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Decision Notice

Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage
USDA Forest Service

Seeley Ranger District, Loio National Forest
Missoula County, Montana

1.0 Background

On August 3, 2007 the Jocko Lakes fire ignited and burned roughly 36,380 acres west of Seeley Lake,
Montana before the fire was contained in October. The fire burned trees within the fire perimeter. These
trees have commercial value, though their value for timber products is diminishing quickly.

The Lolo National Forest Land Management Plan provides guidance that supports salvaging timber
burned in the Jocko Lakes fire. The first of eight forest wide management goals of the Lolo National
Forest plan is to “Provide a sustained yield of timber...at a level that will support the economic structure
of local communities and provide for regional and national needs.” (USDA 1986a, p. 1I-1). A forest wide
standard is to “Increase the use of the available wood fiber consistent with management objectives and
economic principles.” (Ibid, p. II-11). Each of the three management areas where salvaging would occur
(MA 16, 17, 25) are classified as “suitable for timber production” (Ibid, p. HI-71, TI-78, II-1273. All
salvage would occur within Forest Plan management areas that have as a goal “optimize timber growing”
Seventy eight percent of the acres to be salvaged have a management goal to “optimize sustained timber
production” (Ibid, p. HI-70, p. III-78, p. I11-127).

Salvaging timber from the Jocko Lakes fire helps meet these needs and goals and is the reason the Jocko
Lakes Fires Salvage project was proposed.

The Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage environmental assessment (EA) analyzed five alternatives to meet these
needs; two of these alternatives were analyzed in detail. The purpose of this Decision Notice (DN) is to
explain my consideration of these alternatives and to document and explain the rationale for my decision.

2.0 Description of My Decision

Based upon my careful review of the EA and all alternatives, the Finding of No Significant Impact,
comments from the public and agencies, resource reports, and the project file I have decided to authorize
implementation of Alternative 3 as described in Section 2.2.2 and 2.3 of the EA and in this section
{Attachment C — unit list and map). Alternative 3 will address the purpose and need of this project by
salvaging 4.5 MMBF of timber from roughly 1,648 acres burned in the Jocko Lakes Fire of 2007. This
volume, based on timber cruise data collected in preparation for implementation is approximately 30%
less than the 10.6 MMBF estimated in the environmental assessment. This reduction in volume is
consistent with the recent experience on the neighboring Flathead National Forest were they found
approximately a 30 percent loss of the value of salvageable fire-killed timber in the first year due to
deterioration.

Additional activities authorized by my decision include’: Planting trees where necessary which is
estimated to be 1,170 acres”, maintaining 55 miles of classified National Forest System (NFS) roads,

" These activities include actions connecied to salvaging limber and some of the primary resource protection
measures to minimize and offset poteatial impacts of the salvaging operations.
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constructing 4 miles of temporary or short-term specified roads; storing or decommissioning 10.7 miles of
road resulting in the closure of 3.8 miles of road currently open to motorized access; removing [ and
replacing 2 culverts (current aquatic barriers); and, conducting ground-based noxious weed herbicide
treatments” along 55 miles of NFS road and on disturbed areas such as landings and the 10.7 miles of
stored or decommissioned roads; and numerous resource protection measures. The road storage or
decommissioning, removal and replacement of culverts and weed spraying are mitigations Or resource
protection measures applied to offset potential effects of the salvage project. All resource protection
measures are listed in Table 4 of the EA (p. 11 through 22) and in Attachment B of this decision.

3.0 Pubilic Involvement

Public involvement for the Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage (JLFS) project started informally with early scoping
on October 12, 19 and 30, 2007, while areas of the fire still smoldered. The Seeley Lake District Ranger
met on site with interested parties from the environmental community and the logging industry to discuss
how to capture timber product value while minimizing impacts. During those meetings the Forest shared
and discussed preliminary “design criteria” concepts before the proposed action was initiated. Public
input was considered in further refining the “design criteria” and helped to focus the development of the
proposed action to create a project that met the purpose and need while addressing environmental and
public concerns (PF-L-3). The Forest sent out a press release on December 18, 2007, notifying the public
that the Forest was considering salvage opportunities after the Jocko Lakes fire.

The JLFS proposal was listed in the January 2008 through March 2008 Schedule of Proposed Actions
(SOPA), and subsequent SOPAs. A scoping letter with the proposed actions was mailed to 58 individuals
and organizations including agencies and Tribes on February 15, 2008 and was posted on the Forest web
site. A web article was posted in the Missoulian on February 19™ and an article appeared in the printed
Missoulian on February 20” and in the Seeley/Swan Pathfinder local weekly newspaper on March 6™,
Comments were requested by March 21, 2008; however, comments were considered no matter when they
were received.

Fourteen individuals and organizations commented on the scoping letter. After considering all comments,
the interdisciplinary team developed a list of preliminary issues to help guide development of alternatives
to the Proposed Action.

The Seeley Lake District Ranger provided updated information to the Seeley/Swan Pathfinder May 9.
They published an article about the project on May 22, 2008. On July 15 the District Ranger and [ invited
some commentors to a meeting to discuss how their concerns were incorporated into the analysis and used
to modify the proposed action. A representative of one of the invited organizations attended (PF-B-21).

On October 28, 2008 we mailed an Environmental Assessment and a Draft Finding of No Significant
Impact to 67 individuals and organizations. A legal notice was posted in the Missoulian on October 29,
requesting comments on the project within 30 days. We also posted the environmental assessment, draft
finding of no significant impact and all of the specialist reports on the Forests Web site.

We received five comment letters. No new substantive issues were raised, that were not already
considered in the analysis for this project. Responses to comments on the environmental assessment and
draft finding of no significant impact are included in Attachment A of this deciston.

* This planting would just occur within salvage units. A decision made in January 2008 approved planting, where
needed and appropriatc in other areas of the Jocko Lakes Fire,
* Weed spraying tiers to the analysis in the 2007 Weeds EIS and Decision.
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Issue Resolution

Based on public comments received during scoping, preliminary issues were identified as potential
undesirable effects that might result from implementing the proposal. Comments ranged from the request
to salvage more timber from a larger portion of the burn to doing no salvaging at all and conducting just
watershed restoration road work. Further analysis and project development by the interdisciplinary team
addressed comments either by: modifying the proposed action and its resource protection measures,
developing and evaluating an alternative, incorporating the comment in the analysis, or explaining why
the comments do not warrant further agency response. After project development, analysis, and with
consideration of all of the public comments, the interdisciplinary team found no unresolved or significant
issues.

4.0 Finding of No Significant Impact

After considering the environmental effects described in the Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage Environmental
Assessment (USES 2008) and the associated documents and the fact we received no comments specific
to the Draft Finding of No Significant Impact, 1 have determined that the selected alternative will not have
a significant impact on the quality of the human environment based on context and intensity of impacts
{40 CFR 1508.27). Therefore, an environmental impact statement will not be prepared. The Finding of
No Significant Impact is included with this decision notice.

5.0 Rationale for My Decision

In selecting Alternative 3, I have determined that my decision is consistent with all laws, regulations, and
agency policy. | have considered the potential camulative effects with past, present and reasonably
foreseeable activities. I believe that my decision provides the best balance of management activities to
respond to the purpose and need, environmental concerns, social issues, and public comments while
complying with all applicable laws and regulations. The considerations I relied upon to make my decision
on this project included:

e  Achievement of the project’s purpose and need.
¢ Relationship to environmental concerns, social issues, and public comments.

Below, I present my consideration of each alternative and explain why I did not select Alternatives 1, 2, 4
and 5 and why I did select Alternative 3. Please also see Attachment A for consideration and responses to
specific public comments.

Alternative 1

Four of the fourteen comment letters received through scoping requested that the Forest consider
harvesting more timber than was envisioned in the February 15, 2008 proposed action. The consideration
of Alternative 1 addresses this public concern.

Early in the process we considered both salvaging burned timber and commercially thinning trees to
reduce the risk of bark beetle infestation from approximately 2,757 acres (PF-L-6). This would have
harvested 24% of the National Forest acres burned in the Jocko fire.

Although Alternative 1 would meet the purpose and need to a greater degree then any other alternative
considered it would harvest trees from areas that had either environmental or public concerns that might
require an environmental impact statement to address. Because of the urgency to capture the value of the
burned timber before it is lost to decay and checking, and the additional cost and time necessary for an
environmental impact statement to be prepared, I decided to eliminate known and potential issues up front
to prevent controversy and curulative effects (PF-1-1).
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To this end I asked my staff to develop “design criteria” as a coarse filter to focus salvage efforts where
impacts and public concerns could be minimized (PF-1.-3). When preliminary analysis revealed that
potential units did not meet the initial design criteria, those units and ultimately this alternative were
dropped from further consideration.

In summary, I believe additional material could be salvaged in the Jocko Lakes arca without significant
environmental impacts, however, I decided early in this process that the time it would take to analyze, and
potentially defend a larger project, or one that did not make compromises to concerns expressed by the
public’, would be time ill-spent in this specific case at this particular time. For this reason I did not select
Alternative 1.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 was the proposed action presented to the public on February 15, 2008. Alternative 2 was a
subset of units considered in Alternative 1. The proposal included salvaging burned timber from 1,930
acres of National Forest Land, totaling approximately 10-14 million board feet of timber and associated
connected activities. After considering public comments on this proposed action, and conducting
additional field analysis, some additional areas were identified for salvage and some of the proposed
salvage units, or portions of units, and ultimately this alternative were dropped from further consideration.
Units or portions of units were dropped due to wet areas, old growth, access issues and economic
feasibility.

1 did not select Alternative 2 because, upon further field analysis, it would have salvaged within units that
did not meet our initial design criteria.

Alternative 4

1 considered Alternative 4 which would not salvage any timber but would produce a restoration/access
management plan. The purpose and need of this project is to salvage timber. This alternative was not
analyzed in detail becanse it does not meet the purpose and need in any way.

The Forest actively pursues restoration efforts as a purpose of many projects, as documented in the 1994 -
2006 Watershed Restoration Report (PF-M-19-54), but that is not the purpose of this project.

1 met with the commenter who requested this alternative be considered. He explained that the
organization put this in their comment letter, not with the expectation the Forest Service would forgo the
opportunity to salvage, but to keep in the forefront that their preference is for no timber harvest and to
focus Forest Service activities on closing and restoring roads (PF-B-21).

In summary, I did not select Aliernative 4 because it does not meet the purpose and need for this project to
salvage timber. I believe salvaging timber in this portion of the Lolo National Forest, which is allocated as
“suitable for timber production”, can and should be implemented in a manner that does not result in
significant impacts to the huran environment.

“ Two examples of directly responding to public concerns in Alternative 3 at the outset of the project with the
intention of reducing conflicts and implementation delays follow. First is my decision to generally retain all trees,
dead or alive, greater than 217 in diameter at breast height (dbh) (Attachment B, #36). Ibelieve that some trees
greater than 217 dbh can be salvaged without significant impacts to wildlife habitat or the environment, but I made
this decision, even though it significantly reduces the amount and quality of the timber products salvaged, to reduce
potential conflict and expedite the process. A second example is my decision to retain all stands that met Green's (et
al. 1992) old growth criteria before the fire, even those stands that no longer meet the criteria because (rees were
killed in the firc (Attachment B, #2). T believe that it is possible these stands could be salvaged without significant
impact; however I choose to make this compromise to reduce public concern, expedite the analysis process and
therefore, implementation.
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Alternative 5

Alternative 5 would not implement any Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage activities. I did not select Alternative 5
because it does not meet the purpose and need for this project to salvage timber and I believe salvaging
timber in this portion of the Lolo National Forest, which is allocated as “suitable for timber production”,
can and should be implemented in a manner that does not result in significant impacts to the human
environment.

Alternative 3 — Selected Alternative

Alternative 3 meets the purpose and need to a lesser degree than Alternative 1; however, [ have selected
this alternative because in addition to salvaging 4.5 MMBF of burned timber it also addresses
envirommental concerns, social issues and public comments, complies with all applicable laws and
regulations and results in long term resource benefits.

Benefits:

My decision includes the implementation of resource protection measures, some of which will result in
resource benefits that will persist long after the completion of salvage operations. These benefits include
a Jong-term decrease of 17.7 tons annually of sedimentation (Attachment B, #'s 47, 49, 57, 58, 60);
restored aquatic species access to approximately 2.5 miles of Finley Creek (Attachment B, #60); and
enhanced regeneration of ponderosa pine and western larch (planting).

Addresses Environmental Concerns, Social Issues and Public Comments

While any management action has affects I've determined that Alternative 3 would have no significant
impact on the human environment (FONSI). Please see Attachment A which presents responses to public
comments received on the environmental assessment and the draft finding of no significant impact. 1
highlight some of my major considerations here,

Soils (EA p.26-29): Protection of soils is particularly important in the post fire landscape and
Alternative 3 has numerous resource protection measures (Attachment B, #3, #7 through #15a, #33
through #35) to ensure detrimental disturbance levels remain below 15% of the unit area for all units,
except Unit 2-1 which currently has more than 15% detrimental soil disturbance. This means that the soil
disturbance will be within the accepted soil quality standard established to assure that nutrient cycling,
nutrient availability and soil productivity are maintained. Resource protection measures (# 15a) will
move Unit 2-1 toward an accelerated net improvement in soil quality after salvaging, as required in Forest
Service Manual 2554.03. The primary type of disturbance in this unit is historic compaction with rutting
on skid trails where coarse woody debuis is currently lacking. By adding coarse woody debris, the
modified proposed action will restore one of the most important elements in retaining soil productivaty
and long term health to this site. Region 1 Soil Quality Standards would be met.

Cumulative Effects (Throughout EA and Specialist Reports):

Since the Jocko Lakes fire occurred in an area with actively managed private, state and National Forest
lands we knew from the beginning of our salvage planning efforts that we needed to carefully consider
potential cummlative effects. Each resource specialist considered known past, present and future activities
on all ownerships in the area when assessing potential impacts to, and in determining what resource
protection measures were needed to assure significant cumulative effects would not occur, One of the
early steps we took was limiting the area of salvage to 14% of the total area burned on the National
Forest, retaining 86% of the post burn habitat un-impacted.

Hydrology & Fisheries: Sedimentation (EA p.30-32): Alternative 3 will implement activities
(undersized culvert removal and replacement; road maintenance and use; and, road storage and
decommissioning) that will contribute to minor, short-term stream sedimentation. After the initial
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sediment pulse, these activities would reduce sediment year after year for a long-term benefit in sediment
reduction (approximately 17.7 tons annually). The Fish and Wildlife Service concurred (12/17/08) that
implementation of this alternative is Likely to Adversely Affect, but Not Likely to Result in a Trend
toward Federal Listing of bull trout with a no-jeopardy finding. Some of the same actions will have long
term beneficial effects of sedimentation reduction and restoration of aquatic species access to 2.5 miles of
Finley Creek and associated fish habitat. The terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion were
reviewed by the Ranger, IDT leader and Contracting officer on 12/18/08 and they are consistent with the
resource protection measures in Attachment B of this decision. The USFWS also concurred (11/ 17/08)
with the Biological Assessment for wildlife species concluding that the project is not likely to affect
species viability.

Because of the small extent and short duration of the increased sediment due to these activities, and the
fact that the small increase in sediment will be greatly offset by the long term reduction in sedimentation,
T have decided to implement these activities.

Wildlife: Analysis shows that the eighteen resource protection measures (Attachment B, #14, 30-44, 61-
63} designed to reduce or eliminate significant impacts to wildlife and their habitat would assure that
though the project may impact individuals or habitat, it is not expected to cause a local or regional change
in habitat quality or population status for any species.

6.0 Findings Required by Other Laws and Regulations

I have reviewed this decision for compliance with laws, regulations, and policies. My decision is
consistent with all laws, regulations, and policies. Findings required by major environmental faws, the
Forest Plan, and the Environmental Justice Executive Order are summarized below. Compliance with
other laws, regulations, and policies are listed in the EA, specialist reports, the project file, and the Forest
Plan.

I. National Forest Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1600 et seq.) and consistency with the Forest Plan: The
National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and accompanying regulations require several specific
findings be documented at the project level. Treviewed Alternative 3 and found the following:

2. Consistency with the Forest Plan (16 U.S.C. 1604(i)}: The Lolo Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan establishes management direction for the Lolo National Forest. This direction 1s
described in forest-wide and management area-specific standards. Designing and implementing projects
consistent with this direction is the means to move the Forest toward the desired future condition as
described in Chapter 11 of the Forest Plan. Management Area and Forest-wide direction in the Forest Plan
established sideboards for the development of alternatives to the proposed action while responding to
public issues. NFMA requires all resource plans and projects to be consistent with Forest Plan standards,
guidelines, management area goals, and objectives.

After reviewing the EA, specialist reports and the project file, I find my decision is in full comphance
with the Lolo National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan standards, guidelines, goals, and
objectives, as amended.

3. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): My decision is in full compliance with NEPA. Forest
Service regulations for implementing NEPA have been followed as required under 40 CFR 1500 in the
development of the Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage Project EA and this Decision Notice and FONSI. The EA
analyzes a reasonable and acceptable range of alternatives, including a "no action” alternative. It also
discloses the expected impacts of each alternative and discusses the identified issues and concerns.

4. Endangered Species Act: This project is in full compliance with the Endangered Species Act. In
accordance with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, The Lolo Forest prepared
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Biological Assessments addressing potential impacts to federally listed wildlife and fish. The Forest
received written concurrence and terms and conditions from the USFWS on 11/17/2008 and 12/18/2008
(PF-K-7 and PF-K-8). There are no federally listed plant species that would be affected (EA page 48).

5. Clean Water Act and Montana State Water Quality Standards: Upon review of the Jocko Fire
Salvage EA, specialist reports and project file, I find that activities associated with Alternative 2 will
comply with State of Montana water quality standards, BMPs, and associated monitoring requirements.

6. Environmental Justice Order: Executive Order 12898 requires fair treatment and meaningful
involvement of all citizens regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the
development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. We have
treated all citizens fairly and allowed meaningful involvement to every person regardless of race, color,
national origin, or income. I find that this project and its NEPA analysis comply with the Environmental
Justice Executive Order.

7.0 Expected Implementation Date

On December 8, 2008, Gail Kimball, Chief of the Forest Service, made the determination that an
emergency situation exists with the Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage project consistent with 36 CFR 215.10 (b),
and therefore this decision is not subject to stay during appeal. Based on this determination
implementation may start immediately upon publication of the legal notice of this decision in the
Missoulian.

8.0 Administrative Review or Appeal Opportunities

This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 215. A written appeal must be submitted within 45
days following the publication date of the legal notice of this decision in the (newspaper of record, City,
State). 1t is the responsibility of the appellant to ensure their appeal is received in a timely manner. The
publication date of the legal notice of the decision in the newspaper of record is the exclusive means for
calculating the time to file an appeal. Appellants should not rely on date or timeframe information
provided by any other source.,

Paper appeals must be submitted to:

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region
ATTN: Appeal Deciding Officer

P.O. Box 7669

Missoula, MT 39807

Or

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region
ATTN: Appeal Deciding Officer

200 Fast Broadway

Missoula, MT 39802

Office hours: 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.
Electronic appeals must be submitted to:

appeals-northern-regional-office@fs. fed.us

Faxed appeals must be submitted to:
Fax: (406) 329-3411
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In electronic appeals, the subject line should contain the name of the project being appealed. An
automated response will confirm your electronic appeal has been received. Elecfronic appeals must be
submitted in MS Word, Word Perfect, or Rich Text Format (RTF). )

It is the appellant's responsibility to provide sufficient project- or activity-specific evidence and rationale,

focusing on the decision, to show why my decision should be reversed. The appeal must be filed with the
Appeal Deciding Officer in writing. At a minimum, the appeal must meet the content requirements of 36

CIFR 215.14, and include the following information:

e The appellant’s name and address, with a telephone number, if available;

e A signature, or other verification of authorship upon request (a scanned signature for electronic mail
may be filed with the appeal);

¢  When multiple names are listed on an appeal, identification of the lead appellant and verification of
the identity of the lead appellant upon request;

¢ The name of the project or activity for which the decision was made, the name and title of the
Responsible Official, and the date of the decision;

e The regulation under which the appeal is being filed, when there is an option to appeal under either 36
CFR 215 or 36 CFR 251, subpart C,

e Any specific change(s) in the decision that the appellant seeks and rationale for those changes;

¢  Any portion(s) of the decision with which the appellant disagrees, and explanation for the
disagreement;

o  Why the appellant believes the Responsible Official’s decision failed to consider the comments; and
¢ How the appellant believes the decision specifically violates law, regulation, or policy.

If an appeal is received on this project there may be informal resolution meetings and/or conference calls
between the Responsible Official and the appellant. These discussions would take place within 15 days
after the closing date for filing an appeal. All such meetings are open to the public. If you are interested
in attending any informal resolution discussions, please contact the Responsible Official or monitor the
following website for postings about current appeals in the Northern Region of the Forest Service:
hitnAwww fs. fed us/r Vprojecis/appeal index.shtiml |

9.0 Further Information and Contact Person

For additional information concerning this decision or the Forest Service appeal process, contact Tim
Love, Seeley Lake District Ranger, Lolo National Forest, 3583 Highway 83, Seeley Lake, MT 59868,
(406) 677-3905. Information is also available at hitp://www.fs.fed.us/rl/lolo/projects/index-jocko-
salvage.shiml

s

R i (UGS
PEBORAH L. R. AUSTIN-... Date

Forest Supervisor
Lolo National Forest
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Attatchmet A — Resopnse to Comments

Attachment A: Response to Comments

The Forest received comments on the environmental assessment and draft finding of no significant impact
from five individuals and organizations. Three letters expressed support for rapid implementation of the
Jocko Lakes Fires Salvage project. One letter, which was substantially similar to the commenter’s
scoping comment letter, expressed strong concerns about salvage logging in general. There were no
spectfics about the Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage project and no indication the commenter reviewed the
project specific resource protection measures, the environmental analysis or considered how their scoping
comments were considered and incorporated into the development of the project. The fifth letter
expressed appreciation for adopting many resource protection measures they suggested yet expressed
concerns about project effects and analysis,

Public comiments that expressed a distinct concept and represented identifiable concern that could be
related to the Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage project were consolidated into Public Concern Statements and are
responded to in this Attachment. Tracking of all the public comments is available in the project file (PEF-
G-1). One public concern statement may represent comments from more than one commenter, or multiple
comments by the same commenter.

All comments were considered by the line officer to inform her final decision and after her review she
determined that the Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage analysis and/or resource protection measures adequately
addressed the comments and that no significant impacts or additional analysis is necessary.

A. Purpose & Need

I. Public Concern: The Forest should not impact the fragile and sensitive post fire landscape for
money. ‘

Response: From the inception of this project, considerable care has been taken to help assure that
significant effects to the post fire landscape will not occur. Any management action will have some
impact, however the draft finding of no significant impact concludes, after consideration of all potential
resource impacts in the environmental assessment analysis, that there would be no significant impact to
the post fire landscape through implementation of this project. If the commenter’s premise is that no
impact should occur, meaning no management activity of any kind can take place we disagree. This
portion of the forest is an area allocated in the Forest plan for active management.

The purpose and need for this project is to salvage timber burned in the Jocko Lakes Fire of 2007. The
first of eight forest wide management goals of the Lolo National Forest plan is to “Provide a sustained
yield of timber...at a level that will support the economic structure of local communities and provide for
regional and national needs.” (USDA 19864, p. II-1}. The entire planning process has worked toward
meeting the purpose and need for the project while eliminating or minimizing impacts salvaging will have
on forest resources. Analysis supports that the resource protection measures will eliminate or minimize
impacts,

2. Public Concern: There is little reason to believe that post-fire salvage logging has any positive
ecological benefits. It would be better to aliow the area to recover naturally.

Response: As explained in the EA (p. 75) the purpose of this particular project at this specific time is to
salvage timber, not restore ecosystems. Alternative 4, which would not salvage any timber and would
generally allow natural processes to occur (with the exception that watershed restoration work on roads
would occur), was considered but was not selected.
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The project design of Alternative 3 is to eliminate or minimize unintended and undesirable effects of
salvaging timber. Analysis shows that the resource protection measures will be successful in assuring
significant environmental impacts will not occur. Salvaging timber supports Forest Plan goals for this
area. The Forest actively pursues ecosystem restoration and fuel reduction as the purpose for many
projects — but that is not purpose of this project. The connected actions and resource protection measures
associated with the Jocko Salvage project, however, will have a long term positive ecological affect of
reducing sedimentation by 17.5 tons annually and opening up 2.5 miles of habitat previously blocked to
aguatic species.

B. Process

1. Public Concern: The Forest Service must take a hard look at scientific opinions that oppose post
fire logging. [This was a general statement.]

Response: We agree with this statement and the interdisciplinary team and deciding official have used the
best available science in developing this project and references to scientific information in the comments
we received have been considered by the interdisciplinary team (EA, p. 67 — 92; PF-G-1).

2. Public Concern: Inclusion of some of the design criteria preposed by the WildWest Institute (et.
al} has resulted in a better post disturbance logging project.

Response: It is gratifying that the Forest’s early efforts (as explained in the BA, p. 2 & 11) to seek input
from the WildWest Institute and other interested parties to minimize or eliminate environmental impacts
and social concerns, while still meeting the purpose of salvaging timber, was successful to this degree.

3. Public Concern: The analysis in the EA is extremely cursory, incomplete and inadequate. The
EA merely refers to the specialist reports without providing any of the information contained
therein.

Response: We respectfully disagree with these statements for the following reasons. We believe the Jocko
Fire Salvage environmental assessment (EA) is consistent with the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act. The National Environmental Policy act states [emphasis added] that an EA
“means a concise public document...” (40 CFR § 1508.9(a)), to “briefly provide sufficient evidence and
analysis for determining whether to prepare an environmental impact statement or a finding of no
significant impact. (40 CFR § 1508.9(a)(1)). It further states that the document “shall include brief
discussions of the ...environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives...” The Jocko EA
provides sufficient evidence and analysis, briefly, for the decision maker to determine whether an
environmental impact statement or a finding of no significant impact should be prepared. The EA not
only references specifically where more information can be obtained from the volurminous specialist
reports, but it also summarizes the conclusions of the evidence and analysis from those specialist reports.
The Nationa! Environmental Policy Act Procedures Final Rule states that “the EA may incorporate by
reference information that is reasonably available to the public” (36 CER § 220.7). The commenter’s
statement that none of the information contained in the specialist reports appears in the EA is incorrect.
The references made to the specialist reports in the EA most often appear immediately following
information directly from those reports and the page the information can be found on is cited. All of the
supporting specialist reports, which total over 590 pages with significant analysis detail, were, and sull
are, available for public review on the forest’s web site and upon request.

4. Public Concern: The EA does not respond to many of the questions we posed in our scoping
comments.

Response: We respectfully disagree with this statement, for the reasons explained below. The
interdisciplinary team used a content analysis process on all scoping comments, summarized in the EA as
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Appendix C. The process assigns a mail number and a cornment number to each statement within each
comment letter and assigns the comment into a category. The table then explains under “Issue
Disposition” how or where each comment was considered in the development of the project and the
analysis. It does not necessary give a specific “response” in that table but shows where that analysis or
information occurs. The issue disposition column may include some summary statements.

This commenter’s comments from both their 3/18/08 letter and the 11/13/07 letter (which they asked us to
consider in their scoping comments and in their comment letter on the environmental assessment) were
captured and we explained how we considered or addressed them in the FA on pages 73, 75-78, 80-92.

5. Public Concern: Is having only one action alternative consistent with obligations under NEPA?
How can an alternative be dismissed just because it does not meet the narrow goal of post-fire

logging?

Response: The EA actually considers four action alternatives, not just one. Three of the action
alternatives, one of which was proposed by the commenter, were not analyzed in detail for reasons
explained on pages 3 and 4 of the EA. The National Environmental Policy Act Procedures Final Rule
states [emiphasis added] that “The EA shall briefly describe the proposed action and alternative(s) that
meet the need for action. No specific number of alternatives is required or prescribed.” (36 CFR §
2207 (b)(2)).

The alternative requested by the commenter would not salvage any timber, thus it would not meet the
need for action for this specific project at this specific time. The entire purpose of this analysis is in
response to the Forest’s goal of salvaging some timber burned in the Jocko Fire (36 CFR § 220.4 (a)(1).
The reasons this need exists, and how it is consistent with the goals of the goals of the Lolo National
Forest Plan are explained in the EA on pages 1 and 2.

6. Public Concern: Will roadside salvage occur? If so, please display where.
Response: No, roadside salvage is not a part of the Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage project.

7. Public Concern: We would ask that the LNF please consider further road decommissioning in the
preject area.

Response: All of the roads that will be used for the project but that are not needed for future management
will be stored or decommissioned. In addition, to offset potential sedimentation increases from road work
and culvert removal/replacement, some additional roads will be closed or stored for a total of 10.7 miles
of road decommissioning or storage with this project. This work will help to reduce annual sedimentation
by 17.7 tons annually, below the existing condition, which more than offsets potential impacts of this
salvage, therefore, no additional road decommissioning is necessary for the implementation of this
salvage effort.

C. Cumulative Effects

L. Public Concern: The impacts of the fire and the salvage logging could contribute to
multifactorial environmental stress.

Response: The interdisciplinary team used resource specific cumulative effects analyses to assess the
potential for multi-factorial environmental stress. Comulative effects analyses are found throughout the
EA and the spectalist reports and they not only consider the effects of the fire and salvage logging but also
consider effects from other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

2, Public Concern: No map of past harvest units is provided.
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Response: A map of past activities in the project area, including past harvest, is available in the project
file (PF-M19-72).

3. Public Concern: Past, current and future management activities on private, tribal, and state
lands do not appear to be accounted for at all in the EA.

Response: We respectfully disagree with this statement. Appendix D to the EA (p. 93-104) lists known
past, present and future activities for all ownerships which were considered in the analysis of effects to all
resources. Please refer below to section F. Wildlife, Pablic Concern #5 for a table that displays numerous
locations in the analysis where cumulative effects with non-National Forest land activities were
considered in the analysis of impacts to wildlife habitat’. Since the commenter is not questioning specifics
of the analysis of past, present and future management activities on non-National Forest lands, just
whether or not the analysis occurred, we have provided references to the pages where this consideration
occurred for each resource (other than wildlife).

Resounrce EA page numbers | Resource report page numbers
Hydrology 3 21, 25,27, 30, 31, 43-54
Fisheries 32 19, 29-44

Noxious Weeds * 11, 14-20

T,E and S plants * 15, 20-25

Recreation 50 13-15

Visuals 51 20-23

Air Quality 55-56 13

Heritage * 3

* Since the more detalled analysis in the specialist reports identified no net increase in weed colonization: or spread expected from
the proposed action or idenified ne direct or indirect effect, there therefore is no incremental or cumulative effect. In these case no
specific mention of past harvest or non-National Forest land activities were made In the EA, but these were considered in the more
detailed speclalist reports as shown.

D. Soils

1. Public Concern: Salvage logging can damage recovering soils.

Response: We agree, that without appropriate resource protection measures, soils can be damaged. This
is the reason great effort was taken to assure appropriate resource protection measures (Attachment B, #
3, 7 — 15a, 33, 34, 35) were included with this project. Analysis shows (Soils Report and EA p. 24-26)
that no significant soil impact will occur because of these protection measures. The commenter made no
specific comments about the Jocko protection measures for soils nor acknowledged them in any way.

2. Public Concern: Removing biomass will remove carbon from the site.

Response: The soils report {p. 18) considers the loss of carbon through the removal of biomass. Harvest
operations remove biomass and organic matter and thus affect nutrient cycling. In this salvage project,
only some, not all, dead trees would be removed, and tops and limbs of these trees, 1.e. slash, would be

% That table also includes references to fragmentation and edge effects discussion which do not apply to this
comment (wildlife report, p. 43, 59, 60)
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left on site to assure downed woedy debris requirements for soils and wildlife are met (Attachment
B,#33-35). Live trees would generally be left on site to also provide nutrients. Many units within the
project area already have vegetation coming back following the fire indicating that soil processes are
already bouncing back from fire. Salvage logging is not expected to have detrimental impacts on fungi in
these stands. In fact, slash generated from harvest activities deposited on the ground would enhance
fungal activity by providing a carbon source. The commenter made no comments on this specific
analysis or the resource protection measures for soils.

3. Public Concern: We support plans to conduct this harvest during winter months to minimize soil
disturbance.

Response: Thank you for the support.

4. Public Concern: You did not respond to the question: Please disclose the results of monitoring of
detrimental soil conditions following post-fire logging.

Response: We did consider this question (EA, p. 87) and discussed monitoring of detrimental soil
conditions post-logging in the EA (p, 26 & 27) and soils report (p. 16 & 17). Disturbance valaes were
based on a combination of sources as stated in the specialist report (p. 17) including “Neihoff (2002),
Mclver and Starr (2000), on the ground experience, observations and monitoring from previous salvage
harvests on the Flathead National Forest (see project file), and monitoring on the Lolo National Forest in
the Seeley Ranger District.”

We did not make it specifically clear which monitoring, research or on-the-ground knowledge we cited
was specific to post-fire logging, We will clarify that here. Mclver and Starr (2000) is a document that
reviewed numerous monitoring and research efforts looking at the environmental effects of post-fire
logging. The document is a compilation of the information into a literature review and annotated
bibliography. The Flathead National Forest reference was also post fire, post salvage monitoring (PF-N3-
1). Monitoring of the Moose Fire on the Flathead National Forest showed that minimal additional
detrimental soil disturbance resulted from harvest activity. The Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage Project was
designed much fike the Moose Post-Fire Salvage Sale, with similar project design features, mitigation
measure, and BMPs.

5. Public Concern: It is important that the retention of trees > 21 inch dbh is effective because LNF
claims that it is the retention of these large trees, in conjunction with small trees < 9 in dbh, that
justifies removal of most frees 9-21 in dbh that will be harvested witheut impairment to ...
ecosystem characteristies such as seil productivity, nutrient cycling, and carben sequestration.

Response: Neither the EA nor the soils report states that the retention of trees greater than 21 inches or
less than 9 inches are required to maintain soil productivity or nutrient cycling. The analysis (EA, p. 26)
instead states [emphasis added]

“...the importance of soil organic matter cannot be overstated (Okinarian, 1996; Jurgensen et al. 1997)
(Ibid p. 4). This organic component contains a large reserve of nutrients and carbon, and it is dynamically
alive with microbial activity (Ibid). Of the many organic materials incorporated in a forest soil, the woody
.component is in many ways the most important (Ibid). Due to the 2007 fire, the majority of the salvage
units do not currently have the recommended amount of woody debris in contact with the soil
{Graham et al. 1994} (Ibid p. 11). Potential woody debris is standing currently in the form of dead trees.
After salvaging timber from these units they would have the recommended amount of woody debris
left on site (Table 4, # 33 and 34). There are many ways to leave an appropriate amount of slash on
the ground, including leaving tops and un-merchantable material, in-woods processing and
breaking branches with the harvester (Table 4, #35). Dry sites (habitat groups 2 and 3) would have 10-
25 tons/acre downed woody material left on site, with a preference toward 6 inch + diameter material. On
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moist sites (habitat groups 4 and 5) 12-30 tons/acre downed woody debris would be left on site, again
with a preference toward 6 inch + diameter material (Ibid p. 12). These protection measures meet or
exceed the requirements in the Forest Plan (USDAFS 1986a) and the Lolo NF Downed Woody Material
Guide (USDA FS 2006b) (PE-M-16).”

Below, section F. Wildlife, Public Concern #7 explains that the effectiveness of retention of trees over 21
inch dbh is expected to be moderate/high.

6. Public Concern: Cumulative effects to soil productivity outside the current units are absent.
Although implementation guidelines suggest analyzing detrimental soil effects on an activity unit
basis, it is clear that this approach will allow greater than 15% detrimental disturbance, and thus
impaired soil productivity, if fixed activity unit boundaries are not maintained for analysis.

Response: Soil effects are site-specific (the effects occur where activities occur). Therefore, soil analyses
are based on the proposed activity areas (treatment units) {EA, p. 24-25). An exception to site-specific soil
impacts is erosion, which can have effects across a watershed. Erosion and other watershed processes that
are affected by past impacts and/or potential impacts from proposed activities are discussed in the
hydrology section of the EA (p. 28-31). ‘

7. Public Concern: How much detrimental soil disturbance occurred within the project area as a
result of the Jocko Fire, including areas outside harvest units? .

Response: As stated in the soils report {p.6) the primary means of discussing the post fire conditions of
soils is burn severity. The burn severity for each unit, based on site specific field surveys 1s presented in
the soils report (p. 7). The soils analysis characterizes the soil condition from wildfire in terms of
sensitivity/resilience using burn severity, ground cover, and downed wood data along with professional
judgment. The burn severity was integrated into the cumulative effects analysis as well (soils report, p.
21-24). The detrimental soil disturbance for each salvage unit displayed in tables in the soils report (p. 10
and p. 21-24) reflects remnant impacts to soils from past human activities including timber harvests. As
explained above, the potential effects to soils occurs within the activity units, so soil surveys were
conducted within potential salvage units, not outside of them.

8. Public Concern: The EA claims that no detrimental disturbance would occur in harvest units,
bat does not supply any evidence to support this claim. There is no table listing unit acres, existing
detrimental disturbance and cause, projected detrimental distarbance due to project activities,
reduction in detrimental disturbance associated with mitigation/restoration measures, total/net
cumulative detrimental disturbance.

Response: The commenter’s first statement is incorrect. The EA displays that potential detrimental soil
disturbance will occur as a result of harvest activities; however the disturbance will cumulatively be less
than 15% within the activity unit, with one exception where existing disturbance is already over 15%.

The soils report (p. 21-24) displays a table with the existing detrimental disturbance and the projected
detrimental disturbance based on harvest yarding type and resource protection measures and the final
anticipated soil disturbance.

9. Public Concern: The EA lists one unit that will likely exceed R1 Soil Quality Standards, but
appears to assume that this is justifiable because mitigation measures will attempt to limit this
possibility and restoration can occur if mitigation measures fail. How effective are the mitigation
measures likely to be? The EA does not disclose this.

Response: The commenter is mistaken in what the EA (p. 25) states concerning unit 2-1. The unit
currently has over 15% detrimental soil disturbance — whether or not any salvage activity occurs.
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The benefits and effectiveness of the restoration resource protection measure (Attachment B, #15a) that
will put it on an accelerated trend toward recovery and a net improvement in soil quality are explained in
the EA (p. 25).

E. Watershed and Fisheries

E. Public Concern: Eresion can occur where soil disturbance accompanies fire, such as salvage
operations,

Response; We agree with the commenter that erosion is a possibility. That is why resource protection
measures were specifically designed for this project to minimize or eliminate erosion potential. Modeling
shows that a small, short-term increase in sedimentation will occur, primarily from the road work, and
culvert replacement/removals. These same activities, however, will result in a long-term reduction of
sedimentation. Erosion from the actual harvest operations themselves is expected to be minimal if any
and no sediment is expected to enter streams because 94% of the harvest will be conducted under winter
conditions and buffers will be in effect around streams (EA, p. 29).

2. Public Concern: Salvaging could affect stream temperatures and woody debris recruitment.

Response: The EA (p. 32) stafes [emphasis added] that Alternative 3 would have no effect on: stream
temperatures, stream woody debris, pool habitat, off-channel habitat, refugia, floodplain
connectedness, stream bank stability, steam width/depth ratios, peak/base flows, or drainage network. The
primary reason there would be no effect to these elements is because INFISH buffers would be applied
(Attachment B, #50) which would restrict activities occurring next to streams. This analysis includes
consideration of the short stretch (~210 feet) of short-term specification road that will be constructed
within the outer reaches of the Finley Creek RHCA above an existing road. Because of the distance from
the stream channel itself, and the fact a road exists between the creek and the proposed spur, this short-
term temporary road will have no affect on stream temperatures or woody debris recruitment. The
commenter made no comment about the Jocko specific analysis or this finding.

3. Public Concern: Road building is likely to cause the greatest increase in sediment transport off-
site.

Response: This was a general statement, with no specific reference to the Jocko project. There was no
acknowledgment that there are no new specified roads being built and the commenter provided no
contrary information to the analysis in the EA which states (p.29) that the proposed short term specified
and temporary road construction would have minimal effects to water guality because it would occur
primarily on mid- to upper slope and ridge top positions and because resource protection measures would
further minimize the potential for negative effects (Attachment B, #45, 53, 55, 61). The EA also
addressed this issue on page 84,

4. Public Concern: The water quality and aquatic species analyses sections provide insufficient
information on the methodelogy, assumptions, and limitations used to model sediment output and
analyze effects.

Response: The details of analysis methodology, rationale and limitations can be found in the following
locations. Sediment analysis - hydrology report (p. 21-22); road density analysis - hydrology report (p.
18-19); water quantity/yield — hydrology report (p. 27-28); fisheries analysis — fisheries report (p.19).

Analysis methodology are not included in the elements required within the EA (36 CEFR §220.7(b)). The
EA states (p. 23) that “Additional information, including existing conditions, methodology for analysis,
the determination of the effects analysis boundaries, and more details of the effects analysis are contained
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in the individual resource reports which are available in the project file and onfine at
http://www.fs fed us/r 1/lolo/projects/ . These reports are cited repeatedly in the following summary.

5, Public Concern: How is the F'S certain that building a new road in an RHCA would not have
additional impacts merely because another road is below it?

Response: The interdisciplinary team, including but not limited to two fisheries biologists, the hydrologist
and the road engineer visited the site and they concluded and the ranger agreed (PF-1-14) that National
Forest Service road 9974-2 would intercept any sediment generated by the construction of approximately
210 feet of short-term temporary road above the road (EA, p. 29). Additionally the team noted that the
spur will remove very few trees so will not affect shade. Because of the distance to the stream the spur
would not remove any material that could provide woody debris to the stream. Slash filter windrows
would be installed below all fill slopes within 300 feet of streams or drainage crossings as a resource
protection measure (Attachment B, #55).

F. Wildlife

1. Public Concern: Because it is speculated that olive sided flycatchers may have historically used
post-fire habitat, mimicking post-fire habitats by harvesting may be an ecological trap o olive-
sided flycatchers.

Response: The Audubon article cited by the commenter was reviewed and the threat 1dentified to olive
sided flycatchers was harvesting stands fo mimic post fire structure — or with the end result of mimicking
post fire structure. That is not the situation with the Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage, the fire has already
occurred. The salvage will occur in only a portion of the burned area (14%;.

Although the commenter did not suggest that there was not sufficient post-fire habitat for olive sided
flycatchers on the Seeley Ranger District, or Lolo National Forest, based on this comment we considered
this possibility. The EA analysis considered the amount of unharvested post burn habitat available for all
wildlife species that may be associated or dependent on such habitat (ex. Black-backed woodpecker) and
determined that post-burn is not limiting on the Seeley Ranger District or on the Lolo National Forest (EA
p. 44 — 45, 54).

2. Public Concern: Removing snags is likely fo have large consequences for wildlife for example
black-backed woodpecker and three-toed woodpeckers.

Response: Wildlife analysis shows that implementation of Alternative 3, which includes, snag specific
resource protection measures, may affect individuals or habitat but there is no concern for trend toward
listing or viability. (EA p. 36, 37, 39, 40, 43-45). Black-backed woodpeckers were analyzed in detail (EA,
p. 44-45; Wildlife Report p. 79-87). Although three-toed woodpeckers were not analyzed in detail® their
habitat requirements are similar enough to the black-backed woodpecker to assume similar effects (PF-M
-16). Three-toed woodpeckers were also studied in some of the literature considered for the black-backed
woodpecker analysis including Hoyt and Hammon 2002, and Goggans et al. 1988. The EA states (p. 37
that modeling shows the number of snags per acre across the project area will greatly increase over the
next 14 years within all habitat groups (wildlife report, p. 23). While some snags will be removed,
reducing choices, the largest snags, over 21 inch dbh, will generally be retained. At a minimum, between
4 and 12 snags per acre (based one habitat type) will be retained (Attachment B #36- #42). Finally, over
83% of the high guality black-backed woodpecker habitat within the Jocko Lake fire perimeter will be left
untreated (wildlife report p. 85). Consequently the abundance of habitat provided on these lands,

® This species was not analyzed in detail because it is not a sensitive o a management indicator species, and it’s
habitat is similar enough to the black-backed woodpecker’s habitat, which was analyzed in detail.
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combined within retention of snags within treatment units will meet the needs of species that 1equue post-
fire habitat, as well as other wildlife species dependent on snags.

3. Public Concern: Elk aveid post-fire logged sites and logging may reduce shrub and forb
biomass.

Response: The BA analysis (p. 38) recognized that proposed treatments could create a short-term
disturbance to elk on 1,648 acres proposed for salvage. Also due to the widespread loss of cover, elk use
within the project area is expected to change (wildlife report p. 50). However re-establishment of
understory vegetation will be determined largely by the fire intensity that occurred on the site and
herbaceous and woody vegetation are expected to greatly increase within the next 15 years under both
alternatives (wildlife report p. 50). As a result and considering that 77% of the project area will be
unaffected by treatment (wildlife report p. 54), available elk foraging habitat will be widespread (wildlife
report p. 53).

4. Public Concern: The management strategy for snag habitat, recruitment snags, and downed
woody debris recruitment needs to consider historical leveis or contemporary levels of unlogged
habitat as useful baselines to assess the changes and effects of these changes to wildlife.

Response: We share the commenter’s interest in assuring sufficient snag habitat and downed woody
debris is available for wildlife species. The wildlife report {p. 10) states that “Dead wood, including both
standing and [downed woody debris] DWD is discussed ... because many MIS and Sensitive species ...
rely on this important habitat component. Dead wood contributes to biological richness in many ways: as
substrate, cavity sites, foraging sites, nesting or denning sites, food storage sites, ranways and cover or
shelter (Bull & others 1997 In USDA-FS 2008). It is estimated that about one third of the bird and
mammal species that live in the forests of the Rocky Mountains use snags for nesting or denning,
foraging, roosting, cover, communication, or perching, Marcot and others (1999 In USDA-FS 2008) list
57 wildlife species plus four species groups associated with snags, and 20 wildlife species associated with
hollow living trees.”

The report further states (p. 11) that “The number, species, size, and distribution of snags also affect snag-
dependent wildlife. Large-diameter snags are particularly important because they occur in fewer numbers
and many species require Jarge diameter snags for nesting. Large diameter snags also remain standing
longer and are much more likely to develop suitable decay conditions for cavity-using species
(McClelland 1979, Bull et al. 1997, Daenzer 2007 In USDA-FS 2008).”

The methodology for analysis of effects of the salvage included considering the best available science on
the specific snag and downed woody debris needs for each species considered (since the needs and uses
do vary by species). Then the potential affects of the project due to removing salvaged material and the
affect of the project on downed woody debris habitat was considered. These assessments are extensive so
they will not be repeated here but we will cite where the information is located for each species in the
wildlife report (dead wood in general — p. 10-12 and 22-24; Iynx - p. 36; pileated — p. 43-47; northern
goshawk — p. 55-62; fisher — p. 64-67; boreal toad — p. 74; black-backed woodpecker — p. 80-81, 83-86;
flammulated owl — p. 87-90). All of the analysis and evidence were then summarized in the EA (p. 33 —
46). Determinations were made that even with the removal of some snags and the effects to downed
woody material, habitat for Forest MIS and sensitive species would continue to be available. We feel this
was an appropriate and acceptable method of assessing the baseline needs for snags and downed woody
material for wildlife species because the literature on habitat requirements of species related to snags and
downed woody material considers historic habitats and current habitat use.

Finally, with implementation of project design features (wildlife report p. 16), all sites proposed for
treatment would meet or exceed levels of snags and downed woody debris recommended in the LNF
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Forest Plan, the LNF Downed Wood Guide and the Region 1 Snag Management Protocol (wildlife
report p. 24). As a result, sites harvested would continue to provide snags and downed woody debris and
provide habitat for species that prefer or require this habitat component (wildlife report pp. 24, 47, and
68).

5. Public Concern: There is no discussion of past harvest impacts to wildlife species, activities on
non-National Forest lands, or indirect effects such as edge effects and fragmentation that impact the
remaining habitat in the affected environment or in cumulative effects.

Response: We respectfully disagree with this statement and direct the commenter to the numerous
locations in the analysis where past harvest, cumulative effects with non-National Forest land activities
and fragmentation were considered in the analysis of impacts to wildlife habitat. Fragmentation, including
edge related effects, patch size and the amount of intact forest available are specifically discussed under
the Northern goshawk (management indicator species sensitive to fragmentation) (wildlife report p. 61).
As described, there are few permanent edge related effects anticipated and goshawk use would continue
to occur within areas affected by timber harvest and associated fragmentation. Also use of the project
area by species such as goshawk that select habitat based on landscape considerations would be greatly
reduced due to the widespread loss of cover, which would also reduce potential for adverse effects from
proposed activities (wildlife report p. 63).

Additionally, the affected environment sections describe the existing habitat — which has been shaped and
influenced by past activities, including road construction and past harvest. Appendix D to the EA hsts
known past, present and future activities for all ownerships which were considered in the analysis of
effects to all resources. Since the commenter is not questioning specifics of the wildlife analysis, just
whether or not the analysis occurred, simply the page references are presented here.

Table: Page references where past harvest, non-National Forest land activities, edge and fragmentation
impacts are considered in the analysis of effecis to wildlife.

Species EA Wildlife Report Terrestrial Biological Assessment
pages pages (BA) pages

Lynx * 36 22

Grizzly bear * 39 24

Gray wolf 35-36 42

Pileated woodpecker 37 43, 46-47

Elk 38 52-53

Northern goshawk 40 539,60, 61-62, 63

Fisher 41 67-68

Wolverine 42 71

Northern Bog Lemming and 43 75

Boreal Toad

Bald Eagle 43 78

Black-backed woodpecker 45 84-83

Flammulated Owl 46 3

*Since the more detaited analysis in the specialist reports identified no direct, indirect, and therefora ne incremental cumulative
affects no mention of past harvest or non-National Forest land activities were made in the EA, but these were considered in the

more detailed specialist reporis as shown.
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6. Public Concern: How is large tree habitat outside of old growth considered in the wildlife effects
analysis?

Response: Seeing this comment is disappointing because resource protection measures related to large
tree habitat where incorporated into this project directly responding, in part, to this commenter’s pre-
NEPA scoping input. The protection measures were included with the intention of reducing conflicts and
implementation delay at the cost of reducing the quantity and quality of the salvage material.

Only dead trees or trees with a low probability of survival will be salvaged (EA, p. 11). This means that
in general all live trees, regardless of size, will be retained and will remain available for wildlife habitat.
Additionally, only dead trees 21" dbh or smaller will be salvaged, with few exceptions’ (EA, p.16). This
means that in general all trees, dead or alive, 21 dbh or greater, will be retained and will remain available
for wildlife.

The wildlife analysis considers these resource protection measures and the removal of some dead trees
and trees with low probability of survival that are less than 21 inch dbh, in the analysis of each species as
it relates to their particular habitat requirements.

7. Public Concern: How effective is retention of trees greater than 21 inch dbh if these large trees
are aliowed to be removed for “safety, road work, skid trails, corridors, or landings”? What
monitoring has LNF done to verify that this assumption is warranted?

Response: The forest vegetation report states that the silvicultural prescriptions and timber sale contract
provisions would adhere to these requirements (p.24). The wildlife analysis shows (wildlife report, p. 16)
that the estimated effectiveness of the resource protection measure for retention of trees greater than 21
inch dbh is as follows:

“Moderate/High; these measures would be implemented using project layout, contract provisions and
compliance monitoring and are standard practices used to help field crews identify appropriate trees to
leave for wildlife habitat. It has been used successfully for many years and would have a moderate to high
chance of avoiding and/or reducing adverse effects on snag dependent wildlife.”

Additionally, monitoring in 2002 of vegetation management activities after the fires of 2000 on the
neighboring Bitterroot National Forest indicates that prescriptions for snag retention were consistently
met (PF-M16-7). Also post-treatment snag monitoring of 2003 fires on the Flathead National Forest
shows that although retention of snags varied by unit, large diameter snags were consistently retained in
all treatment units (PF_M16-8). The results from both monitoring efforts are consistent with anticipated
effects that proposed mitigation measures will maintain large diameter trees to meet the needs of wildlife
that rely on dead wood and large diameter trees (wildlife report p. 16, 21, 24, and 47).

8. Public Concern: In the black backed woodpecker analysis, there is no information provided on
how much of the “high value black-backed woodpecker habitat” will be harvested by the LNF. This
harvest information shoeuid be provided and stratified by burn severity, forest type and successional
stage. How much other high quality habitat exists nearby and is it from a single large fire?

Response: Table 31 in the wildlife report (p. 83) displays details of the total amount of high quality black
backed woodpecker habitat that will occur under each of the alternatives, as well as how much will be
salvaged. As shown, the Lolo National Forest will harvest a total of 1,224 acres of high quality black
backed woodpecker habitat. This acreage, as well as the total acreage of high quality habitat identified in
Table 31 includes all conifer or mixed conifer stands that were moderately to severely burned and would
be expected to provide habitat conditions consistent with black backed woodpecker use (wildlife report p.

? Exceptions may include snags within corridors, temporary road focations or snags felted for safety reasons.
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83). So burn severity (Ravg data) and forest type (fs veg data) were used to identify high quality black
backed woodpecker habitat.

Successional stage (fs veg) was also considered when identifying high quality black backed woodpecker
habitat. For example, the high quality habitat displayed in Table 31 includes all conifer or mixed conifer
stands that were moderately to severely burned that would likely provide black backed woodpecker
foraging or nesting habitat. Because black backed woodpecker have been found to prefer nest sites with
high densities of trees >97dbh (wildlife report p.80), only sites with larger diameter trees were considered
as high quality nest habitat. As a result, of the 1,224 total acres of high quality habitat salvaged {wildlife
report p. 83), 1,062 acres (EA p. 44, wildlife report p. 84) were considered high quality nest habitat, or
mature/multi-structure conifer stands that were moderately to severely burned.

Using vmap data, these same parameters {(burn severity, large diameter trees) were also used to identify
high quality habitat across the cumulative effect area, or burn perimeter. Suitable high quality habitat
(foraging and nesting) within this analysis area includes lands that contain trees that are five inches or
greater in diameter that were moderately to severely burned, whereas high quality nesting habitat includes
moderately to severely burned sites that are characterized by trees 10 inches or greater in diameter
(wildlife report p. 85). All high quality habitat resulted from the Jocko Lakes fire and the amount of high
quality habitat available under each of the alternatives, as well as the amount of high quality habitat
salvaged on all ownerships is clearly displayed in Table 32 of the wildlife report (p. 85). Although
additional salvage of high quality habitat will occur on non-federal lands, as shown in Table 32, there is
no salvage harvest of high quality habitat on NFS lands other than what was previously described under
direct and indirect effects (1,224 acres). Also under Alternative 3, suitable (nesting and foraging) high
quality habitat will occur on approximately 12,000 acres or 33% of the fire perimeter, whereas high
quality nest habitat will occur on approximately 9,400 acres or 26% of the fire perimeter (wildlife report
p. 85). Please see the next public concern and response (#9) for why this habitat is significantly more
than 1s necessary to maintain minimum viable populations.

In summary, all high quality black backed woodpecker habitat is a result of the Jocko Lakes fire and was
identified by considering forest type, burn severity and successional stage or tree diameter. Although
proposed salvage will harvest a total of 1,224 acres of suitable high quality habitat, including 1,062 acres
of high quality nest habitat, 83% of the total suitable high quality habitat and 78% of the available high
quality nest habitat on NFS lands will be unaffected by harvest (Table 32 of the wildlife report, p. 85).

Within 30 miles of the project area there are 101,300 acres of high quality habitat created by ten different
fires in the last five years. On the Lolo National Forest there are 194,493 acres of habitat (wildlife report,
p. 82). A map of the juxtaposition of the fires is in the project file (PF-M19-68).

Errata — Although the total acres of high quality habitat harvested are accurately displayed in Tables 31
and 32 of the wildlife report, the narrative under direct and indirect effects does not display the total acres
harvested. Consequently, the harvest information presented in the draft EA only identifies the amount of
high quality nest habitat harvested and does not disclose the total acres of high quality habitat harvested.
Also two numbers for high quality nesting habitat to be salvaged are currently displayed including 1062
acres. (EA p.44 and wildlife report p. 84) under direct and indirect effects, and 1066 acres under
cumulative effects (wildlife report p. 85). This small discrepancy was considered and does not change the
analysis or determination for this species. This information was considered by the decision maker prior to
her decision.

9, Public Concern: How is the reduction of nesting territories from ¥ down to 7 consistent with the
maintenance of well distributed, viable populations of black backed woodpecker? Is the entire
Jockeo fire area large enough to support a black-backed woodpecker population?
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Response: In an effort to describe the spatial availability of suitable black backed woodpecker habitat, the
number of potential territories within the project area, or blocks of contiguous high quality habitat equal
to or greater than 200 acres on NFS lands, were identified. Under the no action alternative, a total of nine
blocks that were at least 200 acres in size were identified. Salvage harvest proposed in two of these
blocks, will reduce the block size to less than 200 acres. Although this will reduce the number of
contiguous blocks containing high quality territories on NFS {ands from nine te seven, territories will
continue to exist within all affected watersheds (wildlife report p. 85). As a result and considering that
83% of the high quality habitat that exists on NFS lands within the analysis area (fire perimeter) will be
unaffected by harvest (wildlife report p. 85), the distribution of available black backed woodpecker
habitat will be maintained. Consequently, the reduction is not significant and is not likely to contribute
towards a trend in Federal fisting or cause a loss of viability of the black-backed woodpecker (EA p. 44-
45). Further detail is also provided in the wildlife teport, p. 84-86. The summary is repeated here.

¢ [mplementation of resource protection measures (Table 4, # 30 - no timber harvest during the
BBW breeding season) would reduce potential mortality or even disturbance to nesting black-
backed woodpecker.

e The Jocko Lakes fire greatly increased available BBW habitat in the area. [BBW would have
been absent or existed in very low numbers before the fire — i.e. zero territories] Because over
85% of the NFS lands within the Jocko Lakes burn perimeter would be unaffected by treatment
under Alternative 3, available habitat on NFS lands would be largely unchanged under both
alternatives.

e Evidence suggests the black-backed woodpecker is increasing in numbers in the United States (as
cited in Dixon and Saab 2000). No demographic information exists to suggest a decline in black-
backed woodpecker numbers.

¢ Black-backed woodpecker habitat is abundant and well distributed across the Northern Region
and by Forest. Also distances between areas of suitable habitat are all within 63 miles (dispersal
distance). '

¢ Habitat for the black-backed woodpecker has recently increased, and amounts are expected to
increase as fires and bark beetle outbreaks continne to increase in size (Gallant et al. 2004,
Hessburg and Agee 2003, Hessburg et al. 2005 In Samson 2006b).

* The level of salvage timber harvest of the forested landscape in the Northern Region is
insignificant in relation to the needs of this species (Samson 2006a),

e A comparison of habitat required for a minimum viable population to that available indicates
well-distributed habitat far exceeds that needed, given the natural distribution of species and their
habitats as mapped and according to the scientific literature {Samson 2006b). [Samson (2006b)
also estimated that currently the LNF provides over 10 times more habitat than is necessary to
maintain a mmimum viable population for this species. Based on the acreage burned on the LNF
in the last five years..., this Forest alone provides over six times as much post-fire habitat, than
would be necessary to maintain a minimum viable population (approximately 30,000 acres) of
this species. Also, considering that 86 percent of the post-fire habitat on the LNF has never been
harvested either prior to or after wildfire, the majority of the post-fire habitat on the Forest would
be expected to provide habitat conditions consistent with higher density use. (wildlife report, p.
82)]

A viable population of black-backed woodpeckers s estimated to be able to exist when suitable habitat
exceed 29,405 acres regionally (Samson 2006b). The Jocko Lake fire burned 36,380 acres (all
ownerships). Although salvage within the fire perimeter will reduce habitat suitability on the acreage
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harvested, it 1s likely that suitable foraging habitat within affected watersheds in combination with the
availability of high quality nest habitat would be expected to provide adequate habitat to support a viabie
black backed woodpecker population. As a result and considering; 1) the large acreage of other recent
fires on the LNF (including the Chippy fire, which burned 27,920 acres), 2) over 100,000 acres of recent
fires within 30 miles of the project area and 3) fire created habitat on other forests within Region 1,
population viability for this species would be maintained across the LNF and Region.

Errata — The environmental assessment and narrative of anticipated effects in the wildlife report (EA p.
44, wildlife report p. 84) accurately display the number of nesting territories blocks under the no action
alternative as nine. However table 31 in the wildlife report (p. 83) displays 10 territories under the no
action alternative. This error does not change the analysis or determination for this species.

19. Public Concern: There is no analysis of the temporal trends of post fire black-backed
woodpecker habitat.

Response: We respectfully disagree that temporal trends of post fire black-backed woodpecker habitat
were not analyzed. The wildlife report (p. 80) states “Research has shown that use of post-fire habitat is
temporary and that beetle foraging woodpeckers like the BBW rapidly colonize stand replacing burns
within one to two vears after the fire (Saab et al 2007). However the favorable effects of fire are not long-
Jasting and population levels of both the bark beetle and wood-bering beetle drop within four to eight
years after a fire, depending on location (Werner and Post 1985 In Samson 2006a). This decline results in
reduced densities within five years post-fire, after which beetle foraging woodpeckers such as the BBW
are considered rare (Saab et al. 2007). Based on the above research, use of post-fire habitat by the BBW is
expected to be greatest one to five years following a burn, after which use would be expected to return to
fevels at or close to pre-burn conditions.”

A recommendation gleaned from the best available science related to management and salvage in post-fire
BBW habitat was adhered to by this project by retaining 86% of the area burned without harvest for at
least 5 years — the recommendation states the following. “In post-fire areas proposed for salvage logging,
retain un-logged portions of the project area for 0 to 5 years following fire (Kotliar et al. 2002, Saab et al.
2004, Hutto 2006 In USDA-2007a).” (wildlife report, p. 81).

Temporal trends of post-fire habitat were also considered in defining the existing condition (wildlife
report, p. 81) “Landscape level conditions include the acreage on the LNF that have been burned by
wildfire in the last five years, as well as the acreage affected by mountain pine beetle. As described above,
use of post-fire habitat by the BBW is greatest within one to five years following a fire...”

Temporal trends were considered in the analysis of the no action alternative (EA, p. 44; wildlife report, p.
83) “Use would continue for five to six years, after which, BBW populations would begin to naturally
decline following the decline in beetle larvae. Within eight years, it is expected that population levels
would return to pre-fire levels.”

Temporal trends were also considered in the analysis of the effects of Alternative 3 (wildlife report, p. 85)
“Table 32 displays suitable (foraging and nesting) post-fire habitat that currently exists within the
analysis area (2008), as well as alternative habitat occurring in 2012, following completion of remaining
(non-federal) and proposed (federal) salvage.”

11. Public Concern: How much of the high quality habitat has been harvested? Even if a small
amount of the large areas burned in recent years have been harvested it does not mean that
cumulative effects would net eccur,

Response: As the second part of this statement infers, a very small percentage of the areas burned on the
Seeley Lake Ranger District and the Lolo National Forest have been harvested prior to or after they were
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burned. The EA (p. 54) states that over 1/3 of the Seeley Lake Ranger District (38%) and 16% of the Lolo
NF has burned since 1980. Ninety-four percent (115,351 acres) of National Forest lands burned on the
Seeley Ranger District since 1980 were not harvested either before or after the wildfires. Eighty-six
percent (293,896 acres) of Lolo National Forest lands burned since 1980 were not harvested either before
or after wildfires. Finally, salvage harvest of high quality habitat across all ownerships within the Jocko
Lake fire perimeter was considered in the cumulative effect analysis for the black backed woodpecker
(wildlife report p. 85). Although there will re a reduction in suitable habitat on sites harvests, 83% of the
high quality habitat on NFS Jands will be unaffected and high quality habitat will continue to be available
across all affected watersheds (wildlife report p. 85). As a result and considering additional rationale
provided in the wildlife report (p 86), viability of the black backed woodpecker will be maintained. In
Summary, although the commenter implies that harvest on these recently burned lands could result in
cumulative effects, he provides no rationale or context related to exactly what cumulative effects would
occur. Also his conclusion that cumulative effects could occur due to past harvest is not supported,
considering the small amount of post burn harvest that has actually occurred on the LNF and based on the
cumulative effect analysis provided in the wildlife report.

There is no doubt that the Jocko Lakes fire salvage will incrementally (cumulatively) reduce post-fire
habitat available for black-backed woodpecker use; the point however, is it is an insignificantly small
amount of reduction when considered in the context of a population that is increasing in numbers (Dixon
and Saab 2000}, and the abundance of habitat currently available in the area, on the District, the Forest
and in the Region.

Also see response to comment #9 related to species viability.

12. Public Concern: Relativizing acres to be treated by the entire fire perimeter/project area is an
easy way to mask or minimize the projects apparent affects, however it does net accomplish the
FS’s mandate to cumulatively analyze the effects to species viability,

Response: We disagree with this statement because the context of our effects on habitat is critical in
assessing the significance of our effects.

The National Environmental Policy Act’s (NEPA) purpose of the environmental assessment is o
determine if the actions proposed will have a significant effect on the human environment, (in which case
an environmental impact statement would be prepared) or not (in which case a finding of no significant
impact statement would be prepared) (40 CFR §1508.9). NEPA states that “significantly” requires
consideration of both context and intensity, which means we need to measure the effects AND put them in
context within the world around them. What do those effects mean in time and place?

In the broadest spectrum of hypothetical scenarios we look at two extremes to illustrate the point. A
project could affect only a tiny amount of a species habitat at the project level; however, if in the larger
context this is the only habitat for this species available within the entire National Forest System, that
apparent small affect could be very significant from a NEPA perspective. Contrastingly, another
hypothetical project could affect what appears to be a large amount of a species habitat at the project
level; however, if when viewed in context to the larger scale, this habitat is abundant within the drainage
and across the Forest and around the region and nation, and the species itself is abundant and flourishing,
the affect would not be significant from a NEPA perspective.

Effects to wildlife species were evaluated at multiple scales including the stand, project level and
cumulative effects area as appropriate for each species. For example, the black backed woodpecker
(wildlife report pp. 6-8) analyzed effects at the stand, project area and the fire perimeter was selected to
assess cumulative effects to this species because it is largely tied to fire-created habitat and in order to
assess effects of salvage across all ownerships (wildlife report p, 80).
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13. Public Concern; EA admits that 3-4% of nesting and post fledging habitat in the project area
will be lost t¢ goshawk. The EA does not disclose how these effects will cumulatively contribute to
changes in goshawk populations, viability, or distribution.

Response: Potential cumulative effects related to the northern goshawk, which include a three to four
percent reduction on nest and post fledgling habitat due to harvest on private and state lands are discussed
on pages 61 and 62 of the wildlife report and summarized on page 39 of the EA. While the commenter
indicates that this could result in changes in goshawk populations, viability or distribution, he provides no
support for his conclusion. Additionally, his conclusion is inconsistent with the following information
provided in the wildlife report, which shows that implementation of the Alternative 3 is not expected to
cause a local or regional change in habitat quality or population status (wildlife repost p. 62):

e The Jocko lakes fire has greatly altered landscape conditions preferred by the northern goshawk
and this is expected to reduce goshawk use of the area and potential conflicts with proposed
activities (wildlife report p. 62, EA p. 39).

» Suitable goshawk nesting and post fledgling habitat will be reduced on less than one half of one
percent (69 acres) due to proposed salvage and over 99% of the suitable goshawk nesting and
post fledgling habitat will be unaffected by treatment (wildlife report p. 62, EA p. 39

e Potentially suitable goshawk nest habitat has been surveyed and no nests were found. Also
project mitigation measures are in place to protect any nests established during project
implementation (wildlife report pp. 62-63, EA p. 40).

¢  Aregion-wide assessment of goshawk habitat has indicated that 1} goshawk habitat in Region 11s
abundant and well distributed, 2) that the level of timber harvest in Region is insignificant in
regard to altering goshawk habitat at the population scale and 3) that a comparison of habitat
estimates for maintaining viable populations indicates that given the natural distribution of
habitat, each Forest in the Region has an excess of available goshawk habitat (wildlife report
p.63, EA p. 40). The reduction of 69 acres of habitat represents 0.009% of the goshawk habitat
available on the Lolo National Forest (728,960 acres — Samson 2006, p. 8) and since 30,147 acres
are estimated necessary to maintain viable populations of goshawks (ibid) the project will not
affect viability.

14. Public Concern: The EA does not analyze the impacts of building a road in an RHCA on fisher.

Response: Although effects specifically within and RHCA are not discussed, anticipated effects of road
construction on fisher are discussed (wildlife report pp. 66-67). As described due to the large scale
reduction in fisher habitat resulting from the Jocko Lake fire, potential use by fisher is expected to decline
and the possibility of disturbance or mortality associated with road construction is remote. Effects of road
construction on wildlife are also discussed on page 21 of the wildlife report, whereas fragmentation
related effects associated with road construction are discussed under MIS, on page 61 of the wildlife
report. Finally, there is no riparian (RHCA) road construction proposed within suitable fisher habitat (PF-
M16-10)

15, Public Concern: The analysis of impacts to fisher appears to include only effects related to
cover. The EA should recognize that standing dead trees can still provide significant cover, which, of
course, logging will reduce further. Moreover, the EA does not disclose how canopy cover was
affected and display this spatially.

Response: As described in the wildlife report (p. 63), suitable fisher habitat was identified using a number
of variables including fire severity, canopy closure and stand and landscape structural conditions, and the
availability of dead wood. Also although the commenter indicates that canopy cover was the only effect
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analyzed, the availability of suitable summer and winter habitat, effects to preferred riparian habitat,
potential for human conflict and the availability of downed woody debris were all considered in the effect
analysis (wildlife report pp. 66-68). Additionally, the Region I habitat model for fisher requires a
minimum canopy closure on both summer and winter range (wildlife report p 65) and an assessment of
cover is an important part of identifying potential impacts to this species.

A map of suitable fisher summer and winter habitat in the project area is in the project file (PF-M16-9).

16. Public Concern: The EA provides no analysis of project impacts to forest structares which serve
as fisher habitat.

Response: We disagree with this statement. Forest structures were considered in the analysis of fisher
habitat. The analysis discloses that forest structure will be changed by the salvage, but that the remaining
structure will still provide and maintain suitable habitat as described in the best available science (Samson
2006a) (EA, p. 40).

17. Public Concern: Have wildlife surveys and analysis of impacts to wildlife from the proposed
activities taken into account that some species temporarily displaced by the fire will repopulate the
project area if suitable habitat is present?

Response: Yes, the effects analysis for all wildlife species assumes that if suitable habitat exists for that
species (after the fire) then the species, if temporally displaced, may repopulate the area.

18. Public Concern: The EA does not discuss the current road density effects on wildlife such as elk,
grizzly bear, or lynx, much less the impact of new temporary road construction.

Response: We respectfully disagree with this statement and direct the commenter to the numerous
focations in the analysis where road density and new temporary road construction effects are considered
in the wildlife analysis for the three species mentioned by the commenter. Since the commenter is not
questioning specifics of the wildlife analysis, just whether or not the analysis occurred, simply the page
references are presented here.

Elk — EA (p.37-38), wildlife report (p.51-54) ; Grizzly bear - EA (p. 34-35), wildlife report (p. 37-40):
Lynx — EA (p. 34), wildlife report (p. 32-33, 35-36,);

G. Weeds

1. Public Concern: Salvage logging can introduce or spread weeds,

Response: We agree with the commenter that without appropriate resource protection measures, weeds
can be introduced or spread. That is why appropriate resource protection measures (Attachment B, # 64-
66} were included with this project, and analysis (Weeds Report and EA p. 46-47) shows that significant
weed impact will not occur because of these protection measures. The commenter made no specific
commenits about the Jocko protection measures for weeds.

2. Public Concern: You did not respond to the question: Please disclose the results of monitoring of
noxious weed spread associated with past post-fire logging.

Response: We believe the commenter is slightly mistaken in what their question was in their scoping
letter. We reviewed their scoping comment letter once again and on page 30 of 44 on the coded scoping
letter pdf (PF-D-23) the commenter requested {emphasis added] “Please include in the analysis the
results of monitoring of noxious weed infestation from past management actions....”. We do not see a
request for results of monitoring of noxious weed spread associated with past post-fire logging. We point
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this out because considerable effort was taken to assure that we considered all requests and comments
made during scoping, and we believe we have done so.

We identified the commenter’s scoping request from page 30 of 44 on their coded scoping letter (PF-D-
23) on page 87 of the EA referring the reader to specific resource reports for how the matter of monitoring
was addressed for each resource. On page 5 of the weed report we addressed the request for monitoring
of noxious weed spread in the project area related to past management actions. There it states that “Weed
surveys ... were conducted in 2008 on: ) all haul roads; 2) all roads proposed for decommissioning,
storage for Puture use, short-term specified, and temporary use, 3) those units that are proposed for
salvage during non-winter using skyline yarding method (20-12; 29-2; 34-2) and one anit (20-2) that
could be harvested by tractor yarding in summer.” This survey or monitoring information identifies the
site specific results of noxious weed infestation from past activities, both management activities and
natural distarbances such as five, in the Jocko Lakes fire salvage area.

The Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage tiers to and references the Final Integrated Weed Management (Weeds) EIS
and ROD (EA, p. 7, 8, 21, 23, 47, 79). One of the primary sources used in Weeds EIS analysis of affects
included monitoring results from projects included in the FEIS and ROD for Big Game Winter Range and
Burned Area Weed Management on the Lolo (USDA-FS 2001). Although the Jocko Lakes Salvage EA
did not present specific information from the Big Game Winter Range and Burned Area Weed
Management on the Lolo it does discuss extensively the site specific potential affects of post-lire
salvaging on noxious weed spread for this specific project (EA, p. 47; weed report, p. 8-11). Because of
the susceptibility of bare soil exposed by proposed activities to weed germination resource protection
measures were purposefully developed to reduce or eliminate the chance of establishment or spread of
noxious weeds including salvaging 94% of the actes in the winter which reduces the risk of soil
disturbance and weed introduction to a low level (EA, p. 47).

Additionally, treating arcas with herbicides will reduce existing infestations. The effectiveness of
herbicide treatments is supported by information in the Weeds EIS (49-50), which states the following
based on activities in burned areas.

“ . Areas Burned in the 2000 Wildfires: Herbicide efficacy on the Lolo NF was monitored in relation to
species composition and production on nine burned areas ... since the summer and spring of 2002. ...
After herbicide treatment, these sites were re-sampled in the first, second and third years post-spray to
assess the response of herbaceous Tife forms to herbicide treatment. On average, forest-wide target weed
suppression was 94 percent in the first and second year post-spray: ~100 percent in the third year post-
spray; and 63 percent in the fourth year post-spray compared to the pre-spray weed abundance for the
sampled plots in spray project areas.”

H. Recreation

1. Public Cencern: We appreciate the attention paid to minimizing the impacts ¢o snowmobiling.
Response: Thank you.

3. Public Concern: How does the LNF define unroaded areas? Are there no unroaded areas within
the project area?

Response: The LNF does not have a standard definition for “unroaded areas.” We recognize that some
“unroaded areas can provide important values such as natural integrity, apparent naturalness, remoteness
and solitude. The Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage project, however, is within an area of mixed ownership and
considerable road access. Our scoping, analysis and comments on the environmental assessment did not
identify any areas with substantial attributes such as these.
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{. Forest Vegetation

1. Public Concern: Salvage logging could alter the natural plant succession.

Response: Some stands that had been functioning as late seral received enough mortality that they are
now in early succession, or seedling, stage. The action alternatives affect succession to the extent that
planting conifers in harvest areas hastens the revegetation process. Planting seedlings does not inhibit or
prevent natural regeneration. Salvage treatments in the alternatives do not change the successional stage,
because only dead trees and trees with a low probability of survival are proposed for harvest (PF-M-10-
5.

2. Public Concern: Successful growth of seeded grasses (enough to affect erosion) appears to
displace native or naturalized species, including shrub and tree seedlings. Salvage logging could
affect native species.

Response: A resource protection measure for the project states that “Revegetation on disturbed or treated
sites will mclude native plant species as recommended by the USFS-R1 native species policy (USDA-FS
1994). This policy emphasizes the use of locally adapted native plant seed, whenever possible. Native
seed or non-persistent, annual grasses will be used. Seeding will be used as a reclamation tool only where
resource damage will occur without it. Otherwise, sites will be allowed to re-vegetate naturally from the
localized adjacent seed source.” (Chapter 2 of EA and PF-M14-1).

The Forest Vegetation report (p. 21) explains that National native plant policy (FSM 2070 effective
02/13/2008) promotes appropriate use and availability of both native and non-native materials for
revegetation, rehabilitation, and restoration of native ecosystems in order to: 1) ensure genetically
appropriate native plant materials are given primary consideration; 2) restrict use of persistent, non-
native, non-invasive plant materials to only those situations when timely reestablishment of a native plant
community either through natural regeneration or with the use of native plant materials is not likely to
occur; and 3) ensure that development, review and/or approval of revegetation, rehabilitation and
restoration prescriptions, including species selection, genetic heritage, growth stage and any needed site
preparation, is done by a plant materials specialist who is knowledgeable and trained or certified in the
plant community type where the revegetation will occur. The Lolo NF maintains and updates a seed mix
guide for re-seeding disturbed sites where native plant response will be slow or inadequate in the short-
term for erosion prevention (http://www.fs fed.us/r1/lolo/resources-natural/soils/seed_guide.pdf). The
objectives of the seed guide are to: provide seeding guidelines in the absence of more site-specific or
project specific seeding prescriptions; provide seed mix recommendations to quickly re-vegetate
disturbed sites to reduce soil erosion, to reduce noxious weed invasion and provide site protection for
native species establishment; maintain flexibility for integration of locally collected grass, shrub and forb
species into mixes as focal seed banks become established to meet project needs; and provide native
species and cultivar recommendations that follow current Forest Service policy and direction.

3. Public Concern: Removing dead wood could negatively affect saproxylic insects (species
associated with dead wood).

Response: We recognize the critical role dead wood plays for maintaining biodiversity in managed
forests. In this salvage project there are many design features that ensure dead wood will remain on the
landscape. For example, not all, dead trees would be removed within the salvage units and the tops and
limbs of the salvaged trees will be left on site. Dry sites (habitat groups 2 and 3) would have 10-25
tons/acre downed woody material left on site, with a preference toward 6 inch + diameter material. On
moist sites (habitat groups 4 and 5) 12-30 tons/acre downed woody debris would be left on site, again
with a preference toward 6 inch + diameter material (Ibid p. 12). These protection measures meet or
exceed the requirements in the Forest Plan (USDA FS 1986a) and the Lolo NF Downed Woody Material
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Guide (USDA FS 2006b) (PF-M-16), The implementation of these design features as well as the natural
fall and decay of dead trees on hundreds of unsalvaged acres within the fire perimeter will result in a
diversity of standing and down coarse wood size classes in a variety of decay stages. There is no
indication in the literature cited by the commenter that these conditions will negatively affect saproxylic
mnsects.

4, Public Concern: The Forest Service Salvage logs almost all burned areas.

Response: The EA (p. 54) explains this is clearly a misconception. Ninety-four percent (115,351 acres) of
National Forest lands burned on the Seeley Ranger District since 1980 were not harvested either before or
after the wildfires. Fighty-six percent (293,896 acres) of Lolo National Forest fands burned since 1980
were not harvested either before or after wildfires (Ibid).

5, Public Concern: You did not respond to the question: What has been learned from past fires
and pest-fire logging projects on the LNF about the validity of “dying” criteria or their associated
error?

Response: We respectfully disagree with the commenter’s statement that we did not consider this question
because on page 86 of the EA the comment appears and the table shows under issue disposition and on
page 52-33 of the EA that “With trees that burned less severely (trees with green needles remaining) there
is some question as to whether they will ultimately succumb to fire effects, become overwhelmed by bark
beetles, or might survive both. Though there are currently no absolute predictors of mortality
/survivability, trained Forest Service employees will estimate fire-damaged trees with a low probability of
tree survival. Their assessment will be based on visible fire-damage indicators (Scott 2003, 2002) or
conclusive evidence that the tree bas been infested by a sufficient number of beetles that it cannot survive
(Amman and Cole 1983 and Gibson 2002 personal communication). Since these indicators are not
absolute, there is a chance that some trees designated for removal could survive the fire effects or bark
beetle predation (Ibid p. 20). However, according to current literature, (Scott 2003, 2002), the probability
is low. The intention is to salvage trees that are dead but, some may not look dead yet; similar to a
Christmas tree that is dead, but it stays green for a period of time.”

There have been no studies specific to the LNF to determine the associated error of the dying criteria and
post fire logging. Such a site specific study is not necessary because although the criteria developed by
Scoit was not Forest specific the report states that the criteria .. . have come from a thorough review of
the published literature (most of it weighted heavily to prescribed fire effects), tree mortality model
outputs, and observations and data from our most recent fire reviews and monitoring plots” (p. 3). It
further states that “it should be possible to adapt these procedures to determine relative survival of similar
conifer species injured by fire occurring on other National Forests outside of the Blue and Wallowa
Mountains”(p. 3).

The EA acknowledges and all analysis included the assumption that it is possible some trees designated
for removal could have survived, if not harvested; though the probability is low.

6. Public Concern: Past harvest should also be stratified by harvest type, forest type and pre
harvest successional stage (if ascertainable).

Response: The commenter made a similar request during scoping specific to the areas that had been
burned in the past and harvested. They requested we reserve a “broad range of burn severities and post-
fire structural and compositional characteristics”. (EA, p. 81-83)

Appendix D of the EA identifies the harvest type of past activities (EA p. 100-102). Our analysis, as
explained in the forest vegetation report (p. 24) shows large continuous areas of previously un-harvested
post-fire habitat would be retained (project file M19-67 and M1 9-68). To consider the structural and
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compositional characteristics of these areas we looked at the potential natural vegetation type for areas
burped and not burned, harvested and not harvested (project file M19-65 and M 19-66), and we considered
current vegetation types {project file M19-71). We determined that fire severity data at this larger scale
would not provide any additional information of value to help put the potential effects of the Jocko
project in context. All of the information considered supports the conclusion that the Jocko salvage
would affect a very small percentage of a post-burn vegetation condition that is not rare across the District
or Forest. Given warming trends and fuel conditions, the acres of post-burn vegetation may continue to
increase.

7. Public Concern: How have the Scott mortality guidelines been adapted to MT forests? Explain
the divergences in the Scott rating system (ex. “low survival probability” threshold score/category
iower than Scett’s; removing size class specific ratings)? How have the mortality guideline
effectiveness been validated.

Response: The EA acknowledges (p. 53) that since indicators of mortality are not absolute, there is a
chance that some trees designated for removal could survive the fire effects or bark beetle predation even
though, according to current literature, (Scott 2003, 2002), the probability is low.

In a meeting with the commenter (PF-C-4 and C-5), the salvaging of trees with a low probability of
survival was discussed. The commenter suggested that we be clear in the EA that the intention is to take
trees that will be dead in a season or two because at first he had the impression that we might salvage
trees that might not die for another 5 or more years (PF-C-5, p. 2). In response to this the EA states. ..
“The intention is to salvage trees that are dead but, some may not look dead yet; similar to a Christmas
tree that is dead, but it stays green for a period of time.”

Scott (2003, 2002) offers an approach of ranking the survivability of fire damaged trees into three broad
categories based on physical indicators. The Scott table was selected and modified for the Jocko Fire
Salvage project® to estimate tree mortality probability across the project area in a consistent manner 1o
meet the intention of salvaging dead tree and trees with a low probability of survival. It is simply a guide
for trained Forest Service employees to estimate fire-damaged trees with low probability of tree survival
based on visible fire-damage indicators. Scott (2002) notes that, “it should be possible to adapt these
procedures to determine refative survival of similar conifer species injured by fire occurring on other
National Forests outside of the Blue and Wallowa Mountains”. The Lolo NF is borrowing this
scientifically based (and literature referenced) rating system, and as stated in The EA (p.52-53 ), “there
are no absolute predictors of mortality/survivability™.

Additional sources were considered in the identification of mortality factors for the Lolo National Forest
including: DeNitto et al (2000), “Survivability and Deterioration of Fire-Injured Trees in the Northern
Rocky Mountains, A Review of Literature”; Reinhardt and Ryan (1989), “Estimating Tree Morality
Resulting from Prescribed Fire”; and Gibson (2008), “Bark Beetle Potential in the Jocko Fire Area™
Hood, et al (2007), Brown and Smith (2000), R1 Forest Heaith Protection (2000), and Reinhardt and
Ryan (1989} and, perhaps most relevant a field review of fire-damaged trees within the Jocko Lakes by
Ken Gibson, Northern Region entomologist (PF-M17-2).

Since all trees salvaged will be smaller than 21 inch dbh only the category for “trees 16 inch dbh or less”
was used. This will simplify the process for implementation and was considered to be an appropriate
project specific modification. The only variance in the low survival probability rating is for lodgepole
pine (Scott’s rating system indicates totals greater than 18 would equate to low survivability; however,
because of site specific knowledge of post fire lodgepole mortality on the FLolo National Forest a rating of
14 or greater indicates a low probability of survival for the Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage.

¥ This methodology is also used for the Chippy Fire Salvage.
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Ken Gibson’s field review, revealed green-crowned trees that have lethal fire-damage of their lower bole
and roots (PE-M17-2). These trees, while still green at the time, have a low probability of surviving due
to heat girdling of their cambium layer.

J. Old Growth

1. Public Concern: Salvaging may remove thriving oid-growth that survived the fire. These trees
could contribute to natural regeneration.

Response: 1t is clear the commenter is not considering project specific details because the Jocko Lake Fire
Salvage will not occur in old growth stands, even stands that no longer meet old growth criteria. The
project will generally not harvest trees over 217 dbh, and only dead or trees with a low probability of
survival will be salvaged, not healthy live trees.

Live trees will be left on site and will be available for natural regeneration; however, as explained in the
EA (p. 52, 53) supplemental planting may be needed. Alternative 3 would establish and retain two
species identified as “species at risk” in the Northern Region Overview (USDA 1999a}, ponderosa pine
and western larch. The species would be established by planting approximately 1,170 actes of trees in
locations where natural regeneration is not sufficient to restock the stands. Natural regeneration of these
species may be deficient in some burned areas for lack of adequate seed fall (Ibid p 9). Observations by
Forest staff indicate that cone production in western larch and ponderosa pine were below average in
2007 indicating that natural regeneration potential for these species 1s low (ibid p. 1Oy,

2. Public Concern: Removing dead, dying and downed trees inhibits the return of old-growth forest
conditions.

Response: Alternative 3 will not affect old growth because no salvaging will occur in old growth units,
Resource protection measures assure that some dead trees and downed woody debris and essentially all
live trees and trees, dead or alive, over 217 (with possible exceptions for safety or in cable corridors) will
be retained. These are the components the commenter was concerned about for future development of old
growth stands. In reality, the fire moved many of these stands to an early successional stage. so it will
take 80 to 100 years for new trees to grow (o a size and age sufficient to provide old growth habitat. The
Wildlife Report (p. 47) states that due to the retention of all existing old growth and considering project
design features would maintain snags and DWD on all sites proposed for salvage, habitat for cavity
nesting species such as the pileated woodpecker, as well as species that prefer or require old growth
would be maintained.

3. Public Concern: No map of old growth was provided. The EA also clearly states that old growth
“may be harvested near roads, trails and high-use areas (recreation sites} where public safety and
facility protection is necessary”. The EA seems to adopt the contradictory stance that no old growth
is being harvested and therefore no analysis of old growth impacts is provided in the EA and yet it
concurrently admits that some old growth may in fact be harvested.

Response: The commenter is mistaken; the Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage EA makes no statement that old
growth “may be harvested near roads, trails and high-use areas where public safety and facility protection
is necessary.” No old growth stands will be harvested with the Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage.

It is possible the commenter is confusing the Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage project with another project they
are reviewing and commenting on, perhaps one that includes a hazard tree removal element, which is not
a part of the Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage project.

A map of pre-fire old growth is available in the project file (PF-M13-9).
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4. Public Concern: Why isn’t a cumulative effects analysis of historic impacts on old growth
necessary, even if no old growth harvest is proposed by this project? This information is specifically
relevant to the habitat needs of old growth species,

Response: The National Environmental Policy Act states femphasis added] that “Cumulative impact” is
the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions...” (40 CER § 1508.7). Since the project
will have no direct or indirect impact on old growth (Green et al 1992) due to project specific protection
measures there s no incremental or cumulative effect. For this reason no effects analysis of old growth in
and of itself is warranted.

We want to point out, however, that the project analysis includes extensive analysis and consideration of
how the direct and indirect effects of this specific salvaging project, when considered cumulatively with
the past, present and reasonable foreseeable future actions may impact habitat components of species
associated with mature and old growth forests. (northern goshawk, pileated woodpecker and the
flammulated owl). This analysis is summarized in the EA (p. 37, 40, 46) and is detailed in the wildlife
report {(46-47, 61-62, 90)

5. Public Concern: We request that a map of all carrent and all pre-fire old growth be provided in
the EA.

Response: A map, as requested by the commenter, is not available nor is it necessary for analysis of
potential effects of this salvage project. The Forest did not survey all old growth stands after the fire of
2007 to determine which stands no longer meet old growth criteria (Green et al 2002), Such an exercise
was not necessary for analysis of potential affects of the Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage project because the
project will not salvage in any stands that met old growth criteria prior to the fire. Said another way, even
if a stand that met the old growth criteria prior to the fire no longer meets old growth criteria, it will not
be salvaged (EA, p. 11). A map of pre-fire old growth is available in the project file (PF-M13-9).

K. Fire and Fuels

1. Public Concern: Post-fire logging can elevate hazardous fuels.

Response: The analysis shows that on this specific project implementing Alternative 3 would result in no
meaningful difference in overall flame lengths compared with the No Action Alternative and no change in
fireline intensity (EA p. 54), therefore this project will not elevate hazardous fuels. Modeling suggests that
in 14 years following salvage there would be no change in these conditions. (Ibid). The commenter made
no specific comments about this fire/fuels analysis for the Jocko protection project.

L. Economics

1. Public Concern: Why should the Forest provide wood products while we are in 2 housing
construction decline and mills are closing and laving off workers?

Response: Not only is providing wood products a goal of the forest plan, there is current local support
and interest for these wood products as expressed in comment letters for this project.

An economic analysis was completed for this project, including a project feasibility analysis and a
financial efficiency analysis (EA, p. 56; economic report, p.66-71). The feasibility analysis determined
that the selected alternative is feasible.

The project 1s also estimated to produce a total of 259 jobs and $7.8 million of labor income attributed to
this project over the course of its implementation (EA, p.36).
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2. Public Cencern: The harvest is important to keeping local mills in operation. It should be
implemented as sen as possible.

Response: We agree, as is mentioned in the purpose and need for this project (EA p. 1). In an effort to
recover as much economic value as possible and provide an opportunity to harvest during the upcoming
winter, the Lolo NF is seck-ing an emergency situation determination from the Chief of the Forest Service
(36 CFR 215.10)

M. Information o Note

1. Public Concern: The project carefully balances environmental concerns with economic needs,
restoration objectives, and other factors. We support this project.

Response: Thank you for your support.

N. Transportation

1. Public Concern: You did not respond to the question: What condition are the historical roads
that will be rebuilt for this project carrently in and what are the resource impacts of rebuilding
them.

Response: We did respond to the commenter’s question and we direct the commenter (o those answers
here. On page 84 of the EA the commenter’s comment appears in its entirety, along with other relevant
comments about roads. The table on that page states that no new roads will be built and that BMP’s will
be applied as appropriate on roads used in the salvage of timber. It further states where additional
analysis can be found in the specialist reports, watershed, wildlife, weeds, {transportation — should have
been included in this list but was inadvertently omitted].

Current road conditions and BMP and maintenance/reconstruction needs are detailed in Table 4 of the
transportation specialist report (p. 9 — 11, definitions on p. 6-8 also given).

Though the commenter uses the term “rebuilt”, we assume this refers to maintenance or reconstruction”
which are used interchangeably in the EA analysis. The elements included in reconstruction or
maintenance are explained on page 27 of the transportation report as follows:

Reconstruction Cost - These costs are primarily associated with the implementation of BMPs (Best
Management Practices). This would include the full range of BMPs but the most common techniques
utilized include: Additional ditch relief culverts and surface drainage structures... Sediment traps in the
vicinity of creeks...Placement of rock in catchbasins for stabilization and sediment reduction.. Placement
of riprap below surface drainage structures to reduce fill erosion... Reduction of over-width road sections.
Typically, these BMP costs account for over 75 percent of the road costs after the cost of gravel is
deducted. The other portion of the reconstruction cost is essentially a deferred road maintenance cost
associated with such items as the reshaping of drainage structures, brushing and blading.

The effects of reconstruction are not onfy displayed in the resource specialist reports (mentioned below)
bt also in the transportation report (p. 17) as follows.

“Long-term Road Reconstruction. The majority of this road work would be designed to reduce sediment
delivery from National Forest System Roads by immplementing BMPs; therefore, the long-term effect of
this reconstruction should be an improvement in water quality...

® We would like to point out that the road “reconstruction” treatments proposed for haul of burned fimber are
consistent with the terminology for “road maintenance” as defined by Forest Service Manual (FSM} 7705.
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Short-term Specified Road Reconstruction. For the project area, this would involve the reconstruction of
substandard road segments to allow access for varding and hauling activities under a timber sale.
Earthwork and vegetation removal associated with reconstruction may result in a short-term increase in
sediment production. BMPs would be applied as needed but since these roads would be used for a short
period, BMP implementation would not necessarily be as extensive as those implemented for a long-term
road. Instead, the limitation of use to dry conditions and the application of temporary, less expensive
techniques such as drivable water bars during periods of non-use would be sufficient to satisfy BMP
requirements. In the project area, most of the reconstruction on short-term roads would consist of the
clearing and reshaping the road surface and some BMP implementation.”

The watershed analysis (EA, p. 28) states that the BMP upgrades would contribute to both a small, short-
term increase in sediment delivery to streams and an overall, long-term decrease in sediment delivery to
streams. This is elaborated on further on p. 29 and 30 of the EA and pages 21 — 22 of the hydrology
report. The effects of road maintenance and use are considered throughout the wildlife report and the EA
(EA references - lynx, p. 34; grizzly bear, p. 34; gray wolf, p. 36; elk, p. 38; goshawk, p. 39; fisher, p. 40;
Northern Bog Lemming and Boreal Toad, p. 42; Bald Eagle, p. 43.). And the effects to weeds are
analyzed in the EA on p. 47.

The commenter did not comment on or dispute the analysis or conclusions of the road maintenance
effects.
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Attachment B: Resource Protection Measures

No changes to the Resource Protection Measures in the EA (p. 11-22) were made; this attachment repeats that information.
Some resource protection measurers eliminated the potential for impacts in particular areas simply by avoiding any salvage activities within them.

These include the following:

No new harvest or ground disturbing activities will occur: Resource Protection #
s Within Inventoried Roadless Areas or areas that are unroaded (Figure 1) 1
= Within old growth stands including stands that no longer meet ofd growth criteria (Green et al. 1992) due o
to fire. {Vegetation Report p. 8}
° Inany area that was not reviewed on the ground by a soil scientist {Soils Report p. 1, 21 through 24). 3
No harvest of:
¢ 88% of the area burned from the Jocko Lakes fire on National Forest land 4
» Green trees, unless they are fire damaged with a low probability of survival (Scott 2003)™; though 5

incidental cutting of green irees for temporary road or landing construction, or cable corridors may oceur.

Additional resource protection measures, specific to implementing the JLES, are described in Table 4. These resource protection measures are objective
based. This means that the desired condition, or the condition to be avoided, will be described. Ways that this objective can be met are also described in the
table; however, another method, determined 1o be equally or more effective in meeting the mitigation objective by a resource specialist and approved by a
line officer, could also be used.

" Dead trees will be defined as those trees (other than western tarch} with no green needles. Fire-damaged trees with green needles will be designated for removal by
Forest Service personnel. These trees have a high probability of not surviving due to delayed mortality. Delayed mortality of fire-damaged frees is caused primarily by
insect attack, crown scorch and/or heat killing of the cambium layer within the bole and/or heat killing of the roots near the root crown. Douglas-fir, Engelmann spruce,
grand fir, subalpine fir, western white pine, lodgepole pine, western tarch and ponderosa pine having green needles, having heat damage to their cambium layer in the bole
or roots near the root crown or trees with high crown scorch will be designated pre-sale. Green insect attacked trees (with boring dust in bark crevices or around the base
of boles from insect attacks that are completely around the tree’s circumference) may be designated for removal by Forest Service personnel prior to harvest during
contract administration. Scott et al. {2002) will be used to help identify trees with low probability of survival (Marking Guidelines).
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Reuse existing skid trails where practical. Select trails for the least environmental
Soils degradation and optimal efficiency. Skidder/ forwarder trails should be at least 75 All tractor units 7
feet apart on all units; however, at times it is appropriate to have narrowly spaced a
(40 feet) trails that are used lightly. Maintain narrow trails,
Soils Limit tractor and/or skidder yarding io slopes of 35 percent or less with the 50-2 8
Aquatics exception of short pitches up to 40 percent in consultation with the soils scientist.
. L ) Use skyline harvesting systems on slopes, greater than 35%. Maintain corridors
Soits ;0 “t".a[rta'"ds""ds as far apart as is feasible 20-12,29-2, 34-2 9
roductivity and reduce - ; ; . :
Soils P detri%entai All equipment should stay on designated skid routes, with the exception of feller- Al tractor units 10
disturbance. bunchers & harvesters. ’
Scils Minimize harvester trips off of main trails to three passes where feasible’. All tractor units, 11
2-1, 2-3, 10-100, 13-1,
Soils Do not place landings on severely bumned soils within units unless frozen or snow 20-15, 26-1, 26-5, 26- 12
covered. - 6, and 29-1, areas of
severely burmned soils.
. Whete feasible, timber harvesters should place slash in front of the vehicle and .
Soils work on a slash mat. All tractor units 13
Operations will be restricted to the winter conditions in these units.
To protect soils in Winter conditions guidelines are as follows:
Soils severely burned areas | 0 inches of frozen soil -- Need 10 inches of settled snow. All tractor units except
Wildlife or sensitive soils and to | 2 inches of frozen soil. -- Need 6 inches of seltled snow. 2.2 14
minimize potential 4 inches of frozen soil -- No snow cover
impacts to grizzly bears | If necessary, pre-pack snow on designated routes before work commences. This
(since they hibernate in | allows soil to freeze and the snow road to sofidify.
Soils the winter). Work only when soit is dry. Stop work if trenching or mud is detected, or if you can 20-2 15
Aquatics form a faifly strong clod with the soil in the topmost 6 inches.

A pass is defined as the movement of a vehicle to and from a given destination.
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corridors and
viewsheds.

mimic naturat patterns. Unit edges should mimic natural fandscape edges to be as
naturally appearing as possible.

. Primary
- Resource
“Fellowing use, place slash on old and new trails at a rate of 25 to 40 tons per acre
{TPA).
To restore soils with Leave slash throughout the forest at a rate of 15 to 25 tons per acre.
Sl detrimental degradation | Where feasible, debris will encompass a variety of sizes: ONLY 15
ofis on over 15% of the area | 40 - 60% of the TPA larger than 12 inches in diameter; 241 a
before salvage. 20 - 40% between 12 inches and 6 inches in diameter;
25 - 40% between 6 inches and 1 inch in diameter;
1 -5% green needles.
To discourage SKid trails, non-system roads, and paths created during mechanical harvesting
Recreation unauthorized motarized | would be covered with sufficient slash and /or physical barriers placed to deter All units 16
use. unhauthorized motorized use.
Recroation To protect trails and Protect trails and trail heads during harvest operations. Rehabilitate trail tread and | Boles Point Trail-Units 17
trailheads. trailheads i damaged during operations. 20-15, 20-1, 20-2.
Notify the recreating public if there will be area, road, or trail closures due to the
Recreation To keep the public harvest activities that will be occurring in the project area. Use public notifications Project area 18
informed and reduce at the major access roads, local newspaper, and Forest Web Page.
safety concerns. ; s i i iviti ;
Recreation Y g;gges would be posted advising trail users when project activities are going 1o take Project area 19
Estabiish haui restrictions to allow for winter-time weekend snowmobile use, (Haul | Groomed snowmobile
Recreation routes used as groomed snowmobile trails: Placid Creek Rd. 349; Beaver-Finlsy trails used as haul 20
To minimize impacts to | Creek Rd. 9974; Archibald Loop Rd. 2192; Archibald Placid Rd. 2191; and routes (listed to the
winter snowmebile use | Westside Bypass Rd. 2190}, left)
on groomed routes in i
t?le project area. When plowing the road, feather the edges of each snowmobile trail crossing in G;?;giiesgzv;n;o{tj;le
Recreation order 1o prevent impassable vertical snow walis and maintain a 4 inch snow depth routes (listed t ?he 21
on groomed snowmobite trails loft 0
To protect the visual Fie unit boundaries where possible to natural landform and vegetation edges.
Visuals quality within scenic Minimize straight lines and geometric shapes to create vegetative shapes that All Units 29
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goshawks

until fledglings are capable of flight. ground disturbing activities wili be restricted
{No activity between 4/15 and 8/15) within occupied fladgling areas.

Co b .' o S .Z:'::_"- o G . g B RES(')UE‘C.E.
Primary Resource Protection -~ L S S : bl
Resource - ‘Measure Objective: | : ﬁesource.._l._’rqtectio_n Mgés.u.r;e_.._“ i ;otictmn
Minimize visuai effects | In partial retention VQO areas within view of Placid Creek Road, cut stumps of all 10-1. 10-2. 10-3
Visuals in Partial Retention size classes low (less then 6 inches on high side of stump), except where there : 10-1 0’0 ’ 23
VQO so landscape are safety concerns. : )
appears slightly aliered i T ] ]
Visuals and activities remain if there are large concentrations of slash within the immediate foreground (300 10-1, 10-2, 10-3, o4
_ visually subordinate. feet} of Placid Creek Road they would be lopped and scattered. 10-1090
Reduce long-term If paint is used for marking leave trees, mark on the back side of tree for a 10-1. 10-2. 10-3
Visual visual effects of distance of 1 chain from the Placid Creek Roead (units 100, 101,/102, 103). Unit ’; O-!O:O ’ o5
Isuals marking paint that may | boundary marking along Placid Creek road will include stump marks and signs
be left on site. {required by law).
Where possible, skid trails will nol be located perpendicular to the Placid Creek
Visuals Road corridor to eliminate direct views into log landings and skid trails from this Rd. 349 26
travel route.
L . When possible, use topography and vegetation to screen landings from view of
Visuals Minimize visual effects | pjocid Greek Road. Remove large piles of trees and/or slash by burning, chipping, Rd. 349 27
of Ia:ndmgs and sla.sh efc. as soon as possible after project is completed.
debris once the project i ot e dod at land . FE— Pp——
. is completed. vegetation clearing is needed at landings, shape edges to mimic natural patterns :
Visuals P and openings, where feasible. Alt Units =8
Once management activities are complete, scatter slash and debris in landings
Visuals and re-vegetate. Disperse planting and seeding to mimic exsting patterns of the Ali Linits 29
' vegetative mosaic.
To eliminate potential
impacts to nesting
- biack backed All harvest activity, {felling, yarding and skidding) is restricted from 4/1 - 6/30
Wildlife . . ) ; > . .
Acuati woodpeckers, spring across the entire project area. (Meaning operations may only cccur between 7/1 Entire project area. 30
qualics grizzly bear use, and and 3/31.).
reduce potential
sedimentation
If a goshawk nest is established prior to or during implementation, a 40-acre no-
To reduce potential activity buffer would be placed around each active nest to maintain site conditions.
Wildlife impacts to nesting Additionally, if a goshawk nest is established, in order to minimize disturbance All Units 32
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Soils Wildlite On dry sites (Habitat Groups 2 and 3) retain 10-25 tons/acre downed wood. Six 21, ?"%22:76’2169'16’ 18- 33
inch plus diameter is desirable. ’ 26:2 ’
2-2, 2-3,4-1, 4-2, 81,
8-2, 8-3, 10-1, 10-2,
10-3, 10-4, 10-5, 10-7,
10-8, 10-9, 10-100, 14-
To provide downed 1, 20-1, 20-15, 22-1,
Soils Wildlife vv;‘:izii C:j::jriz; Cn fr'mist_si.tes (Habita} Groups 4 and 5) retain 12-30 tons/acre downed woody 22%'37’ 22%'52’222(36 62625 34
including wildtife and debris. Six inch plus diameter is desirable. 7,281, 28-2, 28-4, 29-
soils. 4, 311, 31-3, 31-4,
32-1, 32-2, 32-3, 34-1,
36-1, 36-2, 36-3, 20-2,
20-12, 22-2, 28-3, 29-
1, 342
There are many ways to leave an appropriate amount of slash on the ground,
Soils Wildlife 1 including leaving tops and un-merchantable material, in-woods processing, All units 35
breaking branches with the harvester etc.
Most dead timber greater than 21inches diameter at breast height (dbh} would be
Wildlife . . retained. Exceptions: some large lodgepole pine may be salvaged and snags may All units 386
To retain large diameter | |\ o0 tor safety, temporary road construction, skid trails, corridors, or landings.
trees for habitat and to - - : -
address public To retain habitat for snag-dependent species and species dependent on large-
Wildiife concerns. diameter trees, the ioca?ion of proposed, skid trails and cable corridors would Al units 37
ensure, whenever practical, that trees and snags greater than 21 inches dbh
would not be removed during construction.

 The means to accomplish the woody debris requirement is not mandated, but it 1s noted that back-hauling slash typicaily does not meet the desired outcome, as slash
ends up in piles close to landings, instead of scattered throughout the unit .
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Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage — Decision Notice
Attatchmet B — Resource Protection Measures

Management Zone Law. All activities would comply with Lolo NF Best
Management Practices.

 primary | 1 Protaction | Protestion
Resource | Measure Objective: _ - : Trotection
For dry sites {Habitat Groups 2 and 3 (VRU 2), retain a minimum of 4 shags per 2-1, 2-1, 2-3, 2-5, 2-8,
Wildlife acre greater than or equal 20 inches dbh, or largest available. Select ponderosa 10-6, 13-1, 22-7, 26-1, 38
pine, western larch and Dougias-fir in order of priority when available. 26-2
4-1,4-2,8-1, 8-2, 8-3,
10-1, 10-2, 10-3, 10-4,
10-5, 10-7, 10-8, 10-9,
For moist sites {Habitat Group 4 (VRU 4), retain a minimum of 6 snags per acre 10-100, 14-1, 20-1, 20-
greater than or equal to 10 inches dbh, with a minimum of 2 snags/acre greater 15, 22-1, 22-3, 22-5,
Wildlife than 20 inches dbh, or largest available. Up to 12 snags per acre would be 22-8, 26-5, 26-7, 22- 39
desirable. Select ponderosa pine, western larch or Douglas-fir in order of priority 22, 26-6, 26-7, 28-1,
To provide snags for when available. 28-2, 28-4, 29-4, 31-1,
wildlife habitat 31-3,31-4, 32-1, 322,
32-3, 34-1, 36-1, 36-2,
36-3, 20-2,
For highey elevation moist sites (Habitat Group 4 (VRU 6) and Habitat Group 5), 50-2. 20-12. 22-2. 98-
Wildlife retain a minimum of 5 of the largest snags /acre, with a desire to have up to 10 per :,3 29_1’ 3 4_2’ 40
acre. ’ ’
In order o maximize potential witdlife use and/or help reduce wind-throw, snags
Wildlife retained should be randomly distributed singly or retained in small clumps All Treatment Units 41
(generally 3-15 trees).
- Unless they pose a safety hazard or interfere with operations, un-merchantable .
Wiltdlite trees greater than 9 inches dbh will be left standing. All Treatment Units 42
Wildiife ”To eliminate potential No harvest will occur within 150 feet of any elk wallow identified during project All units 43
impacts to elk wallows. -| layout.
If any threatened, endangered, or sensitive species are located during project
To reduce potential layout or implementation, a witdlife biologist will be notified, Management activities
Wildiife impactste T,E, 8 would be altered, if necessary, so that proper protection measures can be taken. All Units 44
species Timber sale contract provisions that require the protection of threatened,
endangered and sensitive species would be included in the timber sale contact.
To protect aquatic All temporary roads and landings will be ripped, re-contoured, seeded with 4 miles of
Aquatics resources by reducing | approved Lole NF sead mix and coverad with slash or mulch within one season temporarv/short-term 45
au potential sedimentation | following purchasers’ use. Short Term Specified Roads wilt be decommissioned P rc?; d
from roads or salvage | following sale and post sale activities. S
activities. Montana Best Management Practices for Forestry would be met as a minimum on
Aquatics roads used for accessing salvage areas, including provisions of the Streamside Raul routes 46
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Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage — Decision Notice
Aitatchimet B — Resource Protection Measures

T
Protection

Units/Location

Prior to timber haul, on the following road segments, all BMP and reasonable Sail
and Water Conservation Practices designed to control surface drainage from
roads would be in place and would be maintained to ensure functionality. Al
BMPs would be inspected by a hydrologist or fisheries biologist at the end of each
operating season to assure their ability to protect water quality during spring
snowmelt runoff season.

Specific BMPs that will be completed befors haul include:

9974-2: Proposed BMP work includes slash filter windrows at stream crossings.
9975: Proposed BMP work includes: riprap at culvert inlets/outiets, reconditioning
0.89 miles of road, cleaning of 1 CMP, 75 feet of berms and 50 feet of slash filter
windrows.

4367: Proposed BMP work includes replacing 2 culverts, 40 feet of ditch
construction, 12 drain dips, riprap al cuivert inlets/outlets, a rock buttress,
reconditioning 2 miles of road, narrowing 195 feet of road, cleaning 5 CMPs, Specifics: 9974-2,
instailing 154 feet of open-top drainage structures, and 260 feet of filter slash 9975, 4367
windrows.

Additional maintenance — not included in BMP inciude:

9975: Brushing 0.89 miles

4367: Brushing 2 miles

All other appropriate BMP measures will be implemented as needed.

Haui routes

Aquatics a7

Slash filter windrows would be placed on relief culvert outlets that are within 300

feet of a waterway. Haul routes 48

Aguatics

Slash filter windrows would be applied to all stream crossings on hau! routes
BEFORE blading, haul and other project activities occur in order to mitigate 85%
Aquatics or more of the effects of road blading and increased sediment from haul traffic. Haul routes 49
Slash filter windrows will be maintained during and after haul to ensure
effectiveness.

Aquatics INFISH will be applied to assure Riparian Management Objectives are maintained. All Units 50

Montana Stream Protection Act (SPA) 124 Permits would be obtained for any
activity that would disturb stream channels. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
404/401 Permits would be obtained for any activities involving stream channels
and/or wetlands.

Aguatics All Units 51

Boundaries of wetlands and RHCAs would be delineated prior to activities to

Aquatics exclude ground-based equipment and other activities.

All Units 52
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Resource *

- primary’ |

Resource.
Protection

Aquatics

Aquatics

Agquatics

Aquatics

Erosion control measures {straw bales, waltles, silt fences, hydro muiching,
seeding with approved mix, water barring efc.) would be used whers necessary
and remain in place before and during ground disturbing activities. To ensure
effectiveness, erosion control measures would remain in place and functional until
disturbed sites (roads, culverts, landings, burn piles etc.) are stabilized, typically
for a minimum period of one growing season after ground disturbing activity
oceurs. This would require regular inspection and may require maintenance.
Additional inspections and maintenance would occur following high rainfall evenis
and prior to fall and spring runoff to ensure their effectiveness.

All Units

53

Stream crossings structures, if needed for the short-term specified road would be
sized appropriately to meet or exceed natural bankfull channel widths and would

be up to BMP standards. Work would be conducted during dry conditions, either

naturally or via a clear water diversion to further minimize sediment impacts, and
other appropriate construction BMPs would also be applied.

Short term specified
roads

54

On temporary roads, sediment buffering devices such as slash filter windrows
would be installed below all fill slopes within 300 feet of streams or drainage
crossings.

Temporary roads.

55

If winter hauting is to occur, show drainage holes (areas where drainage can flow
through road-side snow berms and off the snow-packed road surface) will be
designated pricr to winter haul, and kept open throughout the duration of winter
hauling

Haul routes — winter
haul

56

Aquatics

Agualics

Aquatics

To assure the roads are
hydrologically
stahilized, minimizing
potential impacts to
aquatic resources,

Store - Retain on National Forest Service Road (NFSR) system in long term
intermittent storage (seif-maintaining); generally up to approx. 20 years. Re-
contour or barrier entrance. Water-bar or intermittent cut-slope. Remove CMPs &
restore all watercourses to natural channels & floodplains. Rip 6-12 inches, seed
& fertilize. Scatter slash on road. Treat noxious weeds.

6.4 miles
(listed in section 2.2}

57

Decommission - Decommission, remove from NFSR system, road not needed for
20 — 40+ years. Re-contour or barrier entrance. Water-bar or intermittent out-
slope. May re-contour ajlong the road. Remove CMPs & restore all watercourses
to natural channels & floodplains. Rip 6-18 inches, seed & fertilize. Scatter slash
on road. Treat noxious weeds.

4.3 miles
{listed in section 2.2)

58

Fish biologist or hydrologist would be nofified prior to all stream culvert removals
during road decommissioning and of all stream crossing replacements o ensure
appropriate alignment and reshaping of the stream channel, bankfull width,
fioodplain, step-pools and grade control structures, transplants, etc.

Decormmissioned
roads.

59

Aguatics

To replace aguatic
barriers on haul routes
with passable culverts.

Replace 3 culverts that currently are fish and aquatic organism barriers {on haut
routes). Structures will be adequately sized to pass 100 year flood event and will
meet or exceed average bankful width at crossing location and will be installed
and positioned to aliow for natural stream bottom and to mimic natural stream
structure inciuding grade, width, floodplain, etc.

3 Culverts
{iisted in section 2.2}

60
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Recource .

To Protect Aquatic

Newly constructed short-term spec. roads will be closed to public access during

Aquatics and folfowing implementation. All temporary roads will be closed to public access Temporary and Short
Wildlife ?v?;jﬁi?;c}i:b?jllsn;g:?;e during implementation and re-contoured, seeded and covered with slash within term specified roads 61
y one season following purchaser use,
wildlife Existing roads which are currently restricted or closed and utilized for this project Currently closed 62
would be retained in their pre-project road closure status. routes.
The following gated roads access more remote portions of the project area
To Protect Wildlife {greater than 1/4 mi. from an open road} and will be used during project FS Roads 16001,
Habitat / Security implementation. In order to reduce elk vulnerability untit hiding cover becomes re- 16655, 16687, 16688,
Wildlife established (@10 years), these roads will remain, as they are currently, closed 18727, 16729, 16898, 63
during the Montana big game season, (rifle and archery) (16001 - sec. 26), 17457, 17544, 16889,
(166565, 16687, 16688, 16727, 16729 - sec. 31 & 32), (16898 & 17457 - sec. 10), 17455
(17544 - sec. 2} and (16899 & 17455 - sec. 20).
Conduct ground-based noxious weed herbicide treatments along approximately Haul routes, landings
Weeds 55 miles of NFS road and disturbed soi such as landings, and the 10.7 miles of and stored and 54
ee stored or decommissioned roads in order to mitigate potential weed spread from decommissioned
harvest. roads.
include in all timber sale contracts the standard Contract Provisions: G/CT6.351
- {or equivalent) -~ Washing Equipment: This clause raquires the purchaser to clean .
Weeds Tot::?:ttg C?Jj:;“;‘:?te all off-road equipment before moving into project area so that weed seeds are not Project area 65
Spread of Weeds and spread.
impacts of herbicides Weed treatments will tier to Lolo National Forest Integrated Weed Management
treatment Plan (USDA FS, 2007c), including approved herbicides, treatment strategies and
mitigation measures. Haul routes, landings
Weeds Implement mitigation measure 1 - 48 (starting on page 28 of Lolo National Forest and stored and 66
Integrated Weed Management £iS 2007). These include evaiuating the weed site decommissioned
for sensitive plant habitat, implementing Region 1 weed prevention practices and roads.
BMPs, re-vegetating sites with a seed mix that includes native species, following
herbicide application law, and posting signs where herbicides are applied.
Re-vegetation on disturbed or treated sites should inciude native plant species as
recommended by the USFS-R1 native species policy (USDA-FS 1994}, This
L policy emphasizes the use of locally adapted native piant seed, whenever
L’;i;? To mizg’if: ;{rz;acts to possible. Native seed or non-persistent, annuat grasses will be used. All disturbed sites. 67
’ Seeding will be used as a reclamation toof only where resource damage will occur
without it. Otherwise, sites will be allowed to re-vegetate naturally from the
localized adjacent seed source.
T,ES If sensitive plants are identified during implementation, the areas will be delineated All 58
Plants and no ground disturbing activities would ocour within 50 feet.
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' "'Prp;téc'ti;ong__ L

5/ éqét’ibn'-_ otection

o

By adhering to RHCA buffers, ground-based equipment will be excluded from all See mapped locations
wetlands identified as potential Howellia aquatilis habitat, {see field maps provided on Hds. # 16687,

to district) 20608, 17682, 2191, 69
Do not spray herbicide on roadsides where drift could carry it fo wetlands (see 349, 9974-2, 46556,
herbicide tabel for reducing drift potential) 17457, and 9975.

Delineate and buffer (0.1 to .25 miles alohg road from each end of the road where
you enter the camas population zone ie ensure site is protected) mapped sites of
Common Camas where the population meets the road pricr to any herbicide
treatment of weeds. Do not spray non-selective herbicide on the roadside in this
camas protection zone, Either hand-pull weeds or use a broadieaf selective
herbicide within this zone. Camas is a monocot and shouid not be affected by
broadleaf-specific (dicot) herbicide. Use a drift-reducing adjuvant and iow boom
T.E.S pressure and spray only when wind is below 10 mph to aveid drift.

Planis Use the site-specific treatment guidelines for herbicide spraying according to the
2007 Weed FEIS (USDA FS 2007¢):

# 25 Herbicide applications near live water or in areas with shallow water tables
will foltow fabel directions.

#32 Low boom pressure (less than 40 psi) will be used to reduce drift

# 33 Drift-reduction producis will be used when needed near sensitive resources
# 34 Ground-based herbicide application will occur only when wind speed is 10
mph or less

Use caution and avoidance of poputations of Commoen camas in the roadside wet
areas during road upgrading and keep the soit disturbance confined to the road
bed. To aliow the population of common camas near road 36279 to expand acress
the road bed, restore the natural grade level during decommissioning or follow Rd. 36272 71
road mitigation for closure level 3D which states that ripping under a level 3
closure would not be needed if it is found that the road bed has re-vegetated. See
maps in Field Survey forms for exact locations of Sites 4 1, 2, 3, and 4.

T.E S
Plants

Rd. 36279 70

TE 8
Planis

No more than 10 landings and 37 corridor slash piles will be ignited per day; and
Air To assure PM 2.5 air all pile burning will be halted if, through cumulative effects of other contributors, air
quality standards are quality standards are exceeded.

met. All pile burning will be halted if, through cumulative effects of other contributors, air
quality standards are exceeded.

Landings and pile

burning. 2

Air All 73

If previously unknown heritage resources are encountered during implementation
Heritage Protect cultural and of the project, activities will be halted and the Forest Archaeologist will be notified All 74
heritage resources immediately.

Heritage Adequately delineate and protect known heritage sites. 4.1, 10-3, 10-100 75

* A resource protection measure may be a design feature that was identified before the project was deveioped to eliminate or avoid potential undesired effects, or it may be a project specific design
feature or mitigation measure developed to minimize or eliminate a known potential effect of this particular action. Another method, determined to be gqually or more effective in meeting the resource
protection measure a resource specialist and approved by a line officer, couid be used. Some resource protection measures will be required of the timber purchaser; others wilt be paid for by other
means.
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Attachment C: Unit Map and Table
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Jocko Lakes Fire Salvage Environmental Assessment

Table 3. Alternative 3 — Modified Proposed Action Unit Table.

s | aeres | oamng | Reest | e,
2-1 56 Winter Tractor Plant 16,25
2-2 48 Winter Tractor Natural 16
2-3 13 Winter Tractor Natural 16
2-5 25 Winter Tractor Plant 16
2-6 18 Winter Tractor Plant 16
4-1 81 Winter Tractor Natural 16,25
4-2 13 Winter Tractor Plant 25
8-1 9 Winter Tractor Plant 16,25
8-2 27 Winter Tractor Natural 16
8-3 21 Winter Tractor Plant 16
10-1 39 Winter Tractor Natural 25
10-2 6 Winter Tractor Natural 25
10-3 14 Winter Tractor Plant 25
10-4 29 Winter Tractor Natural 16,25
10-5 34 Winter Tractor Natural 25
10-6 Winter Tractor Natural 16
10-7 Winter Tractor Natural 16,25
10-8 18 Winter Tractor Natural 16,25
10-9 12 Winter Tractor Natural 16,25

10-10 3 Winter Tractor Plant 16

10-100 7 Winter Tractor Natural 25

13-1 168 Winter Tractor Natural 16,25
14-1 8 Winter Tractor Plant 25

20-1 30 Summer Plant 16

Tractor

20-2 21 Winter Tractor Natural 16

20-12 9 Skyline Plant 16

20-15 13 Winter Tractor Plant 16
22-1 47 Winter Tractor Natural 16,17
22-2 7 Winter Tractor Plant 16,17
22-3 11 Winter Tractor Natural 16,17
22-5 16 Winter Tractor Natural 16
22-6 48 Winter Tractor Plant 16
22-7 48 Winter Tractor Natural 16

22-22 4 Winter Tractor Natural 16
26-1 34 Winter Tractor Natural 16,25
26-2 104 Winter Tractor Natural 16,25
26-4 18 Winter Tractor Natural 23,25
26-5 13 Winter Tractor Natural 25
26-6 10 Winter Tractor Plant 23,9
26-7 32 Winter Tractor Natural 16
28-1 49 Winter Tractor Natural 16
28-3 7 Winter Tractor Plant 16
28-4 38 Winter Tractor Plant 16

28-2a 28 Winter Tractor Natural 16
29-1 16 Winter Tractor Plant 16
29-2 12 Skyline Plant 16
29-4 1 Winter Tractor Natural 16

31-1 18 Winter Tractor Plant 16

31-3 29 Winter Tractor Natural 16

31-4 9 Winter Tractor Natural 16
32-1 33 Winter Tractor Plant 16

32-2 15 Winter Tractor Natural 16

32-3 11 Winter Tractor Natural 16
34-1 119 Winter Tractor Natural 16

34-2 56 Skyline Natural 16

TOTAL 1,648

Table Summaries:

The following provides information for the reader to interpret the
data in the Unit Table and correlate it to the Alternative 3 map, and
summarizes information in the table

Salvage units are labeled using the section VFF \}A% ;

number then the unit number for easy cross- S =

reference with the project area map, Figure 1. f \ad

This example shows areas 36-1 through 36-3. , ;
o s N

Yarding Systems

Winter Tractor (1,559 ac., 94%)
Summer Tractor (21 ac., 1%)
Skyline (77 ac., 5%)

Refor estation

Planting (1,170 ac., 71%)
Natural Regeneration (478 ac., 29%)

Forest Plan Management Areas (MAS) are defined by the Forest
Plan, and include a general inventory of resource characteristics and
limits of acceptable management activities. The acres and percentage
of the salvage units in each MA are in parenthesis.

MA 16 (1,272 ac., 77%) — Lands of varying physical
environments which are classified as suitable for timber
production; management provides for healthy stands of timber
and optimizing timber growing potential and sustained timber
production.

MA 17 (12 ac., 1%) — Same as Management Area 16 except that
slopes are generally over 60 percent and management is directed
at optimizing timber growing potential while maintaining soil
productivity on steeper slopes.

MA 23 (3 ac., 0%) — Lands located primarily at elevations
below 5,000 feet on south-facing slopes with moderate visual
sensitivity; adjacent to or visible from major roads, trails,
communities, and other high use areas; classified as suitable for
timber production with timber harvest employed to improve or
maintain big-game winter range with a visual quality objective
of Partial Retention.

MA 25 (361 ac., 22%) — Lands with moderate visual sensitivity,
visible from or adjacent to major roads, trails, communities, and

other high use areas; classified as suitable for timber production

with a visual quality objective of Partial Retention.
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