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incorporate site-specific NEPA analysis, future site-specific decisions are each determined by a
tailored EA that is tiered to the programmatic EA.® Because cumulative, repeating impacts were
already analyzed at the programmatic stage, the site-specific EAs only analyze issues unique to
that site, such as impacts to recreation and rare plants.” This programmatic approach gives the
public formal, NEPA-compliant notice and comment opportunities before site-specific decisions
are made and on-the-ground activity occurs, but each project can move forward quickly and
efficiently.

Furthermore, the Forest Service’s proactive collaboration on this project has allowed it
to deliver on the efficiency goals that other CBM projects have been unable to achieve. The
project supervisors sought input from a stakeholder group while developing the programmatic
EA during the formal NEPA notice and comment process. Collaborating on project parameters
and sideboards on the front end has saved the Forest Service time in its site-specific
implementations. Within seven months of sending a scoping notice, the Forest Service finalized
a decision on the programmatic EA without public objection. Just a year later, the first
implementation project was signed—accompanied by its own “skinny” EA tiered to the
programmatic EA—authorizing over 1,000 acres of commercial timber harvest, again without
objection.®

Status: Decision signed by District Rangers Michael A. Wright & Stephanie Bland.
Implementation, with one logging project in progress and a second in scoping.

Project Website: https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=55303

6 See Programmatic EA at 7.
"Id.
8 See 2020 Decision Notice at 3-10.
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August 25, 2019

Chief Vicki Christiansen

United States Forest Service
Sidney R. Yates Federal Building
201 14th St SW

Washington, DC. 20227
victoria.christiansen@usda.gov

Deputy Chief Chris French
United States Forest Service
Sidney R. Yates Federal Building
201 14th St SW

Washington, DC. 20227
cfrench@usda.gov

Secretary Sonny Perdue
Department of Agriculture
1400 Independence Ave SW
Washington, DC. 20250
agsec@usda.gov

Under Secretary James E. Hubbard, Natural Resources and Environment
Department of Agriculture

1400 Independence Ave SW

Washington, DC. 20250

Jim.Hubbard@osec.usda.gov

Submitted via email to: nepa-procedures-revision@fs.fed.us
Submitted via public participation portal to: https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=FS-
2019-0010-0001

RE: Comments on Proposed Rule, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Compliance (84 Fed. Reg. 27,544, June 13, 2019)

Dear Chief Christensen, Deputy Chief French, Secretary Perdue, and Under Secretary
Hubbard:

On behalf of the undersigned organizations and individuals, we are pleased to provide the
Forest Service with the attached comments on the agency’s proposed rule regarding National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance, 84 Fed. Reg. 27,544 (June 13, 2019), RIN
0596-AD31. Our organizations collectively represent decades of experience with the Forest
Service’s implementation of NEPA across the spectrum of land management actions,
including forest planning, vegetation, wildlife, mineral, range, aquatic, travel, and recreation
management decisions. Our organizations and members would be adversely affected by this
proposal, which would immediately eliminate important procedural rights that we and other
members of the public rely on. The proposal would have far-reaching effects to the places we
advocate for and help to steward.
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We have extensive expertise regarding the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA
regulations, the Forest Service’s NEPA regulations and procedures, and the body of federal
case law interpreting the agency’s legal obligations under NEPA. Our experience in agency
decision-making processes, collaborative efforts, and as plaintiffs in NEPA litigation lends us
unique insight into the promises and pitfalls of the Forest Service’s NEPA policies and
practices.

Many of our organizations provided comments on the Advanced Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking.! Unfortunately, it is clear from the proposed rule that the Forest Service failed
to incorporate nearly all of our suggestions for efficient environmental analysis and decision-
making that involves the public in decisions about how its lands will be managed. Instead,
the agency has released a proposed rule that brazenly attempts to remove the public from
public land management decisions, and seeks to expand the scope and scale of land
management without sufficient environmental analysis: this is not the type of decision-
making required by NEPA, which requires transparency, accurate scientific data and analysis,
and inclusion of the public - including local communities, Tribes, local governments,
scientists, and many others who use, enjoy, and rely upon the National Forests for a variety of
values - in federal agency decision-making.

The proposed rule appears to be in service of the present Administration’s deregulatory
agenda that serves to elevate the interests of extractive industries above the interests of the
public. This agenda is particularly inappropriate on the national forests, which are owned in
common by all Americans, not just a privileged few. The proposed rule would drastically
reduce or eliminate public involvement in the management of their national forests, curtail
the role of science in land management planning, and will ultimately undermine the
credibility of the Forest Service as the “expert scientists” in the eyes of the public it was
created to serve.

In its environmental analysis and decision making efforts, the Forest Service created
considerable momentum for positive change. This rule squanders the opportunity. The Forest
Service has ignored its own analysis that concludes that funding, staffing, training, and
internal personnel policies (particularly those related to promotion and staff transitions) are at
the heart of inefficient planning and project implementation. It has also ignored the
successful efforts of its most talented staff to accomplish more, high-quality work by
accepting stakeholder contributions. Instead, it offers a rule meant to avoid accountability,
with a rationale that is not supported by the information before the agency. The Forest
Service simply offers no basis to believe that eliminating public input can improve the
timeliness or quality of its decisions.

Because the Forest Service has failed to prepare a sufficient administrative record to support
its proposed rule, we anticipate that the rule — should it be finalized — will not survive judicial
review. We therefore recommend that the agency abandon this rulemaking effort and focus
on immediate needs such as forest plan revision, science-based restoration, monitoring, and
internal cultural changes.

! See, Comments on Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Request for Comment,
National Environmental Policy Act Compliance (83 Fed. Reg. 302, Jan. 3, 2018) submitted
by The Wilderness Society, Western Environmental Law Center, Southern Environmental
Law Center, et al. (Feb. 1, 2018).
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With regards on behalf of the undersigned organizations and individuals,

oy B

Susan Jane M. Brown, Public Lands Director & Staff Attorney
Western Environmental Law Center

4107 NE Couch Street

Portland, OR. 97232

brown@westernlaw.org

503-914-1323

Sam Evans, National Forests and Parks Program Leader
Southern Environmental Law Center

48 Patton Avenue, Suite 304

Asheville, NC 28801

sevans@selcnc.org

828-258-2023

Alison Flint, Director, Litigation & Agency Policy
The Wilderness Society

1660 Wynkoop St., Ste. 850

Denver, CO 80202

alison_flint@tws.org

303-802-1404
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1. Introduction.?

NEPA is rightfully referred to as the “Magna Carta” of environmental laws. Like that famous
charter, NEPA enshrines fundamental values into government decision-making. NEPA has
been a proven bulwark against hasty or wasteful federal decisions by fostering government
transparency and accountability. It has ensured that federal decisions are at their core
democratic, by guaranteeing meaningful public involvement. And it has achieved its stated
goal of improving the gquality of the human environment by relying on sound science to
reduce and mitigate harmful environmental impacts.

We have seen agencies, including the Forest Service, conduct highly efficient yet robust
NEPA analysis. These successes demonstrate that NEPA is inherently flexible, and the
current law, CEQ regulations, and Forest Service regulations and procedures provide
significant authority to conduct efficient yet meaningful analysis, including through the use
of tiering, mitigated findings of no significant impact, appropriate application of existing
categorical exclusions, and other tools. At the same time, we agree that many Forest Service
environmental analysis and decision-making processes could be more efficient and satisfying
to stakeholders and the agency. However, as we described in our comments on the ANPR and
reiterated below, the primary problems with — and solutions to — the Forest Service’s NEPA
process lie not with the agency’s NEPA regulations and procedures but with funding and

2 There are 8 key appendices to these comments, which are identified as “Appendix
[number]” and are appended to these comments. Other popularly available references are
identified in footnotes by author, title, year, and electronic database address, where available.
Still other references that are not popularly available are attached alphabetically.
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Table 1: Appendix A Data and Analytics

Attachment A: p. A-70

Thinning and Habitat &

Project Comm Fuels Reduction Rx Burn Reforest Watershed Invasives Total harvest Total project
Arrowhawk 878 2618 118 2900 3496 6514
Bald Fire 8447 5499 12200 8447 26146
Barnyard South 1590 860 1590 2450
Bigelow-Newaygo 2256 952 1446 108 3208 4762
Biggie 1527 1008 256 2535 2791
Black Locust 23 23 23 23 46 92
Bucks Lake 1291 543 222 1834 2056
Charlie Preston 977 307 82 82 1284 1448
Cherokee Park 3124 2004 5128 5128
Davy Crockett 69000 69000
Deep Creek 11 11
Deer Pen 408 128 7 536 543
Dry Restoration 748 748 748
East Wedge 4976 695 4564 5671 10235
Elkhorn 2766 2191 2766 4957
Escalante 10525 11625 22150 22150
French Fire 3387 221 3000 32 3608 6640
Gooseberry 2246 126 2271 2372 4643
Gordon Hill 1466 1188 95 2654 2749
Grass Flat 200 1145 107 83 1345 1535
Grizzly Fire 3025 1837 3025 4862
Hams Fork 7892 730 7892 8622
Hopkins Prairie 1000 1000 1000
Interior 16638 106 3312 829 16744 20885
Iron Springs 4121 769 154 4890 5044
Julius Park 675 89 764 764
Junction 8964 12280 5738 21244 26982
Keola 371 401 139 11 772 922
Kidhaw 560 545 820 1105 1925
Larson 24574 1822 4906 26396 31302
Lemon Butte 603 43 55 646 701
Lower Skokomish 4484 4484 4484
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Macedonia 8121 8121 8121
Marshall Woods 266 1178 1055 450 1444 2949
Martin Creek 774 338 929 1112 2041
Middle Bugs 705 114 642 819 1461
Millsteck 1989 1673 2956 160 70 1989 6848

Mitchell Spring 771 626 108 1397 1505
Morrison Run 1401 536 370 451 442 1937 3200
Mower Tract 6358 54 6358 6412

North Heber 3730 3730 3730

North Shore 3190 3785 20 6975 6995

Ocala 352 352 352

Pine Ridge 7496 10972 12708 400 1168 18468 32744

Pipeline 1944 952 461 2896 3357

Red Hill 1448 88 1536 1536

Reedy 1275 1275 1275

Renshaw 4970 457 663 5427 6090

Roy Creek 2550 865 5582 200 3415 9197

Sagehen 2627 2350 2627 4977

Salmon West 2529 819 1684 188 3348 5220
Sandbox 2185 2097 7465 4282 11747

Shores 1460 117 1577 1577

Smith Mountain 3032 2781 8970 572 50 5813 15405
Soldier Bay 2062 1434 243 3496 3739

South Bridger 250 250 250
South Summit Il 2350 1000 6600 3350 9950
Southern Creek Ouachita River 1838 835 5460 225 2673 8358
Spring Gulch 256 66 229 322 551
Sulphur Forest 613 613 613
Telogia 1631 77 1708 1708

Toll Joe 944 139 1083 1083

Upper Lake Winona 2965 8097 15959 1555 11062 28576
Upper South Fork Skokomish 880 880 880
Watson Hill LLC 8116 268 8384 8384
West Slope 4546 4546 4546
Westside Collaborative 1349 978 2327 2327
Windy Project 2699 549 186 3248 3434
Average 3153.7 1797.8 5039.2 1348.4 465.8 366.5 4351.8 7253.4

Median 1891.0 769.0 1559.5 451.0 160.0 70.0 2663.5 3734.5
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Table 8: Summary of Changes to Appendix A Projects

Project Explicitly  Due solely to Non- Notes
due to Internal substantive
Public review or (Analysis or
Comment Unexplained Informational)
. Adjusted treatment acres from SL to EA after fieldwork (see EA p.12). Added Alternative 3 to address public
Bald Fire X . L
concern regarding commercial timber harvest (see EA p. 16).
Reduced miles of road construction/reconstruction from SL to EA. Added alternatives in response to public
Barnyard X concerns about road construction (Alt. 3), openings in forest canopy caused by logging (Alt. 4), and the need
South for "real restoration” (Alt. 5) (see EA p. 9-10). Analyzed Alts. 3, 4 in detail. Selected Alt. 2. Added
documentation to project record in response to an objection (see DN p. 1).
Added Alternative 3 to address public concerns. Alternative 3 included the following: 1) Reduced acres of
red pine stands proposed for conversion to prairie by changing treatment to thinning. 2) Dropped stands
Bigelow- X proposed for savanna restoration. 3) Dropped new road construction from southern part of project area;
Newaygo retained roads proposed for closure based solely on the fact the roads were duplicative (see EA p. 1-9 - 1-10).
Selected Alt. 3 with some modifications (see DN p. 2). Modifications included adding 24 acres of savanna
restoration (see DN p. 8-9).
Changed 2 treatment areas from commercial to noncommercial treatment; changed follow-up fuels
Biggie X treatments of two treatment areas; dropped 772 acres of roadside hazard tree treatment (see EA p. 7).
Updated timber volume and economic analysis as a result of internal review (see EA p. 7). From EA to DN,
dropped hazard tree treatments, which reduced noncommercial harvest from 1,718 to 1,008 acres.
Black Locust X Reduced treatment area from original SL to EA (see EA p. 1-2).
Added Alternative D in response to scoping (EA p. 8). From EA to DN agency dropped 15.2 acres of
Bucks Lake X mechanical thinning (590-574.8), dropped 5.4 acres of radial thinning (155.8-150.4), and added 22.2 acres of
group selection treatments. USFS received two objections on the project (DN p. 12). Changed commercial
harvest treatments in order to resolve objections.
From SL to EA: added public firewood gathering, provided more dispersed camping, reduced timber harvest
Charlie X along private property boundary, and provided more explanation. Added Alternative C to address public
Preston concerns about amount and types of timber harvest and amount of road construction (see EA p. 11). From
EA to DN: selected Alternative C
Cherokee Agency performed revised travel analysis in response to scoping. Agency added design criteria to address
X : : .
Park concerns about timber harvest impact on viewshed (see DN p. 3).
Davy X Dropped RX fire in all areas in which the management emphasis was not for red cockaded woodpecker, from
Crockett 105,941 acres to 69,000 acres (see EA p. 1).
Deep Creek X é’%‘egcyé)added project-specific design measures for monarch butterfly, sage grouse, and water quality (see
Removed used of herbicide, glyphosphate, in response to scoping comments. Resulted in 63-acre decrease in
Deer Pen X . -
project size (see EA p. 32).
Dry X Added more information to descriptions of proposed activities in response to scoping.
Restoration
From SL to EA: reduced commercial treatments and increased Rx fire. Agency added Alternative C, which
East Wedge X

reduced amount of treated acres in response to public comment. Selected Alternative C and modified it by
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Project

Explicitly
due to
Public

Comment

Due solely to
Internal
review or

Unexplained

Non-
substantive
(Analysis or

Informational)

Notes

changing treatments and removing treatment acres from selected action (see DN p. 2-4). Removed Canada
lynx habitat from areas proposed for commercial harvest. Agency removed all new road construction from
proposed action. Removed areas along US-Canada border from areas proposed for commercial harvest.
Removed re-designating a forest road from proposed action.

Elkhorn

Changed types of vegetation treatments applied to some areas. Modified travel management activities
associated with project.

Escalante

Reanalyzed proposed timber management in unroaded and lightly roaded areas and excluded areas from
consideration if accessing the areas would require "extensive temporary road construction."

French Fire

Developed Alternative 4 in response to public comments re. California Spotted Owl. Developed Alternative
5 in response to public comments. Developed Alternative 3 in response to public comments regarding
hazards posed by herbicides. After EA released, removed herbicide treatment from one area in response to
scoping comments provided by USFWS. USFWS comments pertained to California red-legged frog (see DN

p. 5).

Gooseberry

Dropped construction of new temporary road in order to avoid a stream crossing (see DN p. 2).

Grass Flat

Agency's preferred alternative in EA was "Modified Alternative B," which was developed in response to
public comment (EA Ch. 2.5, p. 10). EA Table 2.8 depicts difference in commercial harvest between original
proposed action and modified Alternative B. Agency reduced total treatment acres from 1,808 to 1,602
(compare EA Table 2.2 to EA Table 2.5). Agency changed treatments in many areas, emphasizing more
basal area retention for spotted owl. From EA to DN agency shifted 29 acres of mastication to hand-cut pile
and burn treatment.

Grizzly Fire

Agency developed Alternative 3 in response to public comments on scoping notice (EA p. 12). Agency
selected Alternative 2.

Hams Fork

Agency developed proposal that was presented in scoping letter with a collaborative working group (see DN
p. 5-6). Original proposal was to treat 10,414 acres (see EA p 19), including 12 miles of roads (8 miles in
Invent. Roadless Area). Collaborative group (w/ USFS) reduced size of proposed action to 8,622 acres in
order to avoid constructing 8 miles of roads in an Invent. Roadless Area (see EA p. 19; DN p. 6). Received 4
objections to proposal (DN p. 4). Objection Reviewing Officer tasked District with explaining how the
project complied with the 2001 Roadless Rule and with various exemptions from restrictions on timber
harvest (DN p. 7). District's response at DN p. 7-10.

Interior

Released first scoping letter 12/20/2012. Released second scoping letter 07/25/2013. From first to second SL,
prescribed fire reduced by 398 acres, timber harvest reduced by 326 acres, road construction increased by 5
miles, wildlife resource improvements reduced by 180 acres. From SL2 to EA, hazardous fuels treatments
increased by 108 acres, timber harvest reduced by 141 acres. From EA to DN hazardous fuels treatments
decreased by 16 acres.

Iron Springs

Changed proposed action treatment acres from SL to EA (compare SL p. 4 to EA Table 9). Created
Alternative A in response to public comment on scoping letter (EA p. 7).

Junction

From SL to EA: maintained the same total acres treated: 16,034 (see SL Table 1; EA Table 2). Developed
Alternative 3 in response to public comments on scoping notice (see EA, p. 12). Alternative 3 intended to
favor habitat for three woodpecker species (see EA, p. 12). Selected Alternative 3 Modified (see DN, p. 1:
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Project Explicitly  Due solely to Non- Notes
due to Internal substantive
Public review or (Analysis or
Comment Unexplained Informational)
"Qverstory, understory, and fuels treatments may occur on the same acres."). Modification to reduce
commercial harvest from 9,864 (see EA p. 29) to 8,964 (see DN p. 2)
Kidhaw X Midstory control by mulching decreased from 600 acres in SL and EA to 545 acres in DN.
From SL to EA: added 2 miles of temporary road construction. Added Alternative 3 in response to public
Larson X input on draft EA (see EA p. 12). Modified Alternative 3 in final EA to address public concern about
mistletoe infected trees (see EA, p. 26). Selected Alternative 2, with modifications. Modified Alternative 2
by removing all temporary road construction from the proposal (see DN p. 4).
Prior to release of EA, reduced commercial harvest from 1650 acres to 603 acres. USFS dropped 6058 acre
Lemon Butte X prescribed burn from SL to EA. Dropping prescribed burn was internal decision (see EA p. 21). Reduced
commercial harvest from 1,650 acres to 603 acres in response to public input and internal review (see EA p.
17).
Lower Multiple m_odifications to treatment acres and treatme_nt types fr_om SL to EA. Original prpposal had a _13,500
Skokomish X acre footprlnt._SL reduped that to 4,900_. Proposed a(_:tlon in EA included 4,_237 acres. SL included 5 miles
road construction. EA included 15.6 miles construction and 3.1 reconstruction.
Macedonia X Developed a no herbicide alternative in response to public concern (see EA p. 10).
Marshall Developed Alternat!ve N in response to public comment but did not analyze it in detail (s_ee EA p. 27).
Woods X Developed Alternatives C and D in response to public comment (see EA p. 26). Agency implemented a
hybrid of Alternatives C and D (see DN p. 1).
Marti Developed Alternative C in response to public comment (see EA p. 2-1). Modified selected alternative in
artin - ) ;
Creek X response to mtern_al a}nd public comment (see DN p. 8). R_educed total timber harvest acres, reduced
precommercial thinning acres, reduced acres of tree planting (see DN Table 1).
SL proposed 712 acres commercial harvest. DN contained 705/114 commercial/noncommercial harvest.
Middle Bugs X Within the commercial harvest acres, the DN included 642 acres of Rx burn. Developed Alternatives C-E in
response to public comment (see EA p. 6-7). Implemented Alternative C (see DN p. 1).
SL included 2036 acres of even-age commercial harvest. EA reduced even-age commercial harvest to 2,033
Millsteck X acres. From SL to EA, prescribed fire changed from 1,727 to 1,795 acres. Reforestation changed from 3,114
to 3,090 acres from SL to EA.
Mitchell Rem_oyed pinyon—juniper treatment in response to public comment gnd agency fieldwo_rk, resulting in a
Spring X modified proposed acyc_)n (see EA, p. 16_). Develo_ped Alternatlve 3 in response to public comment (see EA p.
27). Selected the modified proposed action for this project (see DN p. 1).
Morrison From SL to EA to DN, commercial harvest changed from 1325 acres, to 1,399 acres, 'go 1,401 acres. RX Burn
RuN X acres went from_429 to 370 to 370 acres. Developed AI_ternatlve 3 in response to public comment and IDT
concerns regarding amount of timber harvest and associated road building (see EA p. 18).
Scoped non-commercial treatments over 12,597 acres. Agency included 12.597 acres in the EA. Following
Mower Tract X EA release, agency engaged in ESA Sect. 7 consultation. As a result of consultation, the agency removed
6,239 acres from the project in order to avoid Cheat Mtn. Salamander habitat (see DN p. 11).
North Heber X Added alternative in response to public comments (see EA p. 13).
North Shore X From EA to DN: reduced size of prescribed burning by 40 acres.
Pine Ridge X From SL to EA: removed ponderosa pine planting from proposed action and refined design features for
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Under Embargo Until 2/3/2022 at 12:00 PM ET Attachment A: p. A-75

Project Explicitly  Due solely to Non- Notes
due to Internal substantive
Public review or (Analysis or
Comment Unexplained Informational)
proposed activities (see EA p. 4). Modified selected action (see DN p. 2).
Modified acres proposed for 4 types of treatment between Sl and EA. Comm Trt 1: 451 to 461 acres; Comm
Pipeline X Trt 2: 1209 to 1142 acres; Comm Trt 3; 336 to 341 acres; Non-comm Trt 1: 1203 to 952 acres. Modifications
from SL to EA.
Red Hill X Developed alternative in response to scoping (see EA p. 1-17).
Scoped 1,350 acres and proposed 1,275 in EA. Added drum chopping in all treatment areas to be completed
Reedy X - .
after commercial harvest and before herbicide treatments.
Added 13 acres of commercial harvest from SL to EA. Added 3 miles of road construction and 33 miles of
Renshaw X .
road reconstruction from SL to EA.
Dropped one unit from project because of public comment regarding the effect of underburning on goshawk
Sagehen X !
habitat (see EA p. 27).
Salmon X Agency removed a 19-acre stand from selected action (see DN p. 2).
West
Sandbox X Developed Alt. 3 in response to scoping (comparison of SL to EA). Agency incorporated two elements from
Alt. 3 into the selected action (Alt. 2) (see DN p. 1).
Dropped 48 acres of timber harvest and 0.4 miles of temp road construction between SL and EA (see EA p.
Shores X
5, Sect. 1.4.1).
Smith X Developed no-herbicide alternative in response to scoping (see EA p. 21).
Mountain
Dropped 500 acres - in 15 stands - of commercial harvest from EA to DN. Dropped all treatment from 8/15
stands (see DN Table 1). Decreased intensity of thinning from 40 BA to 50 BA for all commercial harvest.
Soldier Bay X Dropped acres due to objection to EA (see DN p. 8). USFS received one objection to the EA/DN (DN p. 8).
Changes described in DN Table 1 were made to resolve disagreement between agency and objector. Changes
removed thinning treatment from 500 acres (234 acres treated with herbicide only; 266 acres removed from
all treatment). Thinned density for all treated areas increased from 40 BA to 50 BA (DN p. 1 Table 1).
South X Added mitigation in response to objection (see DN p. 5).
Bridger
South X Acres reduced from 2,350 proposed to 2,180 in DN (see DN p. 3).
Summit 11
Southern Added 18 acres commercial harvest and 60 acres RX fire.
Creek X
Ouachita
River
Spring USFS received 1 appeal on original EA (see DN p. 2-3). USFS withdrew DN in order to gather more
G X information (see DN p. 3). Agency revised EA and released revised EA. From EA to DN: reduced
ulch s X
noncommercial timber harvest and added prescribed burn.
Sulphur X Modified proposed action due to internal scoping (EA p. 15). Modified selected action (DN p. 1). Total
Forest project area reduced from 1,700 to 1,677 acres.
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Under Embargo Until 2/3/2022 at 12:00 PM ET

Project Explicitly  Due solely to Non- Notes
due to Internal substantive
Public review or (Analysis or
Comment Unexplained Informational)
Modified treatments from EA to DN based on public input and two objections. Changed from clearcut to
Telogia X firewood harvest and herbicides on 46 acres; dropped 20 acres from the project; changed 98 acres from
clearcut to clearcut with reserves; and changed 79 acres from 'third-row harvest' to 'thin from below to 50 BA
(see DN Table 1).
Toll Joe X Dropped 163 acres of commercial and 45 acres of noncommercial harvest. Reduced road construction from
1.5to 1.3 but added 5.5 miles of reconstruction.
Upper Lake X Reduced miles of fire line maintenance from 30 to 28.
Winona
Upper South Reduced commercial harvest from 1,050 acres to 880 acres.
Fork X
Skokomish
Added two alternatives in response to scoping (see SL p. 2). The proposed action (Alt. 2) included 2,350
West Slope X acres of mastication. Alternative 3, which the agency identified as its preferred alternative (see EA p. 12),
included 4,546 acres of mastication because Alternative 3 dropped the use of herbicides in response to public
comment (see SL p. 2; DN p. 4).
Commercial harvest in SL was 607/698/44 acres (see SL Table 1). In EA, agency adjusted commercial
Westside X treatments to 506/799/44 acres (see EA p. 2-1). This change was described as Modified Alternative 2 in EA.
From EA to DN the agency retained 0.68 miles of roads intended for decommissioning. Roads were retained
due to public comment and subsequent agency fieldwork (see EA p. 1-15).
From EA to DN, commercial harvest was 3,958 to 2,699. Noncommercial treatment acres were 334 to 549.
Windy X Burn acres were 390 to 186. Road construct_ion went fro_m 7.8 to 9 miles. Modified the _selected Alternative
(Alt. 3) by dropping 110 acres from the project and adding 112 of treatments to the project. Added
reforestation to the selected action.
Total 43 11 6
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Under Embargo Until 2/3/2022 at 12:00 PM ET
Chart: Relative Effect of Public Input on Appendix A Projects (n=68)

Effect of Public Input on
Appendix A Projects

B Substantive Change due to

Public Input
H Analytical/Informational
No Change: 8/ Change Due to Public Input
M No Change
Change Only: 6/ due to H Internal Change
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Under Embargo Until 2/3/2022 at 12:00 PM ET Attachment A: p. A-78
Chart: Number of Projects from Appendix A Modified in Response to Public Comment and due to Internal Review at Different Stages of
Project Development
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Southern Appalachian Project Analysis

Attachment A: p. A-79

Table 1: Net Changes in Southern Appalachian Projects Completed with EAs (2009-2019)

Total Total % Change Commercial | Commercial | A % Change

Harvest Harvest A Total Total Harvest Harvest Commercial | Commercial

Proposed Decision Harvest Harvest Proposed Decision Harvest Harvest
Project (Forest/District) Acres (A) Acres (B) Acres (B-A) [ [(B-A)/A] Acres (A) Acres (B) Acres (B-A) | [(B-A)/A]
04-136 - East Nottely Watershed Project
(Chattahoochee / Blue Ridge) 1153 1108 -45 -3.90% 566 1108 542 95.76%
Cooper Creek Watershed Project
(Chattahoochee / Blue Ridge) 3754 2058 -1696 -45.18% 2315 1397 -918 -39.65%
Forest Health Stewardship
(Chattahoochee / Blue Ridge) 713 582 -131 -18.37% 713 528 -185 -25.95%
05-183 - Eastside Forest Health - Five
Years (Chattahoochee / Chattooga River) 6800 6663 -137 -2.01% 6800 6663 -137 -2.06%
Upper Warwoman Landscape
Management Project Proposal
(Chattahoochee / Chattooga River) 1233 1115 -118 -9.57% 1168 785 -383 -32.79%
Sumac Creek Watershed Project
(Chattahoochee / Conasauga) 1710 1951 241 14.09% 1681 1776 95 5.65%
Fightingtown Creek Wildlife Habitat
Project (Chattahoochee / Conasauga) 436 394 -42 -9.63% 436 340 -96 -22.02%
Upper West Armuchee Creek Watershed
(Chattahoochee / Conasauga) 1870 1813 -57 -3.05% 1870 1640 -230 -12.30%
Chattahoochee Totals 17669 15684 -1985 -11.23% 15549 14237 -1312 -8.44%
Dinkey (Cherokee / Ocoee) 1194.4 912 -282.4 -23.64% 751 428 -323 -43.01%
Spring Creek (Cherokee / Ocoee) 212 212 0 0.00% 212 212 0 0.00%
Conacat (Cherokee / Tellico) 1666 873 -793 -47.60% 13 29 16 123.08%
Greasy Creek (Cherokee / Tellico) 390 390 0 0.00% 390 390 0 0.00%
Middle Citico (Cherokee / Tellico) 971 872 -99 -10.20% 971 872 -99 -10.20%
Tellico (Cherokee / Tellico) 722 772 50 6.93% 622 622 0 0.00%
Clarke Mountain Project (Cherokee /
Unaka) 230 230 0 0.00% 230 230 0 0.00%
Meadow Creek Environmental
Assessment (Cherokee / Unaka) 831 784 -47 -5.66% 231 184 -47 -20.35%
Paint Creek Project (Cherokee / Unaka) 1298 1837 539 41.53% 529 623 94 17.77%
Doe Project (Cherokee / Watauga) 267 539 272 101.87% 257 357 100 38.91%
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Total Total % Change Commercial | Commercial | A % Change

Harvest Harvest A Total Total Harvest Harvest Commercial | Commercial

Proposed Decision Harvest Harvest Proposed Decision Harvest Harvest
Project (Forest/District) Acres (A) Acres (B) Acres (B-A) [ [(B-A)/A] Acres (A) Acres (B) Acres (B-A) | [(B-A)/A]
Offset Project (Cherokee / Watauga) 2185 2214 29 1.33% 696 723 27 3.88%
Pond Mountain Il Project (Cherokee /
Watauga) 825 809 -16 -1.94% 296 310 14 4.73%
Cherokee Totals 10791.4 10444 -347.4 -3.22% 5198 4980 -218 -4.19%
Harmon Den (NPNF / Appalachian) 1000 961 -39 -3.90% 306 267 -39 -12.75%
Franks Creek (NPNF / Cheoah) 1196 1128 -68 -5.69% 831 763 -68 -8.18%
Upper Santeetlah (NPNF / Cheoah) 1026 311 -715 -69.69% 442 292 -150 -33.94%
Armstrong (NPNF / Grandfather) 1269 1068 -201 -15.84% 563 362 -201 -35.70%
Roses Creek (NPNF / Grandfather) 535 535 0 0.00% 459 459 0 0.00%
Southside (NPNF / Nantahala) 371 317 -54 -14.56% 352 317 -35 -9.94%
Haystack (NPNF / Nantahala) 794.5 618 -176.5 -22.22% 462 384 -78 -16.88%
Copeland (NPNF / Nantahala) 389 371 -18 -4.63% 389 371 -18 -4.63%
Buckwheat (NPNF / Nantahala) 173 173 0 0.00% 173 173 0 0.00%
BBQ (NPNF / Nantahala) 279 234 -45 -16.13% 256 234 -22 -8.59%
Mossy Oak (NPNF / Nantahala) 323 298 -25 -7.74% 245 220 -25 -10.20%
Horse Bridge (NPNF / Nantahala) 197 197 0 0.00% 0 136 136 0.00%
Wetface (NPNF / Nantahala) 198 198 0 0.00% 157 157 0 0.00%
Fatback (NPNF / Nantahala) 632 538 -94 -14.87% 423 329 -94 -22.22%
Cane Pole (NPNF / Nantahala) 636 559.5 -76.5 -12.03% 334 323.5 -10.5 -3.14%
Brushy Ridge (NPNF / Pisgah) 1894 1666 -228 -12.04% 482 369 -113 -23.44%
Courthouse (NPNF / Pisgah) 1437 1351 -86 -5.98% 499 418 -81 -16.23%
Femelschlag (NPNF / Pisgah) 254 254 0 0.00% 145 145 0 0.00%
Lower End (NPNF / Tusquitee)* 735 -735 735 -735
Brushy Flats (NPNF / Tusquitee) 242 242 0 0.00% 242 242 0 0.00%
Long Buck (NPNF / Tusquitee) 237 239 2 0.84% 237 239 2 0.84%
Prospect Hamby (NPNF / Tusquitee) 335 335 0 0.00% 320 320 0 0.00%
Thunderstruck (NPNF / Tusquitee) 335 290 -45 -13.43% 335 290 -45 -13.43%
Fontana (NPNF / Tusquitee) 1140 998 -142 -12.46% 721 579 -142 -19.69%
NPNF Totals 15627.5 12881.5 -2746 -17.57% 9244 7389.5 -1854.5 -20.06%
Wells Branch (GWJ / Clinch) 490 461 -29 -5.92% 490 461 -29 -5.92%
Hardwood Restoration (GWJ / Clinch) 100 92 -8 -8.00% 100 92 -8 -8.00%
Nettle Patch (GWJ / Clinch) 2622 1125 -1497 -57.09% 1449 577 -872 -60.18%
Tub Run (GWJ / ED) 769 766 -3 -0.39% 534 531 -3 -0.56%
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Total Total % Change Commercial | Commercial | A % Change

Harvest Harvest A Total Total Harvest Harvest Commercial | Commercial

Proposed Decision Harvest Harvest Proposed Decision Harvest Harvest
Project (Forest/District) Acres (A) Acres (B) Acres (B-A) [ [(B-A)/A] Acres (A) Acres (B) Acres (B-A) | [(B-A)/A]
Rich Mountain (GWJ / ED) 380 380 0 0.00% 380 380 0 0.00%
Fork Mountain (GWJ / ED) 635 635 0 0.00% 635 635 0 0.00%
White Rocks (GWJ / ED) 271 374 103 38.01% 239 342 103 43.10%
Pulaski (GWJ / GP) 402 393 -9 -2.24% 321 312 -9 -2.80%
Panther Mountain (GWJ / GP) 422 377 -45 -10.66% 422 377 -45 -10.66%
Gilmore Hollow (GWJ / GP) 674 669 -5 -0.74% 362 357 -5 -1.38%
Poplar Cove (GWIJ / GP) 507 487 -20 -3.94% 143 123 -20 -13.99%
Tri County (GWJ / James River) 376 376 0 0.00% 376 376 0 0.00%
Little Mountain Mad Anne (GWJ / James
River) 744 744 0 0.00% 220 220 0 0.00%
Brattons Run (GWJ / James River) 455 430 -25 -5.49% 455 430 -25 -5.49%
Humpback (GWI / James River) 221 221 0 0.00% 221 221 0 0.00%
Lower Cowpasture (GWJ / James River) 3705 3422 -283 -7.64% 2207 1909 -298 -13.50%
Barb Gap (GWIJ / Lee) 682 662 -20 -2.93% 537 517 -20 -3.72%
Church Mountain (GWI / Lee) 75 75 0 0.00% 75 75 0 0.00%
SR 622 Bear (GWJ / Mt Rogers) 289 279 -10 -3.46% 114 104 -10 -8.77%
Woodpecker (GWJ / Mt Rogers) 250 285 35 14.00% 193 140 -53 -27.46%
Tom Lee Draft (GWJ / North River) 464 464 0 0.00% 292 292 0 0.00%
Hodges Draft (GWJ / North River) 182 182 0 0.00% 182 182 0 0.00%
Wall and Marshall Tracts (GWJ / North
River) 185 185 0 0.00% 185 185 0 0.00%
West Side (GWJ / North River) 950 833 -117 -12.32% 750 633 -117 -15.60%
Moffett Creek Grouse (GWJ / North
River) 591 591 0 0.00% 402 402 0 0.00%
Rocky Spur (GWJ / North River) 292 267 -25 -8.56% 245 220 -25 -10.20%
Back Draft (GWJ / North River) 866 805 -61 -7.04% 566 505 -61 -10.78%
Mares Run (GWJ / Warm Springs) 267 233 -34 -12.73% 203 169 -34 -16.75%
GWI Totals 17866 15813 -2053 -11.49% 12298 10767 -1531 -12.45%
Southern Appalachian Totals 61953.9 54822.5 -7131.4 -11.51% 42289 37373.5 -4915.5 -11.62%

* The proposed Lower End project was split into three smaller projects (Brushy Flats, Long Buck, and Prospect Hamby) and was reduced by 735 acres of harvest

based on concerns from environmental stakeholders that the District lacked the capacity to assess the impacts of such a large project. Lower End was not

included as a separate project in this analysis because it did not go to a decision, but we document these acres in this table because the primary documents for

the smaller projects do not otherwise show this change.
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Table 2: Southern Appalachian Projects — Commercial and Total Harvest Acres and Analytics (n=71)

Attachment A: p. A-82

GW/Jeff comm. GW/Jeff total NPNF comm. NPNF total CNF comm. CNF total Chatt. comm. Chatt. total
461 461 267 961 428 912 1108 1108
92 92 763 1128 212 212 1397 2058
577 1125 292 311 29 873 528 582
531 766 362 1068 390 390 6663 6663
380 380 459 535 872 872 785 1115
635 635 317 317 622 772 1776 1951
342 374 384 618 230 230 340 394
312 393 371 371 184 784 1640 1813
377 377 173 173 623 1837 14237 15684
357 669 234 234 357 539 340 394
123 487 220 298 723 2214 6663 6663
376 376 136 197 310 809 1779.63 1960.50
220 744 157 198 4980 10444 1252.5 1464
430 430 329 538 29 212
221 221 3235 559.5 872 2214
1909 3422 369 1666 415.00 870.33
517 662 418 1351 373.5 796.5
75 75 145 254
104 279 242 242
140 285 239 239
292 464 320 335
182 182 290 290
185 185 579 998
633 833 7389.5 12881.5
402 591 136 173
220 267 763 1666
505 805 321.28 560.07
169 233 304.5 326 All Comm All Total
10767 15813 Total 37373.5 54822.5
75 75 Min 29 75
1909 3422 Max 6663 6663
384.54 564.75 Average 526.39 772.15
349.5 411.5 Median 357 535
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Under Embargo Until 2/3/2022 at 12:00 PM ET
Table 3: Total Harvest (Comm. and Noncomm.) for Projects in the Southern Appalachians, 2009-2019, by Forest

Forest Number of | # Acres # Acres #Acres #Acres
Projects Min. Max Average Median
GW/Jeff 28 75 3422 565 412
NPNF 23 173 1351 561 326
Chattahoochee 8 394 6663 1961 1464
Cherokee 12 212 2214 870 796.5
All 71 75 6663 772 535

Chart 1: Frequency Distribution of Project Sizes in the Southern Appalachians, 2009-2019

Attachment A: p. A-83
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Under Embargo Until 2/3/2022 at 12:00 PM ET
Table 4: Net Changes to Project Activities During EA Process by Forest

Forest A Commercial A Total Harvest A Permanent A Temporary
Harvest (acres) (acres) Roads (miles) Roads (miles)
GJ/Jeff -1,531 -12.45% | -2,053 -11.49% | 045 | 2.70% |-3.48 |-8.20%
NPNF -1,854.5 | -20.06% | -2,746 -17.57% | -6.35 | -74.1% |-1.97 |-9.30%
Chattahoochee | -1,312 -8.44% | -1,985 -11.23% | O 0.00% | 1.7 5.33%
Cherokee -218 -4.19% | -347.4 -3.22% | 1.2 22.86% | -0.5 -4.14%
Total -4,915.5 | -11.62% | -7,131.4 | -11.51% | -4.7 11.03% | -4.25 |-3.71%
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Table 5: Net and Gross Changes in Total and Commercial Harvest by Forest

Under Embargo Until 2/3/2022 at 12:00 PM ET

Attachment A: p. A-85

Forest Combined Combined Net Gross % Gross | Combined Combined Net Change Gross % Gross
Increases in | Decreases Change Change Change Increases in | Decreases in Commercial Change Change
Total in Total Total Total Total Commercial | Commercial Harvest Commercial | Comm.
Harvest Harvest Harvest Harvest Harvest Harvest Harvest Harvest Harvest
Chattahoochee 241 -2226 -1985 2467 14.0% 637 -1949 -1312 2586 16.2%
Cherokee 890 -1237.4 -347.4 2127.4 19.7% 251 -469 -218 720 13.9%
NPNF 2 -2748 -2746 2750 17.6% 2 -1856.5 -1854.5 1858.5 20.1%
GW/Jeff 138 -2191 -2053 2329 13.0% 103 -1634 -1531 1737 14.1%
All 1271 -8402.4 -7131.4 9673.4 15.6% 993 -5908.5 -4915.5 6901.5 16.3%

Chart 2: Acres Added and Dropped from Projects During EA Process
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Table 6: Percent Net and Gross Changes in Total and Commercial Harvest by Forest

Attachment A: p. A-86

Forest A Commercial % O Commercial |A Total Harvest % A Total A Commercial % A Commercial | A Total Harvest % A Total
Harvest Increases Harvest Increases Increases Harvest Harvest Decreases Harvest Decreases Harvest

(acres) (acres) Increases (acres) Decreases (acres) Decreases
Chattahoochee 637 4.10% 241 1.36% -1949 -12.53% -2226 -12.60%
Cherokee 251 4.83% 890 8.25% -469 -9.02% -1237.4 -11.47%
NPNF 2 0.02% 2 0.01% -1856.5 -20.66% -2595 -18.42%
GW/Jeff 103 0.84% 138 0.77% -1634 -13.29% -2191 -12.26%
All 993 2.38% 1,271 2.05% -5908.5 -13.97% -8402.4 -13.56%

Chart 3: Percent Change in Acres (Dropped and Added) During EA Process
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Table 7: Mitigation Added During EA Process (Number of Projects by Issue)

Attachment A: p. A-87

Forest Ch. 70 Old growth | PETS State nat. Water Soil/Slope
area quality
Present |Mitigated |Present |Mitigated |Present |Mitigated |Present |Mitigated |Present |Mitigated |Present [Mitigated

GW/Jeff | 4 2 6 6 5 4 1 1 9 9 9 9
NPNF 10 |2 9 4 16 |10 10 |3 5 1 3 1
Chatt. 1 1 2 2 6 6 6 6 8 8 8 8
Cherokee | 3 0 1 1 3 3 1 1 9 9 11 (11
Total 18 |5 18 |18 30 |23 18 |11 31 |27 31 |29

Table 8: Summary of Potentially Significant Issues (PSls) Present & Mitigated

Forest Number of PSIs Present Number of PSIs Mitigated Percent of PSIs Mitigated
GW/Jeff 34 31 91%
NPNF 53 21 40%
Chattahoochee 31 31 100%
Cherokee 28 25 89%
All 146 108 74%
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