May 25, 2024

To: Blue Mountain Forest Planning Team or who it may concern,

Please accept these comments regarding your assessment phase to the Blue Mountain Forest Plan
Revision. We have lived in the Blue Mountains since 1987. We are small woodland landowners at
4,000’; we're recreationalists, backpackers, hikers, rafters, photographers, birders, and all around local
residents who love our forests and public lands. We are very concerned about the Forest Plan, and while
it is early in the process, we'd like to offer some initial reactions and inputs:

Per our comments submitted in 2020 regarding, the Forest Management Direction for Large
Diameter Trees in Eastern Oregon #58050, we strongly urge you to ensure enforceable standards
and not simply “guidelines.” We have appended those comments at the end of this filing as an
attachment and would like them to be incorporated herein.

Also, as described in previous comment, 58050, we feel strongly about strong protections for
mature and old growth trees, which do an exponentially greater job at capturing carbon, an issue
that the Plan must also emphasize more. You cannot have too many old growth trees!

Wildlife connectivity is also important and should be an essential component of the plan. Wildlife
habitats are getting more and more squeezed and stressed with climate changes. This will not get
any better. Keep connectivity of forests and within forests a priority. And consider installing more
wildlife crossings in key locations.

Protecting entire riparian systems, including the upper reaches and headwaters, is imperative in
order to maintain hydrologic function and the full suite of habitats needed for fish and wildlife
throughout their life cycles. Riparian areas are ecologically important and sensitive areas and they
are incredibly valuable for fish and wildlife and habitat connectivity.

The Plan must include quantitative and enforceable standards for things like stream temperature,
shade, sediment, downed wood, etc. Buffers around streams must also be carried forward and
enforced. Clean water and healthy hydrology depend on healthy riparian ecosystems!

Our Forests of the Blues already have incredibly high road densities, and more are being created by
utilities and other commercial interests. The plan must be protective of the few places that remain
unroaded, and keep road densities under control across the forest so that wildlife can thrive and
habitats can remain connected. Unroaded lands are an invaluable refuge for both people and
animals.

The USFS should recommend new Wilderness and protect smaller chunks of unroaded land in a
special management area that maintains landscape integrity. Take another look at the areas that are
being removed from wilderness designation; do they still need a management plan or another
special designation? This kind of alternative, yet protective thinking, should be embedded in the
plan for ongoing management.

In terms of landscape integrity, scenic values are so important to people and our heritage. Yet, scenic
values are often given superficial attention in plans and studies. While it is difficult to measure and
monitor such a subjective resource, it needs greater attention. 1) the listed scenic areas in the
assessment are incredibly low if you were to ask any user of the Blue Mtn forests. This needs
another look and must be updated because much has changed. 2) continue to use and update the
USFS Landscape Aesthetics Handbook, written by Jack Ward Thomas and as a guide for assessment
and planning as well.



e Grazing fees are not, and have never been enough, to manage the landscape adequately. We urge
the USFS to consider a revision of the grazing allotment, fees and management policies and
processes. If this can be part of the Blue Mtn Forest Plan, it would be magical. However, we realize
that this last bullet is possibly beyond this plan, nonetheless, it must be raised as a critical issue!

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this planning effort. We look forward to future
engagement in the process.

Sincerely,

= T
Fuji & Jim Kreider

60366 Marvin Road

La Grande, Oregon 97850
fkreider@campblackdog.org
jkreider@campblackdog.org
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Kreider Comment: Forest Management Direction for Large Diameter Trees in Eastern Oregon #58050:
October 13, 2020

Dear Regional Forester Cassamassa
Via email: SM.FS.EScreens21@usda.gov

IN the Matter of: Forest Management Direction for Large Diameter Trees in Eastern Oregon #58050

Our forests have not recovered from decades of unsustainable logging, overgrazing, and fire suppression.
There remains a deficit of large and old trees in eastern Oregon that provide habitat for wildlife, protect
clean water, build healthy soils, and sequester carbon.

The whole interconnected forest ecosystem of the Eastside forests has evolved to depend upon stands of
large trees, and the 21-inch rule aims to allow these trees to once again reach maturity. In addition to
the plants and animals that depend on these trees, large trees are natural carbon sinks, and play a key
role in the fight against climate change. We are facing an urgent climate emergency. This proposal to
eliminate protection for large and old trees is in direct conflict with the need to increase forest carbon
storage. Rather than barreling forward, | urge you to consider strengthening - rather than weakening
enforceable protections for the oldest and biggest trees that are loaded with carbon.

For over two decades, the Eastside Wildlife Screens have helped protect large trees and the values they
sustain. The Wildlife Screens have proved to be a remarkably durable and workable solution that
reduced the conflict and controversy that surrounds old growth logging, yet allows the Forest Service to
do meaningful work in the forest - including hundreds of timber sales. We’re not done restoring the large
trees and forests that were decimated by decades of clear-cutting and over-grazing. There is no
compelling need to start logging big and old trees. Doing so will only increase conflict and controversy
and do tremendous ecological harm along the way.

Eliminating the protections of the Eastside Wildlife Screens and the 21-inch rule seems to be a wolf in
sheep’s clothing. A proposal that plays into our fears of wildfire — but-- rooted in the timber industry’s
failed approaches of the past, including: commercial logging and aggressive fire suppression. Wildfire
scientists have been telling us for decades that large fires in the American West are primarily driven by
extreme weather conditions, not “fuels”- something we saw play out in the Labor Day fires in Oregon.
Certain types of fuels reduction projects — such as prescribed fire and non-commercial thinning directly
adjacent to communities — can help reduce fire risk under certain conditions. However, top forest
scientists have found that thinning forests far from homes does nothing to protect us from wildfire.

Currently, government agencies (including the USFS) spend millions of dollars thinning the landscape in
the hope that they can reduce the severity of a wildfire if it burns through the thinned forest; however,
data from your own agency shows less than 1% of thinning treatments encounter wildfire each year
[https://www.pnas.org/content/114/18/4582 ]. Maps of this past month’s fires also make clear that
logging did nothing to stop the spread of fires - in the Holiday Farm Fire perimeter 75% of the land had
been previously logged.

| urge you to prioritize the science-based strategies that are proven to protect people and property from
wildfire risks and help them be prepared for future fires. It is time to support better planning and
emergency responses, and to direct funding and/or any rule amendments to where it makes the most
difference - hardening homes and creating defensible space, prescribed fire, and better emergency
planning and response. This is no time to double-down on foolish investments in logging that divert
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money, time, and energy away from protecting our homes, communities, and forests. Eliminating
Eastside screen protection is an invitation to reckless logging, road building, weed invasions, soil
compaction and reduction of carbon sinks.

More specifically, this proposal severely weakens protections for large trees include changing protections
for large trees from a “standard” to a “guideline.” | object to this change. The current standard prohibits
the logging of large trees; a guideline would merely suggest that large trees be protected, but is up to
the complete discretion of the agency and therefore largely unenforceable.

The USFS has published an Environmental Assessment, rather than opening a scoping process for a more
rigorous Environmental Impact Statement—despite the fact that increased large tree logging across six
National Forests would clearly have significant environmental impacts. By the USFS claiming that
changes to the 21” Wildlife Screens will not have significant effects, the agency can skirt more stringent
requirements which would otherwise force them to consider the cumulative impacts of their proposal
and “take a hard look” at the alternatives under NEPA.

| urge the agency to open up scoping for a full EIS; or, alternatively, engage in a scientifically-based, true
collaborative process with multi-stakeholders to develop a Forest Plan for the Eastside Forests, rather
than continuing to cut away the current plan and rules with amendments and elimination of standards
and protections. Survival dictates that we need to increase carbon sequestration and retain large trees
and mature forests, which store the most carbon. Logging large trees would increase carbon emissions,
and is exactly the wrong direction for addressing climate change.

Any change to the screens will have tremendous impacts to fish, wildlife, soil, water, and the climate. It
deserves a more robust process for environmental review and public involvement. | urge you to stop this
planning process and instead work in good faith with all stakeholders to find an ecologically and socially
responsible way to protect our public lands, maintain and protect the greatest carbon sinks, and protect
the values that that our public lands support. Your current process and proposals are leading in the
exact wrong direction.

This plan amendment process has been controversial and divisive. It has been rushed over the objections
of dozens of conservation groups, independent scientists, elected officials, and more. It has led to a draft
proposal that entirely eliminates protections for many of the biggest and oldest trees in eastern Oregon
and shifts any remaining protections from strong standards into weak guidelines.

This proposal is not narrow in scope. It affects millions of acres of our public lands including riparian
areas, roadless areas, scenic areas, and designated wildlife areas across a broad range of forest types.
Making the decision of whether or not to protect big trees with discretionary guidelines will increase
conflict, further erode public trust, and undo decades of good-faith work by stakeholders to chart a
better path forward.

Sincerely,

oot K
Fuji & Jim Kreider

60366 Marvin Road

La Grande, Oregon 97850
fkreider@campblackdog.org
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