March 24, 2025
Dear Project Responsible Official and Nathan Meyer:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Deep Rabbit Fuel Break Scoping Notice.  We support the project’s intent in general.  But insufficient information was provided in the scoping notice on some topics, and we cannot fully support the proposal until those deficiencies are remedied.  
We recommend the following additions:
1. Refer to the Salmon Forest Plan Record of Decision’s description of annual objectives for vegetation treatment acres by category[footnoteRef:1], since this project accomplishes acres treated by timber harvest and thinning. [1:  See page 4 of Salmon Forest Plan Record of Decision at https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5310697.pdf] 

2. Refer to the USDA Forest Service’s wildfirerisk.org risk maps for Lemhi County, which display the high wildfire risk of the proposed treatment area and provide a strong justification for this fuel break.
3. Provide web links and document page numbers for the Wildfire Crisis Strategy and the Lemhi County Wildland Fire Hazard and Risk Mitigation Plan referred to in the Scoping Notice.
4. Provide a web link to the CE authority that is being used for this project and summarize the 1,000-foot width (?), 3,000 acres, no new roads, and other restrictions of the CE.
5. Explain why mastication is being used for one unit in the Rabbit Creek drainage.  Is it economical to bring in mastication equipment for only one unit?  Might it be more efficient and effective to have a small crew cut and pile the understory (for later burning) as was done by a small contract crew along Williams Creek Road in fall 2024 (as part of the Williams Farm Bill project implementation)?  Mastication just changes the form of the fuels - it doesn’t remove them.  The mastication work would reduce ladder fuels but increase ground fuels.
6. Identify the “partners” the SCNF will work with, if any.  (Partners are referred to in the second sentence of the Purpose and Need.)
7. Decommission the temporary road in a manner that allows the road to be re-established with minimum future investment.  
8. Conduct site-specific surveys (even quick plots or walk-throughs would provide a description of stand structure) and provide unit-by-unit descriptions of the silvicultural treatment(s) proposed and the projected volume to be harvested.  This should have been done before issuing the Scoping Notice, since the proposed treatment design is the foundation for the ranger’s decision.  
9. Provide estimates of the acres treated that will be shaded fuel breaks (with fire-resistant residual tree species) and the residual basal area per acre of the leave trees, clearcut, thin from below, or other silvicultural treatment proposed.
10. Design the constructed fuel breaks to maximize the allowable width of 1,000 feet.  Fire brand spotting can easily exceed ¼-mile even under "normal" fire season weather conditions on the SCNF.  (The authority limit of 1,000 feet wide is less than ¼-mile.)  
11. Increase the proposed treatment acres to treat the maximum acres allowed in this CE (3,000 acres).  Because we are in a wildfire crisis on the SCNF and the cost of planning and NEPA is very expensive, the efforts in planning/NEPA should maximize the proposed treatments of the CE authority.  The proposed treatment of approximately 900 acres is less than one-third of the CE authority.  On the SCNF, large wildfire runs exceed tens of thousands of acres burned in one 24-hour burn period (most recently displayed by the Red Rock fire of 2024 which burned approximately  40,000 acres in one night).  Why would proposed treatment acres be limited to less than one-third of the CE authority when the SCNF is in a "wildfire crisis"? 
12. Where possible, treatments should restore the historical dry open forest fire-resistant tree species structure of large open overstory with very light (typically grass) fuels in the understory, which will facilitate future maintenance of the fuel breaks.
13. Units or portions of units that are treated for aspen should be lightly burned post-harvest/thinning to stimulate the aspen clones.  Perhaps jackpot burning of slash rather than pile burning would be beneficial within the aspen stands.
14. Indicate whether the project area contains any whitebark pine stands.  If WBP is present, specify how the units will be treated to protect those stands and seed sources both from mistaken removal during harvest and from adjacent fuels that could carry fire into the WBP (which is not a fire-resistant species).
15. Design the project, including its implementation timeframes, to allow the public to harvest firewood for several years (e.g., keep roads open seasonally, leave unmerchantable large diameter wood for gleaning prior to burning slash piles, girdle and leave cull (unmerchantable) standing trees adjacent to the roads for firewood cutters to access and harvest).
We are willing to meet with you to discuss these comments in Salmon and/or on a field review.  We strongly recommend another public comment period after the above content has been added to the proposal.  Thank you for reviewing our comments.
Sincerely,
Lynn Bennett    
Evalyn Bennett 





