27 June 2021
Cheryl F. Probert
Forest
Nez Perce-Clearwater Natonal Fores's
Kamiah, 1D

Dear Ms. Prodert

Thank you for the opporiunity to comment on the Dead Laundry project . The project would be
impiemented on pudic lands managed Dy the Nez-Perce Clearwater National Forests (Forests), and
hese comments are intendad to meet the 30-day from newspaper nodce deadine... | am commenting 3s
3 private ciizen and not on behalf of any group or organization.

Xanpey Ganeral Comments:

1. Itis ciaar that much Forests siaff elbﬂh&bem

project, but It IS0 seams ciear that Es pa'enmma
mwm&mmmmm&wa previously-ignorad and morbund road

prisms. The Forests' reasoning that It is just folowing orders (1.e. e 34-year oid, outmoded, and
S00n-10-De-suUpersated Forest Pian) does not explain why project altematives that would proactively
advance Forests-acknowiedged and watershad and restoration je stil
T e i o i roaon s

The NPCNF have long developed and Implemented comprehensive projects that address 3 aspacs of
National Forest managemeant, 50 It Is 3 puzzie why the Foresis Insists here that onfy the proposed
EAFONSI ana develop comorehensive alternatives (In an EA or EIS, 3s approgriate) that aodress 3l of
e resource protection and enhancement responsibiities that the agency 's obiIgN=d to consider I s
management of pubilc lands.

2. The draft EAFONSI presents the proposed fuel treaments 35 effective In reducing the potentia for

private Inholdings to be damagad by widfre. However, 1) the effecivenass of fual retments declines
{someatimes to essentially 2er0) undar common fire-weather conditions, and 2) the proposed landscape

Dums are from about 1.5 to neary 5 miles distant from the inholdings proposad for protection. The
Forests shoud be npresataulweea.smwbe %0 disciose) some son of
ptobﬂ!llty—basedﬁ daa-&wenmbsm pmposedtéameruswmoe

cost-effacive In telr own right (1., not subsidized Dy timber units) in protecting private property. In
parscuiar, please provide ool and vegetation type-relevant data and information that the
yeaiments would be effective In the soreaa of ikl 1o the Innoldings Under 3 range of
wikifire conditions, and not just that achwitles may reduce
infensity/sevenity around those inholdings, If wildtre is present.

3. MM&JMMWMMVH&MMM@Q road work. As a

m uniis which are relatively aisiant from roads are

Mwmwmrmm These data no doudt aiready exist and would dlow the
Forests to reduce biological, hydrological, and other agverse Impacts of road work, 3s well as
economic efficiency. | reallze that the Forests have aiready rejected simiiar Jtematives, but

taciitating
e siff Insisiance that Implemeantation of e harvest unis and road activities Is the 0
WMWWFMMBMBWWWMMW wy“y

Attachment 1. Objection to Dead
Laundry Project, Dan Kenney,
June 10, 2023



Kenney Specific Comments:
1. The proposed project area Includes substantal stream mileage of Critical Habiiat for bul trout and Is

also recommended for sudstanial road mi reduction (primartly 10 | hadkat) In the
BHROWS Assessment (Clearwater National 1993) mn’non.gmgsmn;same
CONSENVAIoN Manaate” under Section 7(a)(1). of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) to Improve
ESAdIsiad spacies potental for survival and recovery. Whilie the Forests ciaims tat certain vaguely
described mac-relaad activites and spaculative fuel raguction S0enanos would %2nd 10 Improve or
protect aquatic habitat, these are that would be conduciad whether bull frout CH Is presant or
not. There are many Proacive AQUATC restoration measures, Mostly 35s0ciai2d Wit exising systam,
non-systam, and legacy roads, that could be Implemented by the Forests at lithe o no expense. The
Forests should aither 30d an Aquatc restoration atamative 1o the project analysis of re-scope he project
and do a mora-comprahensive analysls of potental acivities In the project arsa In an EIS.

2. To achieve Forest Plan compilance, please provide a she-spaciiic analysls (Including both e ikely
effects and efMcacy) of the proposed Juekreducion activiies within RHCAS (bof hand thinning and

iandscape bum). The for RHCA fuel traatments should justify

tegalungrunnr)izmonof ) INFISH Standard FM-1. msJeasson %mmu
drying'reducsion of humidity of RHCA vegetationssollmicrociimate 3s a resut of the proposed thinning
mm.mmmmmmmmeTeQmRmmummm
inendad effects of the acthity on the private inholdings. The Forests should 3iso fully describe

maintenance of fuel reducion areas, both wiahin and outsige of RHCAs, beyond the initial treatments, and
disclose the temporal extent and schadule of follow-up of treatments.

3. The Forests Is apparenty proposing road constiruction within RHCAs, and s0 n2eds to demonsirate
compliance with INFISH standard RF-2. Has the Forests surveyed 3l temporary and new road locations

for presence of small streams, and wetangds or are maps? What streams 15
e Forests using for determi mmamm%mmsm7 pia

4. The Forests does not fuly disciose the 10catons and NuMDEr of SIFeam crossings with r03d work, e

locatons of oher RHCA road acthvities, nor are the Iocasons of replacementireset stream culverts

Critical Habitat for bull trout, o are tributary t0 such stream segments. So, the location, Intensity, and
duration of effects on stream habitat quallty (and direct effects to Individual bull trout) from
acivities are greatly relevant to project analysis but are ganced-over. 1t s not sumcient

stream-adjacent
for either ESA Section 7 or NEPA andysis for the Foresis 0 claim that ferm efacts of road work are
neutral or that unspecified BMPs will minimize elther short or long-term of such activities. Rtis

obvious that there wil be snor-term and at least site-specitc long-term effects from he proposad
acthvities that wil have more than a negiigbie poten®a %or harm {0 Indvidual bull Yrout of bull trout haditat.
The Forests should fully disciose prop0sed siream-relevant road work and specifically Incorporate his
Information I 3 revisad proposa Miat adaresses syeam haditat protection mors-saniously.

5. Beyond propasing and vaguely describing potential reconsiruction” activities, the Forests does not
disciose In the draft EAFONSI or Transportation Resourca Raport that much of the proposed project road
WNMDMGE by areas of erosion, feature f3lure, development
3 anad the prasence of and other vegetation. of system road
would enabie the use of some such road by mosonzed vehicies for the first Ime In decades. The Forests
nas tacitly demonstrated tat the road system in the project area can be ignored for long pariods whike
simutaneously Insising In the draft EA/FONSI that dozens of miles of affected road ars
witally necessary for Forests management far Into e dim future. The Forests should disciose 0 the
public 3 realistic timeline for Smber stand management road needs and re-385265 the potental for
nydroiogic decommissioning of most of the project area road mileage. The ability for Forests staf andior
e motorized pudiic to drive In perpatulty on every crease In e landscaps doss not Aoaress the real

C0sis %0 other Forests objectives, and naads to be addrassed in documentation of proposed activities
{and nactiviies).



&. The Forests shows In the Transporiation Resource Raport (but does not disciose In the draft
EATFONSI) that there would be about 12 fewer miies of Maintenance Level 1 r0ad (L.e., closad and
heorstically In storage) In the proposed action than currenty; there would be 57 additional miles of
Maintenance Level 2 road o high-clearance pudiic use) In the proposed action. This Is In 3ddition
bunledneupaméﬁpsugdmmmmnegmmmagemwumm
acthvities. The Forests needs 10, %or both ESA Saction 7 and NEPA purposes, determine andior disciose
Me current on-the-ground 3ccess condion of 83ch road segment that would affected by the proposed
action, dtermine anaror disciose the curment and post-project road segment surface granage
f2atures (INCLAING diches, waterbars, Cross-araln culvens, and sYeanmvseep culverts), and determine
anaior disciose the cumrent and post-project malntenance and vehicle access levellype (Inciuding
whether ATVIOHV access would b2 Jlowad and how the Forests would biock and enforce any prohibition
on pudiic motorized use of stored road segments). WIhout $his Information, the public and reguiatory
6 shoukd assume that road segments wil be open 10 vehicke use %r he foreseaable fEure with
likely effects on Droject area r2sources.

7. Similany, piease provide 3 descripion of the existing conditions of the road segments hiat would b2
modfied or hauled upon such that the public can be 3ssured that the road work would be
conducted In 3 manner that would have 3 minimal 1o positive Influence on stream fish haoitat and
fsh popuiatons. In parscuiar, which of the road segments propasad for reconsiruction are cumantly fully

and stabie such that the proposed acavities would tnd 1o Increase sall erosion and potential
ransmission 10 stream channeis? Conversely, which of e project road segments are cumently
aoversaly 3"acting fine sadiment 103ds In straams or routng deletarious peak Nows such that proposed
project acihities would Improve stream and fish habitat? Fmoaosptopgse:mrmmw

Jong which harvest woulkd occur or on which harvested Tmber would be hauled and

have 3 natve surface, would Siream Crossings on thase Mads be rocked of othar modifications
ammmmmnmmm:ommmbmmamamm
project acivties? What monitoring has been performed That would buttress the dalms of expected
eflects?

3. The purported prmary purposenasd of the Dead Launary project (or & least the st on2 Isted) Is
prosaction of private inholdings from wikifire on pubdiic land. It Is not ciear %o me what

responsitility the Forests has 10 expend Federa funding on this Intended outcome, and the Forests
should provige such justification In the Dead Laundry documentation. While 3 WUI has been dediared by
Clearwater County for the Inholaing area, the WUI decision was not one that was scoped or commenied
on by the full pudiic to which the Forest Sence Is responsibie. 1t was the County's decision 10 Jlow
Improvements on thass properties, but dld the County promise fre protacion of raquirs fire-safe property
management? What fuel treatments have been or will be parformad on privade Iholdings adjacent to the
proposed Dead Laundry fuel treatments on pubiic lands? If none or minima, piease Include In the ina
proposed acon a requiremant that comparable and adequane private aciViTes De compieted or updated
Defore further public funds are spent on Foresis fuel treatmants and IMEacss on PUDIC MES0UCaS OCCUr.
Further, the Forests should develop andior disciose to the public (and che/ink in the Dead
documentation and every relevant NEPA-related document) a plan, imaine, and accomplishment raport
hat describes the costs 10 the pudic of every proposed or Impliementad fusl reduction project which ctes
protection of private Inholdings.

9. Thank you for the moment of mirth when | read in the araft EAFONSI (on page 24) hat “evidence”
exists of prior imber harvest In the Dead Laundry project area. In fact, the \egetation Resource Report
documants neary a5 MUch CUMUIAIVE Droject-area Imoer harvest In the 12605, 70s, and '20s 35 In the

project-gefniive wikifires of 100+ years 300, and these historic harvest and harvest-related
mmmam|Mmpr%mmmmmm. Given Mat
al of e commerda harvest and non-commercial tyhinning acihity proposad In the arat

EAFONS! would be conducted In the area of prior harvest acthities, It Is sirange (1o ba charttabie) for the
Forests to biame te early 20 cantury fres for the curent homoganeous” vegatative conditons. The
Forests shoud take a hand look at the information It Aready has on historical timber harvest, disciose this
in the dra® EAFONSI, and adjust its fusl treatment discussion with logic that s the project area history.
1t would aiso behoove the Forests 10 describe to the public In 3 primary NEPA document how 2,000+



acres of addtional timber harvest would af2ct vegetative and fuel loading conditions.

10. It is mantionad In the draft EA/FONSI (out only In the context of use as tempaorary roads) that “lagacy”
roues absent from the oficial road sysiem (and pubiicly-isciosed maps) exist In the project area Are
SUCh 12gacy rouies” e SaMe 38 NON-System foads, Some of which have been numderad and are listeg
In 3 tabie In the Transportation Resources Report? In fact, are there not dozans of miles of old roads and
other lin2ar features In the project area that the Forests doas not count (and has not disciosed In project
documentation) when determiining road density and potental eacts on resources? These linear =atures
are ciearty visible 35 LDAR on niy CalTopo mapoing program and some are viskie on Google Earth. The
Forests should 3coount or the presence and effects of 3l legacy roacs as a baseline condfion
cIcudions In the Transporiation, Widiife, Fisheries, and Water Resources reports, 35 well as Inthe
Bioiogical Assessment. The obilteration or other modification of some of thase featuras should aiso be
consoeg%s ential soll, water, and fishenas resioration acViTes In new alemative development n 3

11. Acthities for the project Incude non-commercial thinning and some landscape bums, but the primary
Wmammmmwm In the dra®t EAFONSI unger
"Forest Plan Direction” (pg. 5) and In the context of protacson of Inhoidings, It Is stated that “Commercial
harvest and hazardous fuel traatments will greatly reduce fire behavior and Intensity..” Am | to
ungerstand that the NPCNF is actually daming clearcuttng and similar regenaration harvest 3s a
fuel-reducton activity? If 50, | would request that the Forasis be more up-front and descripive of
Imansive harvest as a fuels reduction method In pudiic disciosure documents.

12. Please state somewhere In the araft EAFONSI that the timber and Jobs associated with this project
{$152 millon? Really?) would ikely benett Montana and Montanans, not Clearwater County residents.
Als0, the EA and Recreation Resource Report negiect/dismiss the potentla effects of M regenaration
narvest and landscape bums (J0nNg With that of cther planned jon the of e

North ForlKelly Craek arsa for mmmﬂmumm emenmmwng

resuits with those attainadie to NPCNF frontcounily and private tree f3m scanery.

13. The proposed duration of temporary roads on the 3 {or at least confusingly)
described In the project documentation. In he arant e potentid Feature that
mmummmswumm(mwmmmu
Le., k is deliberately rejectad by the Foresis. mmemaA(pg 14), the Forests pliedges
roads would be reconfouredioditerated within 3 MMMBA
smmwwmmmmm meFaests‘ “3 y2ars afer
e date that the project is completed” likely Indudes substantal post harvest activises, such 3s seeding
planting weed control, and possibly pre-commerdial thinning? Also, would any temporary road
deoonmsstoung parformad prior 10 project completion?” If 50, what crit2na would affect this procees?
Foads would be on the landscape dbeyond the Imder purchaser's on-site prasance, Is funding
am time expacted % be applied In semporary road oditeration? Wl he Forests notify the pudic
when this project compietion date Is achieved? What efforisisafeguards would the Forests empioy 10
ensure that temporary roads are protected from ground JistUrDancs, water rousng, and motonzed vehice
us2 over the potentially Indefinise exisience? Do te USFWS, IDFG, and other reguiatory'stakeholder
entities understand the Ikely extended presance of t2mporary roads?

14. Coud e Forssts please spacfy which specific Design Features and Mitigation Maasures (Indiuding
contract provisions, SMPS, and simiar CoOmMMON Pracices) woulkd apply to SpeCnic Iocatons of
10 3t leas! specific sifuatons? Many of hiese features and measwres isted and checked I the drant
mlmmmwmlwammmm“mm
f2atures or m2asuras that aren't checked (although ey were apparently contemplated and
obviously unraasonabie) Wamwmmwmmmm
minimize or eiminate effects, is the spaciailst using the oraft Dead Laundry EAFONSI list, o just some
theoretical set of BMPs, eic. that could be at 3 speciic location? Similany, under the
“Watarshed and Fishenes Regulatory s2cI0n of he draft SAFONSI (pg. 53), the statement
Is Made hat “Al Federal and State laws and requiations appicabie 0 water quallty would be appiled 10



e Dead Laundry project Including .. BMPs” (my emphasis). How could 3l BMPs be applied If some are
spacifically exciudad earfier In the document? Please deveiop 3 document (which could be referenced,
mmmmmmmmmwwmmmm
requested above and which can then be referenced by the pubiic and other oversight/interested entities to
monitor Forests compilance.

15, mmmeprmcormmmspecmmpowmemesmmmnmmmm
would the “gesign elements” from PACFISHANFISH standards (pgs. 15 & 16 In e draft
EAFONSI) be3pplied to In the Dealtantypo}ea’ For &, what segmenis of
reconsiructed roacs would be outsiopad (In piace of ditch constructionimaimenance)? Which segments
mmmmmmmwwwmmmmm
stream channels, fils, and hilislopes? How and where would the Forests avold of natural
hydroiogic Sow paths In roac-reiated acvities? This sort of specific Information seem to be
parscuianty crucial In assessing potential effects on ESA Threatenad bul trout and bul trout Criscal
Habitat,

16. The Water Resources briefly, the draft EAFONSI mmmmamrﬁgposea
mmmmﬂﬁm amofeﬂ'ec)tonm

mmmmmmaa {2020), Segura et 3. mxmmaamw].
in order 10 address the potential for long-term decreasas In base streamfiow from timbear harvest. The
Forests should aiso consider the current vegetated stabe of some road Segments proposed for
reconsyruction and RHCA road construcsion bafore conciuding that the project acavitias woulkd
mmmmﬁ ! decreasas In base sireamfiow and reducson In straam shading have the
potential 10 aMect sYeam temperature, and Mersfore bul trout Critical Habitat

17. The draft BA for the project does not Include subwatershed-scale Matrices of Pathways and
naicators that are or were recenty 3 desirable or required companent for bull trout effects anaysis. The
Forests should compiete both the baseline and effects components of these analysis tools In order
property conduct ESA Section 7 effects detenminasion for bull rout Individuais and habitat and to compiete
formal consultation with the USFVS.

18. 1 may be misundarstanding the Infent, but the piain reading of Mitigation Measure FF-1 (In tha araft
EAFONS! and ofner project documents) is iat In-water work asaoaaeammmqeammoe

conducted August 15 through September 15, This is exacty the wrong (amormmm
mra)mrmmasnsmepeaspmmraumnmrmm

Lcom) of phone (208-553-2347) f you have 3ny qUESHons.
Sincerely,
HMQ.?&'&,
Dan Kenney

187 Maple Drive
Orofing, 1D 83544



