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To: Chris Moyer
c/o Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forest
1008 Highway 64
Kamiah, ID 83536

Re: 2026 Blowdown Emergency Project

Comments submitted electronically:
https://cara.fs2c.usda.gov/Public/Commentinput ?Project=328084

Dear Mr. Moyer,

On behalf of Glacier-Two Medicine, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the US Forest
Service (USFS) Northern Region’s 2026 Blowdown Emergency Project.

The USFS has proposed a massive emergency salvage logging effort in response to two weather
events, one in December 2025 and the second in March 2026. The proposed activities would
allow the USFS to salvage trees felled or damaged by winds during these two events across six
national forests in Montana and Idaho. The USFS claims these events are “catastrophic” and
that it must act quickly to address the risk that the blowdowns could foster beetle or
woodboring insect epidemics or contribute to wildfire via increased fuel loading. Urgent action,
the USFS claims, is also necessary to capture economic value of the downed timber and address
risks the blowdown or damaged trees present to life and property.

The situation is so urgent, the USFS claims, it is invoking emergency authorizations,
authorizations that allow the work to start before environmental analysis or consultation with
Tribal Nations, the US Fish and Wildlife Service, or affected states is complete. These
emergency authorizations substantially curtail information disclosure to the public, and public
participation in the process. This rush job will certainly cause information to be overlooked and
analyses missed that would improve the project. The result will be poorer, not better,
stewardship of the public’s national forests, including avoidable repercussions of resources and
budgets. While Glacier-Two Medicine Alliance recognizes that salvage logging can be a socially
appropriate and economically beneficial response to natural disasters like these wind events or
wildfire, salvage is not an ecologically neutral activity. Care and forethought must be applied to



each situation to assess the impacts to other resources, including soils, waters, vegetation, and
wildlife, and the long-term tradeoffs between the ecological benefits of these natural
disturbances, however severe, and the impacts to other forest management priorities. In our
comments below, we identify just a few of the issues salvage logging can create which need to
be analyzed, as well as our thoughts on the inappropriate application of cited emergency
authorizations to this project. We wish we could offer more comprehensive and substantive
feedback, but the 7-day comment period precludes us from having a meaningful opportunity to
do so.

In summary, we generally support salvage logging in areas of the forest that are suitable for
timber and within an existing road network, developed recreation sites, or locations where life /
human safety are at immediate risk. However, we are concerned that this rushed proposal
could lead to expansive new road building and logging across the six national forests, including
in inventoried roadless areas, recommended Wilderness, Wild and Scenic River corridors or
eligible watersheds, and other sensitive sites not currently suitable for timber production, or
lead to adverse impacts on wildlife and fisheries. We urge the USFS to withdraw this rushed
proposal, complete necessary surveys to determine the actual scope of the blowdown, and
develop a new proposal that focuses on areas within the existing road network and suitable
timber base for each forest where the December 2025 and March 2026 wind events are known
to have occurred.

About Glacier-Two Medicine Alliance

Glacier-Two Medicine Alliance is a local, community-centered conservation organization whose
mission is “to protect and connect the Badger-Two Medicine and surrounding Crown of the
Continent ecosystem, and foster its shared stewardship.” Our mission area includes portions of
the Flathead National Forest affected by this project proposal. Glacier-Two Medicine Alliance
and our nearly 2,000 supporters are deeply invested in maintaining the ecological integrity and
remaining wild places within the Flathead National Forest, conserving the fish and wildlife that
depend on these lands and waters, and engaging communities in their stewardship and quiet
enjoyment. We have a long history of commenting and engaging in national forest
management activities on the Flathead National Forest. We are based in East Glacier Park,
Montana on the lands of the Blackfeet Nation.

Comments on Purpose and Need for Action
. Inadequacy of Notice, including errors

While GTMA appreciates the opportunity for public comment on this project, the notice of the
proposed project is wholly inadequate for the public to do so in the manner requested:
“to provide substantive comments that meaningfully inform consideration of reasonably
foreseeable impacts on the human environment, the resulting significance



determination, decisions on how to proceed (alternatives), or compliance with

applicable laws, executive orders, and regulations of this proposal.”?
The June 22" notice contains almost no information on the scale of the blowdowns, where the
blowdowns are located, resources that may be affected, how the work will be paid for, or how
many miles of temporary roads may be built and where. Only extremely generic descriptions of
how the work may occur, which is basically every type of method possible: “ground-based,
tethered, skyline, or aerial logging systems”? is provided. To reiterate, the proposed action
makes no meaningful attempt to succinctly describe the affected environment,? it simply
describes the political geography of where the work could occur. Even the full citation defining
what qualifies as eligible blowdown (Krist et al. 2014) is not provided, leaving the public to
guess if they have identified the correct paper, which we could not. The first “Krist et al. 2014”
paper that came up in Google discusses engaging primary care patients in medical settings,
clearly incorrect. A search of Google Scholar for “Krist + Blowdown + 2014” returned zero
results.

The lack of information makes it extremely difficult to provide substantive comments
requested, and undermines the purpose of public comment. So too does a 7-day public
comment period, one that does not appear to have been notified through email or the papers
in a timely fashion (the project is dated June 22; neither of us nor any of our colleagues
received email notification despite being subscribed to various USFS news alerts. One of us
discovered this on the FS website on 6/23. The Daily InterLake, the paper of record for Flathead
County whose coverage includes the Flathead National Forest, did not post a story until June
25%: the lack of notification is part of a troubling pattern of reducing transparency and places
the onus on the public to find the information the USFS used to provide). Improperly notifying
the public and providing a mere 7-day public comment period is a missed opportunity for the
USFS to gain valuable information from the public, including information on the location of the
blowdowns, that could improve the ability of the USFS to achieve the purpose and need in a
manner that doesn’t cause unintended consequences and long-term ramifications to other
resources. The public notice didn’t even include maps of the areas of the forests that were
affected by the wind events and subject to this authorization (i.e. the project area).

Despite the total lack of meaningful information about the project, the proposed action claims
that “this project has been designed to avoid or minimize potential impact on other
resources.”* The use of the past tense here is farcical. The Purpose and Need contains no
analysis of any kind. It does not even list potentially affected resources, let alone pretend to
analyze them. It contains no design features to minimize impacts to resources. The proposal
does not even identify one specific location where the work might take place or example of
how it may be conducted. In fact, it’s clear that the USFS does not know the exact locations
where the blowdown occurred, the number of acres affected individually or cumulatively, or

! Cover Letter, Public Notice and Opportunity for Comment, p. 2
2 Purpose and Ned p.

37 CFR Sec. 1b.5(3)

4 Purpose and Need, p. 6



severity. The Scope of Analysis sections states “As this is a response to an emergency, specific
defined areas are not currently available. More reconnaissance will take place this summer
(2026) both on the ground and aerially, to identify the areas that need treatment.” Surely the
USFS has some sense of this impact it could release to the public, otherwise how can the USFS —
or the public — evaluate whether the wind events caused sufficiently “catastrophic” impacts to
warrant this emergency action?

The Purpose and Need also contains substantive errors in fact. Figure 2 provides a table with
the acres suitable for timber production, areas not suitable for timber production but where
salvage may be allowable under the current forest plan, and acres of Wilderness where no
treatments will occur. The acres listed as suitable for timber production for the Flathead
National Forest, the only one we reviewed as it is the Forest we work on, is flat wrong. The
correct number is 465,200, NOT 1,202,600.° A simple review of the Forest Plan that this project
is supposed to be compliant with would have provided accurate numbers. This significant error,
on top of all the other concerns noted in our comments, causes one to question other shortcuts
this analysis will take.

The USFS doesn’t need to conduct a rush job. Both the Kootenai and Flathead National Forests
have already released proposed at least two salvage projects each® in response to these wind
events that provide maps, site specific information in a more transparent manner. Clearly this
blanket emergency authorization is not necessary. Nor is it not clear how this authorization will
affect the Rad Reid or the two projects cited on the Kootenai National Forest.

The USFS should withdraw this hastily crafted proposed action, conduct the reconnaissance
necessary this summer to inform a preliminary analysis, and then construct a more substantive
and thorough proposed action, consult with Tribal Nations and the USFWS, and seek public
input before issuing a Record of Decision or beginning any work.

1. Inaccurate Application of President Trump’s Emergency Disaster Declarations.

The Purpose and Need misrepresents President Trump's disaster declarations for Idaho and
Montana:
“In December 2025, Montana and Idaho were affected by a severe straight-line wind
event. Additional wind events in March 2026 caused more damage. In April 2026,
President Trump declared a major disaster in all affected Montana and Idaho counties.””’

> USDA Forest Service (2018). Flathead National Forest Land Management Plan, Table 20, p. 72.

% See, for example, the Getner Again Blowdown Salvage (Project Summary #287484) and Ewe Bend Blowdown
Salvage (Project Summary #334174), both available on the Kootenai National Forest Project page on 6.27.26; the
Rad Reid Blowdown Salvage (Project Summary #302693) and Coal Banks Salvage (Project Summary #342314) on
the Flathead National Forest project page, last accessed 06.29.2026.

7 Purpose and Need, p. 5
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The Purpose and Need indicates that President Trump’s declaration covered both the
December and March wind events when in fact it did not. President Trump’s emergency
declaration covered only the straight-line wind events of December 2025. The April 11
declaration for Idaho applied to “areas affected by straight-line winds from December 16 — 18,
2025.”8 The declaration for Montana, also on April 11, reads similarly: “areas affected by a
severe winter storm and straight-line winds December 17 - 18, 2025.° A search of the FEMA
website, state of Idaho and state of Montana websites, and general news coverage found no
references to federal disaster declaration or assistance applying to any wind events from March
2026 in either Idaho or Montana. The Purpose and Need misleads the public about the severity
of the March wind events and inappropriately authorizes actions that would be taken in
response to those wind events as a necessary and logical response to President Trump's
disaster declarations. The effect is to create a greater sense of an emergency amongst the
public than authorities have actually declared or facts on the ground likely is warranted.

1l. Improper Application of the Emergency Situation Determination

The Blowdown Emergency project improperly applies Secretary Rollins’ Emergency Situation
Determination of April 3, 2025. First, the Secretary’s determination is invalid. The Secretarial
Memo that created it did not “examine all relevant information” necessary to determine that
“immediate implementation” of authorized emergency actions are necessary across the
massive portion of the national forests to which it is applied, certainly not to provide “[r]elief
from hazards threatening human health and safety” or mitigate “threats to natural resources
on National Forest System land or adjacent land.”1° The Secretary memo was primarily focused
on implementing Executive Order 14225, aimed at boosting timber production on federal lands.*!
Additionally, the natural resource information referenced in the Secretary’s determination does not
establish an emergency within the meaning of the statute. That information helps guide general risk
assessments on the National Forest System, not determine where “immediate implementation” of

8 See,”President Donald J. Trump Approves Major Disaster Declaration for Idaho” (April 11, 2026) Federal
Emergency Management Agency. https://www.fema.gov/press-release/20260411/president-donald-j-trump-
approves-major-disaster-declaration-idaho, last referenced 6.27.26; and, “President Trump Approves Disaster
Declarations for Idaho” (April 15. 2026) State of Idaho: Office of Emergency Management, available at
https://ioem.idaho.gov/president-trump-approves-disaster-declaration-for-idaho/, last referenced 6.27.26;

9 “President Donald J. Trump Approves Major Disaster Declaration for Montana.” (April 11, 2026). Federal
Emergency Management Agency, https://www.fema.gov/press-release/20260411/president-donald-j-trump-
approves-major-disaster-declaration-montana, last accessed 6.27.26. “President Trump Approves Governor
Gianforte’s Federal Disaster Declarations” (April 13, 2026). Office of the Governor, state of Montana,
https://news.mt.gov/Governors-Office/President-Trump-Approves-Governor-Gianfortes-Federal-Disaster-
Declarations.

1996 U.s.C. § 6592¢(a)(2)(A) & (B).

1 Secretary’s Memorandum 1078-006, p. 1. This faulty foundation is further demonstrated by the Acting Associate
Forest Service Chief’s Letter of April 3, 2025, “Implementation of Secretarial Memo 1078-006.” It instructs Regional
Foresters to implement the Memo by immediately developing strategies “to increase their timber volume offered,
leading to an agency wide increase of 25% over the next 4-5 years,” more aggressively solicit timber sales, and sell
timber at lower prices.
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action is needed to achieve the two results quoted above. The result is an emergency situation
determination that covers nearly 60% of the Forest System lands, a massively overbroad
determination that is not justified by the facts.

Furthermore, the Secretary’s determination was made in response to supposedly existing
conditions at the time of the memo’s publication and as such, intended to apply to addressing
those conditions. The two wind events at issue here clearly occurred after the date of that
determination. Even if the Emergency Situation Determination could be lawfully applied to
future events, which it does not, it is not clear that it can be applied to these events. The
Secretary’s memo states “To be eligible to use this authority, at least 50 percent of the
treatment areas supporting this authorized emergency action must be within the designated
areas.”*? Plainly, we do not know whether at least 50 percent of the treatments will occur
within designated areas because we do not know where any of the treatments will occur. Until
the USFS conducts a thorough reconnaissance and publishes a list of proposed treatment sites
and acreages, the determination of whether the analysis can proceed pursuant to the
emergency authorizations in the in Section 40807 of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act
is premature and unlawful.

V. Salvage Logging Can Have Negative Ecological Effects That Must be Considered

As noted above, GTMA recognizes that salvage logging can be an acceptable management
action, especially in areas suitable for timber production. However, salvage logging is not an
ecologically benign or neutral activity. Salvage logging has been widely shown to have harmful
effects on the ecological integrity of the forest and the wildlife species therein. These effects
are likely to be greater if the logging is done hastily and without proper analysis. Salvage
logging may also impact existing recreational use of an area, and may impact other social or
cultural resources. All of these impacts must be considered and evaluated against any
perceived benefit of the salvage logging.

The potential impacts of salvage logging, which removes trees and other woody material from
sites following a natural disturbance like these wind events, are myriad. Lindenmeyer and Noss
identified three broad suites of effects, including altered structural complexity of forest stands,
altered ecological processes and functions, and altered species and community composition, 3
all of which need to be analyzed and accounted for. The Montana Department of Natural
Resources and Conservation publishes a guide to post-disturbance logging. The DNRC warns
that salvage logging can have undesirable impacts depending on the equipment used, the

12 UsDA Office of the Secretary (April 3, 2025). Secretary’s Memorandum 1078-006: Increasing Timber Production
and Designating an Emergency Situation on National Forest Lands, p. 3.

13 Lindenmayer, D.B. and Noss, R.F. 2006. Salvage Logging, Ecosystem Processes, and Biodiversity Conservation.
Conservation Biology 20 (4): 949-958. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2006.00497.xDigital Object Identifier
(DOI). NOTE: This article is free to read at this site:
https://conbio.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2006.00497.x



https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2006.00497.xDigital
https://conbio.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2006.00497.x

timing of the salvage, and site-specific conditions.* The DNRC recommends leaving snags to
benefit wildlife, provide shade and shelter for seedlings, coarse woody debris to the soil, and to
moderate soil temperatures.®®

Some of the specific ecological impacts identified in the literature include: soil compaction,
increased erosion, increased sedimentation to streams, modification of hydrological regimes,
altered patterns of landscape heterogeneity, and changes in carnivore site selection.® Salvage
logging reduces standing snags, contributing to declines in cavity-nesting birds.’” Mechanical
treatments compact soils and remove organic material. The combination can increase topsoil
erosion and runoff, increase soil temperatures, and decrease woody debris that retains soil
moisture.®® In turn, soil damage harms aquatic habitat by increasing sedimentation. Loss of
canopy cover can increase water temperatures. Windthrow can be a source of woody debris
that provide nutrients to streams and hiding places for fish, invertebrates or amphibians.*®

The USFS notice claims that salvage logging is necessary to prevent insect outbreaks. In a
review of the scientific literature on whether salvage logging mitigates future disturbance, the
authors found that in 96 studies reviewed, salvage logging was shown to reduce bark beetle
host trees and connectivity, but they found little evidence that salvage logging had any
mitigatable effect on outbreaks, which were largely driven by landscape-scale factors.?°
Similarly, salvage logging has mixed effects on preventing future wildfires or reducing the
severity should one occur. While salvage logging can reduce total fuels in the system by
removing standing trees and ladder fuels, it tends to leave more ground fuels in the form of
slash or via mechanical abrasion of downed material, contributing to increased drying of the
forest, and increased windspeed, all of which contribute to increased fire severity and size
should a fire start.?! Early seral species naturally returning to the site, or dense restocking of
conifers, may make a site more susceptible to fire sooner than if salvage had not been
conducted.??

14 Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation. Post-fire landscape recovery guide: Landscape
recovery information and resources for Montana landowners. Note: File is too large too upload but is available at
this link: https://prod-dnrc.mt.gov/MT-Forest-Info/Forest-Health/Documents/Postfire-Landowner-Guide.pdf
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16 pid.

17 Hutto, R.L., Gallo, S.M. 2006. The effects of postfire salvage logging on cavity-nesting birds. The Condor:
Ornithological Applications, Volume 108, Issue 4, Pages 817—831. https://doi.org/10.1093/condor/108.4.817

18 Karr, J. R.; Rhodes, JJ; Minshall, GW; Hauer, F. Richard; Beschta, R. L.; Frissell, C. A.; and Perry, D. A., "The Effects
of Postfire Salvage Logging on Aquatic Ecosystems in the American West" (2004). Biological Sciences Faculty
Publications. 54. https://scholarworks.umt.edu/biosci pubs/54
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20 Leverkus, A.B., Buma, B., Wagenbrenner, J., Burton, P., Lingua, E., marzano, R., and Thorn, S. 2021. Tamm
review: Does salvage logging mitigate subsequent forest disturbances? Forest Ecology and Management 481:
118721
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Ironically, salvage logging wind-thrown trees can actually increase the susceptibility of the
remaining forest to future windthrow. Salvage logging increases windspeed (fewer trees to
dampen wind speeds) as well as the extent of forest edges most vulnerable to windthrow.?3
Thus, how forest managers respond to these disturbance events could make similar events in
the future more, not less, destructive to forest canopy conditions.

While salvage logging can provide a source of timber, Prestemon and Holmes?* found that it
can lead to a massive influx of logs into the market all at once. This oversupply can suppress
prices, reducing profitability for everyone involved in the timber market, including those not
involved in the salvage. Furthermore, logging wind-felled trees often requires special
equipment and safety measures that standard logging practices do not, resulting in increased
costs and reduced profitability.2> The USFS needs to consider market effects when determining
how much total blowdown timber to salvage (total board feet), which ones, their location
relative to mills, and the timing of the contracts.

Salvage logging can alter carnivore communities and hinder species that require structurally
complex landscapes. For example, generalists like coyotes (Canis latrans) or weasels (Mustela
spp.) may select more open habitats, species that prefer closed canopy like Canada lynx (Lynx
Canadensis) tend to avoid areas that have been salvaged after a disturbance.?® This is likely due
to the loss of understory vegetation required by their preferred prey species, snowshoe hare.
Lynx in Colorado preferentially selected stands with large amounts of beetle kill trees (i.e.
overstory mortality) where understory regeneration provided horizontal cover snowshoe hare
require.?” Blowdown can be a source of beneficial horizontal cover for snowshoe hare and
other species which will be lost if salvaged. Watts et al. recommend locating avoiding salvage
in areas of high lynx activity and to minimize any impacts on understory cover from salvage
activities.?® Salvage logging can also reduce the density of fisher (Pekania pennant), a species of
conservation concern in much of the forests affected by this proposed action.?®

2 Ibid

24 Prestemon, J.P. Holmes, T.P. 2008. Timber salvage economics. IN: "The Economics of Forest

Disturbances: Wildfires, Storms, and Invasive Species" T. P. Holmes et al. (eds.). Springer Science. 167-190.

2 Ibid

26 yiolkmann , LA, and Hodges, KE. 2024. Effects of burn severity and postfire salvage logging on carnivore
communities in montane forests. Journal of Mammalogy, Volume 105, Issue 2, April 2024, Pages 390—403,
https://doi.org/10.1093/jmammal/gyad135

27 Watts, A., Squires, J.R., Holbrook, J., Ivan, J., Olson, L.E.E., McDonald, P., Self, K. 2021. Forest understories
became the story: Lynx, bark beetle mortality, and salvage logging. Science Bulletins and Newsletters. Rocky
Mountain Research Station Issue 48.

28 Watts, A., Squires, J.R., , Holbrook, J., Ivan, J., Olson, L.E.E., McDonald, P., Self, K. 2021. Forest understories
became the story: Lynx, bark beetle mortality, and salvage logging. Science Bulletins and Newsletters. Rocky
Mountain Research Station Issue 48.

29 Green, D.S., Martin, M.E., Powell, R.A., McGregor, E.L., Gabriel, Mourad, W., Pilgrim, K.L., Schwartz, M.K., and
Matthews, S.M. 2022. Mixed-severity wildfire and salvage logging affect the populations of a forest-dependent
carnivoran and a competitor. https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.3877
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The key takeaway from this concise review is that salvage logging is not an ecologically neutral
activity. While it can provide valuable timber for markets, it may have little mitigating effect or
even be counterproductive, in preventing or reducing the risk of future disturbance like wildfire
and beetle outbreaks.3° Careful, site specific evaluation rather than broad-scale determinations
is necessary to ensure the mitigations selected do not create unintentional or unforeseen
future problems for forest managers.

V. Issues that Need to be Analyzed, at a Minimum

To minimize the potential for unintended or uninformed consequences to the ecosystem, to
social and cultural resources, and to the Forest’s budget, the USFS must disclose the following
information and analyze the following issues, at a minimum. (Note, due to the lack of project
information provided and short timeline for comment, we can only offer a preliminary list of
issues to analyze; certainly others exist).

Project Locations and Acreages

e Clarify how USFS will determine whether the blowdown occurred from the straight-line
wind events in December 2025, or other wind events in March 2026. These were far
from the only significant weather and wind events this winter in our region, or in recent
prior years. How will the USFS determine which trees blew down or were damaged in
the two events at issue versus which ones blew down or were damaged in other
weather events. Without a careful, and clear process to determine which trees blew
down when, this decision could easily be abused or misapplied to authorize salvage any
blowdown.

® Provide the total acreage by Forest that actually suffered blowdown or wind damage in
December 2025 and March 2026, including which of those could be treated according to
each respective Forest Plan.

e Determine the characteristics of affected stands to inform future management. What is
the species composition, age class, and management history of each blowdown? Which
percentage of blowdowns are within, partially or entirely, sites previously treated by
forest management activities and which percentage are located in places that have not
been subject of active forest management (i.e. logging), at least within the past 50
years. Our observations, including those supplied to us by GTMA supporters or
colleagues, strongly suggest that recently logged areas were most susceptible to
blowdown. Compiling information on the affected stands by species composition, age
class of treatment (i.e. 0-5 years ago, 6 — 20 years ago, more than 20 years ago), type of
treatment (i.e. seed tree, commercial thin, pre-commercial thin, etc.), and forest type

30 Leverkus, A.B., Buma, B., Wagenbrenner, J., Burton, P., Lingua, E., marzano, R., and Thorn, S. 2021. Tamm
review: Does salvage logging mitigate subsequent forest disturbances? Forest Ecology and Management
481:118721



(i.e. lodgepole dominant, mixed conifer, etc.) would be a learning opportunity to inform
the selection and design of future forest management that could help reduce severe
wind events, which are predicted to continue to increase in frequency due to climate
change.

Road Construction, Rehabilitation, and Decommissioning

Provide locations and length of any temporary roads proposed to be built, how they will
be paid for, and how they will be decommissioned. The full effects of the temporary
roads on soils, water, vegetation, and wildlife must be analyzed. This must include
potential long-term loss of habitat security or quality, especially where the roads occur
in core grizzly bear habitat, bull trout or lynx critical habitat or elk or mule deer winter
range. Temporary roads, even when decommissioned, still create a linear clearing
through the forest. Temporary roads facilitate both non-motorized and motorized
access, especially by over snow vehicles, long after their decommissioned, creating on-
going loss of habitat security and increase in human-caused mortality for species like
grizzly bears, elk and mule deer. All temporary roads should be made hydrologically
neutral, disconnected from the watershed, and obliterated within the 3-year timeframe.
Disclose whether any closed or decommissioned roads may be opened as part of this
project, where, how many miles, and whether they will be closed, rendered impassable,
rehabilitated, obliterated or otherwise decommissioned within the same 3-year
timeframe as temporary roads indicated in the proposed action. Any change in road
status within the four recovery zones for grizzly bears must be evaluated consistent with
respective Forest Plan direction and the Conservation Strategy for the respective grizzly
bear population (e.g. Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem, Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem,
Selkirk and Bitterroot).

Timber Harvest Volumes and Implementation

Provide estimates of total board feet of commercial timber, and other products that will
be generated for each treatment, as well as in total for each forest under this
authorization.

Evaluate how the board feet harvested, combined with other timber projects, may
affect each Forests ability to meet their annual average timber harvest objectives
outlined in their respective forest plans. Analyze whether this project could force the
Forests to delay other timber management projects either to remain aligned with Forest
Plan direction or because of distortions in the market the salvage creates.

Clarify how the treatments will be paid for and managed, and by whom. In other words,
which ones will be conducted by USFS crews at USFS expense, which ones will be
contracted, which ones may occur under Good Neighbor Authority or Tribal Forest
Protection Act or other shared stewardship agreements with state or Tribes.

Clarify whether each treatment to be contracted will be contracted through a
competitive bid or will other means of awarding contracts be utilized.

Evaluate the market demand for the projected timber and whether local mills have the
capacity to process it.



e Disclose how each proposed treatment may affect on-going or anticipated forest
management in that general project area. In other words, will salvage occur in areas
where forest management is occurring according to an existing decision, or where
management activities are being planned currently? How will the salvage, if it proceeds,
affect these other management activities?

Assess Impacts to Special Administrative / Designated Areas

e Disclose how much of the blowdowns occurred in recommended Wilderness,
Inventoried Roadless Areas, and Wild and Scenic River Corridors; how many of these
sites may be treated, and how such treatments will comply with forest plan direction
and other laws and authorities, including the Roadless Area Conservation Rule which
limits commercial harvest to small diameter trees.

® Analyze the effects such treatments may have on wilderness characteristics and
eligibility for designation as Wilderness by Congress, on outstandingly remarkable values
for designated and eligible Wild and Scenic River corridors, and roadless area
characteristics.

Assess Impacts to Fish and Wildlife

e Potential effects to all threatened, endangered species and candidate species pursuant
to the Endangered Species Act, including but not limited to, Canada lynx, bull trout,
grizzly bear, whitebark pine, wolverine, water howellia, Meltwater Lednian Stonefly, and
Western Glacier Stonefly, Suckley’s Cuckoo Bumble Bee, and Monarch butterfly. Though
the lack of information makes it hard to predict, this project is certain to affect, and
likely to adversely effect, listed species if the widespread catastrophic characterization
and anticipated response is accurate. Much of the Flathead National Forest is within one
of six federally listed recovery zones for grizzly bears, provides core habitat for grizzly
bears, and designated critical habitat for Canada Lynx and bull trout, as well as habitat
for other listed species. These projects could fragment habitat, or lead to more human
caused disturbance. Consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service must consider
the totality of the actions to be undertaken as part of this project, and not each
individual action on its own.

e Potential effects to species of conservation concern, including state listed species.
Particular attention should be given to plants and animals that rely on disturbed areas,
dense forest cover, or beetle or woodboring insects.

e Potential effects on song birds, especially those that rely on closed forest cover that may
be lost or diminished due to salvage.

e Potential effects on snag retention and potential loss of nesting or roosting sites for
avifauna by harvesting wind-damaged trees, including woodpeckers and goshawks.

Effects on Other Natural Resources
e Potential effects on soil compaction and loss of soil moisture from the removal of the
blowdown, including by mechanical or future wind and moisture exposure.



e Potential effects on water quality, quantity and aquatic habitat. Removing blowdown,
which opens up the forest floor, could decrease water retention on land, increase
sedimentation, and speed runoff.

e Potential spread of noxious weeds. Appropriate prevention, monitoring and response
should be incorporated into every treatment design and contract.

Assess Impacts to Recreation
e Potential impacts on existing recreation sites and opportunities. Clearing hazards
around campgrounds, developed recreation sites, roads, routes and trails is entirely
appropriate. However, spatial clearing may result in changes in recreational use that
could affect other users or the environment, such as expanded motorized recreation,
especially over snow vehicles, in areas not open to such use. These effects must be
considered and managed.

VI. Opportunity for Learning

If the windthrow disturbance is as widespread as the USFS believes, this project creates a great
opportunity for the USFS to learn about the effects of blowdown and salvage on forest wildlife
and future disturbance. The USFS should work with agency and university researchers to
investigate how affected forest types recover, including both controls (no salvage logging) and
various intensities of salvage logging. This could help forest managers learn how managing one
disturbance may or may not affect future disturbances and thus develop more informed
strategies to promote recovery and resilience of national forests in the face of shifting
environmental conditions.

VII.  Tribal Consultation First

Tribal Nations whose traditional territory, treaty rights, and sovereign interests may be affected
by this project should be consulted prior to initiation of any action under this project
authorization.

VIIl. Request for On-Going Public Disclosure

Should the Blowdown Emergency project proceed, we respectfully request that each individual

Forest notify the public of each location where it is decided that treatments under this
authority will occur. Site specific maps and information should be provided with this



notification. The Kootenai National Forest was already providing such information prior to the
Northern Region’s issuance of the Blowdown Emergency Project.3!

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment and for your consideration of our comments.
If you have any questions about our comments, please do not hesitate to contact us. Please
include us on any future announcements regarding this project, as well as any other projects
affecting Region 1 or any of its successor jurisdictions.

Sincerely,

Peter Metcalf

Executive Director

Glacier-Two Medicine Alliance
East Glacier Park, MT
peter@glaciertwomedicine.org
406-434-6223

O G CGada

Anne Carlson, Ph.D.

Associate Director of Conservation
Glacier-Two Medicine Alliance

East Glacier Park, MT
Anne.Carlson@glaciertwomedicinealliance.org
406-548-7964

31 See, for example, the Getner Again Blowdown Salvage (Project Summary #287484) and Ewe Bend Blowdown
Salvage (Project Summary #334174), both available on the Kootenai National Forest Project page on 6.27.26
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