The Ecology Center, Inc.�801 Sherwood Street, Suite B�Missoula, MT 59802�(406) 728-5733�(406) 728-9432 fax�ecocenter@wildrockies.org


April 15, 2004��Northern Rockies Lynx Amendment, 


USDA Forest Service Northern Region


P.O. Box 7669


Missoula, Montana 59807


�Transmitted via email--please acknowledge receipt!





To Whom It May Concern:





These are comments on the Northern Rockies Lynx Amendment (NRLA) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), on behalf of the Ecology Center and the Alliance for the Wild Rockies.





We are disappointed that the Proposed Action would weaken, rather than strengthen, the habitat protections and standards contained in the Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (LCAS). Based on our review and comments on dozens of timber sales and other project proposals in the Northern Region, the LCAS has resulted in few if any conservation measures for projects than those that would have been included without the LCAS. The Forest Service (FS) and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) remain in denial of the fact that their failures to correctly manage habitat across the range of the Canada lynx—not just their failures to have protective standards in Land and Resource Management Plans (LRMPs)—are the reasons why listing of the lynx under the ESA occurred. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has stated that the present LRMPs constitute a “taking” of lynx under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), and the NRLA’s Proposed Action does little to alleviate that problem.





We strongly advocate for the designation of critical habitat as a part of the NRLA process. Failure to do so would not satisfy the requirements of the ESA and would allow adverse impacts to continue in habitat that may be of utmost importance to lynx recovery.





As far as we’re aware, at no time has the FS or BLM determined minimum viable population numbers nor population distribution, nor the minimum amount and spatial arrangement of habitat necessary to maintain viable populations of lynx in the Northern Rockies. The NRLA continues the government’s inadequate efforts to do so.





The FS has, to our knowledge, an especially dismal record of managing lynx habitat. One of the LCAS requirements has been to meet old-growth standards set in the present LRMPs. Unfortunately, the FS has failed to meet LRMP old-growth standards, does not keep accurate old-growth inventories, and has not monitored population trends in response to management activities as required by LRMPs and NFMA (Juel, 2003).





The NRLA fails to use the best available scientific information to restore, protect, and maintain lynx habitat. Many recommendations in Ruggiero et al., 2000a (as cited in the DEIS’s reference section) were ignored.





The NRLA fails to identify the “desired future condition” for lynx populations and lynx habitat in the Northern Rockies. Since “desired future condition” is such a popular buzzword for vegetative conditions and patterns in project EAs and EISs, the failure to identify the “desired future condition” for lynx populations and lynx habitat in the Northern Rockies is nonsensical.





The Proposed Action fails to adequately limit motorized recreation, logging, livestock grazing, thinning, and fire suppression. The loopholes it allows for logging would result in unquantifiable take of lynx.





The NRLA fails to adequately disclose the impacts of the government’s ongoing and ecologically damaging fire suppression policies. Until the government achieves a sane wildland fire policy free of political exploitation, fire suppression would result in unquantifiable take of lynx.





The FS and BLM continue to feed a social expectation that fire “salvage” is a legitimate land management activity. However, post-fire logging adversely affects lynx foraging habitat. The definition of “salvage” denotes saving something from going to waste. To consider trees killed or otherwise affected, directly or indirectly, by the natural process of wildland fire—a process that is vital in sustaining the ecosystem and its interlinked components—to be “wasted” if allowed to play out their functions is the antithesis to “ecosystem management.” The entire notion of “salvage” as it pertains to forest management is a hoax—a scam to mislead the public into accepting ecosystem damage under the guise of “management.” The reason why post-fire logging is so controversial is that bureaucrats, in responding to artificially-created social expectations, are playing politics with our public forests.





The FS has admitted that the use of database habitat information, as this DEIS relies upon, 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, 2000c).





The DEIS does not adequately analyze the economic benefits of restoring forests to ecologically sustainable conditions. Clean water, non-motorized recreation, clean air, hunting, fishing—all are activities or resources best served or found on public lands in the Northern Rockies.





The DEIS also fails to attribute adequate value of roadless and wilderness areas for lynx.





The cumulative effects of continued motorized access on public lands is not adequately considered in the DEIS. Such continued motorized access would result in unquantifiable take of lynx.��


Thank you for considering our comments. Please keep us on the mailing list to receive all future correspondences concerning this proposal.


Sincerely,


And on behalf of:


/s/					Michael Garrity				


Alliance for the Wild Rockies 			


Jeff Juel				P.O. Box 505					


Helena, Montana 59624 			


406-459-5936		
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