
July 26. 2011 

John Gerritsma 
Field Manager 
Ashland Resource Area 
3040 Biddle Road 
Medford, OR 97504 

Re: Pilot Joe Demonstration Project Environmental Assessment Comments 

John, 

I ask that my comments herein on the PilotJoe Demonstration Project £4, submittedas a private 
laIldowner, be heid private and that my name and identity information not be shared with the 
public. 

I have read the above-referenced EA. and am very disappointed and disturbed at the lack of pertinent 
content within, for several reasons. Primarily, I thought this was to be a special project with a new 
way of doing things, incorporating the guiding principles of Drs. Johnson and Franklin, per the 
Secretar/s direction. As you know from previous correspondence, I like the restoration principles, 
how they look on the ground and how they were explained by Drs. Franklin and Johnson on our field 
trips. Their values seem to be my values, but I don't feel that they were adequately represented within 
this Pilot Project's EA, which makes me seriously wonder whether they will come out on the ground 
or not. 

I found the main content of this Pilot Project EA, especially Chapter 3, was business as usual, with 
old references and generalized statements. The information within was cut and pasted several tilnes 
over, producing incomplete sentences. I found many examples of full paragraphs repeated only a 
page or two away; there were numerous grammar and spelling errors, and I came away with the feeling 
that very little information within really pertained to this special Pilot Project. Chapter 2 had four 
references to the Doctors, all in the last three pages, not within the Proposed Action as I would 
expect. The proposed objectives, prescriptions, PDFs and BMPs were all so generically written that I 
den't see how the Franklin & Johnson principles can be recognized, and more importantly, 
implemented on the ground. 

The ecological principles and marking guidelines that Drs. Franklin and Johnson discussed in the 
field included utilizing skips and gaps to mimic patchy, more natural vegetation growth; but I never 
heard that this was for commercial stands only. While I did find several mentions of skips and gaps 
within the "Commercial treatments - Variable Density Thinning" section of this Pilot Project EA, 
there was no allowance for this in the non-commercial sections. As well, the principles and guidelines 
called for retaining hardwoods, and yet the silvicultural prescriptions call for slashing or felling 
smaller hardwoods or those in the way of a large tree. Explanations?? Perhaps the "prescriptions" in 
this EA were not updated specifically for this Pilot Project? The 3rd paragraph on page 2-8 gives 
examples of what to leave and cut in a non-commercial Douglas-fir plantation, and the various 
sentences conflict with the previous, and beg for clarification. It had been discussed that "marking" 
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classes might be held for the successful contractor for this Pilot Project; I would have thought that this 
would be an important enough issue to mention within this document. 

With the entire Middle Applegate watershed area within Jackson County's designated wildland-urban 
interface or WUI, I did not see a strong mention in this EA for the disposal of hazardous fuels from 
treatments. As Dr. Johnson and I discussed on the May 5fh field trip and as written on the "Version 
1,03/17/11 Applegate Dry Forest Restoration Marking Guide," the "Treatment of activity fueLs 
following completion of the logging is an essential element of such projects." As well, pg. 10 of Drs. Franklin 
and Johnson's "Restoration of Federal Forests in the Pacific Northwest: Strategies and Management 
Implications", Aug. 15, 2009, states that "Finding ways to utilize the biomass (slash and small trees) 
left after harvest, rather than burning it, is an important issue." But this community,driven Pilot 
Project EA has no biomass utilization plan, a major omission that is very disappointing. Our 
community has capacity and interest in slash utilization, as I mentioned in earlier comments to the 
BLM, but there is no discussion in the EA, only cookie<utter lip service. 

This proposed Pilot Project cannot put more slash on the ground than is already there, especially given 
the skips and gaps of the Doctors' principles. An~ yet, on pages 2,6 and 2,15 the "lop and scatter" of 
slash is mentioned as acceptable. And, on page 2,13, it was stated that "coarse woody debris 
remaining after logging would be maintained at or greater than current levels ... " which is also against 
the Doctors' principles, and which could provide unsafe levels of fuels for future prescribed fire 
treatments. Which leads me to another significant omission in this Pilot Project EA - the lack of a 
proposed "Prescribed Fire Plan." What is it??? This is a significant part of the "proposed action" that 
should have been provided within the EA and was not. 

I comment on these issues because of the great deal of public outreach and discussion around the 
Doctors' principles (the "sales pitch" to the community), and the enormous degree of outreach and 
education surrounding the development of this Pilot Project. We are all aware of the role of the 
community in Applegate watershed activities. If those proposed "principles and guidelines" cannot 
be implemented on the ground in a consistent manner, the BLM will loose community credibility 
and support for any further projects of this sort. And that is unacceptable. 

In summation, I am concerned that the specialness, the urgency, and the social/economic importance 
of this Pilot Project has not been Inade adequately dear to all concerned, so that this EA document 
may not accurately express what we, the community, were told (and agreed upon) would be proposed. 
Again, this is a full<ommunity project, not just a BLM project, that needs to be successful. 

Sincerely, 

 



 




July 26,2011 
Page 2 of 2 




