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llinitedi scale whe I considered at 1he scale of ei1her 1he home range of an adult wolverille in the Greater 
Yellow' one Ecosys ., m or the action area. Further, the likelfuood of such displacement effects are low 

' becaus wolverines : e quite rare in the analysis area. 

Many the propo 
1hat ' likely used 

' e habitat ( 
Wolverine mate 

2013., 
and re: 
2010), 

olverines 

d treatment units occur in high-elevation (greater than 8,000 feet) coniferous forests 
wolverines, at least occasionally. While most treatment units overlap with primary 

eas suitable for survival and use by resident adults), no treatments occur with.in 
bitat (areas suitable for use by reproductive females) as defined by Inman et al 

not appear to specialize on specific vegetation, but instead select areas that are cold 
• nter precipitation to maintain deep persistent snow late into spring (Copeland et al. 

ID..ile1 olverines e not thought to be dependent on specific vegetation or habitat features that might be 
ated by 1 management activities, some types·of silvicultu:ra.l treatments (for example, 

regen_ ti.on harv Jts) can temporarily modify wolverine habitat (USDI 2011, tJSDI 2018). Further, 
KrebS et al. (2007 showed that habitat use by female wolverines in summer was negatively associated 
with ,:' ently logg d areas. These temporary effects would be minimal due to the low densities of 
wolv' • es in the a. Construction and use of project roads could reduce the quality of wolverine habitat 

ruing implementation,. but effects would be short-term (fewer than 5 years). 

els 
.: lative effec on w • es were consi red at the scale of the action area (Green Un.ionpraject 

, area) The appro r at y 105,000-acre a • n area is dominated-by National Forest System lands, with 
non- era1 Ian ~nsi • of s rivate inholdings that make up less than 1,000 acres. Because 
acti '. ties on non ''ederal lands 1Il the· action area are vecy limited in scale relative to either the action area 
or td the average ome range size of an adult wolverine in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem 
(ap :: oximately 1 '8 square miles for females, approximately 311 square miles for males; 1nman et al. 
200 ~ , we anti • te few, if any, cumulative effects on wolverines from activities occurring on non-federal 
lan ~ . Similarly, bile some past and present actions on federal lands (for example, vegetation 

' ects) have modified small portions of primary wolverine habitat in project area,. such 
effi 1 ts are temp , , l0calized, and very limited when considered at the scale of either the home range of 
an : ult wolv ·, e in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem or the -action area Further, the project area 
wo' d continue ' offer large tracts of unmodified wolverine habitat. AB a result, few if any cumulative 
e:ffi: ts on wolv • es ar.e expected from the proposed action when coupled with past, present, and 
re • onably for able future actions. 

w itebark ine 

: Depart I ent of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service 4d. Rule 
Tii 2022 listin rule for whitebark pine (USDI 2022) includes a 4( d) rule, which allows exceptions for 
fo~ st manag t t actiVities in known whitebark-pine habitat where wbitebark pine mortality may occur. 
Ml ltiple co ts from the public and state and federal agencies asked the agency to address whether 
• • ber harvest d associated activities could continu:e:in wbitebark pine. Toe following excerpts from the 

Ii'. • g rule are , lear about the Fish and Wildlife Service's findings that timb_er harvest and associated 
a4 ·vities may I ct wbitebark at a local scale, but that timber or vegetation projects at the local level are 

' ikely to j I ardize the species. The role also. reemphasizes that federal agencies will still be required to 
.. rnply with : e section 7 consultation requirement to consult when a federal action may affect a iisted 

s' ecies, thus, . • scloSing effects to whltebark pine, 
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; The 4(d) ru1 ' will enhance conservation ofwhitebarkpine by prolu'biting activities that would 
_ e detrimen .; to the species, whfle allowing the forest management,. :restoration, and research 
• elated activi 'es that are n~essa:ry to conserve whitebark pine. We recognize that forest managers 
/ ently con active vegetltion and forestinaoagement Ill areas where whitebark pine trees are 
_ esent. Ho . ver, we found no threats at the species level resulting from vegetation or forest 
'. management ~ctivities. In fact, forest management activities can be important maintaining the 
; health and..r iliency of forest ecosy:;tems that include wbitebark pine. The exception in our 4( d) 

'. rule for fore management activities on Federal lands, and any relevant future section 7 
; cOUSUltatio ,Federal agencies would conduct on tbefr activities, would likely facilitate1he 
! continuati f forest o:umagement activities conducted by or authorized by relevant Federal land 
: manageµien agencies as long as -we reach the conclusion that these activities wi11 not jeopardize 
f the species.' • 

And af o: 

" ... in choo ~ g to except-removal, damage, or destruction associated with certain activities in a 
4(d) rule, 1 have already determined that these activities are compatJ.ble with wbitebark pUle 's 
conservati at the range-wi<le scale (even if these activities m;i:y affect in<lividual trees or 
populati , which can streamline our analysis of whether an action would jeopardize the 
continued • tence of the species, making consultation more straightforward and predictable." 

The ' een Union roject treatments are consistent with both Forest Plan direction and the wbitebark pine 
listinl rule to use :1 egetation management in areas where"whitebark pine is present. 

Dir • and Ind ect Effects 
Ov l ory remov , clearcut, commercial thin, hazardous fuel reduction, improvement cut, 
salv_' e/sanitati , roadside clearing, and shelterwoodprescriptions would all use both heavy equipment 
and: hainsaws t !complete work. Under each prescription, whitebark pine trees would experience 
u.nirl tional i intentional mortality in the understory and overstory. Intentional mortality would occur 

Wbitebark I ine trees need to be removed to address insect and disease infestations, for fuels 
od.ify species composition and density to meet desired stand conditions. Treatments 

49 acre a rox-imat ent of modeled whitebark_ pine habitat within the 
sis area) ( , le 5). Unintentional mortality occurs when individuals are damaged or hit by large 
• rj ', g around within units, by felling other larger trees and during skidding or yarding 

op~ tions , • g locations. Seedling and sapling size classes would be most affected due tp their high 
' • 

1 o ost of these individuals are in a suppressed state that are unlikely to mature 
-individuals (Keane et al. 2007). 

' E , c..ts. to .:th..;_ s ·_. 9,_~f!O!c fQ.t.WJ!!!ebark pine in all units with mechanical vegetation treatments are likely to 
bd e same ss all prescription types. Seedbanks are disturbed by movement of vehicles that causes 
so 

1 
dis lacem ,, t, compactio -and rutting. Seeds within those soils would experience displacement by 

er'. sion and m , ment, some reduction in germination success on compacted soils, and exposure to 
•" her levels o •• dation. Effects to the seed bank would be minimized through the application of 

s '. dard soil d 'sign :features incorporated to minimize detrimental soil conditions that persist over the 
Iq' g-term. Tb !design features limit vehicle operations to dry or frozen soils which are more resistant to. 
ai~lacement, f ompactiou, and erosion. 

. avy ma used to maintain roads and construct temporary roads and landings would typically 
'. ave all ve etation within the construction footprint. Mortality in these areas would likely be 100 
.' rcent for al ~species, including whitebark pine. How:ever, temporary roads and landings can be sited to 

a'. oid damag jand mortality to individuals with the highest reproductive potential. Effects to the seed 
. I 
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,: 
bank fro' and operations would be very similar to vegetation removal. These effects would be 
limited _ areas disturbance is at lµgher intensity levels, such as temporary roads and landings. 
Effects ' the seed b would be minimized through the application of standard soil design features 
incorpo ted to min' g • e detrimental soil conditions that persist over the long-tenn, such as rehabilitation 

ts and ope 
11 

ting condition restrictions. 

Prescri ' d burning \ ad.cast burning, jackpot burning, and pile butning) may result in mortality to trees 
and ! age seed vi ' ility in seedbanks through soil heating. Bum timing and conditions, as well as 
project:

1 
esign sho ' minimize these effects. Rehabilitation of pile bum areas (soil ripping, seeding, and 

plantin; ma crea 11 r o • s -in the canopy and foster seedling establishment_and caching sites. 
' I • 

Trees ' dlingplan • g would occur in the project areas as needed. Some unit'> will beplan:ted with 
whiteb'. k pine s ings where conditions are likely to support long-term survival and st.and 
devel : ment See 1will be sourced from the appropriate white pine blister rust resistant genetic stock. 
Rust : istant seedl : gs will J)TOmote healthier stands and may be more resilient in the face of predicted 
climat' change. • 

' 
proposed silvicultural and burning treatments would improve forest health, :reduce 

, and :fuelbreaks. Prescriptions for specific unit goals (desired tree spacing, composition, 
insect; d disease I ence, fuel loads, and whltebark pine restoration potential) dictate levels of 
oversi ry and und ' tory removal for all species. Whitebark pine would continue to be present in all units 
wher~ it currently I xists. Silvi cultural treatments would be designed to retain growing space for whitebark 
pine .' . der all , ent types at varying levels. Mature, healthy, wbitebark pine trees with the highest 

' r~;uctive pole • al would be prioritized for retention in concert wi1h treatment goals. Treatments 
aro ' these tree ould maximize full and open crown development·that would result ID increased tree 
ring •• owth, cone ' reduction, and reproductive capacity (Keane et al 2007). Loss of individuals would be 
foe '. on suppr ssed seedlings and saplings, as well as those mature trees that are diseased, damaged, or 
othe '. • se· have 1 l reproductive capacity (table 6). Table 6 includes loss of individuals both in areas 
whei wbiteb_ark '.1ine is a minor part of the forested stands as well as areas where it is a more sigoificant 
com anent of i: ds. 

) 

Tab!." 5. Analysis rea and acres ofwhitebark pine habitat affected by treatments in the analysis area. The 
an ' sis area is c I mprlsed of the entirety of the six watersheds where treatments would occur. 

! 

Percent of Whitebark Pine Treatment Units Percent of Whitebark 
_ Analysis Area , Habitat In in Whitebark Pine Habitat in 
: Being Treated Analysis Area Pine Habitat Analysis Area 

(acres) (acres) Affected by 
Treatments 

1p5,816 ,' 9,6TT 9.1 43,931 2,749 6.5 

Ta; e 6. Total n ber of trees and estimated loss of the numberofexisting.whitebark pine and percent of 
t '. I loss by slz '. class as a result of project activities 

Whttebark: '. 1·estlmates of Mortality from 
ine Size ' l Existing Temporary 

, Class '. Trees in All Roads and 

~ eedlings 

1 Treatment Landing 
Areas Construction 

2,481,176 
(74%) 

92,168 (3.8%) 

Intentional 
Mortality (Tree 

Removal to 
Addre5$ 

Management 
Objectives) 

863,434 {36.2%) 
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Unintentional 
Mortality 

(Inadvertent 
Mortality as a 

Result of Project 
Activlties) 

355,480 (14.9%) 

Total 
Estimated 
Mortality 

1,_310,082 
(54.9%) 
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I ' G 'n Union Project Environmental Assessment, Wind River Ranger District 

' 
Mortality from Intentional Unintentional 

Temporary Mortality (Tree Mortality 
Roads and Removal to (Inadvertent 

ent Landing Address Mortality as a 
Construction Management Result of Project 

/ Objectives) Activities} 

Total 
Estimated 
Mortality 

7 ,793 25,539 (3.5%) 230,914 {31.6%) 95.439 (13.1%) 351,892 

··-·-·-- - ( _ .6%) ---~-------------- _____ _ ····-·-----------------------·--· __ (4a 1%)_ ... _ 
Mature 3,518 (3.2%) 8,925 (& 1%) 0 (0.0%} 12,433 

; trees .4%) (11.3%) 

Typi I_y, effects t !ttees would vary fr?"' survivable damage to mortality. For tllis analysis, effects ace 
all co1dered mo 

1 
1ty due to the mabtlity to estunate with any accuracy what damage rates or 

subseJ=ent surv.iv rates could be across age classes. As a result, estimated mortality is likely higher than 
what ' m,orta!Jltymay look like after project completion (table 7). Mortality estimates were developed 
by a f/ ester ands , viculturist and were based on literature reference and professional judgment from 
prior if1echanical I ts on the forest. Mortality estimates were calculated·based on specific 
presc,' tions and ,' tlcipated effects. Some suitable units would be replanted with wbitebark pine 
see ~ gs after tr ent. Temporary roads and landings would be rehabilitated after project activities are 
comp eted throu soil ripping. seeding, and planting, if required. Once rehabilitated, ·these areas would 
provf e larger op ; • gs in tlle canopy available for seedling establishment and caching sites. 

Cu ulative E ects 
Vegi· :tion trea ' ts, grazing, recreation, and invasive plant management in conjunction with the 
pro : sed action • uld result in cumulative effects to whitebark pine. Project design features for this and 
oth ' projects ar ·incorporated to minimize effects. 

' ' 

·tebark p • .! e, past and ongoing vegetation treatments for fuel reduction, insect and disease 
gement, sa age, and timber management ha'{_e been authorized -in the last 20 years iu_seven separate 

proj across e anal sis area Activities associated with vegetation management include planting, ~ -;, 
t ' rary road '.onstruction, prescribed fire, and mechanical vegetation-removal. The effects of these JI ' 
acti ities are !same as described above for the proposed action. Approximately 11,154 acres have b~en p 
au , orized for ' atment in the analysis area that fall within modeled white bark pine habitat When ~ 

co bined with _ e proposed action, 13,903 acres of whitebark pine habitat would be authorized for 
tre:Jtment out o :·43,931 total acres of whitebark pine habitat in the analysis area, which amounts to 31.6 t 
pe; enc /, I/ 1t 

" authori n to treat in whitebark pine.habitat does not equate to complete wbitebark pine removal. j 
A_'. With the pr osed action, treatments in other projects will affect individual trees, but are concentrated,f-/\,, J •• j 
in e seedling and sapling size class. Areas where whitebark pine has existed within these project areas V~ ~ ~ 
c ·, _tinue to ~ 

1 
ort whiteb~ pine after treatment These tre~tm.ents also ~elude beneficial effects ~ "2; 

• tebark pm ·, such as planting, as well as removal of-standing dead and infected trees. Treatments m r n ,JV 
er projects ivoid mature white bark pine removal, using similar methods to the proposed action. _ " 

1 
lthy, ma t , cone-pr~du~g inclividuals are _prefer~tially retained where_ possible. Future vegetation rJJ • ,j.))-

, atments ha e not been identified m the analysis outside those that are ongomg and have already been ~ 
a; thorized. 

utborized c e grazing does not meaningfully interact with whitebark pine habitat While cattle grazing 
_ affect • ': ·vtduals through hoof action and above ground disturbance in some areas, it would be 
i significant :, d likely undetectable-

!< 

I 
I 
I II I 

' 

J 
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Autho 1 
ed. recreati ( may interact with individuals and habitat through cross country travel by foot and 

pack arihna1 and ov r-snow motorized and non-motorized cross- country travel. The likelihood of 
interaction for all I e activities is high but frequency and spatial extent is very limited. Over-snow 
activiti" s by their ture have limited interaction witb individuals and habitat due to the protective snow 
cover ' • g the wi 'ter season. Cross country travel by foot and pack animal are very short duration 
activi~ s with light;· pacts, diluted in effect over large distances. Meaningful impacts would likely Qe 
imperq ptl"ble for itebark pine. 

d treatmen ,areas will experience disturbance, which can increase the likelihood.of invasive plant 
• n establis ent. This effect would not be widespread as treatment areas make up a small 

perc , e of whit 
I 

ark h_abitat. Consequent management for invasives species by mechanical or 
herbi , de treatme • would likely be minimal regarding injury and mortality to whitebark. Mature 
white· ark pine c be largely avoided in both chemical and rilechanical treatments by buffers (if required 
by th~ chemical la 'iel to minimize damage to conifers). Seedlings or saplings may receive herbicide 
ove 'ray or drift ,'ut are unlikely to reach mortality because most herbicide formulations used on the 
Shos ' ne Natio Forest have no known effects on conifers. Chemicals with the active ingredient 2:-4D, 
can ge white .

1 
ark pine through root uptake of the chemical, but buffers can mitigate this effect. 

Long1· term weed 
1
'eatments would probably benefit whltebark pine by controlling the spread of invasive 

speci; s that woul further degrade habitat for white bark pine. . _ ., .. fl.A f 
. u.f ~ ~· 

Re; ion 2 I nsitive Species _{fU-[t-M 1),1, 

' 1, 

Aff cted En" ironment 
S those for which population viability is a concern. Criteria used by regional foresters 
to i .' nti:fy sensi e species include but is not limited to 1) a significant current or predicted downward 
tren __ in populati ,n abundance or density and 2) a significant current or predicted downward trend in 
habf t capabili 1that would reduce a species' existing distribution. An. effects analysis was completed for 
thos: species : potentially occur within the ana1ysls area (see lists below). Determinations for all 
spe6ies analyze 1were ''may impact individuals or habitat but would not likely contribute to a trend 
towrds federal sting or loss of viability to the population or species:" 

T stria! wil e species and associated habitat are: 
Pacific atten: deciduous, mixed, and coniferous.forest babitat 

'• Fringed~yotis: varied habitat, includes high-elevation mixed conifer forest. 

' ; • Hoary 1 t: coniferous and deciduous forest habitat and riparian and edge habitat 

• Towns d's big-eared bat; caves., hollows in large trees, forested riparian zones. 

0 Water ; le: subalpine and alpine riparian areas with narrow channel, gentle- streams, and stream 
banks -th deep, well-developed soils. 

' 
" Boreal bwl: high-elevation mixed conifer forest, tree cavities. 

., Brewe •'s sparrow: mountain-foothills and basin-prairie sagebrush habitat. 

• Ferro , ous hawk: sagebrush plains, prairies, open and dry habitats. 

111 Hnrlo in duck: swift forest rivers and streams. 

0 North i goshawk: mature montane coniferous and mixed forests. 

• Olive rided flycatcher: coniferous forest 

, ,. I 
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4/10~4, 1:37 j!>M Yahoo Mail - Re: whitebark. pine projects 

Re: whi, ebark pi projects 

From: L ,. isa Willcox wildgriz1@gmail.com) 

To: 
: 

sjj' hnsonkoa , ahoo.com , ,, 
Date: w; dnesday, A ti 10, 2024 at 01:11 PM MDT 

HISara,: ,\ 
1
gQJ.;/ 

This is g '. at, many th; nksl Would you mind if I sent to Diana Six, Jesse and ~ 
Also do yl u happen t 

1 
know if the FS is consulting with the FWS on this? 

: I 
Great stu. and good ing, many thanks, 

Louisa 
1 I 

On 4/10, 202411:54 • M, Sara Johnson wrote: 

Ht Lout~ 

l had a I le break fr "m al! these projects, so summarized all the information on whitebark pine in the Helena-Lewis 
and Cla' k forest-wid 

1 
burning proposal. I think this would be perfect for going afterwhitebark pine treatments. The 

draft de' islon ls esti" ated to be next month, so we could get all the needed info into an objection that I would write. 

I 
I Sara 

about:b!ank 
1/1 


