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November 25, 2022 

Forest Service 

Ashland Ranger District, c/o Ronald Hecker 

PO Box 168 

Ashland, MT 59003 

RE: 30 DAY COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE SOUTH OTTER

LANDSCAPE RESTORATION AND RESILENCEY PROJECT 

Hello, 

Native Ecosystems Council and the Alliance for the Wild Rockies would like to provide the following comments

for the proposed South Otter Landscape and Resiliency Project (hereafter "South Otter Project"). We have

included one additional report, titled "Fuel Reduction" Logging Increases Fire Intensity," by the John Muir Project.

This is a summary of the current best science regarding fire management on National Forest lands, as is planned

for the South Otter Project. We are requesting that this current best science be addressed with this project,

including the inclusion of an action alternative that is consistent with this science. 

The following are summaries of the issues and concerns we have with various National Environmental Policy Act

(NEPA) and National Forest Act Management Act (NFMA) documents that relate to the South Otter Project,

including the Land Management Plan for the Custer-Gallatin National Forest (GC LMP) and the NEPA

documents included for the project record of the South Otter Project. 

Environmental Assessment (EA) for the South Otter Project 

1. There is no map provided of all the proposed temporary roads. 

2. There are no maps provided that identify each proposed treatment unit for the project, including acres and

treatment type; basically, the tiny maps that are provided for proposed treatments are unreadable, so the public

cannot actually see how local landscapes will be impacted by the project. 

3. There is no map identifying the roads that were decommissioned in the travel plan in 2009; what is the status

of implementing the 2009 travel plan?. 

4. There is no map identifying the 291 miles of "coincident administrative road" designations for expanding these

motorized trails into roads; these 

changes require an amendment to the travel plan via NEPA, and public involvement; this also needs to define

any impacts on IRAs. 

5. There is no NEPA process identified for changing the 2009 Ashland Travel Plan. 

6. There is no map identifying the 18 miles of previously-closed roads in the project area. 

7. There is no map identifying the 26.5 miles of private roads that will be used for the project. 

8. There is no map identifying the location of 168 miles of planned temporary roads. 

9. There is no information as to how the public will be kept off the new roads built for the project, including during

project activities. 

10. There is no information as to the use of motorized trails converted to project use as per continued public use. 

11.There is no analysis of the habitat effectiveness levels that will occur during project activities for the 9 sub-

project levels; project impacts of motorized activity on wildlife are not provided to the public. 

12.There is no map of security for big game provided for the project area based on the current best science;

project impacts on security are not provided to the public. 

13.There is no science or monitoring data provided to support the agency's claim that logging and burning will

increase forage for big game species, 

including the 2013 collaborative recommendations between the CG, HLC, and Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks,



or the 15 year elk-logging study by Lyon and others. 

14. There is no map or information provided on the current old growth in the project area, and there is no

information provided as to how these stands will be treated. 

15.The CG LMP and the EA for the South Otter Project do not provide the science as to why logging and burning

old growth will maintain values for 

wildlife. 

16.There is no analysis as to how the project will impact hiding cover in the 9 sub-project areas. 

17.There is no published science or published management recommendations cited in the draft EA or CG LMP to

show there is a scientific consensus that 

a 40% canopy cover provides valid hiding cover for elk, mule deer and whitetail deer; use of an agency "white

paper" is not peer-reviewed and as such does not qualify as the current best science. 

18.The project EA did not provide any photo demonstrations as to the hiding cover value of various forest stands

with various canopy cover levels, from 10% or greater, to demonstrate to the public the claims of hiding cover

values are valid. 

19.The EA does not map the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI), including by the definitions of interface and

intermix communities. 

20.The desired conditions for each vegetation community type are not defined for the project area, or compared

to current conditions; the need for 

change is therefore no provided to the public. 

21.The stated purpose for the project is to achieve desired conditions, but there are never defined as per the

Historical Range of Variation {{HRV); the public is not shown specifically what HRV is, what the current

conditions are that need to be changed, or how the project will achieve HRV. 

22.The EA repeatedly refers to achieving "resilience ," but there are no criteria ever provided for resilience; the

public has no information provided as to how specifically the project will achieve resilience for vegetation; what is

the current measure of resilience for vegetation proposed for treatment, and what will the resilience measure

after treatment be for each of the proposed general categories of treatment units? 

23.The definition of resilience does not apparently refer to wildlife; how is wildlife management included in the

goal for resilience? 

24.The CG LMP does not define any association between HRV and desired conditions for vegetation and wildlife;

how are wildlife populations going to 

be maintained by achieving HRV, including the South Otter Project Area? 

25.The CG LMP does not define how wildlife will be maintained by vegetation desired conditions; where is the

analysis that HRV will maintain wildlife 

populations? 

26.The CG LMP is violating the 2012 planning rule by failing to include conservation strategies for wildlife species

of concern, including those 

identified by the Montana Natural Heritage Program and Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, or by the U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service Birds of Conservation Concern; the South Otter project cannot legally go forward until this

flaw of the CG LMP is corrected through an amendment and public involvement. 

27.The desired conditions for wildlife are never defined for the South Otter Project; since attaining desired

conditions is a purpose of the project, how will these be met for wildlife? 

28.No science is ever provided as to why the proposed treatments will reduce fire risk; what body of current best

science supports this agency claim, and what current best science does not support this agency claim? 

29.The project EA does not address what the desired condition is for old growth in the project area, or how it will

be met. 

30.The CG LMP does not have a valid management strategy for ponderosa pine and savanna old growth, in

spite of the many bird and mammal species that rely on old growth forests; the CG LMP has no supporting

analysis as to why only 1-6% old growth will be provided in ponderosa pine forests; the CG LMP cannot be

implemented in any projects until this failure to ensure a diversity of wildlife is corrected with a valid conservation

strategy for ponderosa pine old growth, including in the South Otter Project Area. 

31.The desired condition for the project is to reduce stand density; this desired condition eliminates limited,



essential habitat for a large number of neotropical migratory birds; what is the conservation strategy for dense

forests for wildlife? 

32.The Ashland Ranger District has previously developed guidelines for management of mule deer and whitetail

deer habitat; however, these guidelines were not applied to the South Otter Project; are these guidelines no

longer considered relevant, and if not, when was this determined? 

33.The South Otter Project claims that management of elk will ensure management of mule deer and whitetail

deer; what science is available to indicate habitat management needs of all these species are covered by elk

management? 

34.There is no mapping of mule deer and whitetail deer winter ranges in the South Otter Project Area; why isn't

deer winter range considered an 

important habitat management factor for these 2 species? 

35. There are no maps provided of juniper habitats in the South Otter Project Area, even though juniper is critical

for mule deer and many neotropical migratory birds. 

36.There is no information provided in the project EA as to how many acres of juniper trees will be burned, or

how this will impact wildlife; the desired condition for juniper habitats is never identifie4. 

37.The map showing the location in the project EA for the 2 inventoried roadless areas that occur in the project

area, the Kings Mountain and Tongue River Breaks, does not identify if and when any current roads and

motorized trails will be used for the South Otter Project; the agency needs to provide large-scale maps that

demonstrate exactly how management will affect these 2 IRAs, including any conversion of trails to roads, and

any road improvements that will occur; although the agency claims no treatments will occur in these IRAs, the

map shows commercial treatments are planned. 

38.A stated purpose of the project is to reduce insects and disease; since these factors are critical to wildlife

habitat, this contradiction in desired conditions needs to be addressed; how is wildlife diversity maintained as a

desired condition when the desired condition for vegetation (no insects and disease) is the agency's objective? 

39.The CG LMP has no valid conservation strategy for forested snag habitat, and as such, cannot meet the

requirements of the NFMA to ensure a 

diversity of wildlife; until this flaw of the CG LMP is corrected via an amendment, no vegetation management

projects can be legally implemented. 

40.The draft EA at 16 has a list of primary objectives for the project; none of them include wildlife; how can the

desired conditions to maintain wildlife in the CG LMP be met without any wildlife objectives for the South Otter

Project? 

41.There are Montana Species of Concern, and Birds of Conservation Concern, that are associated with riparian

areas; the CG LMP has no wildlife 

management objectives for riparian areas; without an amendment to the LMP, no treatments of riparian areas

can legally be implemented, including the South Otter Project.  

42.There is no information on the acreage and distribution of sagebrush in the project area; how many acres

remain, and where are these located in the Project Area? How many acres will be burned in the project? What

Montana SOC and BCC occur in these sagebrush areas, and why will burning sagebrush maintain or improve

their populations, as is claimed in the wildlife report? 

43. Where are the sharp-tailed grouse populations located in the project area, and how may acres of their habitat

will be treated with this project? How will their habitat be maintained with the proposed treatments, and what is

the current science and/or monitoring that demonstrates this outcome? 

44.There is no analysis of the effects of livestock grazing on deciduous vegetation in the project area. How many

acres of deciduous vegetation occur in the project area, where re these areas located? What is the current

livestock utilization levels on this deciduous vegetation? Why will vegetation treatments reduce livestock use on

this deciduous vegetation, and thus improve it for wildlife? 

45. There have been no wildlife surveys done for the South Otter project, including for Montana SOC and

USFWS BCC; the agency has not demonstrated to the public how wildlife mitigations through surveys have been

designed, so that the public can review the effectiveness of these mitigation measures, including for forest

raptors as well as Montana SOC and USFWS BCC. 

46.The lack of current surveys for wildlife means that the South Otter project has been designed without any



habitat needs for wildlife, in violation of the NFMA and the CG LMP, which has a desired condition to maintain

wildlife populations; without planning via wildlife surveys, this is not possible. 

47.The project EA does not define how the existing personnel, including wildlife and weed management

personnel, will be able to complete the massive increased need for wildlife and weed monitoring surveys,

including weed infestations that will occur along all the new temporary roads new and motorized trails; how will

this be achieved by the agency in order to meet the survey and monitoring needs of the South Otter Project? If

funding is not available, how will these required activities be completed? 

48.The agency is planning a long-range and massive project without knowing that the funding will be available to

meet implement all the mitigation 

measures for road management and weeds; if project funding is not ensured, how can environmental impacts be

assessed? 

49. What are the expected increased costs in herbicide use, and is funding ensured over the project completion? 

5O.There is no information provided on specifically when each sub-project area will be implemented; this is

important information for the public; the 

agency needs to provide the public with a valid timeline for when each portion of the project area is going to be

treated, when the roads will be built, when the roads will be closed, etc. 

51.The agency misrepresented why an alternative requested by the public for no new roads was actually being

considered (project EA at 21), when in fact expansive new roads will be constructed for the project; the agency

needs to include a valid alternative that does not create any new temporary 

roads, including conversion of motorized trails to logging roads. 

52.The agency is violating the NEPA by failing to identify that the proposed burning program, including of

sagebrush and juniper, on the 28 grazing 

allotments that occur on 99% of the project area; prescribed burning has been a long-standing treatment to

increase forage for cows; the draft EA 

repeatedly claims that forage will be increased for big game, without any actual science to support that claim; this

project is a livestock management project, and this needs to be fully defined to the public. 

53.There is no information in the project EA about each of the 28 grazing allotments; how is the proposed

burning effects being incorporated into 

the current EAs for these grazing allotments? How will this project affect the management of these 28

allotments? 

54. The EA notes that there is over-browsing of deciduous vegetation (aspen, wooded draws, cottonwoods in

riparian areas) by livestock and wildlife; 

there is no other information provided on this; why isn't the desired condition for grazing allotments included in

the project analysis, since the 

entire project area is being grazed by livestock? What are the objectives for these allotments, including

"resilience" of deciduous vegetation to livestock use? What is the current livestock utilization levels on deciduous

vegetation, and how does this meet desired conditions? 

55.There is no information in the EA about prairie dogs and how they are being managed, including as a

Montana SOC. 

56.The draft EA at 39 again notes that forest stand densities are too high, and need to be reduced, for fire and

insect and disease risks; this is a direct conflict with the CG LMP desired conditions for wildlife; this conflict is

never addressed in the FEIS for the LMP or in the draft EA for the South Otter Project; at a minimum, this conflict

requires that wildlife alternatives be developed in order to meet all the desired conditions of the CG LMP, instead

of just the desired conditions for vegetation; otherwise the agency is arbitrarily implemented the CG LMP. 

57.No surveys have yet been done for the golden eagle, northern goshawk, prairie falcon, and merlin; how has

the project therefore been designed to meet the needs of these species? The agency needs to provide the

results of wildlife surveys in the draft EA, so that this important information is 

provided to the public, including how nesting areas for raptors have been designed for protection in the project. 

58.The draft EA at 41 states that elk management covers management of mule deer and white-tailed, without

providing any science that supports this 

claim; a detailed analysis of both deer species is required for this project, including use of the Ashland Ranger



District deer guidelines developed in the previous planning period, as these guidelines represent the best science

for management of these deer species in this landscape. 

59.The draft EA at 42 claims that forage is currently limiting to big game populations, and the increase in forage

with treatments will improve big 

game populations; the impact of livestock grazing is never addressed; if forage for big game is limiting, why isn't

a change proposed in livestock 

use? 

60.The draft EA never defines how much of the expected increase in forage from logging and burning will be

taken by livestock as opposed to wildlife? 

61. Since no wildlife surveys have yet been done for raptors, how has the agency determined that current

populations have not already been significantly reduced due to fires in this landscape? There is no information

provided on the desired condition for raptors, and if these conditions are currently being met; it seems likely that

significant adverse impacts already exist for these raptors due to past fires, and additional impacts from massive

addition forest removal will certainly exacerbate these impacts; how has the agency determined existing and

planned habitat impacts will 

not be significant for these raptors? 

62.The draft EA at 42 again claims that burning and logging will increase the recovery rate of vegetation if it

should burn in a wildfire; no references were ever provided for this claim, even though it is a stated purpose of

the project; the agency needs to specifically define why logged and burned areas will recover faster from a wild

fire than if they have not already been thinned with treatments; how has this been determined for the various

vegetation communities that will be treated by this project? 

63.The draft EA claims that trees are encroaching into meadows; the habitat types for these encroachment areas

are never defined; it is unclear how 

trees can regenerate in an area if it is not a tree habitat type; what are the habitat types for these meadows, and

why can trees grow there is it is not a tree habitat type? 

64.The management of goshawk habitat is not actually defined as per maintaining habitat conditions; please

provide what the habitat objectives 

are for the nesting, postfledging and foraging areas; where are each of these areas currently for goshawks in the

South Otter Project Area, and 

how will these 3 areas be changed with the project? 

65.How many goshawk territories were lost due to fires in the South Otter Project Area, and what impact has this

had on the local population? 

66.The draft EA at 44 states that impacts to migratory birds would be too minor to affect their populations; since

there is no actual analysis of 

impacts of treatments on hundreds of thousands of their habitat, this conclusion is invalid; it is also a violation of

the Administrative Procedures 

Act (APA) because it is completely implausible. 

67. Again, we would like to note that due to any surveys for any raptor species, the sharp-tailed, as well a

Montana SOC and USFWS BCC, there is no action alternative for any of the 9 opportunity areas that include the

CG LMP desired condition for maintaining wildlife, as is required by the NEPA as well as the extensive issues

that have already been identified to the agency for other projects immediately adjacent to the South Otter Project,

including the Ash Creek Fire and Three Mile logging/burning projects. 

68.The draft EA at 44 states that the projects would create a mosaic of structural stages, but these are not

actually defined, or why the revised 

conditions will promote wildlife, including big game and migratory birds. 

69.The draft EA at 45 states that the project will create temporary impacts on security for big game, and that

these impacts will eliminated once the 

projects are complete; this is demonstrated in Table 11 defining secure areas for each opportunity area; the

agency is violating the NEPA by providing a false definition of elk security, where no cover is required; as such,

there is no valid analysis of project impacts on elk security; this failure also creates a violation of the CG LMP,

which requires that security habitat be managed to promote big game species; if it is not measured correctly, it



cannot be managed. 

70. Even by the invalid definition for security, the agency notes that the false security areas in the South Otter

project will be reduced from 29% to 19%; there was no amendment to the CG LMP to allow this violation. 

71.The draft EA notes that a minimum of 30% security is recommended by biologists as per the Hillis Paradigm;

the claim that the project area nearly 

meets this level, at 30%, in a misrepresentation of habitat conditions to the public; there is no possible way the

project area contains 29% s

security; 66% of the project area is openings, which means at best, there is only 33% cover of any type; the

potential that almost all this cover exists in blocks of at least 250 acres is extremely unlikely; it appears that there

is almost no valid security in the project area, and this needs to be correctly defined to the public, as is required

by the NEPA. 

72.Elk calving areas are not mapped, even though there is an ongoing elk research project in this landscape; elk

calving and nursery areas need to be 

mapped in order that they can be managed as is required by the CG LMP. 

73.The draft EA at 47 claims that logging and burning will increase forage for big game, even though 66% of the

area is already open; there is no analysis to define why the emphasis for big game is forage management, when

the current levels of hiding cover are stated to be only 27%, and actual valid security is likely almost nonexistent

as per the Hillis Paradigm, or more recent published science; what analysis has demonstrated that forage is the

primary management need for big game, instead of security? 

74.The draft EA at 47 states that road activity from the South Otter and other 2 planned projects (Ash Creek and

Three Mile) will not create any 

significant cumulative effects on elk; however, there was no analysis provided on the habitat effectiveness levels

and security in these 3 project 

areas during implementation; so there is no actual basis for this claim. 

75. With over half of the Ashland Ranger District being burned in wild fires in the last several decades, it is not

clear in the South Otter NEPA analysis as to why dense older forest stands are outside the HRV, and need to be

reduced; where is the data for this conclusion? Where has the HRV for dense ponderosa pine stands actually

identified in the draft EA? What is the current level of dense ponderosa pine forest, what was the historical level

of dense ponderosa pine forests, and how will the project move the area to HRV for dense forests? 

76.Table 13 of the draft EA notes that only 32,000 acres in the 292,000 acre project area have forest stands with

a canopy cover level of 40-60%; this is only 11%; the analysis never defines why this prevents the landscape

from meeting the desired conditions for wildlife as per the CG LMP; why does this condition create adverse

habitat conditions for wildlife? 

77.Given that only 32,000 acres of the project area, or 11%, provide hiding cover based on canopy cover, it is

clear that big game security cannot 

possibly be 29%, as is falsely claimed by the agency in Table 11. 

78.The section of the EA on fuels and fire behavior suggest that fuels are the driving factor in wild fires, and thus

the South Otter project requires reduction of fuels; the references for fire cycles were outdated, with no more

recent science cited after 2002, or 20 years ago; we have provided a summary of science, over past and more

recent reports/publications, that do not support the agency's proposed action to log and burn to reduce fire risk,

fire spread and fire intensity; NEPA requires a discussion by the agency of conflicting science presented by the

public; this is required for the South Otter project on the information we have submitted as per the John Muir

report of 2022. 

79. The draft EA at 51 notes that the area is sparsely population; this means that most of the project area is not a

WUI, where protection of privates areas of interface and intermix communities within 1.5 miles of the Forest

Service boundary are needed for protection of private property and lives. 

80.The current best science on fire cycles in ponderosa pine forests and savanna need to be correctly provided. 

81. Rocky mountain juniper is a highly valuable tree for wildlife; there is no analysis of how burning of this tree

will impact wildlife, including a number of Montana SOC and USFWS BCC, as well as mule deer; the draft EA at

55 defines this highly valuable tree species as a "fire risk" that needs to be removed, without any analysis of how

it will impact wildlife. 



82. Although the agency claims the project is required to achieve the HRV, there is no information ever provided

as to why the various vegetation 

types exceed fuel levels as per that habitat type, and thus are creating unnatural conditions for fuels and hence

fire risk; the public is not provided with any actual information as to why existing fuel levels have increased above

those that occur within the given habitat type; as per the NEPA, the basis for unnatural fuel levels present in

various habitat types in the project area need to be provided; also, once the area is logged or burned, how will

vegetation volume, including basal area, correspond to these conditions as 

per habitat type? 

83.Again, the draft EA at 56 discusses that treatments will improve resilience, but the criteria for existing and

proposed resilience are never provided to the public; so the public cannot assess the validity of this claim, even

though it is one of the main purposes of the project; current and corrected levels of resiliency for the various

vegetation types need to be provided to the public as is required by the NEPA.  

84.The draft EA at 60 states that use of motorized trails for project implementation states that public use will

remain the same as current; as 

such, how will these motorized trails be managed for elk security, since they will not eliminate public use during

project implementation? 

85.The draft EA at 62-63 states that the project will have no significant impacts; this would include direct, indirect,

and cumulative; there was no 

actual analysis ever completed, however, as to direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on wildlife, including

Montana SOC, USFWS BCC, habitat effectiveness, hiding cover, and big game security, including due to the

combined connected landscape impacts of three projects: 

Ash Creek Fire Project: 110,273 acre project area. 

Three Mile Project : 32,924 acre project area 

South Otter Project: 292,000 acre project area 

Total connected acres: 435,197 acres, 680 square miles 

Ash Creek Fire Project : 110,066 treated acres 

Three Mile Project: 7,175 treated acres 

South Otter Project: 226,196 treated acres 

Total treated Acres: 343,437 acres, 537 square miles 

The claim that the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on wildlife will be insignificant for treatment of 226,196

acres in the South Otter Project (253 square miles of modification of wildlife habitat), and that the cumulative

impacts of treatment on 343,437 acres, or 537 square miles from the combined connected treatment landscape

of all 3 projects, will not have any significant adverse impacts on wildlife is never supported with any analysis and

as such is a violation of the NEPA.  

Silviculturist Report for the South Otter Project 

1. This report at page 1 recognizes Pfister et al. (1977}} that defines forest habitat types. Yet there is no

identification of forest habitat types for any of the proposed treatments, including "encroachment" into meadows

and draws. The term encroachment is invalid, as if trees can grow there, these are a forest habitat type, and

trees are not "unnatural" and have to be removed. 

2. The report at page 1 states that stand density is an indicator of forest health; in many respects, this is actually

true for wildlife, given that a large number of birds require relatively dense forest stands; claiming that such high

quality habitat for birds indicates poor forest health is a clear demonstration that the South Otter Project is just a

logging and burning project, with no planning for wildlife. 

3. Figure 1 in the repo9rt at page 2 is unreadable; this is not providing important information to the public; the

public should not have to use a 

magnifying glass to understand project maps. 

4. Table 1 of this report notes that dense forest habitat, with a canopy cover over 60%, are "deficient" in the

project area; as such, it is unclear why almost all remaining forest stands needed to be thinned to achieve HRV. 

5. The report at 4 notes that due to past fires, there is an under representation of large trees; somehow, logging

more large trees will increase their representation, but how logging will increase the number of large trees in the

project area is never defined; the public needs to know how logging big trees will increase their representation in



the project area. 

6. The report at 4 states that dense forest stands are an overall forest health risk due to the potential for insects

and disease; it is not clear how the agency has determined that birds don't eat insects, or use dead trees for

nesting; it is unclear why wildlife forage and nesting habitat create unhealthy forests; this needs to be explained

to the public. 

7. Surely, with 66% of the project area being recently burned or grasslands, it is not clear how the remaining

forests are at a high risk for insects and disease; apparently all mature dense forests will have to be removed so

that they cannot die of insects and disease. 

8. The report claims that trees will be saved by killing a significant number of them so that they don't die of insect

pests; however, there is no analysis that defines what the expected mortality will be of trees from insects and

disease, versus what the mortality level will be from logging; this comparison is important to provide good

information to the public. 

9. This report at 5 states that large blocks of closed forests need to be broken up and reduced to achieve HRV;

this seems to claim that this land scape never had viable populations of a large number of forest birds who

require older forest interior habitat; how was this determined? 

10.Given that a large percentage of the project area has burned and older dense forests are only about 11% of

the landscape, it is unclear why such 

habitat is overrepresented in the project area and needs to be reduced as per large tracts of denser forests; why

is 11% too high for HRV? 

11.The report at 5 also repeats the CG LMP projection that saving a few large trees in forests is sufficient to

provide wildlife habitat and potential late seral forests; what is not addressed is why these stands do not currently

provide late seral forest habitat for wildlife, or why logging out many of the bigger older trees will improve the

development of old growth as opposed to not logging and removing these trees; it is unclear how this can

actually be done, and needs to be defined more clearly to the public. 

12.This report at 5 notes that the CG LMP direction for old growth in ponderosa pine savanna is 1-6%, while the

current condition is stated to be 

3%, although there is no old growth in the South Otter project area; the CG LMP does not define why as little as

1% old growth will provide viable 

populations of associated species; the CG LMP is clearly in violation of the NFMA because there are a number of

Montana SOC and USFWS BCC that 

require old growth habitats for viability, including up to 20-25% old growth; providing as little as 1% ponderosa

pine old growth ensures nonviable 

populations of a considerable number of wildlife species, in violation of the NFMA. 

13.The South Otter Project does not provide any information as to how the CG LMP snag guideline will be met;

simply saying a project will implement the LMP does not qualify as a NEPA analysis. 

14.The CG LMP snag direction is invalid, and outdated by over 30 years; there no analysis in the Final

Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the 

was CG LMP to demons trate that previous LMP direction, which was generally being carried forward into the

new LMP, ensured persistence of associated 

wildlife; the FEIS did not provide any analysis as to why the snag direction in the new LMP would meet the needs

of wildlife; retaining some snags in 

harvest units is not a valid conservation strategy for wildlife, and as such, the CG LMP is in violation of the NFMA

by failing to ensue this large group of wildlife will be maintained as viable populations on the CG; until an

amendment is completed for this LMP, no vegetation treatments can be 

legally completed on the CG, including the South Otter Project. 

15. There are so many "exceptions" to the CG LMP snag direction that even the retention level of snags in

harvest units could not have been determined in the FEIS; in effect, no actual snag numbers are required on the

CG in harvest units; so this guidelines cannot be used to measure impacts on associated wildlife, because the

direction is actually optional. 

16.This report at 6 repeats the CG LMP direction that old growth forests can be logged to increase their

"resilience." The CG LMP does not provide any science to indicate that logging protects old growth forests from



fire, or promote recovery after fire; the CG LMP also does not provide any analysis that shows logging old growth

will retain its wildlife values; logging old growth is to promote timber production, not wildlife habitat; this needs to

be correctly identified in the CG LMP FEIS. 

17.The required number of large trees to be retained in harvest units also has exceptions for this guideline; the

South Otter project does not define how the direction for large trees and snags will be applied to each logging

unit, and whether or not exceptions will be allowed. 

18. Figure 4 in this report at 8 is unreadable as per canopy cover levels in the project area. 

19.The report at 8 states that there is an overabundance of older forest stands in the project area that have

reduced growth and vigor due to maturity and dense canopies (40-60%); Table 2 shows there are 32,000 acres

of forests with a canopy cover level of 40-60%; this is 21% of the 155,000 acres in the project area capable of

forest vegetation; the HRV for older, dense stands is never provided, however; it is unknown how historical levels

of older forests with higher canopy levels compare to current conditions.  

20.The report at 9 claims that the project will promote wildlife by creating a diversity of forest age classes; yet

there are only 32,000 acres of older, dense forests (40-60% canopy cover) in the project area (Table 2); this is

only 11% of the project area; yet there will be commercial thinning of 26,350 acres; this is almost all of what

remains of denser older forest habitat; older dense forest habitat will be reduced to less than 2% of the 

project area, and only 3.6% of potential forest vegetation; it is unclear why almost total elimination of this type of

habitat represents an increase in habitat diversity for wildlife or as well, an indicator of landscape health; why is

the almost total lack of older, more dense forests habitat an 

indicator of good forest health? 

21. Figure 5 of this report shows what is clearly an old growth ponderosa pine forest; this stand is proposed for

thinning and burning to protect it from insects and disease and fire; this will also increase the vigor of remaining

trees; logging this old growth will be to promote timber production. 

22.Figure 6 of this report also shows an old growth ponderosa pine forest which is proposed for thinning; this

thinning will supposedly "re-introduce 

disturbance and contribute to the structure and function desired on these sites;" this is a good example of the CG

LMP direction for old growth, in 

that it can be logged to achieve objectives other than wildlife, which means it is not actually being provided for

wildlife; this lack of any requirements to provide wildlife old growth in the CG LMP is not identified to the public,

not were the impacts of this strategy ever evaluated in the CG LMP FEIS; thus the effects of the CG LMP on old

growth habitats, and associated wildlife species, remains unknown, and undisclosed to the public; any treatments

in old growth stands are thus illegal until this lack of analysis and disclosure to the public is rectified via a Forest

Plan amendment 

23. Figure 7 in the report at page 12 is unreadable. 

24.The report at 12 states that the lack of fire in this landscape has contributed to the presence of insects and

disease; since a large percentage of this landscape, as well as on the Ashland Ranger District, has recently

burned, it is not clear how the fire cycle has been interrupted. 

25. This report at 13 states that logging forest stands will increase their resilience to disturbance; logging is a

disturbance; so the agency is claiming that disturbance is required so that forests can withstand disturbance; it is

unclear how a forest stand can recover from 2 disturbances faster than it could recover from one disturbance; the

science behind this claim was not provided; the agency needs to define how recovery is being measured, and

provide examples of how logged versus unlogged forest stands attained this recovery faster. 

26. The report at 13 acknowledges that old growth stands will be logged; the level of old growth in the landscape

is unknown, but largely nonexistent 

(small patches of 5-20 trees); the agency claims that HRV for old growth cannot be determined; given this, how is

HRV for old growth being established as the desired condition? The desired condition for old growth is never

identified; post project, old growth will be further reduced to 

potentially non-existent levels; yet the agency claims a purpose of the project is to develop a diversity of age

classes; large tree habitat is not 

consistent with old growth habitat; this was never demonstrated in the CG LMP FEIS. 

27.The report at 13 claims that logging will "benefit" old growth by promoting the growth of remaining trees; this



acknowledges that old growth on the CG is being managed for timber production, not wildlife; again, as we noted

previously, this was never disclosed in the CG LMP FEIS; an amendment is required to disclose this important

management strategy to the public, as well as to evaluate the impacts on a host of old growth-associated wildlife.

28.The report at 14 states that trees may die if stand densities are not reduced; but to reduce stand densities,

trees will die; no comparisons are 

ever provided as to how many trees will die in either case; it is unclear why more trees will be saved with logging

than due to insect infestations; since this is a stated purpose of treatments, this issue needs to be fully evaluated

and disclosed to the public; which process kills more trees, and why is this a forest benefit? 

29.The impacts of natural mortality versus logging mortality on wildlife are never addressed in this report; natural

mortality retains trees, while logging mortality removes the trees; the eff ects on wildlife from these two methods

of forest management are hugely different, but are not 

recognized in this report. 

30.The report demonstrates that the function of managing forests is to maximize timber production, with almost

no considerations for wildlife; this 

project exemplifies implementation of the CG LMP, which lacks any viable strategy for wildlife. 

31.The report at 14 states that the treatments are intended to reduce insects and disease to promote tree vigor;

this is a timber production objective, which indicates that the claim that desired conditions will restore HRV are

not actually intended; this explains why the HRV for the project area is never actually defined; it is not an actual

desired condition, as is falsely claimed by the agency. 

32.The report at page 15, including Table 4, also indicates that the claim that the desired conditions are to

achieve HRV are false; the objectives of the project are to promote timber production, not achieve HRV; timber

production is being promoted by reducing insects and disease, and 

reducing stand densities. 

33.The claims that this project is being implemented to achieve HRV is also demonstrated to be false because

the historic level of denser mature forest in this landscape is never identified; why is 11% dense forest too high

as compared to HRV? What needs to be done to achieve HRV? This 

information is never provided. 

34.Figure 8 shows the level of smoke that is created from prescribed fire; the effect of this smoke on forest birds

is likely severe; these costs of burning to achieve HRV are never addressed in the CG LMP FEIS, even though

these impacts may be severe across burned landscape and migratory bird 

populations. 

Project Wildlife Report 

1. This report at 4 states that the goal of the project is to improve wildlife habitat along with restoring the NRV of

forests and grasslands, so that they can recover from disturbances (after they are disturbed by agency

management actions; the project is being implemented to establish 

"desired conditions," but what these are for wildlife, and why this would improve wildlife habitat, is never defined. 

2. The percent of land cover by forests in the project area has been reduced from about 50% to about 25% due

to fire; how this compares to HRV is 

never identified. 

3. This report at 6 states there is an opportunity to benefit wildlife habitat while at the same time managing for

fuels and fire hazard; specific wildlife benefits are not identified. 

4. A desired condition for wildlife management is attaining the NRV as per the CG LMP; however, why HRV

promotes wildlife and habitat is never defined in the LMP FEIS. 

5. There is a desired condition for wildlife to promote habitat security. 

6. Again the wildlife report at 7 states that providing HRV ensures maintaining viable populations of wildlife; the

FEIS for the CG LMP never defined how this would be achieved, however. 

7. The wildlife report at 8 notes that the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act requires that breeding activities

and productivity not be substantially interfered with; this would be prevented for the golden eagle if nest sites are

identified and buffered at a half-mile; no surveys have been done for this Montana SOC, so buffering of nest sites

has not been achieved to date. 

8. Ponderosa pine forests represent 33%, or 108,000 acres of the project area; how this compares to the desired



conditions, or HRV, is never defined, even though the purpose of the project is to achieve HRV. 

9. The report at 9 states that insects and disease levels are higher than desired in dense forest stands; reducing

densities is a direct conflict with migratory birds; the CG LMP FEIS does not address how this conflict is to be

resolved as per HRV; an HRV with little to no insects and disease in forest stands will not provide habitat for the

large number of wildlife species that depend upon insects and snags as habi tat; thus the Desired condition for

forests cannot achieve the desired condition for wildlife; how these opposing desired conditions is resolved at the

project level is never defined 

in the CG LMP. 

10.Table 1 of this report shows that the desired condition for dense mature forest is 5-25%, while the existing

condition in the project area is 2%; the NEPA documents do not define why the project will achieve HRV by

reducing dense forest habitat below estimated HRV. 

11.The agency has not defined why the desired HRV for large trees is 55-95%, (Table 1) but the existing

condition for large trees is 6%; how can logging increase the acreage of large trees to meet RNV? 

12. This report at 9 states that the purpose of the project is to provide wildlife habitat for diverse species by

imitating RNV; yet the proposed treatments will depart further from HRV for large trees and dense forest stands;

so this claim is false. 

13.The wildlife report at 10 notes that 47% of the Ashland Ranger District has burned in recent years, reducing

forest cover by 47%; wildlife habitat will also have been reduced for wildlife species that use dense green forest

habitat, as well as hiding cover required for security. 

14.Again, the report at 10 states that the purpose of the project includes the need to improve or maintain wildlife

habitat; nowhere in the report or draft EA does the agency define what habitat for what species will be improved

with the project, so this is an unsupported claim, and a misrepresentation to the public of the need for the project.

15.The silviculture report at 9 shows there are 32,000 acres of more dense forest (40-60% canopy cover) in the

project area; the wildlife report at 11 shows there will be 26,346 acres of commercial harvest; thus most of the

dense forest habitat that remains after fires will be removed with logging; the impacts on a large number of

wildlife species that require denser forest habitat, including Montana SOC and USFWS BCC are never defined; it

is also never define as to why this extreme departure of RNV is consistent with the claimed purpose of the

project. 

16.After logging, prescribed fire will be use to burn up coarse woody and understory trees; this will exacerbate

the habitat loss for wildlife from large tree removal; it is unclear how this benefits wildlife habitat. 

17.Commercial thinning will b done to reduce stand potential for bark beetles; the wildlife report does not define

why this is habitat improvement for wildlife. 

18.The wildlife report at 13 clearly notes this is a logging project, with RNV used as a cover; it is noted that the

purpose of reducing tree density is to concentrate growth on remaining trees; this would promote timber

production, but not wildlife. 

19.The wildlife report at 13 claims that aspen and other deciduous trees in woody draws will be improved with

logging; it does not define why logging 

will reduce the adverse browsing impacts of livestock. 

20.The wildlife report notes that one purpose of the project is to remove trees from meadows; given that only

33% of the project has trees, it is not clear why further reduction is needed for wildlife or to achieve RNV; no

information on this was provided. 

21.The report notes that maintenance burning of past burned areas will be done to reduce fuels; it is not clear

how this would benefit wildlife or 

address fires; it is more likely that these burns are being done to improve access for livestock; it is also not clear

why this is required to achieve RNV; apparently burned trees did not occur historically in wild fires. 

22. Riparian areas will be burned; no information is provided as to why this is needed for RNV or for wildlife,

including Montana SOC and USFWS BCC. 

23.The wildlife report at 14 states that burning sagebrush will occur to "restore" and enhance habitat for wildlife;

the wildlife species that will be restored or enhanced are not defined; this will be highly detrimental for a host of

Montana SOC and USFWS BBC, so it is not clear why this represent habitat management for these species. 

24.The wildlife report at 14 states that after logging, big game security will return to pre-project levels once roads



are closed; this requires that 

security does not require hiding cover; the reference for the lack of a cover requirement in big game security was

not provided in the wildlife report. 

25.The wildlife report at 15 notes that the CG LMP concluded that management of the forest at RNV will maintain

all wildlife species; there 

was never any analysis for this claim in the associated FEIS, so it is an unsupported claim that cannot be carried

forward into site-specific projects without substantiation at this project level; no such substantiation occurred for

the South Otter Project, however. 

26.The wildlife report at 16 notes that the Montana Natural Heritage Program was used to search for occupancy

of various wildlife species in the South Otter Project; however, the Montana SOC identified by this Natural

Heritage Program, and the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, 

were not used for the project; since the 2012 planning rule requires that species of conservation concern have

individual conservation programs 

established in the LMP, the many Montana SPC and USFWS BCC need to have conservation strategies

included in the LMP; without these conservation strategies, site-specific projects, such as South Otter, are in

violation of the 2012 planning rule; the CG LMP needs to be amended to 

include conservation strategies for a host of Montana SOC and USFWS BCC before any further vegetation

projects are implemented, including the 

South Otter Project. 

27.The wildlife report notes that the web site for the Montana Natural Heritage Program is the repository for the

best available information 

regarding species distributions; yet the agency does not use the SOC identified by this program; the rationale for

not using these SOC was never 

defined in the CG LMP or associated FEIS; the reasons why the SOC identified in the Montana Natural Heritage

Program are invalid was never 

identified by the CG in the LMP and associated FEIS. 

28.The CG LMP does not include any desired conditions for wildlife; so there is no basis for managing wildlife in

this geographic area; the lack of any desired conditions for wildlife in this landscape is unknown, and was not

addressed for the South Otter Project. 

29.The wildlife report at 18 notes that the 2012 planning rule requires species specific plans for wildlife whose

needs are not met by the coarse filter approach (i.e., species of conservation concern); this clearly includes

Montana SOC and USFWS BCC, which are identified as "species of 

conservation concern"; however, none are identified in the CG LMP or for the South Otter project, in violation of

the 2012 planning rule. 

30.The wildlife report at 19 states that forest cover in the project area is roughly 27%. 

31.The wildlife report at 20 states that maintaining forest resiliency Is a critical component of maintaining and

improving wildlife habitat; why this is so is never defined, however; how resiliency is measured is never defined,

along with the scientific references the definition is based on; since it cannot be measured, changes in resiliency

for the project area unknown, including why these changes are critical for wildlife. 

32. The guideline regarding wildlife security does not actually define a guideline, other than some level of security

will be present. 

33.The standard claim that a "mosaic" of sagebrush age classes is needed for wildlife is cited in the wildlife report

at 21; no references were provided including this need by Montana SOC and USFWS BCC. 

34. There are no conservation strategies identified for various bats that are Montana SOC; given the extent of

proposed logging, the impacts to bats are unknown but likely severe. 

35. There is no information on the ongoing impact of lives tock on cottonwoods, aspen, or green ash, or shrubs in

riparian habitats; how can 

management of vegetation be done without any monitoring basis for ungulate browsing and damage? Why isn't

lives tock management of these woody plants a part of this RNV program? Do current conditions of these woody

plants resemble historical conditions? It is highly unlikely that they do, but this is never addressed in the

proposed project. The wildlife report at 23 notes that browsing of woody vegetation by wildlife and cows is a



problem, but this problem is not measured nor are any actions recommended for correction. 

36.The claimed wildlife surveys that will be done for the project assume a 100% detection probability will occur,

but since these surveys have not yet been done, their effectiveness to the public is unknown; the public needs an

opportunity to review wildlife surveys to get an understanding of the quality of these surveys, as well as where

wildlife currently occur in the project area, including bat roosting areas and hibernacula. 

37. The wildlife report at 25 states that buffers for nesting raptors will be based on the current best science;

however, what these are, and the science they are based on, is never provided to the public; surveys and

mitigation measures, including project designs, need to be provided to the public during project planning, not

once a decision is made; post-project survey and mitigation information essentially removes the public from this 

process, in violation of the NEPA. 

38.The agency needs to provide maps of all locations of golden eagle, goshawk, prairie falcon, and merlin

nesting sites to the public prior to a 

decision being made; such information also requires mapping and descriptions of mitigation measures that have

been established for these nesting sites. 

39. There was no conservation strategy defined for the goshawk, a Montana SOC; given the loss of forests due

to past fires, remaining forest habitat will be critical to goshawk persistence; the current best science (not agency

white papers as Brewer et al, define management requirements for goshawk territories; these requirements need

to be implemented for the South Otter project in order to meet the requirements of the 2012 planning 

rule. 

40.The provision of wildlife survey results during project planning is important information to the public as it

defines what current wildlife conditions are in the project area, and as well, how wildlife occurrences were

considered in project designs. 

41.The wildlife report at 26 states that a 420 acre buffer will be established in goshawk post fledging areas "if

PFA characteristics are found to be limiting ." What does this mean? This indicates that PFA requirement as

defined by the current best science need to be defined for goshawk breeding 

territories, but these are never actually defined. It is not clear how goshawk territories will be managed to ensure

persistence. 

42.Logging will be detrimental to goshawks by eliminated prey species. Yet almost all the dense forest habitat in

the project area is slated for logging. It is clear there are no actual conservation measures being implemented for

this Montana SOC, in violation of the 2012 planning rule. 

43.The wildlife report does not identify any management actions for forest raptors other than a buffer area during

nesting; what about these nesting 

areas outside of the nesting period; are they going to be retained, and if not, how does this promote their

persistence? 

44.The wildlife report at 27 recognized the classification of Montana SOC; however, none of these are actually

identified or evalu ated for the South 

Otter Project, other than the goshawk; it is unclear why Montana SOC are bit considered as species of

conservation concern that require specific 

management direction, as required by the 2012 planning rule. 

45.There is no analysis of migratory birds, many which are in decline; this is a violation of the Migratory Bird

Treaty Act (MBTA), which requires assessments of project impacts on these species.  

46.The silviculture report has Figure 8 showing how prescribed burning creates lots of smoke; yet there is no

analysis in the wildlife report of EA as to how burning affects birds, given that smoke is highly toxic to bird. 

47.The wildlife report notes that burning will occur outside the general nesting season for birds, although this

appears to be optional; in nturn, there is no such restriction for logging; what is the basis for this difference? 

48.There is no estimate of the number of birds that will be killed with logging and prescribed burning; this impact

needs to be defined to the public, and s well, measured as per the level of impact on birds as per the MI BTA. 

49. What is the management strategy for sharp-tailed grouse in the South Otter Project Area? Will their habitat

be burned, and if so, why? What 

research indicates burning improves their habitat, including shrubs. 

5O.The wildlife report claims that attainment of the RNV will provide viable populations of all wildlife species; the



collaborative recommendations for elk appear to be the citation, which is inaccurate; we are not aware of any

actual analysis completed anywhere to demonstrate RNV maintains all 

wildlife species. 

51.The wildlife report repeatedly claims that burning will increase forage for big game, and thus benefit big game;

the impacts of burning on mule deer and whitetailed deer are not specifically defined; the Ashland deer

guidelines are not referenced as to how improvement will occur for mule 

deer and whitetailed deer; the 2013 collaborative study with the Forest Service and MFWP do not make this

claim, but instead say forage will be 

reduced late summer due to desiccation in openings; the 15 year Mont ana elk logging study also reported that

clearcuts do not benefit elk by creating forage; the basis for this claim for South Otter was never cited; in turn,

given that security and hiding cover are severely limited in the Project Area, it is not clear why the agency has

determined for forage for big game is the primary management concern; it is not clear why grazing levels of

livestock were not addressed in regards to forage needs for wildlife. 

52.The wildlife report at 30 notes there is an ongoing elk research project being implemented in the landscape of

the South Otter project; as such , 

why aren't elk calving and nursery areas mapped? Where are elk using security areas in the fall hunting season?

Are they leaving the national forest for adjacent private lands? The current information available for this research

project needs to be included in the wildlife report. 

53.The wildlife report at 30 cites increasing elk numbers as good habitat management in this herd unit; this is a

clear misrepresentation of 

management impacts on elk; the lack of security on public lands causes elk to move to private lands in the

hunting season, where population control is limited; increasing elk populations are an indicator of a lack of

security, not good habitat. 

54.The wildlife report at 30 notes that mule deer management was not evaluated because it was covered by elk

management; this is not possible, given the mule deer have an average home range size of up to 500 acres,

while the average home range size of elk is up to 10,000 acres or more; mule deer are highly dependent upon

local forage and cover conditions, as was noted in the Ashland deer management guidelines; these guidelines

need to be used to evaluate project impacts on mule and white-tailed deer, unless they have been updated and

revised, in which case the revision should be used. 

55. Winter ranges for mule deer need to mapped, defined, and managed as per the Ashland deer management

guidelines. 

56.There is no analysis of elk displacement to private lands in the hunting season, even though this is a problem

recognized in the collaborative 

recommendations developed by the HLC/CG and MFWP; this issue needs to be fully evaluated, along with

projected project and cumulative impacts for all projects proposed on the Ashland Ranger District. 

57.The wildlife report at 32 attempts to get away from the hiding cover requirement of Hillis; it is true some

security is enhanced by topography, 

but Hillis clearly defines security as "contiguous blocks of forest cover." The type of forest in these cover blocks

does not matter; the failure of the agency to evaluate project impacts on security by accepted methodology

means that no valid analysis has been done, in spite of elk security being a well-documented public issue. 

58.The wildlife report noted that road impacts on elk is important, but there was no analysis of habitat

effectiveness for elk based on planned motorized route densities for this project; it is likely that severe

displacement impacts will result, which can be classified by HE recommendations as significant adverse impacts

on elk if HE is below 50%. 

59.There is no analysis of how the project will impact hiding cover for big game; it is clearly severely limited in the

project area, at 24%, and will be reduced down to 11%; it is not clear why this impact is not evaluated, as it

appears to be highly significant as per impacts on all big game species except maybe antelope; there is no

analysis of why burning sagebrush will benefit antelope. 

60.The wildlife report at 33 notes that juniper provides important cover for big game, but juniper will be burned in

this project; the amount of hiding cover to be removed by burning juniper is never identified. 

61. It is not clear how the CG LMP guideline to maintain the functionality of key big game habitats, which would



include winter range, will be met with the South Otter project; winter ranges are not mapped or evaluated. 

62.A guideline in the CG LMP requires that security habitat not be reduced when it is limiting in the project area;

for the South Otter project, security will be reduced from an claimed 29% to 19%; actual levels of security are

unknown, as are likely reductions; security may be close to zero, and certainly will be zero after project

implementation. 

63. There is no analysis made between the proposed loss of security from logging and roads and elk

displacement and loss of public hunting opportunity; what amount is elk displacement expected to increase from

this project, and why isn't this considered significant? 

64. Figure 1 in the wildlife report clearly shows that the measurements of elk security are invalid, as hiding cover

is not included; this method eliminates the agency's need to consider the importance of hiding cover in the

management of security, in violation of the NEPA. 

65.The analysis of unit impacts is not provided to the public; the wildlife report at 38 states that post-project

hiding cover levels cannot be determined; it is not clear why this is the case; impacts on canopy cover can be

identified, and the wildlife report uses canopy cover as a measure of hiding cover. 

66. Suitable hiding cover, or stands with a 40% canopy, are only 12% of the project area; claims that canopy

cover down to 10% provide hiding cover 

for big game were not supported with any peer-reviewed reports; research that has identified lower canopy

stands {{down to 13%) as elk cover also noted that much greater distances from active motorized routes are

required. If low canopy stands are going to be claimed to -provide elk security, the distance of roads of these

types of stands also needs to be applied. 

67.Figure 2 in the wildlife report is unreadable. 

68.The wildlife report at 42 states that losses of big game security are temporary, because of roads; aga in, the

agency's invalid measure of 

security, where cover is not included, allows this false claim to be made; logging impacts and loss of hiding cove

r will not be temporary, unless this is defined as 20 or more years; during the interim, security will be reduced. 

69.We request that the agency provide examples of forest stands with various canopy cover levels, to

demonstrate the hiding cove r value of these stands for big game. 

70.The design feature to maintain hiding cover along open roads is not specifically defined; where does this

cover exist? What road mileage of the 

total mileage ca n this measure be provided? Will it make a significant difference on project impacts to wildlife

along the vast road mileage to be 

required fo r this project? 

71.The level of hiding cover has in fact bee n identified for big game, which is 66% good levels, and under 33%

as poor hiding cover by the 15 year elk logging study; it is not clear why this long-term research result could not

define good hiding cover for elk; it is clear that the South Otter project area has very poor hiding cover for big

game, at only 24%. 

72.The wildlife report aga in notes at page 46 that juniper will be burned in forest stands, and likely elsewhere;

this impact on migratory birds and mule deer is never evaluated; how many acres of juniper will be removed, and

what is the estimated habitat loss for wildlife? Why is this habitat loss not considered to be significant? 

73.lf calving, fawning and nursery areas change every year, how will these be identified and managed?  

Conclusion 

Given that the South Otter Project will impact 226,196 acres of wildlife habitat, that the Three Mile project will

impact 7,175 acres of wildlife habitat, and the Ash Creek Fire Project will impact 110,066 acres of wildlife habitat,

along with almost half of this landscape being already burned by wild fires, it is difficult to determine how the

agency has concluded that these impacts on wildlife have not been significant; the agency needs to define how

planned changes of wildlife habitat over 537 square miles will not affect any wildlife species in this landscape. 

Given that the CG LMP is in violation of the 2012 planning rule by failing to provide conservation strategies for at-

risk wildlife, and a failure of this LMP to make a single connection between attaining RNV and desired conditions

for vegetation with providing viable populations of any wildlife species, this LMP cannot be legally implemented in

any site-specific projects. Until this LMP is amended to address these severe flaws, no site-specific projects can

legally be implemented. 
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