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APPENDIX D:  PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT – PILOT JOE DEMONSTRATION PROJECT EA 

Written comments received in response to the Pilot Joe Demonstration Project EA were 

reviewed by the interdisciplinary team and responsible official and substantive comments are 

addressed below. 

Substantive Comments are those that: 

 Provide new information pertaining to the Proposed Action or an alternative; 

 Identify a new relevant issue or expand on an existing issue; 

 Identify a different way (alternative) to meet the purpose and need; 

 Identify a specific flaw in the analysis; 

 Ask a specific relevant question that can be meaningfully answered or referenced; 

 Identify an additional source of credible research, which if utilized, could result in 

different effects.  

 

Non-substantive comments are those that: 

 Primarily focus on personal values or opinions; 

 simply provide or identify a preference for an alternative considered; 

 Restate existing management direction, laws, or policies that were utilized in the design 

and analysis of the project (or provide a personal interpretation of such); 

 Provide comment that is considered outside of the scope of the analysis (not consistent or 

in compliance with current laws and policies, is not relevant to the specific project 

proposal, or is outside of the Responsible Officials decision space); 

 Lack sufficient specificity to support a change in the analysis or permit a meaningful 

response, or are composed of general or vague statements not supported by real data or 

research.  

COMMENT ANALYSIS 

This section contains comments received and the BLM’s response to comments.  Some 

comments listed below were received from more than one commenter.  To avoid duplication, 

comment statements with similar content were summarized into one comment statement.  The 

comments and responses are intended to be explanatory in nature and where applicable to guide 

the reader towards analysis or information contained in the Environmental Assessment (EA).   

The proposed action was initiated under  the 1995 Medford District Record of Decision (ROD) and 

Resource Management Plan (RMP), which incorporated the Record of Decision for Amendments to 

Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning Documents Within the Range of the 

Northern Spotted Owl and the Standards and Guidelines for Management of Habitat for Late-

Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl 

(Northwest Forest Plan) (USDA and USDI 1994).  The 1995 Medford District Resource 

Management Plan was later amended by the 2001 Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines 

for Amendments to the Survey and Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures 

Standards and Guidelines, as modified by the 2011 Settlement Agreement.  



Following the March 31, 2011 decision by the United States District Court for the District of 

Columbia in Douglas Timber Operators et al. v. Salazar, which vacated and remanded the 

administrative withdrawal of the Medford District’s 2008 ROD and RMP (2008 RMP), this 

project was evaluated for compliance with the 2008 ROD and RMP.  Based upon this review, we 

have determined that the selected alternative is compliant with the 2008 ROD/RMP, and also 

consistent with the Medford District’s 1995 RMP (under which the project was planned).   

Purpose and Need 

Issue #1:  The purpose and need is arbitrarily narrow and does not allow consideration of 

restoration based on ecology, but focuses on economics and multiple-use. 

Response:  “An agency must state the purpose and need to which the agency is responding in 

proposing an action and alternatives” (40 CFR § 1502.13).  This demonstration project had a 

specific purpose that was not solely based on ecology.  The Secretary of Interior directed the 

Pilot to be a demonstration of the principles of Jerry Franklin and Norm Johnson.   

The overarching purpose and need of the Pilot Joe Demonstration Project is “to demonstrate the 

application of ecosystem restoration principles developed by Drs. Jerry Franklin and Norm 

Johnson…to provide commercially-viable timber sales…and to gauge the degree to which active 

forest management, with a focus on ecosystem restoration, has a broader base of social 

acceptance than traditional management practices” (EA, p. 1-1).  Therefore, the project’s 

Purpose and Need is consistent with the Secretary’s direction, and does not require consideration 

of restoration based solely on ecology. 

Issue #2:  Because only a small part of the landscape is being treated, the project does not meet 

the Secretarial intent to break the legal gridlock. 

Response:  Yes, initially, only a small part of the landscape (approximately 900 acres) is being 

treated, but the objective of being effective on a landscape level means much more treatment is 

probable in upcoming phases of the Pilot.  While the EA does not discuss the limitations in 

developing the initial project under the Secretarial Pilot, the BLM provided such background 

numerous times at public meetings in the development stage of the project.  The key point is that 

the initial treatment units were limited to those acres that were previously cleared with 

environmental surveys, which occurred under a previously offered timber sale.  Those surveys 

take up to two years to complete, and the urgency to have something to demonstrate on the 

ground was paramount.  I believed a lot could be learned from a small initial project, and 

therefore set a goal to have a project in less than 9 months.  The EA (p. 2-2 and 2-3, and 2-20) 

described those acres (approximately 900) that were considered. 

The Middle Applegate watershed contains about 50,000 acres managed by BLM (EA, p. 1-3).  

While Franklin and Johnson provided the principles for restoration, they did not have a specific 

project development process developed.  Working closely with Franklin and Johnson, BLM 

created a landscape analysis process that identified key areas (called Late Successional Emphasis 

Areas or LSEA) that protect valuable dense forest habitat (especially for the northern spotted 

owl).  Restoration of adjacent stands to protect those key areas was given a high priority.  For the 

initial project, BLM utilized approximately 5,000 acres as the planning “landscape”.  Because 

BLM focused on identifying the base acres for the LSEA and on selecting the treatment stands 



that were environmentally cleared, only a small portion of the “landscape” was placed into the 

initial project, leaving one to falsely conjecture that only a small part of the landscape is being 

treated.   

Continued analysis of both dense forest habitat and restoration needs is underway for the full 

Middle Applegate Watershed, beginning with the lands south of the Applegate River.  This 

analysis WILL document the acres of needed restoration and acres prohibited or severely 

curtailed from treatment due to various environmental or logistical (access) issues.  This analysis 

WILL document those areas within the current project area that are in need of restoration, but 

were not selected for the initial project.  This analysis will be available prior to unit selections for 

the next phases of the Pilot.  Because Pilot Joe is only the initial project of the Pilot, conclusions 

about its landscape effectiveness are premature.  

Issue #3:  The project is based on an untested and potentially invalid assumption that the habitat 

effects of wildfire is worse than the habitat effects of logging, and that logging random sites to 

reduce the effects of unpredictable wildfire can provide net benefits to habitat.  

Response:  The project is consistent with both the 2008 and 1995 Medford District Resource 

Management Plans to manage specific lands for timber production whose supporting EISs 

considered the effects of logging and wildfire and tradeoffs between logging and wildfire.   The 

decision to harvest timber on matrix lands was made based on O&C mandates and through the 

land use planning process which allocated these lands to timber production.   Additionally, there 

are no policies in place that would allow these lands to burn naturally (without suppression). 

Therefore, the project is based on valid assumptions. 

Issue #4:  The EA is deficient by making presumptions about historical conditions that are not 

backed by science.  New information, compatible with previous scientific work of the Applegate 

area suggests the Johnson and Franklin approach to restoration would not generally lead to 

restoration relative to historical conditions. 

Response:  The Purpose and Need of the project is to demonstrate the restoration approach of 

Jerry Franklin and Norm Johnson.  While there may be varying opinions about the foundations 

behind the principles of Franklin and Johnson, the project is not about debating the scientific 

foundation (see earlier discussion of Purpose and Need).  The effects of implementing the 

Franklin and Johnson approach are disclosed in the EA.  The project is compliant with the 2008 

Medford RMP.  The Environmental Impact Statement that supports the RMP fully discloses the 

effects of timber harvest.  Therefore, the EA is not deficient.  

Upon further review of the unpublished and non-peer reviewed “new” information 

(Reconstruction of the Historical Composition and Structure of Forests in the Middle Applegate 

Area”, William Baker) BLM and retired Forest Service ecologists as well as others with 

extensive knowledge of stand conditions and the General Land Office Survey data have noted 

numerous discrepancies that are not consistent with the conclusion of the paper.  The reviewers 

noted that if interpreted correctly, the data supports the foundation upon which the Franklin and 

Johnson principles are based.  

Issue #5:  The EA incorrectly implies that high-intensity fire is unnatural and wholly harmful in 

mixed conifer forests. 



Response:  The EA (p. 3-19) acknowledges the range of knowledge about the mixed-severity 

fire regime in which the project area lies.  While some of the references state greater effects are 

apt to result from high-intensity wildfire, other references found the proportion of low to high 

severity fire effects to be comparable to both contemporary and historical proportions of low to 

high fire severity.  Therefore, the EA does not imply that high-intensity fire is unnatural or 

wholly harmful in mixed conifer forests. 

Issue #6:  The rationale for thinning to reduce the risk of high-severity fire impacts is seriously 

overstated as there is only a 2-3% chance that a thinned area (during its effective time of about 

11 years) will be affected by high-severity fire. 

Response:  The calculation leading to the stated conclusion is based on very general assumptions 

about thinning methods and results, stand conditions, fire occurrence, effects, and location and is 

therefore not useful in comparison to the project area which has specific conditions, potential fire 

behavior and fire occurrence.  This comment also focuses solely on thinning to reduce the risk of 

high-severity fire.  The EA (p. 1-3) discloses numerous other rationales for thinning that include:  

conserving and improving survivability of older trees; increasing stand resilience to disturbances 

such as wildfire, disease and insects; enhancing species diversity; accelerating developing of 

structural complexity; and increasing spatial heterogeneity.  Thus, the efficacy of thinning cannot 

be evaluated based on the reduction of high-severity fire, alone.   

In addition, the study (Fire probability, fuel treatment effectiveness and ecological tradeoffs in 

western U.S. public forests.  J.J. Rhodes and W. L. Baker (2008)) that is referenced in the 

comment (issue #6) was done in ponderosa pine forests, the fire ecology and fuels management 

of which is vastly different than the mixed-severity regime of the project area. 

Issue #7:  The EA incorrectly asserts that trees greater than 8-10 inches diameter are needed to 

be removed to effectively reduce fire severity. 

Response:  Effectiveness in reducing fire severity is not the only rationale for thinning (see 

previous issue and response).  In addition, the EA disclosed a study that discussed the efficacy of 

only thinning trees up to 12 inches in diameter to reduce fuels (EA, p. 3-25).  The study (Brown 

and others, CB, 2004) concluded that diameter limits are untested.  However, in a very recent 

and most comprehensive study to date of the efficacy of fuels reduction, U.S. Forest Service 

researchers have found that intense thinning treatments that leave between 50 and 100 trees per 

acre are the most effective in reducing the probability of crown fires in the dry forests of the 

western United States (Johnson, Morris C.; Kennedy, Maureen C; Peterson, David L. 2011  

Simulating fuel treatment effects in dry forests of the western United States: testing the principles 

of a fire-safe forest.  Canadian Journal of Forest Research.  41(6): 1018-1030).  

Range of Alternatives 

Issue #8:  The EA does not analyze other alternatives to the proposed action.  Alternatives 

should include other philosophies to managing for timber production, including alternatives that 

leave higher tree densities, does not degrade owl habitat, avoiding wood production treatments 

anywhere near the LSEA, focusing fuels reduction near human infrastructure, implementing 

prescribed fire only and no thinning, limiting timber harvest to trees less than 16 inches in 

diameter, fully implement all restorative treatments including road reduction and removing off 



highway vehicles from the area, and not compromising restoration.  There should also be 

alternatives that include the more traditional forest management concepts such as shelterwood, 

seed-tree, or small patch cuts. 

Response:   According to the CEQ regulations and the Department of the Interior NEPA 

regulations, “[t]he range of alternatives includes those reasonable alternatives (paragraph 

46.420(b)) that meet the purpose and need of the proposed action, and address one or more 

significant issues (40 CFR 1501.7(a)(2–3)) related to the proposed action.  Since an alternative 

may be developed to address more than one significant issue, no specific number of alternatives 

is required or prescribed” (43 CFR 46.415(b)). 

None of the other alternatives suggested by commenters meet the purpose and need as stated in 

the EA (page 1-1).  The purpose was not to consider the realm of restoration ideas or 

philosophies or to repeat traditional forest management approaches, but to demonstrate specific 

principles from a specific source (Drs. Franklin and Johnson).  Focusing treatments only where 

human structures are, only on restoration, only where owl habitat is not degraded, or only using 

prescribed fire are not consistent with Franklin and Johnson’s principles and therefore 

inconsistent with the project’s purpose and need.   The EA documented rationale for not 

analyzing in detail alternatives that excluded commercial timber, that imposed a diameter limit, 

or that only utilized prescribed fire (EA, pages 2-20 to 2-22).  Therefore, none of the suggested 

alternatives, described in comments to the EA, were considered. 

Laws and Regulations 

Issue #9:  EA must describe how the project complies with and is in accordance with the WOPR 

(2008 Record of Decision for the Amendment of the Medford District Resource Plan). 

Response:  The design and development of the Pilot Joe Demonstration Project conforms with 

Medford District’s 1995 Record of Decision (ROD) and Resource Management Plan (RMP), 

which incorporated the Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of 

Land Management Planning Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl and the 

Standards and Guidelines for Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-Growth 

Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (Northwest Forest Plan) 

(USDA and USDI 1994) (EA, page 1-6). 

In addition, this project proposal is in compliance with timber resource management objectives 

of the 2008 Medford District Resource Management Plan (2008 RMP), which is to provide for 

long-term forest (timber) production in the Middle Applegate area.  The proposed Pilot Joe 

Demonstration Project’s commercial units are located on lands allocated by the 2008 Medford 

District RMP to Uneven Age Timber Management, Timber Management, and Riparian 

Management Area.  The 2008 Medford District ROD/RMP specifically states: “Utilize uneven-

age management in managing forest stands. This will include use of a combination of harvesting 

methods including thinning, single tree selection harvest, and group selection harvest” and 

“manage timber to achieve continuous timber production that could be sustained through a 

balance of growth and harvest” (2008 RMP, p.39-40).  The proposed non-commercial 

treatments are consistent with management direction which states: “Apply fuels treatment to 

stands of any age in order to reduce the fuel hazards. Fuels treatments will include such 

activities as tree cutting, and removal, brush cutting, pruning, reducing crown bulk density 



(except in the Deferred Timber Management Area), treating of activity fuels, biomass removal, 

and prescribed burning” (2008 RMP, p.46).  Although the selected alternative contains some 

design features not mentioned specifically in the 2008 ROD and RMP, these design features are 

consistent with the ROD and RMP.  For example, the Pilot Joe project contains Project Design 

Features that apply Best Management Practices of the 1995 RMP (Appendix D); the application 

of these Best Management Practices is consistent with Best Management Practices contained in 

the 2008 RMP (Appendix C).  Additionally, while the 2008 RMP does not require consideration 

of components of the 1995 RMP, because the project was initiated under the 1995 RMP the 

project was designed and analyzed for conformance with 1995 RMP guidance for Riparian 

Reserves, Late-Successional Reserves, and the Aquatic Conservation Strategy Objectives.  

Therefore, the Pilot Joe Demonstration Project complies with both the 2008 Medford District 

RMP as well as the 1995 Medford District RMP. 

Issue #10:  Designating Late Successional Emphasis Areas (LSEA) is contrary to Sec. 701(b) of 

the Federal Lands Policy Management Act (FLPMA). 

Response:  Section 701(b) of FLPMA states that if there is any inconsistency between FLPMA 

and the O&C Act in so far as they relate to the management of timber resources and the 

disposition of revenues, then the O&C Act will prevail.   The designation of the LSEA is not a 

change from the current land status (regardless whether these lands are O&C or Public Domain), 

but one approach to de-emphasize the priority (at this time) for restoration treatments on certain 

acres, so those acres can continue to provide the habitats required under the Endangered Species 

Act.  The project team has simply not developed prescriptions for the LSEA acres at this time.  

The LSEA remain O&C lands (where currently designated O&C).  Therefore, designating 

LSEAs does not violate section 701(b) of FLPMA.   

Issue #11:  Unless there is an amendment to the forest plan, there is no assurance the LSEAs will 

be protected and managed as important owl habitat in the future. 

Response:  The statement is correct.  Forest plans are subject to change at any time with a public 

process, so there is never a guarantee.  However, much of the LSEAs are overlaid on existing 

owl management areas designated under the 2008 Medford District Resource Management Plans 

for the protection of the northern spotted owl.    

Issue #12:  The project does not meet the O&C Act because the area is not being managed for 

permanent forest production.  Only 299 acres out of approximately 3600 acres analyzed are 

being proposed for commercial treatment at harvest rates far lower than proposed early in the 

process (5 mbf per acre vs. 12 mbf/acre proposed). 

Response:  The Medford District’s RMP (2008) is governed by the statutory mandate for O&C 

lands and declared an annual sustained yield capacity on the Matrix land allocated for timber 

production, which the O&C Act requires to be offered annually so long as it “can be sold at 

reasonable prices on a normal market” (Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the 

Revision of the Resource Management Plans of the Western Oregon Bureau of Land 

Management, p. 1-8).  The volume of timber sold from the Pilot Joe Timber Sale will contribute 

towards the Medford Districts allowable sale quantity identified for fiscal year 2011.  The Pilot 

Joe Project does meet the O&C Act by managing approximately 300 acres for sustained timber 

production.  



 

This project proposal is compliant with timber resource management objectives of the 2008 

RMP, which is to provide for long-term forest (timber) production in the Middle Applegate area.  

The lands in the project area are identified in the 2008 RMP mostly as Uneven Aged Timber 

Management Area (see my response to Issue #9).  The prescriptions for implementing the 

Franklin and Johnson restoration principles are consistent with management goals for the 

Uneven Aged Timber Management Area.  “This will include use of a combination of harvesting 

methods including thinning, single tree selection harvest, and group selection harvest” (2008 

RMP, page 38).  Therefore, the project is consistent with the O&C Act.  

Yes, initially, only a small part of the landscape (approximately 900 acres) is being treated, but 

the objective of being effective on a landscape level means much more treatment is probable in 

upcoming phases of the Pilot.  While the EA does not discuss the limitations in developing the 

initial project under the Secretarial Pilot, the BLM provided such background numerous times at 

public meetings in the development stage of this project.  The key point is that the initial 

treatment units were limited to those acres that were previously cleared with environmental 

surveys, which occurred under a previously offered timber sale.  Those surveys take up to two 

years to complete, and the urgency to have something to demonstrate on the ground was 

paramount.  I believed a lot could be learned from a small initial project, and therefore set a goal 

to have a project in less than 9 months.  The EA (pages 2-2 and 2-3, and 2-20) described those 

acres that were considered. 

The Middle Applegate watershed contains about 50,000 acres managed by BLM (EA, page 1-3).  

While Franklin and Johnson provided the principles for restoration, they did not have a specific 

project development process developed.  Working closely with Franklin and Johnson, BLM 

created a landscape analysis process that identifies key restoration areas in order to protect 

valuable dense forest habitat (especially for the northern spotted owl).  For the initial project, 

BLM utilized approximately 5,000 acres as the “landscape”.  Because BLM focused on 

identifying the base acres for the late successional emphasis areas and on selecting the treatment 

stands that were environmentally cleared, only a small portion of the “landscape” was 

considered, leaving one to conjecture that only a small part of the landscape is being treated.  

Subsequent work on the Pilot will analyze each acre in the watershed for restoration potential 

and inclusion in future projects. 

BLM is not aware of statements in project documents that estimated 12,000 board feet per acre 

to be harvested for Pilot Joe at any time in its development.    

Issue #13:  The adoption of the underlying Franklin-Johnson plan as a replacement to the 

Northwest Forest Plan is not in compliance with applicable laws and regulations.  There was no 

adequate public notice for adopting the Franklin-Johnson plan. 

Response:  There is no replacement of the current Medford District Resource Management Plan 

with a Franklin-Johnson “plan”.  The BLM (EA p. 1-2) utilized the principles of Drs. Franklin 

and Johnson as the basis for developing the Pilot Joe, a project that is consistent with current 

applicable laws and regulations (EA, p. 1-6 to 1-7) (also, see responses above). 

 



Water, Soils 

Issue #14:  The EA does not disclose effects of leaving riparian reserves untreated. 

Response:   At this time, the project design excludes mechanical harvesting in Riparian 

Reserves, however, manual vegetation treatments would occur within Riparian Reserves of non-

commercial units, except within 50 feet of perennial or fish-bearing streams, springs, seeps, and 

wetlands or within 30 feet of long-duration intermittent streams (EA, Table 2-7 on p. 2-15).  

Franklin and Johnson did not want to encumber the initial project with a proposal on which there 

was no substantial agreement and a process that would require a lengthy consultation with 

NOAA Fisheries.  The EA (p. 3-58) describes the impacts of not treating Riparian Reserves.   

Economics 

Issue #15:  EA does not display a detailed economic analysis to show whether the project is 

making money for the O&C counties. 

Response:  That is correct.  The appropriate scale of analysis for displaying revenues to O&C 

counties is regionally, which is done by the Environmental Impact Statements supporting the 

2008 Medford District Resource Management Plan.  The Pilot Joe project (1.5 million board 

feet) provides less than 1% of the annual BLM state-wide volume (projected for 191 million 

board feet in fiscal year 2011) on O&C lands making any economic conclusion at the Pilot Joe 

scale virtually meaningless.  Therefore, analysis of project economic impacts at a regional scale 

was not done. 

To make the project as economically feasible as possible, the design team used existing roads 

and selected units with cable and tractor yarding systems.  Based on current success of selling 

timber sales and consultation with the timber industry, the design team did not include helicopter 

yarding (which is expensive) and road construction.  Potential new roads were not included in 

the current project for ecological reasons or were not accessing significant volume of timber.  

Therefore, an analysis of economic and environmental tradeoffs between construction of roads 

vs. more expensive helicopter yarding was not warranted.   

Issue #16:  There is no financial analysis of the required monitoring. 

Response:  The EA did not rely on mitigation or monitoring of effects to offset effects; 

therefore, a disclosure (including financial analysis) of the effectiveness and implementability of 

monitoring is not required.  The BLM and our partners in the project do maintain that monitoring 

is an integral part of the project and are creatively seeking to do as much monitoring as possible 

(and feasible).  However, while commitment to multi-party monitoring is secure, it will be 

limited by available funds.  A multi-party monitoring plan is being developed.  The plan will 

have a no-nonsense and practical approach to monitoring the implementation of the Pilot.   

Logging Activities, Logging Debris 

Issue #17:  Logging operations and associated activities that include logging (removing) tail 

trees, building short spurs, and removing hazard trees will compromise the principles of the 

restoration effort. 



Response:  Effects of logging on the project goals are conjecture since none of the units have 

been harvested.  The effects of timber harvesting have been accounted for and described in the 

analysis of effects for each resource.  A monitoring effort to review units after the logging 

operation is being developed by the multi-party monitoring team.  The BLM has contracted with 

Dr. Loren Kellogg to help us evaluate the effects of logging on the project’s restoration goals. 

Issue #18:  The EA lacks a prescribed fire plan and the project adds to the fuel loading (from 

logging slash) rather than reducing it. 

Response:  The effects of logging and thinning activities are disclosed.  “The intent here is not to 

leave the slash on the ground but to treat all activity slash… Treatment of slash created from 

commercial thinning is prescribed for all stands being commercially thinned” (EA p. 3-30).  The 

project does not increase fuel loading. 

The EA does not contain a burn plan because such a plan is prepared after treatments are 

complete.  Prescribed Fire Plans, also referred to as Burn Plans, will be completed prior to a 

planned fire ignition and approved by the Field Manager.  Prescribed Fire Plans guide the 

implementation based on site-specific unit conditions (including fuel moisture and weather 

conditions) at the time of planned ignition, and provide for pre- and post-burn evaluation to 

monitor if the burn was carried out as planned and its effectiveness at meeting resource 

objectives.  The Prescribed Fire Plan is an important tool for ensuring that project goals and 

objectives are met in a safe and carefully controlled manner (EA, 2-13). 

Issue #19:  BLM must tie (written in the contract) the activity fuels treatment to the project in a 

way that ensures that activity slash is indeed treated. 

Response:  There is no policy or regulation that requires BLM to tie the activity fuels treatment 

to the project in a contract, because such activities could be accomplished by BLM personnel.  

Generally, though, fuels work is done either via a timber sale contract or a service contract.  The 

Medford District BLM does not have backlog issues related to treating activity fuels. 

Issue #20:  The EA does not have a biomass utilization plan. One of the Johnson and Franklin 

principles is to find ways to utilize the biomass (slash and small trees) left after harvest, rather 

than burning it. 

Response:  Better utilizing biomass is a work in progress.  This is a complex problem that the 

District and partners such as the Southern Oregon Small Diameter Collaborative have been 

working on for some time.  The difficult economic climate presents additional challenges.  We 

will continue to work toward more effective biomass utilization.  In addition, contractors of 

timber sales may opt to purchase biomass generated on the sale.   

The EA does acknowledge that some material could be made available for firewood, pulp or 

woody biomass, depending on market condition and demand (p. 2-2). 

Wildlife 

Issue #21:  The Late Successional Emphasis Areas (LSEA) have not been adequately analyzed 

to determine probability of loss to fire versus adequate thinning to reduce risk to loss in wildfire. 



Response:  The LSEAs have not been analyzed for thinning versus reduced risk to wildfire.  In 

the initial planning of the Pilot, the design team, in conjunction with Franklin and Johnson, made 

the strategic decision to defer proposing treatments in LSEAs pending implementation and 

public review of the basic restoration treatments.  The same rationale was used to defer any 

mechanical thinning proposals in riparian reserves.  Treatments in riparian zones and in LSEA 

could be considered in future phases of the Pilot.  These more sensitive issues require additional 

collaboration with concerned stakeholders. 

Issue #22:  The EA lacks description and analysis of logging on long-term recruitment of snags 

and dead wood over time, nor explanation of why turning large trees into snags and downed 

wood would not be beneficial ecologically.  The EA fails to describe or support with citations the 

levels of basal area mortality that would likely occur under the No-Action Alternative, and how 

or why additional medium to large snags (as a result of mortality) would not be ecologically 

beneficial. 

Response:  Standards for snags and dead and down wood retention and recruitment utilized in 

Pilot Joe are found in the Medford District Resource Management Plan (1995) (p. 47) under 

which this project was initially planned.  Those standards are not in conflict with the 2008 RMP.  

The EIS (Ch. 4, p 737-740) that supports the 2008 RMP evaluated the tradeoffs between wood 

production and retaining trees for snags and coarse wood. 

The current condition of coarse woody material is disclosed in the EA (p. 3-10).  The effects on 

snags and downed wood by implementing the project are discussed in the EA (3-26, 3-31, 3-81, 

3-83, 3-85, and 3-88).  Those snags felled during logging operations for safety reasons are 

retained on site and become coarse woody debris (dead and down).  While the EA acknowledges 

the loss of some snags for safety issues and some large wood to prescribed fire, the EA also 

states the relatively low impact due to the small size of the project and the minor impact within 

units to be treated (EA, p. 3-88).  By following standards for snags and coarse woody debris, and 

by limiting the impact of snag removal and dead and down reduction, the EA does not need to 

further explain the long-term recruitment nor the benefits of leaving trees for future snags. 

Issue #23:  The EA does not divulge the potential adverse impacts of the project on the Black-

backed Woodpecker, which is a bellwether species for wildlife associated with snags in heavily 

burned forest.  The project greatly reduces the potential for higher fire severities, thus reducing 

potential future high severity post-fire habitat. 

Response:  According to CEQ’s implementing guidelines for NEPA, “the descriptions [in an 

environmental document] shall be no longer than is necessary to understand the effects of the 

alternatives. Data and analyses in a statement shall be commensurate with the importance of the 

impact, with less important material summarized, consolidated, or simply referenced. Agencies 

shall avoid useless bulk in statements and shall concentrate effort and attention on important 

issues” [emphasis added] (40 CFR § 1502.15). 

The EA does not directly evaluate impacts on the Black-backed Woodpecker because the project 

is not about affecting burned forest habitat.  In addition, the Pilot Joe is outside the known 

published range of the Black Backed woodpecker (Marshall, Birds of Oregon, 2003).  Moreover, 

due to the minor number of acres (299) being treated commercially within a large landscape 



(5,000 acres), the project has very little influence at the landscape scale, and therefore little, if 

any, influence on burned forest habitat.   

Issue #24: The EA does not adequately analyze the fact that recent research reveals northern 

spotted owls preferentially select unlogged high-intensity fire patches for foraging. 

Response:  See above for the discussion related to burned forest habitat. 

Issue #25:  Implementation of the proposed action will harm spotted owl habitat and spotted owl 

sites. 

Response:  The proximity of the proposed treatments to the NSOs sites present within the 

Action Area is important in evaluating the potential effects of the Proposed Action. None of the 

commercial treatments in Alternative 2 would occur within known nest patch areas associated 

with any of the NSO sites in the project area. Of the 175 acres of proposed treatments that would 

result in a downgrade of NRF habitat, only 19 acres (11%) of treatment are proposed within a 

core area of one NSO territory. The remaining 156 acres (89%) of proposed NRF downgrade 

will occur within the home range scale of the NSO territories present in the planning area. 

NSOs utilize the habitat within the core and home range scales primarily for foraging.  Within 

Oregon, there is considerable variation in the structural composition of habitat used for foraging. 

Irwin et al. (2000) reported NSO foraging occurred in a broad array of structural conditions 

across all successional spectra.  Foraging success by NSOs may be optimal in stands with a mix 

of canopy gaps and patchy ground cover (Carey et al. 1995).  Treatments at the core and home 

range scales, and the associated effects from these treatments should focus on how these 

treatments would affect the prey species and overall foraging habitat suitability, rather than 

habitat metrics associated with NSO nesting habitat.   

Bingham and Noon (1997) reported that a spotted owl core area is the area that provides the 

important habitat elements of nest sites, roost sites, and access to prey, benefiting spotted owl 

survival and reproduction. Rosenberg and McKelvey (1999) reported that spotted owls are 

“central place” animals with the core area (the area closest to the nest) being the focal area. 

Therefore, Activities that downgrade NRF habitat at the home range scale have less potential to 

disrupt NSO behavior or nesting success than those treatments occurring at the nest patch or core 

scale (see EA, p. 3-70 to 3-75). 

Issue #26:  The EA does not contain a comprehensive assessment of wildlife impacts; only 

Threatened and Endangered wildlife are addressed.  Project impacts on elk and deer are not 

addressed, nor are their coordination with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

Response:  The EA addressed key wildlife species in detail, and did not address deer and elk 

because these were not identified (either internally or externally) as issues with this project 

during scoping.  The effects of the timber program on deer and elk were considered in detail in 

the FEIS for the 2008 RMP (p 4-700 to 4-710.     

Scoping was conducted with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, a letter was sent in 

April 2011 briefly describing the project proposal.  Commenters to the EA include the Oregon 

Department of Fish and Wildlife.  They state the project will be beneficial to deer… and is well 

planned with regard to wildlife. 



Question #27:  How will the BLM or US Fish and Wildlife Service monitor effects of this 

project/restoration approach on the northern spotted owl? 

Response:  This project is not of sufficient size to monitor site-specific project effects on the 

northern spotted owl.  However, numerous ongoing regional studies by the BLM and the US 

Fish and Wildlife Service will provide knowledge and monitoring information over time.  

Question #28:  How can BLM validate the impacts of this project on Pacific fisher? 

Response:  BLM has an ongoing program on the Medford District to detect and monitor the 

Pacific fisher.  The study has been ongoing for 10 years.  To date, 15 locations of fishers have 

been detected, and a number of these animals have been collared to monitor their movement and 

status. 

Miscellaneous 

Issue #29:  The carbon storage analysis (No-Action Alternative) does not account for the high 

probability of wildfires consuming stored carbon as a result of NOT treating a larger area. 

Response:  The effect being disclosed is the harvest of timber and the thinning of 

noncommercial stands on 900 acres.  Hence, the EA disclosed the calculation of carbon storage 

based on an absence of wildfire to specifically identify the effects on carbon storage from the 

project. 

Issue #30:  The EA does not accurately express what is documented in Johnson and Franklin 

principles and what was discussed at public meetings.  Specifically, objectives, prescriptions, 

project design features (PDF) and best management practices (BMP) descriptions and discussion 

in the EA are no different than standard timber projects. 

Response:  While the documentation may not appear to be different, implementation of the 

project on the ground certainly does, as did the transparent and highly collaborative process in 

developing the project.  The expected multi-party monitoring of the project can certainly help to 

inform on improvements to the project, its process, and its documentation. 

Issue #31:  There is no allowance or there is no clarity that the non-commercial treatments will 

also utilize the principles of restoration such as skips and gaps. 

Response:  It is not very clear in the EA, but the principles of restoration such as skips and gaps 

will be applied to non-commercial units, as well. 

Issue #32:  Is the road being decommissioned part of a reciprocal right of way and what is the 

rationale for its removal? 

Response:  Yes, the road is part of a reciprocal right of way.  BLM consulted with the company 

who has the right and we arrived at a mutual decision to obliterate an unnecessary road that will 

help restore riparian reserve function (EA p. 3-54, 3-57). 

 

 



 

 


