10 June 2023

Objection Reviewing Officer

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region
26 Fort Missoula Road

Missoula, MT 59804

Subject: Dead Laundry Project Objection
To Whom It May Concern:

Attached, please find my Objection to the newest iteration of the Dead Laundry Project. | am objecting as a
private citizen, and not on behalf of any organization. The Dead Laundry Project is located on the Nez
Perce-Clearwater National Forests. The responsible official is Andrew Skowlund, District Ranger for the North
Fork Ranger District. | was the North Zone Fisheries biologist for more than 9 years prior to my retirement in May
2020 and participated in the early planning for this project.

Mr. Skowlund has apparently decided to implement the Proposed Action as described in the Dead Laundry
revised Draft DN/FONSI (April 2023); the proposed action in the DN/FONSI is substantially and inexplicably at
variance from that described in the April 2023 Final EA, particularly regarding regeneration harvest, even though
the two documents were putatively completed in the same month and released to the public on the same day.
The disparity between these two documents seems, at best, disrespectful to a public which is being asked to
review each document.

The new Proposed Action described in the Draft DN/FONSI includes up to 2,057 acres of regeneration timber
harvest, “non-commercial mechanical hand treatment” on 756 acres that were previously proposed for
regeneration or other types of harvest, 1,350 acres of “landscape fuel treatment,” and 640 acres of
non-commercial fuels reduction near private lands. The names applied to these activities and acreage involved
are variously the same to substantially different than that described in the April 2021 Draft EA/ FONSI and in the
April 2023 Final EA..

To carry out these activities, the Forest Service also proposes (in the 2023 Draft DN/FONSI) to construct 30 miles
of temporary roads, 12 miles of permanent roads, and to “conduct road maintenance as needed to accommodate
safe log haul” on an unstated length of purportedly existing excavated routes. Regarding roadwork not explicitly
defined as “construction,” the 2021 Draft EA/FONSI proposed 51 miles of “maintenance” and 99 miles of
“‘reconstruction” in the project, while the 2023 Final EA proposed 104 miles of “maintenance,” which in that
document was apparently meant to include both the maintenance and reconstruction types of roadwork defined in
the 2021 document. The 2023 Draft DN/FONSI does mention that “road...reconstruction” may occur (pg. 9), and
states that “(o)nly the road improvements needed to complete the treatments will be implemented” but does not
provide a map of the “needed” road work or define the terms “improvements” or “treatments.” Given that some of
my primary objections to the project in 2022 involved the nature and impacts of proposed road reconstruction, |
am disappointed that the District chose to further obfuscate the issue.

| filed timely comments on the Dead Laundry Project in response to the 2021 Draft EA/FONSI on June 27, 2021
(Attachment 1). The issues | raised in my comments included concerns about lack of necessary watershed
restoration, compliance with Forest Plan components, stream habitat quality assessment, analysis of effects on
ESA-listed bull trout, inadequacy of project mitigation features, and the incomplete description and inventory of
the network of linear excavated routes. | asked the Forest Service to identify and incorporate watershed
restoration activities related to roads and other linear transportation features into the project in order to achieve
Forest Plan standards and conserve ESA-listed bull trout. | also specifically requested that the District develop an
alternative “which optimizes timber harvest value while minimizing road work.” These project alternative requests
were ignored by the District, which did not mention either proposed alternative in the appropriate section of the
April 2023 DN/FONSI. To the extent that the details of my June 27, 2021 comments on the original draft project
documents are relevant to this objection, please incorporate these comment specifics by reference.



A legal notice initiating the objection period was published in the Lewiston Tribune, the newspaper of record, on
April 27, 2023. Objections must be submitted to the reviewing officer within 45 calendar days following publication
of the legal notice. Objections to the Dead Laundry Project are therefore due no later than June 11, 2022, and
thus this objection is being filed before the deadline.

Sincerely,

Da&dz@@.g(wney

Dan Kenney
187 Maple Drive
Orofino, ID 83544



Dead Laundry Project 2023 Objection

1. The Forest Serwce V|olated the Natlonal Forest Management Act by i |gnor|ng CNFE Forest Plan Goals

Q rogosed alternatlves WhICh would stlll have met the Purg ose and Need” for the Qro ec

The Forests has Forest Plan obligations and justifications regarding timber harvest, wildfire suppression,
and transportation systems, and so is entirely justified in proposing projects that address these
management goals and objectives. That same Forest Plan also describes obligations regarding
management of habitat to contribute to recovery of ESA-listed species (Goal 6); maintaining,
rehabilitating, and improving fish habitat (Goal 7); management of watersheds, streams, and water quality
consistent with State and Federal standards and which protects all beneficial standards (Goal 10), and
the management of roads to provide optimal soil and watershed protection (Goal 12). Further, project
components of the Forest Plan INFISH Amendment do not appear to be fully considered.

Forests projects with a narrow focus on timber harvest, etc. can be plausibly proposed if the projects are
small and with obvious limited effects to other resources, but the Dead Laundry project is large and its
implementation would clearly have effects and repercussions extending beyond its boundaries and far
into the future. The Forests has clearly recognized the obligation to address all relevant Forest Plan
obligations with the recent development of large integrated resource projects such as Middle Bugs,
Barnyard South Sheep, and French Larch on the North Fork Ranger District. Each of these projects, as
well as multiple projects on other Forests Districts, recognized some form of watershed restoration as a
Purpose or Need and included a reduction of road density as a restoration method.

Beyond Forest Plan direction, there are also Clean Water Act TMDL, Bull Trout Recovery Plan
Conservation Recommendations, and watershed assessment (BHROWS 1999) guidance regarding the
need to take actions to reduce the effects of existing and legacy roads on watershed and aquatic
conditions in the project area. INFISH Standard RF-3(a) also requires restorative road work under the
circumstances that exist in the project watersheds. Although substantial road decommissioning was
apparently (this information is not provided in the NEPA documents) conducted in the project area in
years past, most of this work was apparently in the subwatershed without bull trout SR or UNK Ciritical
Habitat (CH), and so is not sufficient to address current degraded conditions in those subwatersheds.
The 2023 Final EA and several subsidiary reports confirm and describe the degraded baseline conditions
in many project streams in the Moose Creek watershed and so buttress the need for restoration work to
achieve Forest Plan compliance.

When | timely commented (in my June 27, 2021 letter regarding the Forests’ draft EA), | did not object to
Purpose/Needs or an Action Alternative that included substantial timber harvest or road work; rather |
stated that inclusion of watershed restoration components to the Purpose/Need and development of an
alternative that included watershed restoration were also warranted (Attachment 1, Page 2, 1st
paragraph). The Forests’ response to these comments was that the project was “in alignment with
management objectives” and that “all alternatives are analyzed.” This avoidance of even the discussion
of the concept that watershed restoration should be an objective of the project is capped with the
complete absence of a mention of such an option under “Alternatives Considered...” on page 12-13 of the
2023 draft DN/FONSI.

In a response to one of my draft EA comments entered into a comment response database, the Forests
replied:

Please develop an alternative which optimizes timber harvest

value while minsmizing road work. As a part of the altermagve

amalysss, please disoass the cost of road wark acHviries versus

stumpage value for individual tmber harvest units. particularty
Kepney Dan 13 4 umits which are relatively distant from roads which are currently
passable by logzing equipment and haul trucks. These datano  per
doubt already exist and would allow the Forests to reduce ata 25 4 B

baological hydrological and other adwverse impacts of road work, =1E:Jec 1o meet cost- ﬂic.enc‘ fxdzble: as required

as well as clmatng economic efficiency Roads




Please note the portion of the comment response highlighted in yellow, above. | interpret this statement
to mean that the Forests does not have the excuse that cost should be a factor in the development of a
road work-based restoration Alternative.

| also specifically requested in my June 27, 2021 timely comments on the 2021 Draft EA that the District
develop an alternative “which optimizes timber harvest value while minimizing road work” (Attachment 1,
Page 1, last paragraph). Again, this request was not even explicitly rejected by the Forests in the 2023
Draft DN/FONSI as a possible alternative to consider (as noted above), but was completely ignored.
Further, the Forests claims in the 2023 Draft DN/FONSI (page 12) that development of alternatives that
would reduce timber harvest or reduce road mileage constructed “would not have met the Purpose and
Need of the project nor fulfil (sic) alignment with Forest Plan Direction.” Regarding P&N, please note the
portion of the response to my 2021 Draft EA comment highlighted in pink, above: the Forests claim here
that harvest acreage is already being maximized and road work minimized.

Yet, compared to the project proposed in the 2023 Final EA, the proposal in the 2023 Draft DN/FONSI
reduces regeneration harvest by nearly half, and presumably also would reduce roadwork necessary for
log haul by a substantial amount (although the reduction in roadwork is not explicitly stated, and the maps
in both April 2023 NEPA documents still show approximately the same proposed roadwork as the 2021
map versions). And this change in the proposed action was made essentially at the same time (April
2023, see “Pinyon Public” excerpts below) as the Final EA for the project, which also described (in text, if
not in maps) the proposed regeneration harvest and road construction at the same level as the 2021 Draft
EA/FONSI.

How is it that the alternatives proposed by the public, including those | describe above regarding
watershed restoration and balance between roading and timber harvest but rejected by the Forests as
inconsistent with the P&N and Forest Plan, were unworthy of consideration in 2021 and at least into April
20237 | submit that it is arbitrary and capricious for the Forests to have rejected consideration of
alternatives that would have reduced timber harvest or roadwork but then to have decided to do just that
in the 2023 Draft DN/FONSI without the slightest hint of motivation, analysis, or logic.

Further, the stubborn insistence of the Forests that it can propose and implement such a large and
disruptive project without even considering proactive watershed and aquatic health restoration measures
is clearly contrary to the express intent of the Clearwater Forest Plan.

| provided additional and supporting reasoning regarding the need for a comprehensive watershed
improvement Purpose/Need/Alternative for this project in my June 27, 2021 General #1 and Specific #1
comments on the Draft EA for this project (Attachment 1); please consider that | am incorporating those
discussions by reference in this Objection component.

Suggested Remedy: The Forests should withdraw the Draft Decision Notice/FONSI for this project in
order to revise the EA, relevant specialist reports, and other NEPA and ESA documentation to
accommodate watershed and aquatic restoration as a Purpose/Need of the project and to develop and
propose an Alternative and activities that would address the neglected Forest Plan components. The
Forests has current resource specialist staff to review, revise, and develop these plans and documents,
and | conducted some relevant analysis and documentation prior to my retirement. Alternatively, the
finalization of the current NEPA documentation for the project could be suspended until separate
watershed and aquatic restoration NEPA coverage can be developed and simultaneously finalized. Such
a project would be conducted concurrently with and to complement the vegetation management focus of
the current Dead Laundry project.



2. The t|m|ng and content of the dlstr|but|on of the 2023 Final EA and Draft DN/FONSI was |nconS|stent

DN/FONSI

As described above, the Dead Laundry Final EA and Dead Laundry Draft DN/FONSI share an “April
2023” publication date, and their existence and availability for review were simultaneously posted on
“Pinyon Public” on April 27, 2023 (yellow-highlighted documents):

2023 FONSI_DraftDN o
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Also, as discussed above, the proposals in these documents differ substantially, and, as discussed below,
inconsistently. While the Final EA has tables on pages 9 and 10 showing approximately 3,838 acres of
regeneration harvest units and a table of approximately 196 acres of intermediate harvest in “Old Growth
Enhancement” units on page 12, maps displayed as Figures 1 through 5 in that same document reflect
much less proposed regeneration harvest and no “OGE” harvest. The maps in the 2023 Final EA literally
do not reflect the activities described in the text of the same document. The maps in the Final EA appear
to show nearly the same vegetation management units and proposed roadwork as the maps featured in
the Draft DN/FONSI (although the low resolution of the maps in both documents makes this uncertain),
which reflect the proposed activities described in the “Decision Summary” section of the latter document.
(There also appear to be a few new and otherwise undisclosed regeneration harvest units on the 2023
maps; at least some of these are shown on Attachment 2).

So, did the Forests not pay enough attention to the contents of the 2023 Final EA to notice the
self-contradictory nature of that document, or did the Forests not care enough about the public perception
of its competence and honesty to ensure that the Final EA and Draft DN/FONSI were consistent?

The Forests does have very professional and competent staff, and could easily have simultaneously
developed consistent documents that would have informed its analysis process and the public. Please
see Attachment 2 for a demonstration of what the Forests could have developed in a few hours. | took a
map that | had from the 2021 Draft EA/FONSI process and compared the location and type of many of the
treatment units in the project area with the maps in the 2023 Draft DN/FONSI to try to determine which
units were still being proposed for harvest, and which proposed “reconstruction” mileage would still be
necessary for log haul. Based on a quick look at which units no longer required log haul, it appeared to
me that about 30 miles of road reconstruction would not be necessary under the new proposal.

The Forests states (on page 6 of the 2023 Draft DN/FONSI) that the decision would “(c)onduct road
maintenance as needed to accommodate safe log haul” and (on page 9 of the same document) that
“(o)nly the road improvements needed to complete the treatments will be implemented.” But the Forests
also states (on page 8 of the 2023 Draft DN/FONSI) that “...the desired future condition in the Clearwater
Forest Plan of 2,750 miles of system roads being built by 2037 to support sustainable timber harvest” is
part of the Need for the project, so | cannot discount that the apparent continued inclusion of the 2021
complement of road construction and upgrades in the 2023 NEPA document maps actually shows the
intended proposal. Again, whatever the cause or motive, the confusion resulting from simultaneous
contradictory NEPA documents is not consistent with the Forests’ basic requirement for accurate and
useful public engagement.



It may be that the Forests believes that an accurate representation of the Dead Laundry proposed action
is not needed because it is now proposing less regeneration harvest than in the 2021 NEPA
documentation (including the resource specialist reports) and the 2023 Final EA. This point of view
overlooks my principal concern with any proposed activity in the project area—that roadwork, particularly
road reconstruction and construction, would impair aquatic and riparian habitat, and bull trout habitat in
particular. The argument the Forests has for relatively minor and short-term impacts on these resources
is based on the concept that some road reconstruction can have a beneficial effect on aquatic habitat
through a reduction in fine sediment input to streams; the GRAIP_Lite model used in the Hydrology
specialist report generates relatively minor long-term impacts in this regard.

However, which road segments are treated and untreated and in what manner are the factors which
determine the impacts on fine sediment of a project, not merely the number of miles fed into the model,
the Forests’ own GRAIP_LIte model employs just this specificity. That is, if there is a 30% reduction in
the road mileage treated, one cannot conclude that the effects on fine sediment transmission are reduced
by 30% because it matters which 30% is left alone, and which 70% is treated. So, even if (actually,
especially if) much of the road reconstruction proposed in this project would theoretically be a net benefit
in reducing fine sediment input to project area streams (which is the Forests’ dubious contention), the
proposed reduction in reconstruction described in the April 2023 project maps could potentially be a net
detriment to some resource types, particularly bull trout and aquatic habitat quality.

Suggested Remedy: The Forests should withdraw the 2023 Draft Decision Notice/FONSI for this project
in order to revise the EA, relevant specialist reports, and other NEPA and ESA documentation to
document the details and likely effects of the actual new project proposal. This will allow both the public
and Forests specialists time to evaluate the actual project proposed. Depending on the analysis and
public input, an appropriate set of NEPA documents can be issued.

descnbe Ilkely effects

Although an increase in road density or location is not identified as a project Purpose or Need, decisions
and analysis regarding identification of desirable and undesirable linear transportation routes, the location
and type of road treatments, and the post-project disposition of routes appear to have been made without
regard to ecosystem costs and without a real assessment of future needs or ability of the Forests to
maintain the ensuing road/route system.

Much of the road and excavated transportation route in the project area appears to have been developed
with only the immediate utility for the historic logging and haul systems in mind and, to a large extent, was
apparently left by the Forests to unravel and deteriorate with little or no maintenance in the decades since
the original timber access and haul needs were fulfilled. The BHROWS watershed analysis (CNF 1999)
recognized that road density was too high for proper watershed function in the project and adjacent areas,
so the Forests accomplished substantial road decommissioning and active storage. Additionally, the
passive forces of road surface vegetation growth, soil prism slumping and creep, and drainage system
decay have since restored some of the function of the pre-excavation watersheds. Some of the timber in
the project area has now matured to a desirable harvest size so the Forests proposes to once again
implement scores of miles of road work without a full consideration of the costs of undoing many miles of
passive and active restoration, and even proposes increasing road density and impacts in some locations.
INFISH Standard RF-3 requires the Forests to “(d)etermine the influence of each road on the Riparian
Management Objectives...”

The Forests’ Transportation Systems Report (originally completed in 2020 and revised without a
description of changes in 2021), including an abbreviated description of a Transportation Analysis
Process (TAP), provides a list of road and route segments which the Forests claims with a database
number (Table 5); the numbering of a linear segment apparently self-justifies any subsequent treatment of



a feature, including initial construction and purported reconstruction. Nearly 100 of these segments have
830000-series numbers, meaning that they are essentially either leftover scrapes in the landscape for
which the Forests has previously taken no responsibility, or proposed new construction. Many of these
routes are acknowledged (in the Forests’ nominal TAP effort) as having adverse resource impacts or as
not likely needed for future management, but without a recommendation to take any mitigatory or
restoration action.

On the other hand, it appears that any route segment (including those with 830000-series and those with
lower numbers) shown in the TAP table as access for “Veg” or “Fire” has been listed as “Likely Needed,”
whether there are resource “Risks” or not. For example, the two segments of FR 5435 are shown as a
tied score regarding risk and benefit despite the apparently unknown condition of the crossing of Sugar
Creek (SR CH) for bull trout and recently documented to be occupied by the species). The April 2023
maps provided in the Final EA and Draft DN/FONSI still show a portion of FR 5435 as proposed for
reconstruction beyond the farthest harvest unit on the road. Also, no criteria are provided and no IDT
analysis is documented that would justify the necessity of any particular segment for vegetation or fire
access.

The Forests claims (in the Transportation report page. 9) that: “No existing National Forest System
Roads in the Travel Analysis area were recommended for decommissioning,” but the table for the TAP
table (pgs. 11-13) shows that many roads were both determined to be “not needed” and scored in at least
1 of 4 risk categories. That no road decommissioning or other mitigative activities were proposed for
even “not needed” roads implies strongly that the Forests had pre-emptively determined that no
watershed/aquatics restoration activities would be part of the project, despite whatever negative effects
might be discerned.

Further, in the Transportation SR (on pg. 10 in both versions of the report) is stated “Cost of maintenance
on a Closed Level 1 road will be performed to minimize damaging effects on resources under a stored
state. Although road maintenance funds are focused on roads open to public that access administrative
and/or recreational sites, maintenance on roads with ML1 or 2 can also be funded by integrated
restoration projects and timber sales under stewardship authority.” Given that the project seems likely to
comprehensively harvest the project area for decades, what integrated or stewardship projects would
fund maintenance of Closed roads? The FS is tacitly conceding (if not baldly stating) that it has no
intention of maintaining (Transportation SR, Table 1.) 113 miles of such road in the project area.

Table 4 of the Transportation Report is a list of road segments proposed for permanent construction,
“reconstruction,” or for (mostly deferred) maintenance; these are apparently a subset of the segments in
Table 5. The FS is apparently counting on the inventoried status of the Table 4 road segments to
authorize road work without fully considering the impacts of the activity, while simultaneously ignoring the
impacts and density of other completely comparable linear excavation. (The Forests Response to one my
Draft EA comment regarding road construction in RHCAs: “All but one new road proposed in (sic) on and
(sic) existing template already on the landscape” is illustrative of the attitude that if a route segment is
already present in at least database form, then no further analysis is necessary. The Forests is counting
excavated routes when it suits them and ignoring similar routes when it doesn'’t.

Many miles of excavated route segments exist in the project area that do not appear to be depicted in the
NEPA documents, or have effects assessed. Some of these routes exist within INFISH RHCAs or cross
water features. Some of these features likely contribute sediment to project area streams or alter the
hydrologic pathways with adverse effects to aquatic habitat. Hydrologic effects could be due to ditch
lines, flow down excavated route prisms, alteration of ephemeral overland flow routes because of fill, or
inoperable culverts.

The interaction of proposed project road activity routes with INFISH RHCAs, stream crossings, and other
features do not appear to be fully depicted or assessed in the NEPA documents. The Forests has a GIS
streams layer which appears to have been used for maps of vegetation treatment units in project
documentation, but not for depiction (or, perhaps, analysis) of transportation routes. The NEPA



documentation makes mention of a few proposed stream crossings, but | suggest that many crossings of
non-fishbearing channels have been neglected; many of these crossings are likely to be close enough to
named CH streams to transmit sediment and water temperature effects to occupied bull trout habitat.

| suggest that the Forests ensures that the public and its own specialists have a full and consistent
understanding of the meanings of the terms used in describing existing and proposed transportation
routes. | find that Forests-provided information in this regard sometimes appears to be missing,
incomplete, or easily misunderstood. |s the distinction promoted by the Forests between system,
non-system, and legacy routes one of inclusion in a database, likely utility for management activities,
functional or desired condition, or something else?

Further, the terms “reconstruction” and “storage” (although key concepts in describing project activities
and modeling of effects) do not appear to be fully or consistently described in project documentation,
possibly leading to a flawed analysis of project effects by Forests specialists. In particular, the term
“reconstruction” was apparently incompletely scrubbed from the 2023 Final EA and 2023 Draft DN/FONSI
for the project.

The proposed “reconstruction” activity (of which the Forests proposed about 100 miles in the 2021 NEPA
documentation and in both iterations of the Transportation specialist report, but which is apparently
subsumed into “maintenance” in the 2023 EA and DN/FONSI), as noted above, can apparently be applied
to any heavy work on an database-inventoried route segment. Is it biologically sound for the Forests to
conflate, for example, the physical effects of reconstruction of FR 737 road with that of FR 74502, both
closely paralleling Osier Creek CH and depicting both as a beneficial activity for aquatic habitat? At what
point does the proposed “reconstruction” of well-vegetated and apparently passively recovered excavated
linear route have effects on aquatic habitat that are more-consistent with new road construction than
repair of a purported existing route?

The Fisheries specialist report does not fully support the concept that proposed road work effects are
neutral or beneficial: On page 20: "The indirect effects from the proposed action are related to the
anticipated increase in fine sediment transport over time from the location and quantity of road work
proposed (Table 6). Sediment concentrations are two-to-three times higher in a re-opened road vs
brushed-in road after considering runoff from simulated rainfall (Foltz et al. 2007).” This is a description of
many of the “reconstruction” road miles. Similarly, on pages 19-20 of the same report, the Forest Service
biologist acknowledges at least short-term sediment input as a result of the then-proposed activities, but
limits the activities window to five years without providing any assurance that activities (or their
after-effects) wouldn’t continue longer.

Also, beneficial effects are predicted without any comparable site-level analysis that is typically present
for proposed roadwork in RHCAs and at stream crossings. Further information in the Fisheries specialist
report cumulative effects section (pages 21 and 22): “Roads left open to travel produce an order of
magnitude greater sediment than closed roads (Al-Chokhachy et al. 2016). Current overall road condition
in all project area subwatersheds is considered poor, and although this project proposes addressing
deferred maintenance on many of these roads in the short term, in the long term it is likely that poor
conditions will persist due to ongoing reduced capacity to perform maintenance on NFS roads, associated
increased maintenance responsibility, and expected increase in public use.” Yet no decommissioning is
proposed, and no specifics on road work MMs is provided or assured.

Even if reconstruction (or maintenance or reconditioning) of a particular road segment corrects a baseline
degradation problem, does the magnitude and likely duration of the existing degradation exceed that
enabled by new soil disturbance or vegetation clearing? The District makes the bald, unsupported, and
garbled claim regarding bull trout (page 15 of the 2023 DN/FONSI) that “(t)he short duration of the effects
outweighs the long term positive impacts of a more resilient forest system.” However (carried over from
the specialist report to the Final EA (pg. 42-43)), cumulative effects of the project on fisheries are
characterized this way: “Current overall road condition in all project area subwatersheds is considered
poor, and although this project proposes addressing deferred maintenance on many of these roads in the
short term, in the long term it is likely that poor conditions will persist due to ongoing reduced capacity to



perform maintenance on NFS roads, associated increased maintenance responsibility, and expected
increase in public use...(r)oads can be a source of chronic sedimentation of stream channels through
erosion of fill, cut slopes, and of the driving surface, especially if not adequately maintained. It can be
logically inferred that the continued use of roads within project area RHCAs long after the project is
completed could continue to have adverse effects to fish and fish habitat through sediment delivery to
streams.” The Forests is hoping that we (and the FWS, presumably) don’t read what is evident to its own
specialists.

Regarding the characteristics of project area routes currently considered to be in storage or proposed for
a long-term storage condition after project activities (100+ miles), it is unclear to me what specific
conditions relevant to aquatic habitat the Forests is presenting or proposing. Additionally, there are
dozens of miles of road proposed for reconstruction (or extreme “maintenance”) which are likely
hydrologically recovered, and for which sediment production would actually increase even if all the best
BMPs or storage features are implemented. For example, do these route segments have maintained
culverts or ditches, or are drainage/crossing features removed and road surface contoured, outsloped, or
otherwise treated to allow for natural drainage and vegetation growth? What rules are there for motorized
travel and vehicle barriers? If open for motorized use, under what assurances and circumstances will the
stored segments be maintained?

To summarize, the TAP and other transportation system proposals are skewed and taint the Dead
Laundry NEPA process as a whole because of narrow focus and practical lack of consideration of factors
other than timber and fire access. Further, the Fisheries specialist report, based in part on the TAP
analysis, does not support the concept of neutral or beneficial effects on aquatic habitat without
substantial watershed rehabilitation, which the Forests does not propose.

| provided additional and supporting reasoning regarding the unsubstantiated, confusing, and casual
nature of the proposed road/route network and road-related activities for this project in my June 27, 2021
Specific Comment #3-7, 10, 13, and 15 on the 2021 Draft EA for this project; please consider that | have
incorporated those discussions by reference in this Objection component.

Suggested Remedy: The Forests should withdraw the Draft Decision Notice and FONSI until a revised
Travel Analysis Process (TAP) is prepared by an Interdisciplinary Team which identifies all linear
excavations in the project area and assesses all of the consequences of the continued existence of each
of the segments in this network. The IDT would then provide recommendations (based on a clear,
documented, and objective rating system) regarding the project-term and long-term disposition of these
segments which takes into account both the budget- and resource-based costs and benefits of the
persistence of each segment of the network. Adverse perceived resource effects of the retention and
development of a road segment would not preclude construction, activation, or retention or activities, but
would inform the selection of accompanying mitigatory features. This revised TAP would inform the
development of appropriate revised NEPA documents. Alternatively, the finalization of the current NEPA
documentation for the project could be suspended until the TAP for separate watershed and aquatic
restoration NEPA coverage can be developed, and its findings applied (as supplementary information) to
the current Dead Laundry project. Further, the Forest should develop a stand-alone NEPA and ESA
document appendix which provides clear descriptions of road-related project activities, PDFs, MMs, and
BMPs in enough detail that Forests specialists and regulatory agencies can realistically monitor project
resource effects. Further, as discussed above, the Forests should analyze an alternative for the project
which specifically balances the costs (both monetary and effects on aquatic and riparian resources) of
roadwork associated with timber harvest with the economic gains associated with that harvest.

4. The Project Design Features, Mitigation Measures, and Best Management Practices proposed by

Forests are often arbitrary, disorganized. ambiguous. non-specific, or difficult to track or monitor. The
analysis of the efficacy of these measures to reduce resource effects is, as a consequence, speculative.

The Forests’ Project Design Features (PDFs), Mitigation Measures (MMs), and Best Management
Practices (BMPs) are often not described well enough for analysis of project effects, full implementation
by Forests staff, or monitoring by regulatory agencies or the public.



As an example of a potential point of confusion regarding a mitigatory measure, the obliteration of
temporary roads, the 2023 Draft DN/FONSI states that this would occur “no later than five years after
completion of project activities.” Not only does this contradict the Fisheries specialist report “temporary
roads will be obliterated upon project completion” (page 20), the proposed project is large and
complicated, so | suggest that this term may be subject to misinterpretation because “project completion”
is described in the EA as “including site preparation and planting.” It may also include (there is no way to
tell from documentation) other on-going harvest unit activities (such as gopher treatments and
pre-commercial thinning) that could extend years beyond that envisioned by a regulatory agency or
member of the public.

Similarly, MM FF-3 (page 11 in the 2023 DN/FONSI) states that “(a)ll reconstructed and temporary
constructed road segments within RHCAs would be graveled 100ft. on either side of the crossing upon
completion of reconstruction/ construction.” Does the term “upon completion” refer to the timeframe for all
project roadwork, all road segment roadwork, roadwork at the specific crossing, or something else?
Further, this MM apparently does not require graveling a road in an RHCA if there is no stream
crossing—is the intent of the MM that a new or reconstructed segment of native surface road closely
paralleling (but not crossing) a stream would not be graveled?

A further example is the lengthy “PACFISH/INFISH — Roads Management” Design Feature (on page
16-17 in the 2023 Final EA, but not explicitly stated in the 2023 Draft DN/FONSI), which includes the
production/implementation of plans, monitoring, maintenance, etc. that does not (to my knowledge) seem
consistent with Forests historic project management, or at least documentation of such. Also included in
this PDF is a requirement for specific road construction/reconstruction techniques and strategies under
particular circumstances to avoid sediment delivery—successful implementation would require
considerable attention by Forests engineers and timber sale implementation staff, but how does the
Forests analyze effects or ensure compliance with these requirements if not specified?

Similarly, the project documentation states that “design criteria often include mandatory contract provision
requirements, Best Management Practices (BMPs), Idaho State Water Quality Standards, Idaho Forest
Practices Act Rules, and similar laws, rules or policy.” Without specification of which BMPs, Standards,
Rules, etc. would be applied, the details of each BMP, and the location to be applied, | don’t know how the
Forests, regulatory agencies, or public would be able to monitor compliance with BMP implementation.
Claims that BMP monitoring and BMP research are sufficient to meet resource protection objectives ring
hollow unless the Forests can demonstrate that it is proposing to implement the same BMPs as monitored
or researched.

In summary, the PDFs, MMs, and BMPs proposed for use in the project need to be clear and specific to
meet the resource protection intent of these features and to allow monitoring. The Forests cannot
credibly claim that mitigatory features are commonly implemented and should be relied upon in the Dead
Laundry project if it cannot provide a list and description of these features, or inform the public specifically
where the features would be applied.

| provided additional and supporting reasoning regarding the mitigatory project activities for this project in
my June 27, 2021 Specific Comment #14 on the 2021 Draft EA for this project; please consider that |
have incorporated that discussion by reference in this Objection component.

Suggested Remedy: | suggest that the each design/mitigatory measure proposed in NEPA
documentation for the project be separately (or solely) listed in a stand-alone appendix to the EA and that
each measure be described specifically enough and in enough location detail to allow regulatory agencies
and the public to conduct meaningful monitoring of Forests compliance. This clarity and specificity would
allow these features to be consistently understood and applied/monitored by all current and future Service
Forests staff and to other projects. This appendix could also list all potential mitigatory features of which
the Forests may be aware, but do not propose for use in the subject project.



5. INFISH compliance (i.e. Clearwater Forest Plan compliance) is not achieved in several proposed

INFISH was incorporated into the Clearwater Forest Plan nearly 30 years ago and it is my observation
that the Riparian Habitat Conservation Area (RHCA) buffers are well-observed and effective in timber
harvest units, but the Dead Laundry project proposal includes several potential violations of INFISH
standards associated with activities other than harvest. The primary problematic INFISH standards for
the Forests in this project relate to fuel treatments, road construction and management, and measures
related to vehicle and equipment fuel storage and use.

INFISH Standard FM-1 requires the Forests to “design fuel treatment..so as not to prevent attainment of
Riparian Management Objectives, and to minimize disturbance of riparian ground cover and vegetation.
Strategies should recognize the role of fire in ecosystem function and identify those instances where
...fuel management actions could perpetuate or be damaging to long-term ecosystem function or inland
native fish.”

The descriptions of fuel-reduction activities (both hand thinning and landscape burn) in Forests NEPA
documentation, however, barely mention potential activities within RHCAs, and do not bother to locate,
map, or quantify the proposed activity areas. Analyses of effects on potential effects on RHCAs are
essentially absent. | will note that the description of RHCA hand thinning procedures on page 18 of the
Fisheries Specialist Report seems relatively reasonable, but this description is not mentioned in the
Fire/Fuels report or the 2023 Final EA, so the actual awareness and implementation of these measures
by Forests staff seems in doubt.

The “landscape fuels” units proposed in the project are in the upper Moose and Ruby Creek drainages,
both of which are CH for bull trout. The only relevant PDF (FF-2) provided in the NEPA documentation
regarding the treatment of these units is that burns would not be ignited within RHCAs “unless needed to
meet safety, control, or protection objectives,” which | find a rather broad and malleable set of exceptions
(and which are also omitted from the Fisheries Specialist Report discussion of potential effects). Further,
the NEPA document map showing the location of these units appears to display insufficient stream buffer
widths in some cases.

INFISH Standard RF-2 states that “(f)or each existing or planned road, meet the Riparian Management
Objectives and avoid adverse effects to native fish by a) completing watershed analyses prior to
construction of new roads or landings in RHCAs within priority watersheds, and b) minimizing road and
landing locations in RHCAs.” Has the Forests surveyed all temporary and new road locations for
presence of small streams, springs, and wetlands or are they relying on maps? What streams layer is the
Forests using for determination of potential RHCAs and stream/wetland crossing sites? What watershed
assessment recommendations are the Forests relying on to justify RHCA road construction?

Part c) of INFISH Standard RF-2 is paraphrase in the aquatics Design Elements “PACFISH/INFISH —
Roads Management” Design Feature (on pages 16-17 of the 2023 Final EA) which includes the
production/implementation of plans, monitoring, maintenance, etc., and requirements for specific road
construction/reconstruction techniques and strategies under particular circumstances to avoid sediment
delivery to streams. Given the Forests included this in the EA, it should not be difficult to demonstrate
compliance, but does not (to my knowledge) seem consistent with Forests historic project management,
or at least documentation of such.

INFISH Standard RA-4 prohibits “storage of fuels and other toxicants within RHCAs” and “refueling within
RHCAs unless there are no other alternatives.” Further, “(r)efueling sites within RHCAs must be
approved by the FS...and have an approved spill containment plan.” The plain text of this Standard is not
reflected on page 18 of 2023 Final EA which states only that “(t)he Purchaser/Contractor shall take all
reasonable precautions to prevent possibility of fuel spills” and makes no mention of RHCAs at all.



Suggested Remedy: | suggest that for the Forests to achieve INFISH-related Forest Plan compliance:

a) regarding RHCA fuels treatments, the Forest should develop and include in a revised EA or Decision
Notice a site-specific analysis (including both the likely effects and efficacy) of the proposed fuel-reduction
activities within RHCAs. A good start would be maps and tables showing/describing the potential RHCA
treatment units. For the hand thinning components of these treatments, this discussion should include
the potential for drying/reduction of humidity of RHCA vegetation/soil/microclimate as a result of the
proposed thinning and pruning (Dwire et al. 2016), and the extent to which this potential adverse effect on
RHCA condition reduces the intended effects of the activity on the private inholdings. The Forests should
also fully describe future maintenance of fuel reduction areas, both within and outside of RHCAs, beyond
the initial treatments, and disclose the temporal extent and schedule of follow-up of treatments.

For the landscape burn units, the Forests should provide a detailed description of procedures (similar to
those applied in the Fisheries Specialist Report for hand thinning) to ensure the FM-1 compliance.
Procedures and analysis for similar treatments in the nearby East Saddle project were described on pg. 8
and 10 of the East Saddle Biological Assessment) regarding minimization of potential RHCA, stream
channel, and other relevant aquatic, riparian, and ESA effects.

Regarding compliance with INFISH Standard RF-2, the Forests should demonstrate and describe in a
revised EA or Decision Notice its compliance with all aspects of this Standard; | note that paraphrased
versions of the Standard are included in the 2023 Final EA and so documentation of basic compliance
with the Standard should not be difficult. A site-specific analysis of the Standard/PDFs would allow these
features to be consistently understood and applied/monitored by all current and future Service Forests
staff and used in other projects.

Regarding compliance with INFISH Standard RF-2, the Forests should demonstrate and describe in a
revised EA or Decision Notice its plans to comply with all aspects of this Standard.

: omgllance or accegtable effects to bull troutandbull troutCH would be ach|eved

The original draft bull trout Biological Assessment and the Water Resource Effects analysis present
stream sediment baseline data which indicate degraded habitat in many stream reaches. Roads and
other excavated transportation features are common sources of sediment transmission to streams. Thus,
the NEPA for the project (and old ESA documentation) should (and does) include an analysis of the
transportation route sources of baseline sediment transmission and the likely project-caused effects on
that baseline.

The GRAIP_Lite road-related sediment transmission analysis described in the original BA Hydrologist
specialist report and NEPA documents appears to be an appropriate method to describe some aquatic
quality trends and project effects. However, the GRAIP_Lite modeling includes only the effects of “system
road, all temporary roads” (Water Resource Effects Analysis, page 18). Many miles of excavated route
segments exist in the project area that do not appear to be depicted in the NEPA documents, or have
effects assessed (see my Objection component 2 discussion). Some of these routes exist within INFISH
RHCAs or cross water features. The GRAIP_Lite analysis includes the assumption that PDFs, MMs, and
BMPs are appropriately employed on project activity roads, but, as discussed in Objection component 3,
this assumption is based on non-specific and unenforceable Forests implementation. The Forests also
makes the claim that sediment is overestimated in the disturbed and recovered conditions.

As a result, the Forests reports that “the long-term benefits of improving drainage and armoring road
surfaces would outweigh any short-term increases in sediment delivery as a result of maintenance,
reconditioning, or reconstruction activities” (Final EA, page 33). Even if this is true, the GRAIP_Lite
analysis demonstrates an up to 15X greater sediment transmission from project activities (at the
subwatershed scale and in the undefined short-term; the duration of this predicted impact does not
appear to be disclosed) than under baseline conditions (Hydrologist Specialist Report, Table 9, page 19).
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Short-term impacts are real impacts, and where an ESA-listed species is concerned, potentially more
important than long-term impacts. If a population of ESA-listed fish does not survive short-term impacts,
long-term impacts are irrelevant to that population.

The Forests’ assumption that undefinable and apparently small long-term benefits of the project versus
the baseline is an acceptable outcome of the project is an unsupported concept for the Forests to
promote. That “short-term” increases in sediment delivery to currently degraded stream channels is an
acceptable outcome of the project is another unsupported concept. As discussed in Objection component
1, the Forests has obligations beyond maintaining degraded habitat in a degraded condition. Further, the
Forests NEPA analysis has not presented information that the GRAIP_Lite-predicted “short-term” spike in
sediment transmission is an acceptable outcome regarding effects on bull trout and bull trout CH, or
compliance with the 1993 “no new sediment” Settlement Agreement.

Suggested Remedy: The Forests should withdraw the 2023 Draft DN/FONSI until a clarified and
(possibly) revised sediment modeling effort is prepared by Forests hydrology staff. In particular, the
Forests should ensure that the impacts of reconstruction of substantially passively recovered route
segments, non-modelled “legacy” routes, conditions of post-project “stored” roads, etc. are accounted for
and adequately reflected in the GRAIP_Lite model. This revealed or revised model information should be
incorporated into the NEPA and ESA analyses for the project, as should an actual analysis of compliance
with the sediment Settlement Agreement, based on the revealed/revised model information. The results
of this re-analysis should be integrated into the Interdisciplinary Team effort that will be providing
recommendations (based on a clear, documented, and objective rating system) regarding the project-term
and long-term disposition of project area road segments. This IDT road/route analysis recommendation
should form a substantial basis for the development of a comprehensive watershed improvement
Purpose/Need/Alternative for the project.

Additional Suggested Remedies That Would Promote Bull Trout Conservation::

1) Avoid reconstruction of FR 5435 accessing timber harvest units near Sugar Creek (in addition to those
which have been withdrawn in S13) and remove or bypass culvert at the Sugar Creek crossing if it is
suitable for hand restoration.

2. Gravel and otherwise hydrologically inactivate the 737 road where it is within the Osier Creek RHCA
buffer—from the China Creek confluence upstream to the crossing of the 737 road in S20.

3. Decommission, following harvest, the roads proposed for accessing units in S35 just north of Lake
Creek.

4. Find an alternative route to FR 74502 for access to timber harvest units on the slope above Osier
Creek, pull the culvert on the Osier Creek crossing of that route, and decommission the road back to the
FR 5437 junction.
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