggests that forest management tends to increase fire severity.


-----------------------------

Concluding Comments

Nearly all Forest Service projects that claim to lessen the risks to homeowners living in the WUI propose to commercially remove hazardous fuels.  Without exception the NEPA documents that analyze these fuels reduction treatments conveniently do not mention Dr. Cohen’s methods because the Purpose & Need is to “reduce fuels” and not reduce the fire damage risk to structures in the WUI as it should be.

Reducing hazardous fuels might be an alternative way to lessen the risks to homeowners living in the WUI.  It definitely should not be a goal or objective unto itself and should never appear in the Purpose & Need.  Which is more important – human lives or fuels? 
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This recent precedent-setting court decision is
compelling evidence that Roundup is poison

On July 2018, Dewayne Johnson (a former school groundskeeper) who was diagnosed with non-Hodgkin's lymphoma. He sued Monsanto alleging the chemical (an in caused his cancer. Mr. Johnson used
Roundup as part of his job. On August 10, 2018 a jury in San Francisco delivered a verdict in Mr. Johnson's favor. The judge ordered Monsanto to pay Mr. Johnson $289 million in total damages

Here are a few of the many links to the verdict:

4 Must-See Vldeos of the Huge Win in the Monsanto Trial
http: trial-verdict-videos

San Francisco Jurors Hear Hours of Sclentlflc Dala Aboul Herblclde s Llnk to Cancer
01 it

ol P bout- link-t 2 =20180713081135
Loses L k p Cancer Trial, Set to Pay USD 289 Million in Damages
hitps://mail.google i i JCGSfZgnVKVKISIZmxqSM
Monsanto “Taken To The Cleaners” In Jury Verdict Dwayne Johnson v. Monsanto
hitp: com/20 taken-to-the-cl dict-d h html
Jury rules Monsanto Inable in weed killer case
news verdict-reached-in-lawsuit- inst: 925454
Monsanto ordered to pay 8289 million in world's first Roundup cancer trial
https:/A reuters A 290-million-i liforni d trial-idUSKBN1KV2HB
Monsanto Loses $289 Million Verdict in Roundup Cancer Trial
http: i 018-08-10; d- jury-find:
Jury orders Monsanto to pay nearly $290M in Roundup trial
hitp: nbcnew: dup-trial-n899811
| asked Ranger Hecker to assure the final EA it states “herbicides that contain glyphosate will not be applied.”
This wasn't done. The final EA still indicates glyphosate will be applied.
Therefore, the NEPA document violates the following laws.
40 CFR 1501.2 (b), 40 CFR 1502.16(a) and (b), and 40 CFR 1508.8(b) because Chapter 3 omits important i effect di (i.e. exposure i causes cancer)

The Apr. 21, 1997 Executive Order No. 13045 because the Responsible Official does not ensure that this project will not disproportionately expose children to environmental health risks and safety risks.

40 CFR €1508.27(b)(2) because the FOIA intensity discussion fails to discuss the degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety.

The EA also violated the public trust because it does not tell the public hundreds of papers ing research i authored by i scientists disclose glyphosate exposure might cause:
Birth Defects, Miscarriages, Cancer (non-Hodgkin's lymphoma and hairy cell leukemia), DNA Damage, autism in children , irreparable kidney and liver damage, dementia, mi ial damage, ine disruption, infertility, bipolar

disorder, skin tumors, premature births, thyroid damage and parkinson'’s disease.

How this objection point can be Comply with the objector’s request above.
When news of Ranger Hecker’s wanton failure to protect the members of the public that visit the Custer-Gallatin National Forest comes out in the media the USFS public trust problems trust will pass the point of no return in R-8.
| brought the facts before Ranger Hecker and he ignored them. Therefore Ranger Hecker has also violated 18 U.S. Code € 1001(a-1 and a-2).

Also a person is guilty of Reckless Endangerment if he “creates a substantial risk of serious physical injury to another person. The accused person isn't required to intend the resulting or potential harm, but must have acted in a way that
showed a disregard for the foreseeable consequences of the actions.”

Link to the legal definition of Reckless hitp: uslegal

Lol L (N N N N N N . . . .-

The ible Official the need to volume (mer sized fuels removal) to transcend effective action that will 1) reduce the risk that homes located in the WUI
will burn, and 2) i the risk that i will be injured should a wildfire occur.

The objector requested the Responsible Official to Analyze another action alternative that will educate people about Dr. Cohen’s methods and help people living in the WUI to implement Dr. Cohen’s methods if they are unable to do the work
themselves

This wasn't done.

Therefore, the final EA violates 40 CFR 1500.2(e) because the Responsible Official does not identify and assess a Cohen fine fuels removal as a i to the Proposed Action that will “avoid or minimize adverse effects of
upon the quality of the human environment.”

It also violates:
o NEPA Sec. 101(b)(2) because the Responsible Official does not “assure for all Americans safe, healthful, ive, and cally and culturally pleasing surroundings;”

o NEPA Sec. 101(c) because “The Congress recognizes that each person should enjoy a healthful environment and that each person has a ibility to contribute to the preservation and of the envi

@ Ex. Ord. No. 13045, Apr. 21, 1997 [section 1-101(a)] because the Responsible Official does not “make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children.”
© 40 CFR €1508.27(b)(2) because the Responsible Official will be unable to write a FONSI. The intensity category discusses “The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety.”

€ Agency policy to use best science. The objector's comments included quotes from and links to many, many scientific papers that clearly shows logging to reduce fuels does not reduce fire intensity or rate of spread ... and
sometimes exacerbates fire behavior. In addition this non-scientific behavior violates: A March 9, 2009 White House Memorandum to heads of executive departments and agencies states:

“Science and the scientific process must inform and guide decisions of my Administration on a wide range of issues, including improvement of public health, protection of the environment, increased efficiency in the use of energy and other
resources, mitigation of the threat of climate change, and protecition of national security.

In addition it violates Executive Order #13563 issued on January 18, 2011 requires federal agencies to use best available science:

“General Principles of Regulation. (a) Our regulatory system must protect public health, welfare, safety, and our environment while promoting economic growth, innovation, compefitiveness, and job creation. It must be based on the best available
science.”

How this objection point can be resolved: Comply with the objector’s request above.

- - - - I - - -
Increases in logging do not stabilize or enh the y of small ities located near national forests.
The objector asked the Responsible Official to either 1) eliminate the goal to “help maintain and support natural lated jobs through a ially viable timber sale contract” shown in the Purpose and Need, or 2) include the text of

the 3 papers in an appendix to the final NEPA document that are referenced in the objector’s comments about how small, local community economic stability near national forests is not dependent on the level of timber harvest.

This wasn't done.
Therefore the EA violates 42 USC section 7641 and Title 42--The Public Health and Welfare, 18 USC 1519 and 18 USC 1001(a)(3).

How this objection point can be resolved: Comply with the objector’s request above.
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https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-08-10/monsanto-s-roundup-caused-groundskeeper-s-cancer-jury-finds
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http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21369420
http://www.mentalhelp.net/poc/view_doc.php?type=doc&id=11204
http://www.mentalhelp.net/poc/view_doc.php?type=doc&id=11204
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The NEPA fails to predi project i to climate change and climate change impacts to forest resources and ecosy services i with the project.

The objector requested the Responsible Official to include a discussion of climate change in the final NEPA document showing how 1) the Threemile project will affect climate change, and 2) climate change will affect the resources analyzed in
Chapter 3 in the final EA.

This wasn't done.

Therefore, the final EA violates

1) Climate Change Considerations in Project Level NEPA Analysis (Washington Office Memo January 13, 2009);
2) Executive Order 13514 of October 5, 2009; and
3) The National Environmental Policy Act. NEPA states that all Federal agencies "to the fullest extent possible" must provide a detailed environmental impact statement (EIS) (42 U.S.C. 4332). Neither Congress nor the courts have

indicated precisely how much detail an EIS must contain. However, courts consistently have held that, at a minimum, NEPA imposes a duty on Federal agencies to take a "hard look at environmental consequences” (Natural Resources
Defense Council v. Morton, 458 F.2d 827, 838 (D.C. Cir., 1972).

How this objection point can be resolved: Comply with the objector’s request above.

Ranger Hecker will leave his temporary roads in a condition where they will harm aquatic habitat and water quallty because they will generate sediment during precipitation events and the
spring thaw. This damage could have been avoided had he indicated in the final EA that he will * the dbed by restoring natural contours and slopes” [36 CFR 212.5(b)
(2)] after use.

The objector requested the Responsible Official to make it clear to the public that all actions required under 36 CFR 212.5(b)(2) will be taken by saying so in the EA and also including the statement that all temporary roads constructed for this
project will be “completely eliminated by restoring natural contours and slopes” that existed before ot was constructed.

This wasn't done.

Therefore this EA EIS violates:
40 CFR 1500.1(c) because your lack of action will not “protect, restore, and enhance” the aquatic environment.

40 CFR 1500.2(e) and (f) because the proposed actions proposed actions that will not “avoid or minimize adverse effects of these actions upon the quality of the human environment” and will not “restore and enhance the quality of the human
environment and avoid or minimize any possible adverse effects of their actions upon the quality of the human environment.”

36 CFR 212.5(b)(2) because you did not completely eliminate the roadbed by restoring natural contours and slopes after the road is no longer needed

How this objection point can be resolved: Comply with the objector’s request above.

The Proposed Action will clearly cause the resource degradation and destruction described in the ATTACHMENTS to these comments.

The vast majority of scientific logging-related effects literature is authored by independent scientists not affiliated with the USDA. These independent scientists describe how logging activities will damage and impair the proper functioning of
natural The objector multiple opposing views attachments with his comments on the draft NEPA document containing statements by hundreds of Ph.D. scientists describing logging-related natural resource
damage. Each scientific statement includes the link to the source document that contains the statement.

Professionals (whether they be scientists or public land administrators) do not selectively choose literature citations that will support their case and systematically exclude those that don't.

The objector requested the Responsible Official to include some source from the Opposing View: in the iterature Cited section of the final NEPA document and also, cite the specific quotes presented for
the source literature in the text of the NEPA document the Responsible Official chose to include in the Referencelelterature Cited. The objector requested the Responsible Official to include links to each Opposing Views Attachments that
the chose to include in the ReferencesiLiterature Cited section and explain why this is best science and trumps the il in the Opposing Views

This wasn't done. Incredibly, the References section contains only (emphasis added) documents that support timber harvest or are neutral in spite of the fact hundreds of scientific documents are available that describe the logging-generated
resource damage in detail . Don't you think the pubic deserves to weigh the evidence themselves by reading science that both supports and opposes commercial timber harvest?

Keep in mind 40 CFR 1502.9(b) allows the ible Official to ignore ing to opposing views only if it can be shown to be irresponsible.

*40 CFR 1502.9 (b) Final environmental impact statements shall respond to comments as required in part 1503 of this chapter. The agency shall discuss at appropriate points in the final statement any responsible opposing view which was not adequately discussed in the draft statement and
shall indicate the agency's response to the issues raised.”

Since this wasn't done, the final NEPA document violates: 40 CFR 1500.1(b) and (c) and 40 CFR 1500.2(e) and (f)

How this objection point can be Comply with the objector’s request above.
(N . (.. - -
Important documents used to generate key information for the NEPA d 1t were not r y ilable to the public.

This objector asked the Responsible Official to make the documents that currently reside as hardcopies in the Project File available as online Appendices to the NEPA document, or clearly indicate the link to the documents where they appears
in the References section. This would allow the public to examine the important in Project File without driving to Bonners Ferry Idaho.

This wasn't done.
Therefore, the final EA violates 40 CFR 1500.2(b), 40 CFR 1501.2(a) and (b), 40 CFR 1500.2 (d), and 40 CFR 1506.6 (a) and (b)

How this objection point can be resolved: Comply with the objector’s request above.

- - N N
The Responsible Official did not resp: to the O ing Views to the obj s
This objector the ible Official to post i to the opposing view quotes contained in the Opposing Views Attachments.

This wasn't done.
Therefore, the final EA violates 40 CFR 1500.2(b) because Ranger Hecker did not provide meaningful responses to the Opposing Views submitted by this objector.

The Responsible Official did not respond to some Opposing Views quotes because he said the opposing view was an “opinion piece.” Please do not conclude an opposing view is not responsible because they are opinions. “Viewpoint” and
“opinion” are synonyms.

The Responsible Official did not respond to some Opposing Views quotes because he said the source for the opposing view was “not peer reviewed.” 40 CFR 1502.9(b) does not limit opposing views to those that are peer reviewed. Indeed,
most of the documents listed in the References section were not peer reviewed. Ranger Hecker uses a double standard. If he rejects the Opposing Views that are not peer reviewed he should have not included literature in the References
section.

The Responsible Official did not respond to some Opposing Views quotes because he said the source for the opposing view came from a newspapers. 40 CFR 1502.9(b) does not limit opposing views because of the source for the viewpoint.
Opposing views contained in newspapers, magazines, and other sources are still opposing views and require a response.

The Responsible Official did not respond to some Opposing Views quotes because he said the opposing view was “site specific.” The Opposing Views quotes are not site-specific to certain projects because they provide expert viewpoints
concerning treatments that are intended to apply to projects that propose to apply the treatment of location. The Official did not specify why the viewpoint is “not applicable.” 40 CFR 1502.9(b) does not limit opposing
views to those that are site specific to the project at hand.

How this objection point can be resolved: Write and distribute a supplemental draft EA that contains opposing Views responses for public inspection before it is finalized.



Final 1t to the Objection Deciding Officer

While working on the NezPerce NF in north Idaho as the forest planner my major duty was to assure each proposed project complied with the forest plan natural resource standards. | was also the NEPA legal compliance reviewer, forest NEPA
i , and fores! itigati i

USFS Region 1 had an appeals review team in the late 1990s before | retired in 2003. Three employees from across the Region were invited to the RO for a week. Our job was to read the appeal and the NEPA document being appealed. We
provided the ADO with our recommendations on whether to uphold the decision or rule on favor of the appellant. During one appeal review team session we recommended that the ADO rule in favor of the appellant. She laughed and told us
she never rules in favor of an appellant that does not have a history of taking court action if their appeal is turned down. Of course you know | don’t have the money to hire an attorney to take on OGC attorneys. | know you have rejected all but
trivial objection points before you read my objection. Two of my objection points are not trivial. Rejecting them would set up conditions that could be lethal to members of the public who visit the Custer-Gallatin NF and those who live in the WIU
bordering the forest. Here they are:

Please direct the Responsible Official not to apply herbicides that contain glyphosate.

| objected to the use of herbicides that contain the chemical glyphosate because even casual exposure to glyphosate causes non-Hodgkin's I pi the ible Official with ing science showing glyphosate is
sometimes lethal. | reminded the Responsible Official that there are effective alternatives to glyphosate. Still his final EA proposed icati Perhaps this tting court case might interest you.
In late September, Dewayne Johnson (a former school groundskeeper) who was diagnosed with non-Hodgkin's sued sued alleging the chemical (ani caused his cancer.

Mr. Johnson used Roundup as part of his job. On August 10, 2018 a jury in San Francisco delivered a verdict in Mr. Johnson’s favor. The judge ordered Monsanto to pay Mr. Johnson $289 million in (mal damages
Here are a few of the many links to the verdict:

4 Must-See Vndeos of the Huge Win in the Monsan!o Trial
https |-verdict-videos

DEWAYNE JOHNSON THE MAN WHO SAVED OUR FARMERS FROM CANCER

San Franclsco Jurors Hear Hours cf Sclentlflc Data About Her

le's Link to Cancer
hitp: he f-scientific-dat

0180713081135

>
X

Monsanto “Taken To The Cleaners” In Jury Verdmt Dwayne Johnson v. Monsamo
http: com/20 ki the johi html

Jury rules Monsanto Ilable in weed killer case
news ict-reached-in-lawsuit-against: 3925454

Monsanto ordered to pay $269 million in world's first Roundup cancer trial
http reuters 1 290-million-in-californi di trial-idUSKBN1KV2HB

Monsanto Loses $289 Million Verdict in Roundup Cancer Trial
http: 2018-08-10; d d- find:

Jury orders Monsanto to pay nearly $290M in Roundup trial
hitp: nbcnew: news/jury-ord -290m-roundup-rial-n899811

Landmark lawsuit clalms Monsanto hid cancer danger of weedklller for decades
https:/i roundup-dewayne-johnson

If you do not direct the Responsible Official to apply herbicides that do not contain glyphosate it will be necessary for me to:

€ Explain the situation to the public in a letter to the editor in the Missoulian
@ Explain the situation to one of Senator Tester's aides.

Please direct the Responsible Official to take action to obtain permission for USFS employ to use Dr. Cohen’s fine fuels removal methods near houses on the WUI.

| objected to the fact that the Responsible Official ignored Dr Jack Cohen’s (a USFS fire physicist) fine fuels removal methods. Removing fine fuels is the most effective way to reduce the risk that people will die and/or their homes will burn
should a wildfire burn into the WUI.

| the ible Official with ing science showing Dr. Cohen'’s fine fuels removal method is far superior to hazardous fuels reduction where the fuels are merchantable trees. Still his final EA omitted any mention of Dr.
Cohen. You can read the science yourself at Opposing Scientific Views

There is a reason why most USFS Line-Officers reject Dr. Cohen’s methods out of hand

They want volume and they know fine fuels are unmerchantable and do not produce volume. Everyone knows the USFS is dominated by timber. Thus, those who do not provide volume are not promoted. Putting people’s lives and
homes at risk for personal gain is not ethical. It's also illegal.

It would be unwise of you to underestimate my resolve. All it takes is 1 email and 1 telephone call.
If one or more of the potential victim decides to take court action you could be convicted of:

placing private gain above public service 5 CFR 2635.101
hitp law.cornell 2635.101

reckless endangerment because you have knowingly created a substantial risk of death or grievous bodily harm to another individual. Neither death nor grievous bodily harm actually have to have been inflicted on another person for
reckless endangerment to be proven.

Sincerely,
Dick Artley’s scanned signature Uy contained in the “signatwre’ ottochment
Dick Artley [retired Nez Perce National Forest forest planner)

“Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world. Indeed, it s the only thing that ever has."

Margaret Mead


https://www.organicconsumers.org/blog/monsanto-trial-verdict-videos
http://theorganicguy.com/dewayne-johnson-the-man-who-saved-our-farmers-from-cancer/
https://www.law.com/therecorder/2018/07/09/san-francisco-jurors-hear-hours-of-scientific-data-about-herbicides-link-to-cancer/?slreturn=20180713081135
https://www.activistpost.com/2018/08/monsanto-taken-to-the-cleaners-in-jury-verdict-dwayne-johnson-v-monsanto.html
https://abc7news.com/society/verdict-reached-in-lawsuit-against-monsanto/3925454/
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-monsanto-cancer-lawsuit/jury-orders-monsanto-to-pay-290-million-in-california-roundup-cancer-trial-idUSKBN1KV2HB
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-08-10/monsanto-s-roundup-caused-groundskeeper-s-cancer-jury-finds
https://www.nbcnews.com/news/us-news/jury-orders-monsanto-pay-290m-roundup-trial-n899811
https://www.theguardian.com/business/2018/may/22/monsanto-trial-cancer-weedkiller-roundup-dewayne-johnson
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/5/2635.101
http://lawbrain.com/wiki/Risk
http://lawbrain.com/wiki/Death_and_Dying



