June 22, 2004


Project Leader


Dark Valley Vegetation Management Project


Dixie National Forest-Loa/Teasdale Ranger District


138 S. Main Street


P.O. Box 129


Loa UT 84747


Dear Project Leader:


The following are comments on the proposed Dark Valley Vegetation Management Project in response to your request for scoping comments notice dated May 27, 2004. These comments are submitted on behalf of The Alliance for the Wild Rockies, The Ecology Center, Scott Berry, Aquarius Escalante Foundation, and Native Ecosystems Council.  I am also sending them by certified mail.


We believe that the Forest Service should conduct an Environmental Impact Statement for this project. 


How will this project affect big game hiding cover?


How will this project affect bears, cougars, goshawk, elk, turkey vultures, 


Please examine the economic impact of this project, including all costs and benefits. How will this project affect recreation use in the area? How will this project affect the tourist industry in the area? Has there been economic monitoring as required by the Forest Plan and NFMA to ensure that the numbers used will be accurate?


How will this project affect antive and non native fish? How will this project affect fishing? How will this project affect hunting in the area?


As part of this analysis, the Forest Service (FS) should analyze the effect on wildlife populations, population trends, viability, recovery, habitat levels, habitat trends, research needs, distribution, population ecology, reproductive biology, food habits, predator-prey relationships, surveying techniques, home range, movement and dispersal, community interaction, adequacy of data, adequacy of monitoring, existence of threats, threats related to management activities in the Dark Valley area and other proposed actions, and cumulative effects related to the various endangered, threatened, candidate, sensitive, and MIS species listed by the USF&WS, Dixie NF, DNF Plan, Regional Office, state/other Natural Heritage programs or known or suspected to occur on, in the vicinity of, or downstream from the Dixie National Forest or known or suspected to have suitable habitat on, in the vicinity of, or downstream from the Dixie National Forest. 


The EIS should consider all types of habitat these species are known or suspected to occur in (as well as other variables that affect populations of these species. The FS should consider whether there are unknown factors that need to be further explored or taken into consideration.


Specifically, the FS should analyze and explain (1.) how it is ensuring NFMA-mandated viability of wildlife, plant, and aquatic species, (2.) how it is providing for ESA-mandated survival and recovery of T&E species, (3.) whether it has conducted adequate plan- and NFMA-mandated monitoring in order to ensure appropriate viability, survival and recovery of species or whether proper monitoring needs to take place, (4.) whether proper forest-wide and landscape-wide analysis has taken place and is appropriately used to inform the NEPA process for this project, and other actions with cumulative effects, and (5.) how, specifically, this projects and the actions contemplated here fit into the larger picture and these larger issues. The FS should disclose what constitutes a trend. How long is (should) a trend be monitored in order to assure the viability, survival, and/or recovery of applicable species is ensured or achieved?


In doing so, the FS should disclose what data it has collected on the applicable species, what research has been conducted on the applicable species, the area over which such data has been collected and over which such studies have been conducted, the time period over which such data has been collected and over which such studies have been conducted, the consistency and thoroughness with which such data has been collected and such studies have been conducted, the information-gathering techniques used and the potential limitations of such techniques, and any other potential limitations of the monitoring process and analysis. 


The FS should consider a full range of alternatives including alternatives that include (1.) no commercial logging, roads, or skid trails, (2.) stream restoration, (3.) restoration of natural processes through prescribed burning (with no fire line construction), and (4.) decommissioning a large percentage of roads in the project area. The FS should evaluate the impacts of such an alternative to the MIS, TES and other species in the project area, when compared to the other action alternatives. The FS should consider an alternative that reduces the impacts of invasive species on TES plant and animal populations through preventive activities (foregoing activities that contribute to invasive species spread such as logging, road repair/reconstruction, grazing, etc. and decommissioning roads).


 


WILDLIFE


[The following discussion on population viability presented for wildlife species applies to plants and aquatic species as well].


USDA Regulation 9500-4 requires:


Habitats for all existing native and desired non-native plants, fish and wildlife species will be managed to maintain at least viable populations of such species. In achieving this objective, habitat must be provided for the number and distribution of reproductive individuals to ensure the continued existence of a species throughout its geographic range.


In response to USDA Regulation 9500-4, and NFMA’s viability provisions, the Forest Service Manual outlines the need to design and implement conservation strategies for Sensitive and other species for which viability is a concern. The Forest Service Manual at FSM 2621.2 states: "To preclude trends toward endangerment that would result in the need for Federal listing, units must develop conservation strategies for those sensitive species whose continued existence may be negatively affected by the forest plan or a proposed project." In specific cases where FS has not done so (which is for most species), the Forest Service cannot be implementing sound "ecosystem management" since the risk of extirpation of these species is ongoing.


In making determinations about maintaining population viability of management indicator, focal, demand, Sensitive, Threatened, Proposed, and Endangered Species, the Forest Service usually goes no farther than a) relying on US Fish and Wildlife Recovery Plans for threatened and endangered species and, b) using database-derived calculations of amounts of habitat believed to maintain a home ranges of individuals or nesting pairs of species. The problem with this approach to maintaining population viability is that it is not a true population viability analysis. For example, Mills (1994), criticizes a wildlife analysis performed by the Forest Service for a timber sale in the Kootenai National Forest. He points out that the FS’s use of the term "viable" refers to habitat characteristics, not population dynamics. Mills goes on to explain the range of parameters which must be used to make a scientifically sound assessment of the viability of wildlife species. Population dynamics refers to persistence of a population over time—which is key to making predictions about population viability. Population dynamics include assessing population size, population growth rate, and linkages to other populations and must be included in a scientifically sound Population Viability Analysis (hereafter "PVA"). Ruggiero, et. al. (1994) also point out that a sound PVA must utilize measures of population dynamics. Finally, the 1999 draft NFMA planning regulations also recognize the importance of consideration of population dynamics for sustaining species. 


One of the problems with relying on database-derived habitat suitability models is that such data is not reliable, therefore not scientifically sound. The information is gathered by stand examiners who may or may not have biological training, and is often quite dated. Very recently, the Forest Service has admitted that the use of database habitat information is suspect:


Habitat modeling based on the timber stand database has its limitations: the data are, on average, 15 years old; canopy closure estimates are inaccurate; and data do not exist for the abundance or distribution of snags or down woody material… (U.S. Forest Service, 2000)


The Forest Service should firmly establish that the species that exist, or historically are believed to have been present in the analysis area, are still part of viable populations. Since Forest Plan monitoring efforts have failed in this regard, it must be a priority for project analyses. Identification of viable populations is something that must be done at a proper geographic scale. The analysis must cover a large enough area to include a cumulative effects analysis area that would include truly viable populations. Analyses must identify viable populations of indicator, PETS, at-risk, focal, and demand species of which the individuals in the analysis area are members in order to sustain viable populations, comply with NFMA, and meet criteria requirements of a scientifically sound PVA.


Ruggiero, et. al. (1994) provide guidance for reconciling the disparity between the geographic size of project analyses vs. the needs of species: "The disparity between the scale of a local management action (e.g., a timber sale) and the scale of the ecological response (e.g., species viability) is a fundamental problem in assessing population viability." Basically, they point out that the problem with viability analyses for land encompassed by the typical project analysis areas is that they only look at areas of habitat much smaller than that encompassed by most wildlife species’ populations. Thus it is easy to erroneously conclude, as do Forest Service project-specific analyses in most cases, that small reductions in the amount of habitat are not significant for maintaining population viability. 


We refer to the August 17, 1995 letter from Regional Foresters of Regions 1, 4, and 6 to Forest Supervisors entitled "Streamlining Biological Evaluations and Conclusions for Determining Effects to Listed, Proposed, and Sensitive Species" and to the Appendices to that document. A determination to be used is "May Impact Individuals Or Habitat, But Will Not Likely Contribute To A Trend Towards Federal Listing Or Cause A Loss Of Viability To The Population Or Species (MIIH). On page 18 of Appendix B, the FS recognizes that: "The loss of individuals ... is of significance only when it has a deleterious effect on the population or species. The loss of individuals is particularly serious when a species’ status is such that listing under ESA is likely. In these cases, any loss of individuals may result in a trend toward Federal listing." Appendix B of the Streamlining document states: "Because sensitive species have been designated based on concerns for their viability, impacts on either individuals or populations are best managed under the umbrella of a Conservation Strategy. Without a Conservation Strategy, the best hierarchical level to base effects of management activities or actions is usually the population, metapopulation, or stock (fish)." This corresponds to what Ruggiero, et. al. (1994) are saying. This translates to the FS having a Conservation Strategy for sensitive species and strictly following it, or base the impacts on the "population, metapopulation, or stock." Conservation Strategies have yet to be developed for most Sensitive species and analyses generally fail to refer specifically to populations, metapopulations, or stocks. Where the Forest Service isn’t adequately determining impacts to populations and is lacking sound Conservation Strategies, it cannot comply with NFMA’s diversity requirements. 


Both Ruggiero, et. al. (1994) and Lindenmayer, et. al. (1993) provide discussion on why PVA is the best available tool assessing population viability, the latter providing examples of PVA being used for several species of wildlife and a plant species. Lacy and Clark (1993) provide an example of PVA used to design a computer simulation of risk of extinction of the American marten. 


The DNF should demonstrate whether it has monitored the population trends of management indicator species, including but not limited to its old growth and cavity nesting management indicator species, as required by the Forest Plan. Considering potential difficulties of using PVA at the project analysis area level (Ruggiero, et. al., 1994), the cumulative effects of carrying out multiple projects simultaneously across the Forest makes it imperative that population viability be assessed at least at the forestwide scale (Marcot and Murphy, 1992). In order to properly analyze the cumulative impacts of this project, such forestwide analysis must be part of the project analysis. Also, temporal considerations of the impacts on wildlife population viability from implementing something with such long duration as a Forest Plan must be considered (Id.) but this has never been done by the Dixie NF. It is also of paramount importance to monitor population trends during the implementation of the Forest Plan in order to validate assumptions used about long-term species persistence—i.e., population viability (Marcot and Murphy, 1992; Lacy and Clark, 1993). 


NFMA regulations mandate such monitoring. At 36 CFR § 219.19 (a)(2): "Planning alternatives shall be stated and evaluated in terms of both amount and quality of habitat and of animal population trends of the management indicator species." And at 36 CFR § 219.19 (a)(7): "Population trends of the management indicator species will be monitored and relationships to habitat changes determined. This monitoring will be done in cooperation with State fish and wildlife agencies, to the extent practicable."


The Dark Valley project calls for extensive logging. Logging, especially clearcutting and other forms of "regeneration" cutting causes fragmentation of forests which is known to reduce populations of MIS and TES species. Scientists have noted reduced habitat use from fragmentation and/or recommend minimizing fragmentation or emphasizing connectivity to avoid further impacts to goshawks (Crocker-Bedford, 1990; Erdman, et al., 1998; Graham, et. al., 1999; Iverson, et al. 1996; Reynolds, et al. 1992; Ruggiero, et al., 1991).


Along with leading to fragmentation of the DNF, logging has caused the loss of structural diversity unique to mature and old growth forests. Structural diversity is lacking in clearcut and other "regeneration"-logged areas, and it is obvious that salvage and other partial cutting methods on the Dixie which have targeted dead, dying, and windthrown trees has further reduced the structural diversity important for wildlife species. Biologists recommend retaining such structure and/or learned that live trees and the vertical and horizontal diversity provided by snags and large down woody debris are important habitat characteristics for goshawk (Daw, DeStefano, & Steidl, 1998; Hayward & Escano, 1989; Iverson, et al. 1996).


The implementing regulations for the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) require the selection, by each national forest, of management indicator species. At 36 CFR § 219.19(a)(1) it states, "certain vertebrate and/or invertebrate species present in the area shall be identified and selected as management indicator species and the reasons for their selection will be stated. These species shall be selected because their population changes are believed to indicate the effects of management activities." The management indicator species, or MIS, were to be "selected because their population changes are believed to indicate the effects of management activities on other species of selected major biological communities or on water quality" (id.). At 36 CFR § 219.19(a)(6) the regulations require "Population trends of the management indicator species will be monitored and relationships to habitat changes determined." 


As mentioned above the regulations mandate that indicator species be selected for the forestwide planning level, reasons be given for their selection, and they require that their population trends be monitored to determine the effects of management activities.


Methodology exists for determining the presence of indicator and Sensitive wildlife species presence in forest areas and/or for monitoring population levels (Bachman et. al. 1990, Becker 1991, Bull et al. 1990; Copeland 1993, Foresman et. al. 1998, Jones & Raphael 1991, Raphael 1994, USGS 1997, Watson et. al. 1999, Weaver, et al., 1997; Zielinski et. al. 1996, Zielinski et. al. 1995). Some of these techniques, such as snow track surveys, are useful for multiple species in single transects. There is no reason why systematic monitoring surveys have not been undertaken by the Dixie.


Without having monitored the population trends of indicator and Sensitive species, the Dixie cannot know the impacts of Forest Plan implementation on these species. It cannot know whether its Forest Plan’s old growth retention standards or snag and cavity nesting retention guidelines are adequate for the persistence of old growth dependent and cavity nesting species in the face of large-scale logging and road building projects. It cannot know whether it has maintained viable populations as NFMA regulations at 36 CFR § 219.19(a) require: ("establish objectives for the maintenance and improvement of habitat for management indicator species"). The regulations also require under 36 CFR § 219.27 (a)(6) that the Forest Service "provide for adequate fish and wildlife habitat to maintain viable populations of existing native vertebrate species and provide that habitat for species chosen under § 219.19 is maintained and improved to the degree consistent with multiple-use objectives established in the plan." 


The issue of providing for the larger landscape needs of far-ranging forest carnivores (including bears, wolves, cougars, goshawk, etc.), reveals the need to utilize the principles of Conservation Biology on a landscape level. Core areas of relatively undisturbed habitats need to be maintained. Linkages with other core areas need to be established, providing sufficient habitat components so the linkages, or corridors, are functional for genetic interchange purposes. Both core areas and linkages should be the focus of the watershed rehabilitation and recovery discussed above (such as road removal). Buffer zones around core areas should also be recognized in their contribution to habitat needs for these wildlife species.


Court interpretations of NEPA have necessitated the Forest Service consider biological corridors, the standard for such a review being the same "hard look" NEPA requires of other environmental effects.


Each project proposal requires careful consideration of what Management Indicator Species are pertinent to each proposal area. Biologists should assure that the indicator species identified in the Forest Plan are appropriate indicators of environmental changes in the project area. We request that you "Consider for selection (as MIS) all Sensitive species in the ... project area" [FSM 2621.1(2)]. It is not appropriate to take for granted that those listed in the Forest Plan are the only appropriate MIS, or that even using TES species will encompass the habitat needs of all wildlife and fish.


Fragmentation of the Forest also needs to be a major issue in all analyses. That is, the size of blocks of interior forest that existed historically before management (including fire suppression) was initiated needs to be compared to the present condition. Again, this should be a landscape ecology analysis that looks at the larger picture of the fragmentation of habitat in surrounding concentric circles. 


SENSITIVE, THREATENED, AND ENDANGERED PLANTS


NEPA analyses must disclose the results of monitoring population trends of TES plants before the public review process is completed. 


NEPA analyses typically suffer from lack of disclosure of the details of plant surveys in areas that would be disturbed by proposed projects. Generally, survey methodology and results are not disclosed, and mitigation measures are not offered for public review. The variance in plant species’ flowering seasons makes it difficult if not impossible for the surveyors to locate all species potentially present. And the lack of familiarity with the dozens of species on the part of surveyors also makes survey results suspect.


Additionally, there have been few conservation strategies written for TES plants as so little is known about most species. Baseline population information is lacking. Populations and locations must be monitored annually, and the information disclosed in NEPA documents. Most of the discussion on population viability presented for wildlife species in this letter apply to TES plants equally.


Finally, the impacts of various silvicultural "treatments" on nearby populations must be monitored, reported, and considered in subsequent NEPA analyses.


 


Threatened and Endangered Species


The ESA "indicates beyond doubt that Congress intended endangered species to be afforded the highest of priorities." TVA v. Hill (1978). The FSM requires the agency to "[p]lace top priority on conservation and recovery of endangered, threatened, and proposed species and their habitats..." FSM 2670.3. Therefore, the requisite full, intensive, and competent surveys, inventories, and data gathering for ESA-listed species must be performed as part of project analyses such as those for Dark Valley. If not appropriately conducted, the Life History Report must not substitute for thorough surveys, inventories and data gathering for these species and their habitat. 


Sensitive Species


The Forest Service Manual obligates Forest Supervisors to "[d]etermine distribution, status, and trend of … sensitive species and their habitats on Forest lands," see Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2670.45(4), and to document possible impacts to sensitive species of an activity in a "biological evaluation." FSM 2672.4, 2672.41, 2672.42


According to the FS Manual, Section 2670.22 on Sensitive Species, the FS must: 


1. Develop and implement management practices to ensure that 


species do not become threatened or endangered because of Forest Service actions.


2. Maintain viable populations of all native and desired 


nonnative wildlife, fish, and plant species in habitats distributed throughout their geographic range on National Forest System lands. 


3. Develop and implement management objectives for 


populations and/or habitat of sensitive species.


If not appropriately conducted, the Life History Report must not substitute for thorough surveys, inventories and data gathering for these species and their habitat. 


Management Indicator Species 


The DNF Plan lists its management indicator species (MIS) on pp. II-15-17. The DNF Plan states that "The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) requires Forests to select a group of representative wildlife and fish species. By monitoring their populations and habitat relationships, we can use the effects of Forest Service management on all the fish and wildlife of the forest."(DNF Plan II-15) "All MIS habitat will be maintained at levels that meet or exceed requirements for minimum viable populations" (DNF Plan IV-21). 


According to the FS Manual Section 2621.3, the FS must do the following regarding management indicator species: 


Analysis of Habitat Capability. In analyzing proposed actions,


conduct habitat analyses to determine the cumulative effects of each


alternative on management indicators selected in the plan or project


area. Follow these guidelines for the analyses:


2621.4 - Determination of Standards, Guidelines, and Objectives. The


forest plan must identify habitat components required by management


indicators; determine goals and objectives for management indicators;


specify standards, guidelines, and prescriptions needed to meet


management requirements, goals, and objectives for management


indicators. Prescribe mitigation measures, as appropriate, to ensure


that requirements, goals, and objectives for each management indicator


will be sufficiently met during plan implementation at the project level.


2621.5 - Monitoring and Evaluation of Management Indicators. Conduct


monitoring of plans and projects to determine whether standards,


guidelines, and management prescriptions for management indicators are


being met and are effective in achieving expected results. Use


monitoring and evaluation to guide adjustments in management and to


revise or refine habitat relationships information and analysis tools


used in planning. Follow direction in FSM 1922.7 and FSH 1909.12,


chapter 6, in conducting monitoring and evaluation of management


indicators.


Involve Research Stations, universities, and other research entities in


monitoring to ensure that appropriate sampling methods are employed and


statistically valid results are obtained.


If not appropriately conducted, the Life History Report must not substitute for thorough surveys, inventories and data gathering for these species and their habitat. 


The FS should address whether the overly simplified characterization of vegetation types corresponding with MISs accurately represent MISs and vice versa. The FS should analyze what habitat components are needed to maintain the viability of MIS such as elk, turkey, goshawk, flicker, and cutthroat trout and how the project might adversely affect these species. 


The FS should be determining what actual populations and population trends of species are in the area and forest-wide, not arguing why it cannot meet its responsibilities. Otherwise, if there is substantial uncertainly regarding populations or population trends or the impacts of management activities and other cumulative events/activities on species, then the FS should be foregoing activities that could potentially affect populations instead of proceeding with more activities, such as the Dark Valley project. 


We would like to know how the impacts of projects like this (by themselves or cumulatively) will be addressed with respect to populations or population trends of species on the forest.


 


INDIVIDUAL SPECIES [In addition, the comments above apply to all TES, Candidate and MIS species, as well]


Site specific threats to southwestern willow flycatcher and other potential threats, including other development activities and fire suppression, should be considered in the EIS


Impacts the southwestern willow flycatcher and its habitat should be considered with respect to an approved recovery plan; the potential for critical habitat designation in this project area should be considered. The FS should not simply assume the species is protected on the basis of a draft recovery plan that is not complete. What measures are needed to protect the species?


The FS does not present adequate trend or population data on the flycatcher.


Recent surveys or monitoring for the Mexican spotted owl have not been conducted.


The FS should consider evidence of Mexican spotted owls in habitats other than those where survey efforts were "focused" and consider impacts to spotted owl populations over an adequate range of habitats.


The FS should consider the potential for the bald eagle to occur in areas around waterbodies in the project area. The FS should be potential for activities to disturb potential nest sites and other potential habitat for the bald eagle.


The FS should consider what western yellow-billed cuckoo habitat may exist in the project area, including streamside forests, other micro-habitat areas, and other habitat. How will the cuckoo be affected? The trend is "presumed" to be down, but what is the trend and what is the condition of cuckoo populations in the area? 


The FS should identify whether any peregrine falcon habitat could be impacted. What activities could disturb peregrine falcons?


Please examine how this project will effect the spotted bat. 


Adequate monitoring of spotted bat populations and population trends should be conducted.


Please examine how this project will effect the Townsends big-eared bat (western big-eared bat). Adequate monitoring of bat populations and population trends should be conducted.


The FS should disclose whether there is adequate demographic data to determine goshawk populations, population trends, or the effects of activities such as those proposed in Dark Valley on the goshawk. Impacts to goshawks on a forest-wide and landscape-wide scale should be analyzed. The thoroughness of goshawk surveys and population monitoring should be disclosed.


The EIS should also further examine whether adequate habitat is provided for the goshawk. What is the quality and suitability of the potentially suitable northern goshawk summer habitat? How was this determined?


How will this project affect the flammulated owl, the EIS should analyze exactly how the project will impact habitat components on which the owl relies. The FS should consider the degree to which logging, and other activities directly or indirectly associated with the project could impact the flammulated owl. As with other species, adequate, up to date monitoring should take place.


Population trends have not been ascertained for the three-toed woodpecker and there are a number of threats to this species. The FS should determine how the proposed project would affect three-toed woodpeckers. According to Cherry (1997), "The black backed and three-toed woodpeckers selected for mature and overmature sawtimber, and dead trees were preferred for foraging (Goggans et al. 1987). Bull et al. found that foraging occurred in both live and dead trees… Steeger found that both species of woodpeckers fed in either live but dying trees or in hard snags in the very early stages of decay. Villard (1994) found that both species had a great propensity for using dead trees or tree substrates (88% for the black-backed and 95% for the three-toed woodpecker)." 


How would the project impact downstream TES and MIS aquatic populations? What are the populations and population trends for these species? What habitat and sensitive fish bearing streams exist by species? What is the condition of this habitat? What are the populations and population trends of threes species in these habitats and fish bearing streams?


There are a number of plant and wildlife species in the Griffin Springs Life History Report (LHR) that may be adversely affected by grazing, roads, logging, and other activities associated with this project. What are the cumulative effects to populations of these plants in the project area? How would the Dark Valley project directly or indirectly affect these species? And what plant and wildlife species were not considered in the LHR from these and other lists that should have been evaluated?


How does the project provide mature stands of deciduous and conifer forest habitats for the elk species in the area? How does the project provide important elk habitat components such as elk security; elk habitat effectiveness, moist areas (wallows, etc.); winter range; hiding cover; thermal cover; migration routes, and staging areas? How do the project (and cumulative activities) directly or indirectly affect elk habitat components, number of cows, elk populations or elk trends?


What techniques are used to determine elk populations or population trends? To what degree do these techniques determine the number of elk existing in an area, or merely determine the number of elks killed in an area or some other surrogate measure? (The same applies for all game species). What are the actual elk populations and population trends in the area and DNF (The same applies for all game species).


What is the carrying capacity of elk in the southern region and in the DNF? What effect do these steep one year declines have on the viability of elk? How are the trends for elk slightly up in the DNF when population estimates are down? (The same concerns apply to mule deer, although the amount of the decline is less).


To what degree are bag limits based on "political" input? How does this affect elk viability? (The same applies for all game species).


How do all of these factors cumulatively impact elk populations?


What does "potentially" suitable habitat mean? What does "potentially" mean? (This applies to all species for which habitat is so described in the LHR). 


How are "fragmentation, incompatible use of land resources (eg timber, water, rangelands) and disturbances by humans" affecting mule deer populations and mule deer population trends in the area?


What are the impacts of the project and other cumulative activities on such flicker habitat? How was this determined? How will flicker populations and population trends be affected? 


How will the project impact flicker activities such as food gathering, creating nests, mating, 


territory defense and other aspects of flicker's lives?


Are the surveys that have been conducted applicable to a wide portion of the DNF? With any certainty? Has thorough monitoring been completed?


What baseline information will be used for the flicker? 


Mature and old growth forests should be protected in the project area.


Turkeys were only transplanted on lands across much of the state as recently as 1983. The FS should analyze the impact of the project on the turkey transplantation program and the overall viability of turkeys.


 


 


 


Sincerely yours,


Michael T. Garrity


Executive Director


Alliance for the Wild Rockies


P.O. Box 505


Helena MT 59624


And for the


The Ecology Center


801 Sherwood Suite D


Missoula MT 59802


And for


Scott Berry


The Aquarius Escalante Foundation


9 Exchange Place, Suite 900


Salt Lake City, Utah 84111


And for


Sara Johnson


Native Ecosystems Council


P.O. Box 125


Willow Creek, MT 59760
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