Subject: Objection to BNF Forest Plan Amendments #57302
Responsible Officer: Matt Anderson, BNF Supervisor

From: Jeff Lonn, 2099 Silver Ridge Rd, Hamilton, MT 59840 jefflonn@hotmail.com

Date: June 5, 2023

Below is my objection to the proposed programmatic Forest Plan Amendments (FPAs). | had earlier
submitted comments on the Draft EA on 8-8-2022, and these are referred to in the text below.

The effects of the FPAs have not been adequately analyzed. An EIS should have been done. Instead, the
“responsible individual was able to reach a finding of no significant impact” (Final EA, Appendix A); that
is, he was able to determine that an EIS was unnecessary. How was this determined without adequate
data? For example, the Final EA did not include the BA for wolverine or the transmittal letter that also
mentions grizzly bears; both were just posted last week. And below, you can see that many of my
guestions in my submitted draft EA comments were not answered, apparently because no analysis was
done.

The FPAs are either unnecessary or are detrimental to wildlife and wildlife habitat. While changing the
definition to identify old growth to Green et al (1992) appears justified, using that definition to manage
old growth is not. Management direction for old growth was not the intent of Green et al (1992).
However, many other scientists have given management direction (for example, Yanishevsky; 1994;
Hessburg et al., 2015; Fielder et al., 2007a,b; Wales et al., 2007; Rapp, 2003) and all recommend
retaining all or nearly all old or large trees (see my Draft EA comments for details). Yet, Final EA, p. 24,
states: “A single old tree does not constitute old growth. Retaining every old tree is simply not
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practical.” All the above references also recommend that roads fragmenting habitat not be built, yet the
FPAs also propose to change elk habitat protections to allow higher road densities. Those elk habitat
protections also protect habitat for many, many other wildlife species. Retired BNF Wildlife Biologist
Dave Lockman previously commented that EHE is used to protect habitat of many other species: “The
EHE standard results in areas of secure habitat for a range of species including grizzly bears”. (p. 10,
Gold Butterfly Biological Assessment; p. 9). The proposed FPAs also change standards for snags and
coarse woody debris. The FPAs remove standards for all these issues and replace them with guidelines
that are weaker and not enforceable. In short, the FPA weakens protections for wildlife and for wildlife

habitat

The FPA for old growth is unnecessary. BNF already has the ability to protect all the old growth it wants;
a Forest Plan amendment is certainly not needed. BNF can also protect all the mature forest it wants to

recruit for future old growth, which would follow the direction and intent of E.O. 14072. Final EA, p. 37,

states that only 3-4% of lower elevation BNF forests are currently old growth, far short of Lesica’s (1996)
estimate that “old growth occupied 20-50% of the pre-settlement forest landscape in low and many
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moderate elevation habitats.” That tells me that all lower elevation mature and old growth PP-DF forest
should be protected and recruited for future old growth—none should provide any commercial timber.

But because site specific amendments nearly identical to the proposed programmatic FPAs have been
repeatedly attached to all recent timber projects, it is logical to conclude that the proposed FPAs
amendments will ease approval of timber projects. The FPA EA does nothing to reassure me that is not
the intent. For example:

Appendix A, p. 121, in an attempt to quell the public’s fears that old growth will be cut to the bare
minimum, makes a big deal out of eliminating the word minimum from the phrase: “...vegetation
management activities in old growth should retain all minimum old growth characteristics as defined in
Green et al....”. But you also eliminated the word all, which should have been retained if you are truly
serious about protecting old growth. You should also replace the word should with will. If your intent is
really to protect old growth the statement would read: “...vegetation management activities in old
growth will retain all old growth characteristics as defined in Green et al....."”. But we all know that you
can already protect all the old growth and mature forest you want; you do not need a Forest Plan
Amendment to do so.

The new old growth guidelines “prohibit vegetation management in old growth stands unless it is
conducted to increase resistance and resilience to disturbances or stressors that may have negative
impacts on old growth characteristics or abundance (such as drought, wildfire, and bark beetles).” Aren’t
these exactly the same words you have used to justify all recent commercial logging projects? The result
is always fragmentation of habitat by roads, removal of wildlife hiding and thermal cover, a decrease in
habitat connectivity, an exponential increase in invasive weeds, and a big increase in illegal motorized
activity. None that | know of have ever improved the forest ecology; all have impaired it. The proposed
FPA guidelines appears to do nothing to protect old growth. And, again, | remind you that you can
already protect all the old growth you want; you do not need a FPA to do so.

You did not respond to my questions in my comments on the draft EA submitted 8-8-2022. Specifically:
Please analyze the effects of amending FP old growth standards on climate change.

Will using the proposed amendment result in more large trees cut than if the current Forest
Plan standards were used?

Will using the proposed amendment result in more commercial timber production than using
the current Forest Plan old growth standards?

How will the proposed Forest Plan old growth amendment protect remaining old growth and
recruit and expand existing old growth stands?

How will the proposed amendment affect your management of old growth in BNF projects?



How will your management incorporate the old growth management recommendations cited
above?

What specific treatments will be allowed in old growth?
How many old/large trees will be retained per acre?
What will the minimum post-treatment basal area for old growth be?

Gold Butterfly DROD/EA documents indicate that you have not monitored indicator species
as required by the FP. Without monitoring data, how can you assess the effects of this FP
amendment on wildlife or old growth quality and quantity?

Please analyze the proposed old growth amendment’s effects on wildlife in combination with
the proposed FP CWD and snag amendment.

How will CWD amendments affect both the inventory and quality of old growth and mature
forests?

How will you determine “excess snags”?
How will the FP snag amendment affect wildlife?

Please provide supporting references showing it is necessary to remove excess snags in order
to address fuel loading or meet restoration objectives through sanitation treatments, salvage,
and reforestation.

How will the snag amendment affect both the inventory and quality of old growth and
mature forests?

What methods specifically will BNF use to determine old growth status and extent? Final EA,
p. 24, states that: “Inventories of old growth are taken forest-wide using Forest Inventory
Assessment plots on a recurring, statistically valid basis.”. But my Draft EA comments suggested
that FIA data are inadequate, and a recent report on BNF old growth stated that there is one
FIA plot of an acre or less per every 6,000 acres. How is that statistically valid? No mapping of
existing old growth is possible using FIA data because the specific location of old-growth stands
is not derived from FIA data. Sample design for FIA plots is semi-systematic: a sample taken
randomly within a systematically placed grid. At most, each plot samples a maximum of one
acre—far smaller than an old-growth stand—and so resulting estimates cannot determine the
capability to meet biological needs of the associated wildlife. FIA statistics have no correlation
to forest plan minimum old-growth stand sizes, nor to the spatial habitat needs of wildlife
species. Despite using Green et al.’s criteria on the Westside project, stand exams, FIA data, and
walk-through surveys failed to identify 25 acres of ponderosa pine-Doug fir old growth, the



largest old growth stand in the project area. Twenty acres of it were subsequently logged and
taken out of old growth status in violation of HFRA.

REMEDY: Drop the FPAs—they are either unnecessary or detrimental to wildlife and the forest ecology.
If you want to proceed, do a full EIS.

REFERENCES:

Bartowitz, K.J., E.S. Walsh, J.E. Stenzel, C.A. Kolden, and T.W. Hudiberg, 2022, Forest Carbon Emission
Sources Are Not Equal: Putting Fire, Harvest, and Fossil Fuel Emissions in Context: Frontiers in Forests
and Global Change, 5:867112, doi: 10.3389/ffgc.2022.867112
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/ffgc.2022.867112/full

Campbell, J.L., Harmon, M.E., Mitchell, S.R., 2011, Can fuel reduction treatments really increase forest
carbon storage in the western US by reducing future fire emissions? Frontiers in Ecology and
Environment, doi:10.1890/110057.

Fiedler, C.E., P. Friederici, M. Petruncio, C. Denton, and W.D. Hacker. 2007a. Managing for old growth in
frequent-fire landscapes. Ecology and Society 12(2): 20. URL:
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol12/iss2/art20/

Fiedler, C.E., P. Friederici, and M. Petruncio. 2007b. Monitoring old growth in frequent-fire landscapes:
Ecology and Society 12(2): 22. URL: http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol12/iss2/art22/

Harris, N.L., and 6 others, 2016, Attribution of net carbon change by disturbance type across forest lands
of the conterminous United States: Carbon Balance Management, v. 11, 24 p. DOI 10.1186/s13021-016-
0066-5.

Hessburg, P.F., et al. 2015. Restoring fire-prone Inland Pacific landscapes: seven core principles:
Landscape Ecology, v. 30, p, 1805-1835. DOI 10.1007/s10980-015-0218-0

Law, B.E., and Waring, R.H., 2015, Carbon implications of current and future effects of drought, fire, and
management on Pacific Northwest forests: Forest Ecology and Management, v. 355, p. 4-14.

Law, B.E., Hudibug, T.W., Berner, L.T., Kent, J.J., Buotte, P.C., and Harmon, M.E., 2017, Land use
strategies to mitigate climate change in carbon-dense temperate forests: PNAS,
www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1720064115

Lessica, P. 1996. Using fire history models to estimate proportions of old growth forest in northwest
Montana, USA: Biological Conservation, v. 77, n. 1, p. 33-39.

Mildrexler, D.J., et al. 2020. Large Trees Dominate Carbon Storage in Forests East of the Cascade Crest in
the United States, Pacific Northwest: Frontiers in Forests and Global Change, v. 3, p. 1-15, Article
594274,


https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/ffgc.2022.867112/full
http://www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1720064115

Reinhardt, E., and Holsinger, L, 2010, Effects of fuel treatments on carbon-disturbance relationships in
forests of the northern Rocky Mountains: Forest Ecology and Management, v. 259, p. 1427-1435.

Rapp, V., 2003, New findings about old-growth forests: Pacific Northwest Research Station Science
Update, 12 p. https://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/science-update-4.pdf

Stenzel, J.E., et al, 2019, Fixing a snag in carbon emissions estimates from wildfires: Global Change
Biology, v. 25, 3985-3994, DOI: 10.1111/gcb.14716..

Stephenson, N.L., et al. 2014. Rate of tree carbon accumulation increases continuously with tree size:
Nature, v. 507, p. 90-93, doi: 10.1038/nature12914

Wales, Barbara C., Lowell H. Suring, Miles A. Hemstrom, 2007. Modeling potential outcomes of fire and
fuel management scenarios on the structure of forested habitats in northeast Oregon, USA. Landscape
and Urban Planning 80 (2007) 223-236.

Yanishevsky, Rosalind M., 1994. Old-Growth Overview: Fragmented Management of Fragmented
Habitat. Pp. 7-36 in Rocky Mountain Challenge: Fulfilling a New Mission in the U.S. Forest Service.
Association of Forest Service Employees For Environmental Ethics, P.O. Box 11615, Eugene, Oregon
97440, February, 1994.


https://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/science-update-4.pdf

