Amanda Williams, NEPA Team Leader
Custer Gallatin National Forest
Hebgen Lake Ranger District

West Zone

P.O. Box 5220

West Yellowstone, Montana

Project 57353
Dear Amanda Williams:

I am here by submitting my comments on the SPLAT project in the Custer
Gallatin National Forest. My comments submitted electronically will not
contain graphs, photos, clips from many sources. I have tried to submit
pictures, graphs ect through the electronic submission process and have not
been successful, so my complete comments will be in a hard copy. This
electronic submission is in an abbreviated form and my complete
submission needs to be evaluated.

The need for the project is fuel management, road management and forest
products. This is to be done through harvest to reduce the risk or extent of
and increase the resiliency to insect and disease infestation while providing
wood products to local mills. Also, reduce fuels to increase fire suppression
effectiveness and safety.

The South Plateau Proposed Forest Resilience Timber Harvest and Fuels
Reduction Treatments map,Figure 2, shows the extent of harvest and
treatment, 19,630 acres that the forest service find suitable.

Another map, South Plateau Fuels Priority Area, figure 8 shows the WUI
areas and the buffers. This map also shows the roads that are necessary to
complete the South Plateau project.

This project is in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, which is the best
remaining functioning ecosystem in the lower 48. The GYE presently has all
of the wildlife species that existed in pre-Columbian times, which is unique
in the lower 48.



My comments will address the impact to wildlife, the ecosystem and the
questions I have about the need for the project.

CGNF ignores the impact that climate change is demonstrably having on
the GYE, foolishly dismissing the warnings and ignores research that points
to the possibility of harvested trees not regenerating under increasing hot,
dry conditions. Just today, 10/27, a Bozeman Chronicle story cited that the
world is “well off track” to cutting emissions and that greenhouse gases
reached a new record in 2021. We know that these gases are a huge factor
in creating climate change. We know of the effects of climate change in the
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem in Montana, the hottest month of
September and the first half of October ever, drought conditions impact the
region. And yet, the forest service does not factor climate change into the
project. The forest service does not factor in the emissions that will be
created by the vegetation project. The forest service does not assess how
much of the treatment will be waste and piled into huge machine created
debris piles to be burned, creating more emissions. The forest service does
not assess the amount of emissions from all of the motorized equipment
involved in the harvesting, road building, moving the marketable timber to
Deer Lodge or Livingston both 120 miles away.

We are in a period called the 6t extinction, with species declining in both
diversity and numbers, yet the CGNF marches-ahead with foolish grand
projects like SPLAT.

SPLAT is a single species forest, lodge pole. The forest is a largely uniform
forest in size and is unique as it occurs in volcanic soil which best supports
lodge poles. This forest is explained on the Montana Natural Heritage site.

Lodge Pole Forests Montana Field Guide (mt.gov) shows the lodge pole to be unique
in this area of the state and that only lodge pole grows there because of the soil which is volcanic.
The area was logged in the 1950’s and 60’s, which makes this forest 60-70 years old. Why
harvest them now? The amount of energy and emissions created will far outpace the CO2 that
the forest can process. From a climate change perspective, this project does not make sense,
more emissions will be created. This amount should be calculated.

Lodge Pole Forests are important to many species, both species of concern and threatened and
endangered and should be left intact. In the hard copy of the same source listed above (1) I have
listed native species commonly associated with this ecological system. There are many
species of concern and listed species, and over 200 species that are commonly
associated with the lodge pole forest. Two bird species are listed as on the brink of
extinction by a Cornell Ornithology report. The ESA and Species of Concern should be
better protected.



The map and species list are on paper copy 1
Canada Lynx ESA listed

The map of Lynx habitat and movement is paper copy 2

https://www.fws.gov/species/canada-lynx-lynx-canadensis?$skip=10 is the federal register
announcement of a 5 year review, 7/2022

A 5-year status review considers all new information available at the time of the review. In
conducting these reviews, we consider the best scientific and commercial data that have become
available since the listing determination or most recent status review, such as:(A) Species
biology, including but not limited to population trends, distribution, abundance, demographics,
and genetics;(B) Habitat conditions, including but not limited to amount, distribution, and
suitability;(C) Conservation measures that have been implemented that benefit the species;(D)
Threat status and trends in relation to the five listing factors (as defined in section 4(a)(1) of the
Act);

The Endangered Species Act (ESA). Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA requires federal
agencies to consult with the Fish and Wildlife Service whenever a proposed
action “may affect” listed species or destroy or adversely modify its critical
habitat to ensure that the action is “not likely to jeopardize” these species. 16
‘U.S.C. § 1536.

Section 7 consultation must cover the overall effects of the entire project at
the initial stage before the project can commence.

Section 7 prohibits federal agencies from taking actions that may result in the
destruction or adverse modification” of critical habitat.

The 5 year review started in 2022 and this project should not proceed until the
review has been completed.

Grizzly ESA listed
The statement below is documented in paper copy, listed as 3

The South Plateau is a high value habitat for the Grizzly.
Grizzlies use the area and are commonly associated with the area
and the lodge pole forest is used more than a harvested forest
and the area is a connectivity route.



Grizzly Assumptions

1. The proposed project would change the distribution of ungulate prey or carrion in the project
area, but the effect would not be significant at the scale at which bears operate because
they would be able to adjust to changes in ungulate distribution Data is needed

2. The proposed project would result in the temporary reduction in the amount of available
denning habitat or habitat quality, but effects are expected to be negligible. How is a
reduction of available denning habitat or habitat quality not a problem for
the grizzly?

3. The proposed project would adversely affect grizzly bears by temporarily reducing secure
habitat. How is reducing secure habitat not a problem?

4. The proposed vegetation treatments would temporarily increase the total motorized
access road. The negative effects of road and road density on grizzlies is well
known, how is this not a problem? To assume that Grizzly bears would find
secure areas away from project roads is not based on data. When the project maps are
scrutinized I do not see much secure habitat left

5. Grizzly bears are likely to move to less disturbed areas in response to project sight and
sounds and changes in habitat and forage availability. When I look at the maps,
there is not much area that is not disturbed.

Grizzly Bear AMAJB01020 20190912.pdf (minhp.org) information is available here.

Wolverine Species of Concern

The statement below is documented in paper copy, listed as 4

Wolverine AMAJF03010 20160914.pdf (mtnhp.org) a species of conservation concern that
needs to be considered is the wolverine. Wolverines are in the South Plateau area, it is a suitable
area and an area that they are commonly associated with, and they much prefer the lodge pole
forest to a harvested forest-tree regeneration ecological system.

I have many questions and concerns about how this project does
not follow the legal guidelines for endangered species, and
necessary assessments. I also question that the latest science has
been applied.

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended: Section 7(a)

(1) Supports biotic sustainability by requiring that “all... Federal agencies shall... utilize
their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this act by carrying out programs for
the conservation of endangered species and threatened species.”

2) The Endangered Species Act includes direction that Federal agencies, in consultation
with the USFWS, will not authorize, fund, or conduct actions that are likely to jeopardize



the continued existence of any threatened or endangered species or result in the
destruction or adverse modification of their critical habitat. Endangered Species Act of
1973, administered by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: protect and recover imperiled
species and the ecosystems upon which they depend. Record of Decision (2012 Planning
Rule) detailed in 36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 219.9 and the associated
directives in

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended: Provides requirements for Federal
agencies with regard to species listed as threatened or endangered, proposed for listing,
or candidates for consideration under the act. Section 2 requires all Federal agencies to
“seek to conserve endangered species and threatened species,” and section 7 requires
Federal agencies to ensure that the actions authorized, funded, or carried out by them
are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened or endangered
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of their critical habitats

402.12 Biological assessments

e an analysis of the effects of the plan action on the species and habitat, including
cumulative effects and the results of any related studies

e And a detailed discussion of the effects of the plan actions on the listed species

o If a formal consult is deemed necessary because the planned action will adversely
affect a listed species there is a protocol

219.14 Decision document and planning records

o the documentation of how the best available scientific information was used to
inform planning, the plan components and other plan content, including the plan
monitoring program

219.9 Diversity of plant and animal communities

e An ecosystem plan is needed
e Diversity...maintain ...the ecological integrity of terrestrial ecosystem...maintain,
structure, function, composition and connectivity

There are forest health/vegetation management projects that will negatively affect
grizzly long term survivability and genetic integration with the Northern Continental
ecosystem grizzly population. There are land designations that will negatively impact
grizzlies; recreation emphasis and backcountry. These designations will cause habitat
fragmentation

Habitat fragmentation caused from human use is an issue addressed in; Wilderness,
Wildlife, and Ecological Values of the Hyalite-Porcupine-Buffalo Horn
Wilderness Study Area, Dr Lance Craighead. He states;




o Most wildlife species, particularly those prized for hunting, viewing, and
photographing, are sensitive to human-caused disturbance and habitat alteration.

o The amount of disturbance to wildlife caused by trail users is greatest from all-
terrain vehicles according to most existing studies

e Disturbance due to human activities reduces the amount of habitat available for
use by wildlife, increases stress, and depletes energy reserves, thus reducing the
carrying capacity of the habitat: the best habitat for wildlife is found in areas with
the least human disturbance.

e To ensure that wildlife have sufficient habitat for population persistence into the
future, and to confer resilience in the face of climate change and land use change,
there must be an adequate amount of protected habitat available among the
spectrum of lands that are accessible to those wildlife.

e The more permanent that protected habitat is, and the larger the area is, the
more certainty there is that wildlife populations can persist.

e 219.10 Multiple Uses

e Plan must provide for ecosystem services and multiple uses recreation, timber,
wildlife

e I think that timber, being one of the multiple uses is identified as a
use that positively affects the forest vegetation and that a reduction of
hazardous or fuels contributes to forest health. The reduction of
hazardous fuels does not have a strong basis in scientific fire
research.

e The forest service needs to look at the science of logging to create
healthy forests and ask; does logging reduce hazardous fuels? This
should be looked at through the lens of climate change and the best
available science. The cgnf needs to clarify what conditions are
driving forest fires. The forest service should promote helping
landowners fire proof their residences that are in or near forest
service lands, not removing vegetation in the cgnf.

o The forest service elevates the importance of the timber industry in the local
economy. Looking at the economic impacts of timber in Gallatin, Park and
Madison counties the impact is small.

e Gallatin County-industries percentage of private employment; timber.2%,
mining.4%, agriculture 1.6%, travel and tourism 25.0%

The industry that has the highest percentage of private employment in ali
three counties is tourism. A UM poll tallied the top three activities that Montanans
participate in: Hiking and trail running 67%Camping 66% Bird watching
Wildlife watching 49%. The UM also does polling on nonresident tourism



and the results are similar. Resident and nonresident activities require
intact ecosystems

219.3 Role of science in planning
Shall use the best available scientific information to inform the planning process

o Fire policies need to be rewritten and based on the latest available fire science
that includes the roles of climate change, wildland urban interface program
effectiveness.

e Sustainable stand replacement regeneration is a phrase that is used but I don’t
see a monitoring program that provides data for example on soil moisture
necessary for regeneration, US Drought monitoring data on locations

Mitigation

Reevaluate the role and management of fire on federal lands and base it on
the huge amount of science that has been released lately. The Wildland
Urban Interface program needs to be eliminated as it is now implemented
and rewritten to use the latest science, climate change, landowner
responsibilities and a monitoring plan for forest health

219.8 Sustainability

e A plan developed...must provide for ecological sustainability.

e Ecosystem integrity...standards or guideline to maintain or restore the ecological
integrity of terrestrial ecosystems ...in the plan area, including...connectivity taking into
account

e contribution of the plan area to ecological condition within the broader landscape
influenced by the plan area

conditions in the broader landscape that may influence the sustainability of resources

system drivers...climate change, disturbance regimes

There are forest health/vegetation management projects that will negatively affect grizzly long
term survivability and genetic integration with the Northern Continental ecosystem grizzly
population, the cgnf plan does not provide ecological integrity for the Gallatin/Bridger area of
the GYE. The plan divides up the Gallatin Range, carving up the WSA and creating an island
ecosystem. The land designations that will negatively impact grizzlies; recreation emphasis and
backcountry. These designations will cause habitat fragmentation because of increased human
use as described in the land use classification. The island in the Gallatin Range will not allow
connectivity especially as wildlife are faced with system drivers like climate change and
disturbances like timber/vegetation projects and wildfires



It is the responsibility of the forest plan to provide for wildlife
connectivity.

The South Plateau project does not provide protected corridors that focus
on habitat connectivity.

fseprds95911.pdf

Ecological connectivity within and around Custer Gallatin National Forest: An analysis
to inform forest planning

A forest service map shows the linkage along the Continental Divide paper
copy 5

Climate Change reflected in weather patterns paper copy 6

Weather Patterns of 2020-2022 are hotter, and drier and reflect
what Greater Yellowstone climate scientists predict

Climate Change Science

Greater Yellowstone area expected to become warmer, drier

New report highlights climate change effects on greater Yellowstone

ecosystem
June 23, 2021
US Geological Survey
Temperature significantly increased and snowfall decreased in the iconic Greater
Yellowstone Area since 1950 because of climate change, and these trends will likely continue
through the rest of the century, according to a new climate report.

GYCA_June2021_FullReport-1.pdf

GREATER YELLOWSTONE CLIMATE ASSESSMENT Past, Present, and Future Climate
Change in Greater Yellowstone Watersheds

Temperature significantly increased and snowfall decreased in the iconic
Greater Yellowstone Area since 1950 because of climate change, and these
trends will likely continue through the rest of the century, according to a
climate report published today (https://www.gyclimate.org/).

Greater Yellowstone Climate Assessment (“the Assessment”) presents an in-depth summary of
past, historical, and projected future changes to temperature, precipitation, and water in the
GYE.



Climate Change and Ecological Health in the South
Plateau/Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem

How healthy is Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem today and what is its prognosis
looking ahead? The South Plateau is an important part of the GYE. The eastern
border is Yellowstone National Park, its south and west border is the Continental
Divide.

Looking at the South Plateau area makes me think that the Forest Service is at risk of
misrepresenting the viability of its intended management for resilience, ecological
integrity, and an assumed position that desired future conditions will be like current and
past conditions. The projections are for hotter and drier patterns.

These affects will impact wildlife. Especially ESA listed threatened wildlife and the
habitats that they require to be sustainable for the long term.

, Yellowstone, Wildland Health Index; Ecosphere, August 2018; Dr. Andy
Hansen and Linda Phillips Montana State University. It focused on 35 key
“vital signs” ranging from snowpack and rivers (water) to forests, fire, wildlife and
aquatic species such as fish.

The report determined that the “Greater Yellowstone’s ecological health is challenged
by growing use by people and changing climate. This report said:

e “..changes inland use and climate have reduced snowpack and stream flows,
increased stream temperatures, favored pest outbreaks and forest die-off,
fragmented habitat types, expanded invasive species, and reduced native fish
populations,”

]
Proceedings of the National Academy of Science, March 11, 2018 Wildfires and

climate change push low-elevation forests across a critical climate threshold for

tree regeneration Kimberley T. Davis eta. This is a study on climate change. That report
drew the following conclusions.

e Species that require snow will be especially impacted: “Projections for the
coming century suggest more precipitation as rain rather than snow, which
will have substantial impacts to snowpack across the GYE. The net balance of
the projected increases in temperature and precipitation results in a 36
percent reduction of the average total annual snowpack during 2070-2099
relative to 1970-1999.”

e The greater GYE will have higher temperatures for longer periods and will
have a 36% reduction in annual snowpack

e Climate change will also change vegetation. With hotter drier weather
patterns there will be more fire. The aftermath of the fires could lead to
vegetative changes




Climate Change vulnerability and adaptation in the Northern Rocky
Mountains ; Holofsky eta.reports on a breath of issues that will likely affect the
Rocky Mountains;

e decreasing snowpack

o declining summer flows and the effects on fishery flows, recreation, habitat
ect

e increased air temperatures and gradual changes in the abundance and
distribution of tree, shrub and grass species

o wildfires

e The report states that little direct data exists on the direct effects of climate
variability changes on: wildlife species and what is known on those
species. A focus on wildlife that will be affected like the Canada Lynx, fisher,
grizzly and wolverine and their prey species. All aspects that affect their best
long term survivability need to be studied.

2017 MONTANA CLIMATE ASSESSMENT Bozeman and Missoula MT: Montana State
University and University of Montana, Montana Institute on Ecosystems made the following
projections;

Average temperature Since 1950, average statewide temperatures have increased by
0.5°F/decade (0.3°C/decade), with greatest warming in spring; projected to increase by
3-7°F (1.7-3.9°C) by mid century, with greatest warming in summer and winter and in
the southeast.

Present and Future Climate Change in the Rocky Mountains
www.rockymountainclimate.org/reports 6.htm September 2014 Union of Concerned
Scientists and Rocky Mountain Climate Organization Temperatures have risen more in the
Rocky Mountain region than in the nation as a whole over the past 20 years.

Montana State University

07/23/2021 BOZEMAN — A climate report for the Greater Yellowstone Area co-authored by
Montana State University Regents Professor Emerita Cathy Whitlock has been gaining traction
around the world since it was published June 23. The Greater Yellowstone Climate Assessment,
a collaborative effort between MSU, the U.S. Geological Survey and the University of Wyoming,
is a comprehensive look at climate change in the area using data from 1950 to 2018.

Since 1950, the report states, average temperatures in the Greater Yellowstone Area have gone
up 2.3 degrees Fahrenheit and snowfall has decreased by 25%. If the trend continues, that



average temperature could rise another 10 degrees by the end of the century and drastically
change the landscape. Whitlock, a paleoecologist who has spent more than four decades
studying environmental change, has been on the faculty of the Department of Earth Sciences in
the College of Letters and Science at MSU since 2004

“We are now moving into a climate that seems even warmer and drier than those periods,”
Whitlock says in the article. “That’s crazy. It’s possible that this whole geyser basin and the
plumbing is going to change.” Geysers aren’t the only thing at risk as temperatures rise

“As trees die off due to the hotter climate, forests may shrink in the coming decades, which will
have a cascading effect: less forest and fewer tree roots mean more grass and more erosion,” the
article states. “Drier grass means fewer nutrients for large mammals. Less water also hurts
everything from migratory and aquatic species to grazers like bison, who face decreased
nutrients from dry plants.” The article ends with a plea and a bit of hope from Whitlock, who is
noted for devoting much of her career to sharing the changes she sees in her research with the
public in hopes of fueling positive change. “What we do in the next decade is critical,” she says to
conclude the article. “We have new technologies, we can solve this. We just need the will to do
it.”

WUI paper copy page 7

WUI designated areas are excessive. The forest service says that high value resources that have
been mapped with a .5 mile buffer include roads, high value recreation areas, communication
sites, power lines, municipal watersheds. The maps above show the WUI map with the 2 mile
buffers, aerial photos, building that need protection through WUI treatments and the
communication tower and power line corridor.

1. Aerial photos and other mapping show that buildlings are right next to highway 191 and
should not require a 2 mile buffer. Instead the homeowners should make their homes
fire safe.

2. Aerial photos also show the power line has had vegetation removal. The section lines in
the photo show a road under the power line that is cleared for access. An addition Y2
mile on either side is not necessary.

3. Whiskey Springs is just south of West Yellowstone and does not appear to need
vegetation treatment. An intact forest is best for continued water purity.

4. The communication tower on the continental divide is made of metal and does not
require a ¥2 mile buffer.
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State plan.



The Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) comprises areas within an “at-risk community" or
adjacent to a community within a distance of 1 1/2 miles. Communities at risk consist of
a group of homes and other structures with basic infrastructure and services within or
adjacent to federal land. These communities are areas where conditions are conducive
to a large scale wildland fire disturbance event, thereby posing a significant threat to
human life or property.

In this service, locations within the State of Montana are classified according to their
distance from the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) and the structures within it.

Distance in miles from WUTI and structures; white 0, purplei, bright green
2, red 3, blue 4, dark green 5. It appears that most of the WUI areas that are
identified do not qualify when the contour of the map is followed.

Defensible-space treatment of < 114,000 ha 40 m from high-risk buildings
near wildland vegetation could reduce loss in WUI wildfire disasters across
Colorado’s 27 million ha. High risk of building loss is rarely a federal land-
management problem. If the goal is rapid reduction of building loss in WUI
wildfire disasters, focus resources on defensible space 20-40 m from WUI
buildings within 100 m of wildland vegetation.

On October 14 and 15 2022 I went to the South Plateau to assess the need for the
treatment projects. I drove my 4 wheeler 65 miles to assess the condition of the area. I
saw no dwarf mistletoe and no pine beetle outbreaks. I took many photos and will share
them with you for evaluation. To do this project to increase landscape resilience and
reduce a beetle outbreak is needless.

Here are some conclusions from the latest fire research; Wildfire Experts’ Paper
Informs Effective Policy. April 2017 Headwaters Economics

1. Fire size and frequency will increase under a warmer and drier climate

2. Fuel reduction on federal lands will do little to reduce acreage burned
and homes lost

3. Not all forests need restoration
4. High severity fires often have ecological benefits
5. Insect outbreaks do not necessarily make fires worse

6. Land-use planning can reduce wildfire risk



Protocols and Procedures that have not been adequately
addressed

Paper copy page 8
The South Plateau project fails to address

402.12 Biological assessments

e an analysis of the effects of the project action on the species and habitat,
including cumulative effects and the results of any related studies

e And a detailed discussion of the effects of the project actions on the listed species

o If a formal consult is deemed necessary because the planned action will adversely
affect a listed species there is a protocol

219.14 Decision document and planning records

e the documentation of how the best available scientific information was used to
inform project planning, the project components and other project content,
including the project monitoring program

219.9 Diversity of plant and animal communities

e An ecosystem plan is needed

e Diversity...maintain ...the ecological integrity of terrestrial ecosystem...maintain,
structure, function, composition and connectivity

e The South Plateau project is a forest health/vegetation management projects
that will negatively affect grizzly long term survivability and genetic integration
with the Northern Continental ecosystem grizzly population. The land
designation that the forest service has designated for the South Plateau area will
negatively impact grizzlies; recreation emphasis

South Plateau gets “vegetation treatments” and then it becomes a recreation emphasis area.
How can the project/plan not have a huge affect on the ESA listed species and other wildlife
species that are Species of Concern that I have listed.

219.10 Multiple Use
habitat conditions for wildlife

I disagree that timber, being one of the multiple uses, is identified as a use
that positively affects the forest vegetation and that a reduction of
hazardous or fuels contributes to forest health. The reduction of hazardous
fuels does not have a strong basis in scientific fire research.



The forest service needs to look at the science of logging to create healthy
forests and ask; does logging reduce hazardous fuels? This should be
looked at through the lens of climate change and the best available science.
The cgnf needs to clarify what conditions are driving forest fires. The forest
service should promote helping landowners fire proof their residences that
are in or near forest service lands, not removing vegetation in the cgnf.

My hope is that the forest service will revisit the South Plateau project. A
frame of reference for you should be; how was this area managed under the
prior forest plan? A 1996 forest service map shows much of the area
managed for wildlife security and winter range. Wildlife need these
classification now, more than ever.

Nancy Schultz, Board member of Gallatin Wildlife
420 N. 10th Ave
Bozeman, MT 59715



1.

Lodge Pole Forests

Montana Field Guide (mt.gov)

Lodge Pole Forests are important to many species, both species of concern and threatened and

endangered and should be left intact.

Native Species Commonly Associated with this Ecological System
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Coville Indian Paintbrush {C

Cascade reedgrass (Calama ) SOC

arcticus} SOC

13) SOC

Flammulatad Owl (¢

Great Gray Owl (St
Pileated Woodpecker
Boreal Chickadee (rocci/
Pacific Wren (Troglodytes pa
Cassin's Finch (//aemorhous cassini) SOC
Boreal Owl (4
Rufous Hun‘nungbud

Cogoper's Hawk /

Rough-legged Hawk (Burco /.:7<>,-7ur)

Dusky Grouse (Dendrz
Great Horned Owl ([O¢
Barred Owl (=
Commen Nighthawk (C

apts ohse

O VIFGINIanus)

Calliope Hummingbird
Red-naped Sapsucker (5

Hairy Woodpecker (Drychats
Northern Flicker (¢
Western Wood-Pewee (Contopus :w)rd/dulu:’:)
Dusky Flycatchex (Emipidonax ol
Tree Swallow |

Canada lay (/Prrisarcus canadens:s)
Blue Jay (Cyanocitt.

Common Raven (Corvus
Black-capped Chickadee (Poeccile atricapillus)
Chestnut-backed Chickadee (Poeoile rufesce

Golden-crowned Kinglet ¢
~Mountain Bluebird

ustulatus)

Swainson's Thrush (Cathar
American Robin (Turdus migratorius)

Mountain Bluebird (S
Swainson’s Thrush (¢

American Robin (Turdus mugratorius)
Warbling Vireo (Vireo gilvus)
Orange-crowned Warbler (Leiothiypis celata)

Townsend's Warbler (Setor

ndi)

Western Tanager (2

Indigo Bunting {Fas
Chipping Sparrow (S5;

elfa passerina)

Lincoln's Sparrow (Melospiza lincolnii)

White-crowned Sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophirys)
Lapland Longspur |
Pine Grosbeak (Piniceiz
WWhite-winged Crossbili (£
Common Redpoll (Acarnithis flamme

Terrestrial Gartersnake {°

Long-toed Salamander (4mbystoma macrodactylum)

Gray Comma (Polygonia progne) SOC

Velvetleaf Huckleberry (Vacomnium myrtidioide
Yerba Buena (Satureja douglasii) SOC
lemhiensis) SOC

Lemhi Beardtongue (7

) SOC



Canada Lynx paper copy 2
https://www.fws.gov/species/canada-lynx-lynx-canadensis ?$skip=10
USFWS Canada Lynx

https://www.federalregister.gov/d/2022-16772
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Initiation of 5-Year Status
Reviews of Five Listed Species in the Mountain-Prairie Region

A Notice by the Fish and Wildlife Service on 08/05/2022

Under the Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), we maintain Lists of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and
Plants (which we collectively refer to as the List) in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) at 50 CFR
17.11 (for animals) and 17.12 (for plants). Section 4(c)(2)(A) of the Act requires us to review each listed
species' status at least once every 5 years. Our regulations at 50 CFR 424.21 require that we publish a
notice in the Federal Register announcing those species under active review.

What information do we consider in our review?

A 5-year status review considers all new information available at the time of the review. In conducting
these reviews, we consider the best scientific and commercial data that have become available since the
listing determination or most recent status review, such as:

(A) Species biology, including but not limited to population trends, distribution, abundance,
demographics, and genetics;

(B) Habitat conditions, including but not limited to amount, distribution, and suitability;
(C) Conservation measures that have been implemented that benefit the species;

(D) Threat status and trends in relation to the five listing factors (as defined in section 4(a)(1) of the Act);
and

(E) Other new information, data, or corrections, including but not limited to taxonomic or nomenclatural
changes, identification of erroneous information contained in the List, and improved analytical methods.

Any new information will be considered during the 5-year status review and will also be useful in
evaluating the ongoing recovery programs for the species.
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We do know what the forest service wants to do and it has only been evaluated with and EA. Under
the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA requires federal
agencies to consult with the Fish and Wildlife Service and/or National Marine
Fisheries Service whenever a proposed action “may affect” listed species or destroy or
adversely modify its critical habitat to ensure that the action is “not likely to
jeopardize” these species. 16 U.S.C. § 1536.

section 7 consultation must cover the overall effects of the entire project at the initial
stage before the project can commence.

Section 7 prohibits federal agencies from taking actions that may result in the
destruction or adverse modification” of critical habitat. In Center for Native
Ecosystems v. Cables, the court held that critical habitat is adversely modified by any
actions “that adversely affect a species” recovery and the ultimate goal of delisting

. » Biological Assessment of the Lynx and Land Management Plans
@W@ An Assessment of Potential Effects
(’% B USDA Forest Service and USDI Bureau of Land Management
jeeel! Connectivity Potential
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The South Plateau project should not move forward while the 5 year USFWS review is being conducted.



The South Plateau is a high value habitat for the Grizzly, Grizzlies use the area
and are commonly associated with the area and the lodgepole forest is used
more than a harvested forest and the area is a connectivity route. Important!!!

Grizzly Bear AMAJB01020 20190912.pdf (mtnhp.org) Paper copy 3

Figure 3. Continuous habitat suitability model output (logistic scale).
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Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos) Predicted Suitable Habitat Modeling September 12, 2019

Figure 5. Continuous habitat suitability model output with the 947 observations used for modeling.
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Table 6: Ecological Systems Associated with Grizzly Bear
Ecological System Code Association Count?
Rocky Mountain Dry-Mesic Montane Mixed Conifer Forest 4232 Common 124
Rocky Mountain Subalpine Dry-Mesic Spruce-Fir Forest and Woodland 4242 Common 102
Rocky Mountain Mesic Montane Mixed Conifer Forest 4234 Common 72
Rocky Mountain Subalpine Mesic Spruce-Fir Forest and Woodland 4243 Common 60
Rocky Mountain Lodgepole Pine Forest 4237 Common 57
Harvested forest-grass regeneration 8603 Occasional [ 10

page 12 of 16

Deductive Model Map Output

Figure 10. Deductive model output classified into habitat associations.
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Wolverine AMAJF03010 20160914.pdf (mtnhp.org) Paper copy 4

a species of conservation concern that needs to be considered is the wolverine. Wolverines are in the

South Plateau area, it is a suitable area and an area that they are commonly associated with, and they
much prefer the lodge pole forest to a harvested forest-tree regeneration ecological system.

Figure 3. Continuous habitat suitability model output (logistic scale).
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Figure 5. Continuous habitat suitability model output with the 342 observations used for modeling.
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Table 6: Ecological Systems Associated with Wolverine
Ecological System Code Association Count?®
Rocky Mountain Subalpine Dry-Mesic Spruce-Fir Forest and Woodland 4242 Common 52
Rocky Mountain Lodgepole Pine Forest 4237 Common 32
Rocky Mountain Dry-Mesic Montane Mixed Conifer Forest 4232 Common 27
Rocky Mountain Subalpine Mesic Spruce-Fir Forest and Woodland 4243 Common 22
T S J— — -
Harvested forest-tree regeneration 8601 Occasional 4
Rocky Mountain Ponderosa Pine Woodland and Savanna 4240 Occasional 3
Aspen and Mixed Conifer Forest 4302 Occasional 3
Rocky Mountain Lower Montane-Foothill Riparian Woodland and 9156 Occasional 1

Figure 10. Deductive model output classified into habitat associations.
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Paper copy page 5

fseprd595911.pdf Ecological connectivity within and around Custer Gallatin National Forest: An
analysis to inform forest planning




Paper copy page 6
Greater Yellowstone area expected to become warmer, drier
New report highlights climate change effects on greater Yellowstone

ecosystem
June 23, 2021
US Geological Survey
Temperature significantly increased and snowfall decreased in the iconic Greater
Yellowstone Area since 1950 because of climate change, and these trends will likely
continue through the rest of the century, according to a new climate report.

GYCA_June2021_FuliReport-1.pdf

GREATER YELLOWSTONE CLIMATE ASSESSMENT Past, Present, and Future Climate Change in Greater
Yellowstone Watersheds

Temperature significantly increased and snowfall decreased in the iconic
Greater Yellowstone Area since 1950 because of climate change, and
these trends will likely continue through the rest of the century, according to
a climate report published today (https://www.gyclimate.org/).

Greater Yellowstone Climate Assessment (“the Assessment”) presents an in-depth summary of past,
historical, and projected future changes to temperature, precipitation, and water in the GY A

‘ Trends to 2100 compared to 1986-2005
Change between 1950-2018 {(based on MACAv2 METDATA' for RCP4.5)
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1 inch = 1.4 miles

‘igure 8. Map of the Gallatin County Community Wildfire Protection Plan defined Wildland Urban
aterface and fuels priority areas in the South Plateau Project area.
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Non-WUI Uninhabited = Areas with structure density = 0. These are areas with
burnable fuels and no development,



Additional high-value resources and assets that were included in the WU mapping include the following

1. Designated travel/egress routes vath a 0.5-mile buffer on either side

N

Other areas designated as "at-risk” {USFS-CGNF) including FS buildings, high-value recreation
areas and communication sites. These assets were buffered in the same manner as the structure
address points.

Municipal watersheds, including Bozeman, Lyman Springs and Whiskey Springs {West

[P]

Yellowstone).

High value resources that have been mapped with a .5 mile buffer include roads, high value recreation
areas, communication sites, power lines, municipal watersheds. The maps above show the WUl map
with the % mile buffers, aerial photos, building that need protection through WUI treatments and the
communication tower and power line corridor.

1. Aerial photos and other mapping show that buildlings are right next to highway 191 and should
not require a % mile buffer. Instead the homeowners should make their homes fire safe.

2. Aerial photos also show the power line has had vegetation removal. The section lines in the
photo show a road under the power line that is cleared for access. An addition % mile on either
side is not necessary.

3. Whiskey Springs is just south of West Yellowstone and does not appear to need vegetation
treatment. An intact forest is best for continued water purity.

4. The communication tower on the continental divide is made of metal and does not require a %
mile buffer.

Distance to WU | Distance to WU! | Montana Forest Action Plan

Relative distance of a location from the Wildland-Urban Interface boundary, from the State plan.

The Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) comprises areas within an “at-risk community" or adjacent
to a community within a distance of 1 1/2 miles. Communities at risk consist of a group of
homes and other structures with basic infrastructure and services within or adjacent to federal
land. These communities are areas where conditions are conducive to a large scale wildland fire
disturbance event, thereby posing a significant threat to human life or property.

In this service, locations within the State of Montana are classified according to their distance
from the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) and the structures within it.

Distance in miles from WUI and structures; white 0, purplel, bright green 2, red 3, blue 4, dark
green 5. It appears that most of the WUI areas that are identified do not qualify when the contour
of the map is followed.



| feel that the Gallatin County WUI map, figure 8, is not following the state plan, and should not go
forward as mapped.
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Recreation Emphasis Area (Pink Areas)

These areas typically offer a variety of quality recreation opportunities, including motorized
and nonmotorized uses. The recreation opportunities are accessible to a wide range of users,
in several seasons, and typically offer challenges to a wide range of skills. The areas may be
regional , national, or international destinations, or may be close to higher population center.
Recreation Emphasis Areas close to population centers may offer opportunities for trail
connections to communities or may have a high density of human activities and associated
structures. There may be roads, utilities, and trails as well as sign of past and ongoing
activities of managed forest vegetation. Opportunities for solitude and a primitive experience
may be limited near roads or trails due to frequent contact with other users.



