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Comments:
Restoration and resiliency are two terms that the USDA had to come up with to account for the fact that they
screwed up! Most of the places proposed for treatment are in previously logged, previously managed forests
and grasslands. So the question begs itself: will this proposed action be any different than previous actions?
Certainly the scope of the proposed action is huge, way larger than anything heretofore seen. Usually the
proposed action and subsequent NEPA documentations are done on a district or National Forest level. Here
the action is massive--across four National Forests! So the question becomes: how is the Forest Service going
to do things differently this time, to avoid the problems the Forest Service caused from the last time? There
doesn't seem to be any mention of how to do that.
I will address a couple concepts, and focus on, as well as use the numbers, on the Wallowa-Whitman National
Forest. The comments could be applied to all the forests included in the "notice of intent to prepare an
environmental impact statement" NEPA documentation. The concepts to address are grazing, wildfire, invasive
species management, and Wilderness or roadless areas. I've included many of the references at the end, so
you can be assured I am not drawing from personal opinion.
It is stated that:
"No treatments are proposed in any area that is within an existing, active project planning area, a recently
burned or implemented project area, Wilderness, Research Natural Area, Inventoried Roadless Area"
Shouldn't areas that have recently burned, or even, Wilderness Areas be treated? The concept that nothing will
happen in a Wilderness Area is really not based on reality. Noxious weeds, invasive plants, and cattle all
impact Wilderness Areas and recently burned areas. Work must be done in them. To exclude those areas will
only cause additional havoc.
Also in the "Notice" is the following:
"7,200 acres in larger diameter, open dry forests to restore desirable fire regimes, and encourage growth in
average diameter without reducing the abundance of large tree, open canopied stands overall "
This sounds like you are going to cut large trees. You say you won't reduce the abundance of large tree, open
canopied stands. That sounds like you will cut large trees. I think the concept should be that you will cut small
trees in larger diameter forests to try to eliminate ladder fuels, and enhance the survivability of the larger trees
(Stephens et al. 2009).
It is written in the Notice,
"15,000 acres for grassland restoration"
What could the Forest Service possibly do to restore the native grasslands on the Wallowa-Whitman? How is
the Forest Service going to treat 15,000 acres? Is the Forest Service going to remove domestic livestock from
15,000 acres (Beschta, et al. 2013)? Awesome! Is the Forest Service going to burn that many acres? Will the
Forest Service plant that many acres? Just this number, 15,000 acres, seems like an huge area, and it is only
one very small piece of the whole. How will the Forest Service alter the grassland landscape to provide habitat
for bluebunch wheatgrass, Idaho fescue, and Sandburg's bluegrass and somehow eliminate the ventenata,
medusahead and cheatgrass? This, in and of itself, is a tall order.
Fire suppression. It seems that every winter the USFS announces that they are going to return fire to the
ecosystem. And then when summer comes along, there is an all out effort to suppress any and all wildfires,

including those in Wilderness Areas. In the past couple of years the Forest Service has suppressed perfectly
fine wildfires in Hell's Canyon Wilderness Area, Eagle Cap Wilderness Area and the Wenaha-Tucannon
Wilderness Area. These would have been good places to let fire run it's course as they had done for hundreds
of years before Euro-Americans arrived on the scene (Frost 1998, Fule, et al. 2012, Stephens and Ruth 2005,
Swetnam & Baisan 2003). Neglecting Wilderness Areas is a form of management, and may very well go
against the intent of the Wilderness Act of 1964. The Wilderness Act says: "protected and managed so as to
preserve its natural conditions and which (1) generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of
nature, with the imprint of man's work substantially unnoticeable" From the Wilderness Act (1964). Wilderness
should be managed to preserve its natural conditions. By suppressing wildfires young trees grow up creating
dense stands of trees that did not exist before Euro-Americans started goofing things up. A prime example of
the mismanagement along these lines is the Wenaha-Tucannon Wilderness. All of the trails that are along the
south boundary of this Wilderness, Timothy Springs, Elk Flat, Cross Canyon and the Hoodoo Trails all go
through forests with high density of trees that are all younger than 100 years, about the time fire suppression
started. Bring back the fires. Let the wildfires burn in Wilderness Areas.
I would hope that any document the Forest Service should produce for this planned project would provide the
documentation that shows the proposals have been tried and were successful in other places. Research
showing that the planned restorations/resiliency projects could work in this instance should be indicated in the
document. If there is no research showing that thinning, or logging, or burning would enhance the resiliency of
the forest, then it probably shouldn't be done.
Respectfully,
Kent Coe
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