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 I am filing the following objection on the Mud Creek project:  

I have submitted three sets of comments on the Mud Creek project: 1) pre-scoping comments based on 

the October 12, 2018, public field trip; 2) scoping comments; 3) EA comments. The Mud Creek decision 

indicates that not a single one of my comments was ever seriously considered. In fact, Decision 

Appendix B, response to comments, suggests that all commenters’ suggestions were dismissed (except 

possibly for a few industry comments advocating for more logging). The Appendix B responses merely 

refer the commenter to the EA and/or the voluminous project files. Don’t you think the commenters 

had already read these materials, and were basing their comments on them? What an incredible waste 

of time, both for the public and Forest Service personnel, whose salaries are being paid by the public. 

And the process is even more of a joke when conditions-based “analysis” is used because no real 

information is available. 

I’ve been to enough Objection Resolution meetings to know that this next step is also a charade. 

Objectors will be asked to restate their objections, which have already been submitted in detail and 

represent hundreds of hours of work. The FS will have had ample time to review these, yet will not offer 

a single resolution. After a few hours of rehashing objections, time will be up. Again, what a waste of our 

time. 

Under conditions-based analysis, interested parties will then be asked to volunteer more time, every 

year for 20 years, to get more information about implementation, with no recourse should they 

disagree. Why would the FS then change any of their plans, when they rarely did even under the 

traditional NEPA process? For example, On the Westside project, every single public comment—and 

these were pre-decision, not post-decision, comments submitted by 68 people—was ignored or 

disregarded, except one. (The one exception was to keep the old Camas trailhead spur road open for 

dispersed camping, which proved to be a bad idea because it has since been repeatedly used as a 

dump.) 

Because nothing has been changed on the Mud Creek project since its inception, my objection is a 

repeat of my three previous comments submitted (all attached). Below are the highlights, with 

suggested remedies: 

ISSUE: “Conditions-based Analysis”, does not give enough information to allow the public to submit 

significant and meaningful comments. Site-specific details are not disclosed, yet once those details are 

disclosed over the next 20 years, the public will have no formal process by which to analyze the 

environmental effects as required by NEPA. Location and type of vegetative manipulation do matter, as 

do the amount and location of new road construction, for example.  CBA’s lack of analysis and disclosure 

are violations of NEPA and the ESA. With the scope, scale, and length of time required associated with 



 
 

implementing a CBA program, there are significant risks of managing large landscapes using false 

assumptions and waiting for results until all projects are complete. In addition, CBA relies heavily on 

design features to mitigate impacts, and on past projects design features have not worked or have been 

disregarded. 

REMEDY: Abandon the conditions-based analysis approach, and prepare a detailed EIS with specific 

locations of activites and those activities analyzed as required by NEPA. If you continue with the CBA 

process, then each sub-project needs to be analyzed and go through the NEPA process separately before 

implementation. 

 

ISSUE: Old growth standards are changed to those of Green et al (1992), allowing more commercial 

logging and road building in Old Growth, in conflict with best available science Old Growth management 

recommendations (Yanishevsky, 1994; Hessburg et al., 2015; Fielder et al., 2007a,b; Wales et al., 2007; . 

Rapp, 2003).  

REMEDY: Retain all trees 20 inches dbh or larger to keep all the trees that qualify as old growth by either 

Green et al or the Forest Plan standard, and provide replacement trees as the older, larger trees age and 

die. Do no commercial harvest or road building in old growth stands; only allow non-commercial 

activities (hand thinning, prescribed fire, etc). 

 

ISSUE: The public was never notified of an official 60 day comment period for should for the proposed 

22 regeneration cuts (clearcuts) from 40-200 acres as required. 

REMEDY: Announce an official 60-day comment period. This comment period should not start until June 

1st when the public can access the focal areas specified for large openings. 

 

ISSUE: The proposed site-specific EHE amendment will negatively affect elk habitat and security. 

REMEDY: Abandon the site-specific EHE amendment. A forest-wide EHE amendment is already 

proposed that must go through a more rigorous NEPA process. Wait for the results of that. 

 

ISSUE: New roads are proposed in this already heavily roaded area. They will have negative, but so-far 

unanalyzed, effects on wildlife, including the ESA-listed bull trout. 

REMEDY: Build no new system roads; there are plenty of existing roads for timber harvest. 

 

ISSUE (NEW INFORMATION ON WHITEBARK): Activities are proposed in whitebark pine, proposed to be 

listed under the ESA. The Whitebark Pine BA (new information) insufficiently analyzes the effects of 

these activities and does not include best available science on whitebark preservation and restoration.  

The BA does not ensure that whitebark will be protected, and whitebark has not even been completely 

inventoried in the Mud Creek project area. The BA provides no evidence that Whitebark daylighting or 

prescribed burning are effective tools in promoting Whitebark survival, and, in fact, they may be 

deleterious. How do you propose to “promote Whitebark in all stands where it occurs”? Robert Keane, 

noted expert on Whitebark Pine stated (2021) that pro-active silvicultural work is unnecessary, and “to 

let wildfire do the work”. He also added that mycorrhizal fungi are important to seedling survival. 



 
 

Mycorrhizal fungi are often negatively impacted by silvicultural activities.  Six et al. (2021) suggested 

“Where silvicultural practices are applied, they should be implemented with caution……Anthropogenic 

change is creating or enhancing a number of stressors on forests. To aid forests in adapting to these 

stressors, we need to move beyond traditional spacing and age class prescriptions and take into account 

the genetic variability within and among populations and the impact our actions may have on adaptive 

potential and forest trajectories.” Pfister et al. (1977) noted that Whitebark pine habitat types are very 

low in productivity, and recommended that they be left alone. 

REMEDY: Do a thorough inventory of whitebark in the project area, and analyze in detail the effects of 

all activities, commercial and non-commercial, on whitebark. Use best-available science on whitebark to 

inform your decisions. 

 

ISSUE: All available scientific literature, including the best available science, was not consulted or 

considered on this project. Instead, science was cherry-picked to support commercial logging, as is done 

on all BNF projects. 

REMEDY: Consider all science provided by all commenters, and respond as to why you did not consider 

it during scoping, environmental analysis, or the decision. Justify why your science is better. 

 

ISSUE (New information): Decision Appendix B, p. B-27, states: “The Bitterroot forest plan does not 

prohibit using ground-based equipment on steep slopes for non-yarding purposes.” This is a 

misrepresentation of the 1987 Forest Plan, which was written before feller-bunchers were in 

widespread use and the only ground-based equipment in use was for yarding. It could not have been the 

intent of the Forest Plan to allow giant tracked equipment like feller-bunchers on steep slopes (>40%). 

Feller-bunchers both cut and yard trees. Allowing them on steep slopes, even if they are only going to 

cut the trees and not bunch them, is a violation of the intent of the antiquated Forest Plan. It argues for 

a long-overdue new Forest Plan based on the public’s 2021 values. FS violated the steep slope 

prohibition repeatedly on the Westside and DLL2 projects. 

REMEDY: Keep all ground equipment off slopes >40% as intended by the Forest Plan. 
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