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 After having hiked multiple units of the Pilot Thompson project I have many comments, 

concerns, and observations to include in my public comment for the Environmental Assessment 

(EA) of the project. Ultimately it is observation on the ground that best serves to demonstrate the 

intent of the project, the scope of the project, and the implementation of the project. What is 

written within the EA is secondary to me—because we all know actions speak louder than 

words—but the ‘on the ground’ mark of the project, unit boundaries, and results from Pilot Joe—

the predecessor of Pilot Thompson—are crucially important to determining what exactly the 

BLM intends to do in Pilot Thompson. The EA is weak. It never addresses the relevant issues 

that are listed at the beginning of the EA. No issue is explored in a detailed or meaningful way. 

  I do not fully support the dry forest restoration principles created by Norm Johnson and 

Jerry Franklin. I do support some of the concepts, and I can see how implementing those could 

be a positive step forward with ecologically-based forestry practices; however, I feel the BLM is 

stretching the concepts and implementing some of them incorrectly or adventitiously when it 

suits the purpose of “getting the cut out.” 

 It is the past mistakes of BLM land management that have brought us to the point where 

some logged-over forests are homogenous, even-aged, and lacking species diversity. How can 

the public trust that the BLM’s ‘latest and greatest’ management style—the dry forest restoration 

principles of Norm Johnson and Jerry Franklin—will actually turn out okay, and on the right side 

of history? When the BLM has made ecological mistake after ecological mistake it is hard to 

believe that this new forest management style will be fine. I’m not convinced. I am far from 

convinced, in fact, and I believe that it is best for the BLM, Johnson/Franklin, and the public to 

advance with the principles of dry forest restoration very cautiously. We do not fully understand 

the ecological impacts of this management style because there have been very few completed 

projects to demonstrate it, and even less scientific and independent monitoring to show the real 

results and outcome. It is irresponsible of the BLM to move full steam ahead with the concepts 

of Johnson/Franklin without even having scientific data to show that it works and that it is 

ecologically sound. The monitoring needed typically takes many, many years to achieve accurate 

results; but, here we are, just a year after the completion of Pilot Joe and the BLM wants to 

implement Pilot Thompson right away. Please be cautious with this new management because 

there may be unforeseen consequences that the BLM is unaware of.  

 All too often I have seen the BLM make lofty claims within EAs about encouraging 

forest health, forest restoration, fire resiliency, and the “acceleration of old-growth 

characteristics,” but most of the time these are just conceptual statements that don’t realistically 

translate on the ground after the BLM sells the commercial component of the project to a logging 

company that doesn’t understand or support the concepts themselves. The same holds true with 

the non-commercial units; until you get forestry crews that are trained and educated about the 

ecological needs of the forest you will not achieve the goals of dry forest restoration. Until the 

BLM truly implements their project goals and objectives, forest restoration on BLM lands will 

not actually take place.  



Marking Guidelines 

 In marking guidelines for the BLM’s Deadman’s Palm timber sale/stewardship project it 

was a requirement that markers show proficiency in memorization of the 16-point, 15 page 

marking guidelines before being handed a paint can. In comparison, the Pilot Thompson project 

has a mere 4 points and 2 pages for the marking guidelines and no mention of the need for 

markers to clearly understand the guidelines because they are so pathetically simplistic. And it 

appears from the BLM’s mark that any idiot can implement them because the BLM appears to 

approve any mark that is marked. Approval seems to be the stress, not correct or innovative 

marking.  

 

Prescriptions 
 There is no specification when it comes to different types of forest stands in Pilot 

Thompson. All the different types of forest stands are grouped together and generalized into one 

generic prescription. This is unusual even compared to recent BLM timber sales. For the 

Deadman’s Palm timber sale, for instance, the BLM has specific prescriptions written for 

different stand types and stand structures, accounting for species composition, etc. In the Pilot 

projects, on the other hand, there are two commercial prescriptions for the entire project area. 

Commercial units only have variable density thinning (VDT) and density management. Regular 

BLM timber sales have much more emphasis on site-specific conditions and needs. The 

Thompson Pilot Project just lumps all forest stand types together to get the cut out and has no 

complexity to its management. There are a dozen different prescriptions in Deadman’s Palm. 

There is no restoration or even ecological forestry happening here.  

 The BLM chooses areas to do dry forest restoration only when it is commercially and 

economically viable. For example, unit 19-1 was partially marked and was planned to be 

included—it is a dense forested stand in need of thinning—but was deemed to not be 

economically viable, so it was dropped from the Pilot Thompson project. On the other hand, the 

BLM includes areas that should be excluded from commercial timber sales—because they 

currently contain healthy forests with old-growth trees—simply because they would be highly 

profitable and help meet the timber quota. The BLM prescriptions for non-commercial units do 

not incorporate any dry forest restoration principles. There are no skips or gaps planned for non-

commercial units; the only parameter is that nothing over 7” DBH be cut. Other than that the 

non-commercial units of Pilot Thompson look like any other BLM thinning job, there is nothing 

unique, innovative, or new about them. I thought this was supposed to be a “pilot” project? 

Where is the impetus to lead the way forward with innovative new methods? Until the non-

commercial units of the pilot projects are updated to include more ecological methods, or at least 

dry forest restoration principles, I don’t think the BLM can claim that they are anything other 

than business as usual. 

 Non-commercial units are not meeting the goals of dry forest restoration. Within Pilot Joe 

the chance to truly reduce fuels and open up legacy trees was squandered when BLM contract 

crews left dense fir and madrone thickets underneath large leave trees. Given the emphasis 

within the EA of treating overly dense stands we are not seeing that translate on the ground 

within the non-commercial units of the Pilot Projects. This will lead to future stem exclusion 

conditions and only serve to exacerbate problems such as a lack of fire resiliency on the 

landscape.  

 
 



Exclusion of Units 
 Exclude the following units completely from the Pilot Thompson project: 19-4, 20-1, 

28-2, and all helicopter units. These units contain existing healthy stands that are not in need of 

thinning. Commercially thinning these units would be bad for forest health. If the BLM is truly 

concerned with forest health then it is best to leave these units out of the Pilot Thompson timber 

sale. These stands have old-growth trees, trees with old-growth characteristics, and recent fire 

activity which proved them to be fire resilient. Please exclude 19-4, 20-1, 28-2, and all 

helicopter units from Pilot Thompson.  
  

   

Northern Spotted Owl 
 I do not support Alternative 3. The proposed 611 acres of helicopter units treat a lot more 

Northern Spotted Owl (NSO) nesting/roosting/foraging (NRF) habitat as compared to the 378 

acres of Alternative 2. The proposed downgrade of 57 acres of NRF habitat to dispersal habitat 

in Alternative 2, while not preferable, is a lot less than the proposed downgrade of 214 acres in 

Alternative 3. A larger percentage of the area treated would be downgraded within the helicopter 

units, and that is unacceptable (EA pages 3-109 and 3-119).  The downgrade from NRF habitat 

to dispersal habitat generally means a reduction of forest canopy to less than 40%, meaning that 

the NSO can still move through, but it won’t be able to find NRF habitat, making a mere travel 

corridor, rather than providing for the needs of their lifecycle. I do not want to see the 

construction of new roads within the Pilot Thompson Project, but the use of helicopter logging 

does not appease me because it would be trading one negative impact for another; in this case 

severe and widespread impacts to NSO habitat. I do not want to see new roads and I do not want 

to see helicopter logging and it’s associated downgrading of habitat value.  

 

“Increase the average diameter of the residual stand (EA 2-25).” 

 

 The Pilot Thompson EA on Page 399 states that Fish and Wildlife says that primary 

habitat elements of Spotted Owl Habitat are moderate to high canopy closure (60%-80%); 

however, the Pilot Thompson Project recommends only retaining 40%-60% canopy closure. 

Other elements are multi-layered, multi-species canopies with large diameter 20”-30” DBH 

trees.  This is interesting because the BLM states that only trees 30” and greater should be 

retained. It is clear, however, that anything over 20” DBH is good for Spotted Owl habitat and 

should be retained. This makes it obvious that a diameter cap should be established for the Pilot 

Thompson Project. I believe would let the BLM do what they need to do to thin forests and make 

them more fire resilient while retaining critical habitat for the NSO at the same time.  

 

USFWS Consultation 
 It is important to note that the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) noted a lot of 

problems with impacts to NRF habitat for NSO in their biological opinion for the Pilot 

Thompson project. It is absurd that the information within their biological opinion is not 

generally made available to the public for review during the EA comment period. The public 

should have access to the information within the USFWS biological opinion to claim that the 

project is truly collaborative. The information is important for members of the public to make 

informed comments for the EA. Please include the recommendations from the USFWS 

consultation as decisions are made regarding the Pilot Thompson project.  



 “Based on this 500 acre analysis, the Level 1 Team determined the proposed action is likely 

to adversely affect (LAA) spotted owl critical habitat. This is because the 500 acre analysis area for 

unit 19-4 will undergo as much as 25 percent reduction in the amount of available NRF habitat and 

the Team and the Service determined that amount of habitat loss was not insignificant or 

discountable because we expect the ability of those areas to support spotted owl nesting (PCE 

number 2) to be reduced in a meaningfully measureable manner (see Dugger et al. 2005, Olson et al 

2004). Decreases in spotted owl prey, particularly flying squirrels, are anticipated as well.” 

-USFWS Pilot Thompson Biological Opinion, page 62 

 

Anticipated Spotted Owl Prey Response to the Proposed Action  
Overall, prey species for spotted owls in the action area include woodrats, northern flying squirrels, 

red tree voles, and other mammalian species (Forsman et al. 2004). In general, spotted owl primary 

prey species, such as northern flying squirrels, will likely avoid harvested NRF habitat (Carey 2000, 

Forsman et al. 2004) and dispersal-only habitat areas (Wilson 2010, Manning et al. 2012). This is 

anticipated due to the reduction in tree densities, canopy closure, and mid-story canopy, as well as 

impacts to existing snags and down coarse wood in harvested areas; all of these attributes are key 

habitat features that influence the carrying capacity of the affected stands for the spotted owl’s 

primary prey species listed above. These harvested areas will become much more inhospitable to 

flying squirrels, whose abundance is tied to complex mid-story canopies (Carey 2000 and Wilson 

2010). Red tree vole populations may be impacted as well, due to removal of their nest structures, 

intact canopies and their food source, although this effect is difficult to quantify (Carey 1991). Other 

mammalian (e.g. mice, woodrats) and avian secondary prey species may respond positively to the 

new forest openings, or to the newly-created ecological edges (Sakai and Noon 1993). Also 

populations of other tree squirrels, such as the western gray squirrel (Sciurus griseus) may respond 

favorably to increases in pine health and abundance (Vander Haegen et al. 2004). Overall, reduced 

prey availability is anticipated to impact spotted owls by reducing fitness for breeding, ability to 

provide sufficient food for young owls and/or less reproductive output. 

-USFWS Pilot Thompson Biological Opinion, page 59 

 

Basal Area 
 The BLM uses basal area in a very strict way and is therefore actually restricting the 

ability to create a diverse treatment. The target of 60-120 ft²/acre basal area for Douglas fir 

stands actually limits the heterogeneity, rather than increasing it. If all stands have the exact 

same target then they will be too similar to be diverse, right? This is creating homogeneity, rather 

than heterogeneity. Basal area was developed for plantation and is not appropriate for forest 

restoration. It is, however, important for retaining the necessary NRF habitat for NSO. 

According to the EA, NSO needs “high basal area (greater than 240 ft²/acre) (EA, 3-100),” a 

much higher basal area than the BLM’s general target for Pilot Thompson.  

 

 

Pacific Fisher 
 Pacific Fisher require at least an 80% canopy cover for denning and rest sites; however, 

the Pilot Thompson project will impact canopy cover in such a way that Fishers will no doubt be 

forced into less productive habitat to the detriment of their population. The EA does not analyze 

this impact fully enough and the impacts to Pacific Fisher populations should be further analyzed 

within an EIS. It is the BLM’s job to make sure that this sensitive species does not become listed 



as a threatened or endangered species, but with actions like the Pilot Thompson project, it is 

uncertain that the BLM is following through with this obligation.  
 

“Create conditions that are favorable for the initiation, creation, and retention of snags, down 

wood, large vigorous hardwoods, and understory vegetation diversity in ares where these are 

lacking (EA 2-23).”  

 

 The BLM acknowledges within the EA that Pacific Fishers need “vegetative and 

structural complexity that lead to abundant prey populations and potential den sites (3-101).” It is 

for this reason that the BLM should be cautious about thinning forests too much. If the BLM 

does not leave enough trees behind for future mortality then the BLM will prevent the 

occurrence of future downed and dead wood necessary for critical habitat for the Pacific Fisher. 

It is important that the BLM have the restraint needed to be mindful of future natural 

disturbance, and the need for that natural disturbance, rather than trying to achieve a quick end 

result, as if it is a static state.  

 It is evident within Pilot Joe that heavily thinned units are already experiencing 

windthrow and snowdown events that exacerbate the BLM’s heavy thinning, to the point that 

there are very few trees left in some stands. This heavy thinning, especially trees larger than 20” 

DBH, can be to the detriment of forest health, contrary to the supposed goals or purpose and 

need for the Pilot Thompson project. Please retain enough canopy closure to allow for future 

natural disturbance and mortality that will still maintain forested conditions. Planning ahead for 

guaranteed natural disturbance will ensure the future availability of downed wood necessary for 

wildlife habitat, especially Pacific Fisher.  

 We need to retain our late-seral trees and keep the older component of our forests intact 

for old-growth dependent species that are declining worldwide. The BLM needs to leave all the 

big, live trees so there is wiggle room to allow for future decadence. If you log all the 20”-30” 

DBH trees it will not leave behind the legacy of downed wood needed for wildlife habitat.  

 

“Accelerate development of structural complexity such as larger tree structures and decadence 

(EA 2-32).”   

 

Roads 
 There are many egregious issues to comment on regarding the Pilot Thompson EA but 

the most disheartening to me is road construction. According to the EA, “Alternative 2 would 

construct approximately 0.62 miles of new road to pride access to proposed harvest units. About 

0.37 miles of road constructed would be permanently added to the road system and 

approximately 0.25 miles of temporary road construction is proposed (EA 2-9).” Any new road 

construction is unacceptable and is not consistent with the concepts of forest restoration. Roads 

impact forests in harmful ways, so it is oxymoronic to build roads to restore forests. This makes 

no sense at all. Many scientific studies have shown that roads, whether they are “temporary” or 

permanent, have adverse affects to stream morphology and riparian habitat. There really is no 

such thing as a “temporary” road anyhow. Once you put in a road the damage is done, no matter 

what mitigation or rehab work you do. You have churned up native soil and welcomed noxious 

weeds and compaction. 

 In fact, the November 2000 National Forest Roadless Area Conservation FEIS says 

temporary roads are not designed and constructed to the same standard as classified roads and 



therefore result in a “higher risk of environmental impacts.” The Roadless FEIS also says: 

"Temporary roads present most of the same risks posed by permanent roads, although some may 

be of shorter duration. Many of these roads are designed to lower standards than permanent 

roads, are typically not maintained to the same standards, and are associated with additional 

ground disturbance during their removal. Also, use of temporary roads in a watershed to support 

timber harvest or other activities often involves construction of multiple roads over time, 

providing a more continuous disturbance to the watershed than a single, well-designed, 

maintained, and use-regulated road. While temporary roads may be used temporarily, for periods 

ranging up to 10 years before decommissioning, their short- and long-term effects on aquatic 

species and habitats can be extensive (FEIS p 3-30)."  

 Road construction will further fragment late-successional forest, un-roaded forests, and 

wildlife migration corridors. Roads facilitate the spread of tree diseases and bark beetles. Roads 

are the main vectors for noxious weeds and non-native pathogens. Roads damage soil resources, 

tree growth, water quality, and adversely impact aquatic ecosystems. Roads allow for massive 

amounts of trash dumping and trashed-out party spots on BLM land.  Large human-caused 

wildfires also occur more frequently in areas that are already roaded than in roadless areas. 

Human-caused wildland fire is nearly five times more likely to occur on roaded lands than on 

unroaded lands. Wouldn’t it be more effective to avoid this ecological controversy and just not 

build new roads in the Pilot Thompson project? 

 

  “Roads are a widespread and increasing feature of most landscapes. We reviewed the 

scientific literature on the ecological effects of roads and found support for the general 

conclusion that they are associated with negative effects on biotic integrity in both terrestrial 

and aquatic ecosystems. Roads of all kinds have seven general effects: mortality from road 

construction, mortality from collision with vehicles, modification of animal behavior, alteration 

of the physical environment, alternative of the chemical environment, spread of exotics, and 

increased use of areas by humans. Road construction kills sessile and slow-moving organisms, 

injures organisms adjacent to a road, and alters physical conditions beneath a road. Vehicle 

collisions affect the demography of many species, both vertebrates and invertebrates; mitigation 

measures to reduce roadkill have been only partly successful. Roads alter animal behavior by 

causing changes in home ranges, movement, reproductive success, escape response, and 

physiological state. Roads change soil density, temperature, soil water content, light levels, dust, 

surface waters, patterns of runoff, and sedimentation, as well as adding heavy metals (especially 

lead), salts, organic molecules, ozone, and nutrients to roadside environments. 

Roads promote the dispersal of exotic species by altering habitats, stressing native species, and 

providing movement corridors. Roads also promote increased hunting, fishing, passive 

harassment of animals, and landscape modifications. Not all species and ecosystems are equally 

affected by roads, but overall the presence of roads is highly correlated with changes in species 

composition, population sizes, and hydrologic and geomorphic processes that shape aquatic and 

riparian systems. More experimental research is needed to complement post-hoc correlative 

studies. Our review underscores the importance to conservation of avoiding construction of new 

roads in roadless or sparsely roaded areas and of removal or restoration of existing roads to 

benefit both terrestrial and aquatic biota.” 

-Trombulack, S.C. and C.A. Frissell. 2000. Review of ecological effects of roads on terrestrial 

and aquatic communities. Conservation Biology 14(1): 18-30. 

 



 

An article entitled Road Sediment Production and Delivery: Processes and Management Lee H. 

MacDonald (Colorado State University, USA) Drew B.R. Coe (Redding, California, USA) 

concludes that:  

“Recent studies have shown that grading can increase erosion rates from 70% to more than an 

order of magnitude relative to ungraded roads (Luce and Black, 2001b; Ramos-Scharron and 

MacDonald, 2005). Surface erosion rates decline exponentially to a baseline erosion rate 

following initial construction or grading, and this rapid decline is due to the rapid depletion of 

the readily erodible material and the subsequent armoring of the road prism (Megahan, 1974; 

Ziegler et al., 2001). Higher traffic levels increase the supply of fine material, and this is a 

major reason why traffic can increase sediment production rates by 2-1000 times (Reid and 

Dunne, 1984; Ramos-Scharron and MacDonald, 2005). Dry ravel from steep cutslopes can 

provide sediment to an inside ditch and the road travelway and thereby sustain higher surface 

erosion rates.” 

 

Please refer to the following: 

Noss, Reed; The Ecological Effects of Roads; 

http://www.wildrockies.org/WildCPR/reports/ECO-EFFECTS-ROADS.html 

http://www.wildlandscpr.org/roads/reports/ecoleffectsroads.html 

 

See also NRDC Report: “End of the Road: The Adverse Ecological Impacts of Roads and 

Logging: A Compilation of Independently Reviewed Research” (1999) which discusses the fact 

that roads: 

-Harm Wildlife 

- Spread Tree Diseases and Bark Beetles 

- Promote Insect Infestations 

- Cause Invasion by Harmful Non-native Plant and Animal Species 

- Damage Soil Resources and Tree Growth 

- Adversely Impact Aquatic Ecosystems 

http://www.nrdc.org/land/forests/roads/eotrinx.asp 

   

Diversity 
 It is misleading for the BLM to make the broad claim that Applegate forests need 

commercial logging to increase species diversity.  The LIDAR maps of the Pilot Thompson area 

show a landscape which looks diverse already. You get species diversity with the diversity of 

aspect and soils within the mosaic of the Applegate Valley. Only in logged-over dense fir stands 

do we see homogenous forests. Natural, unmanaged forests and woodlands in the Applegate 

have renowned diversity; this should be acknowledged within the EA for Pilot Thompson. 

 

Yarding Corridors 
 You cannot create heterogeneity with straight lines, as you created with yarding corridors 

in Pilot Joe, and plan to do in Pilot Thompson. Creating linear lines on a landscape level for 

yarding corridors does not help with diversity. These lines are an eyesore and do not mimic 

natural openings. When looking at the LIDAR map of Units 31-3a and 31-3b for Pilot Joe it is 

clear that the surrounding area does not naturally have linear lines. Yarding corridors from a 



BLM thinning project in 1996 are still visible in a LIDAR map of Unit 34-1 for Pilot Thompson. 

These corridors have a long lasting effect on forest health and diversity. 

 Quite frankly, these yarding corridors disgust me. I hate to see them from Hwy 238 every 

time I drive by. It makes the forest look horribly managed and unnatural. To me it looks like a 

ski resort, with long straight lines. There is no solution for the yarding corridor issue. Simply put, 

yarding corridors of this magnitude don’t belong in forest restoration. They do not achieve the 

objectives set forth in the EA and they should not be part of the Pilot Thompson project. Without 

coming up with a method that complies with true forest restoration principles, the yarding 

corridors should not be constructed as they were for Pilot Joe.  

 

Noxious Weeds 
 Reducing the canopy cover to 40 percent or less in an area adjacent to an existing noxious 

weed site could lead to further spread of that species by opening up bare ground and increasing 

available sunlight. The actions proposed for this project have the potential to increase light and 

expose bare soil after thinning occurs, which has been shown to increase invasive plant 

colonization. Further analysis of the impacts of logging, road construction, road 

decommissioning, log hauling, ground disturbance, and skid construction on the spread of 

noxious weeds within the project area needs to be completed in and EIS. 

 

Prescribed Fire 
 Prescribed fire should be a much bigger component of the Pilot Thompson project. 

Prescribed fire can be used to help control forest pathogens that are of concern, such as black 

stain disease, beetle infestation, root disease, and other forest “pests.” Many of these natural 

occurrences are simply out of balance because of fire suppression. With the introduction of 

prescribed fire I believe you would achieve the purpose and need of the Pilot Thompson project, 

to improve forest heath, without the need for controversial and ecologically destructive logging if 

older trees. You cannot “sanitize” a forest. Forests need bark beetles and wood borers as food for 

many bird species, while diseased trees and snags provide critical habitat for many birds and 

mammal species. It is best to leave these trees for future downed wood to feed the soil and 

provide soil nutrients. There is nothing wasted in forest ecosystems. In fact, logging is a major 

contributor to the spread of disease within managed stands. Thompson.  

 

Dry Forest Restoration Principles  

 Johnson and Franklin are simply BLM contractors who are paid for their time. Their 

consultation is limited due to the financial resources of the BLM. At public meetings it is 

common to hear BLM staff say something to the affect of “Norm and Jerry should be part of this 

discussion.”  Well then, where are they? The public routinely asks for their involvement on a 

local level, but Johnson/Franklin do not respond to emails sent directly from the public. If they 

are unwilling to answer public queries about the project then how can it be considered 

“collaborative?” 

 The purpose and need of the Pilot Thompson project, ultimately, is to demonstrate the 

“Norm and Jerry principles.” The Dry Forest Restoration principles of Norm Johnson and Jerry 

Franklin are specific to the dry forests east of cascades, specifically dry pine and fir forests. They 

also include western larch (Larix occidentalis) in this prescription, a species not even found in 

the Siskiyou Mountains of Southern Oregon. These prescriptions, specifically designed for 

forests east of the cascades, do not necessarily apply to the dry forests of the Siskiyou Mountains 



of the Applegate. The assumption that these prescriptions translate to our local forests is flawed, 

shortsighted, unproven, and unwise. Norm and Jerry have not even done any research 

specifically about the Siskiyou Mountains, so how do they know that their prescriptions are 

appropriate for the Applegate?  

 The forests of the Applegate are much more diverse botanically and have a different 

climatic, weather, and fire pattern than the forests east of the Cascade Mountains.  

The BLM’s interpretation of Norm and Jerry’s marking guidelines is a mere two and a half 

pages. These are based off of Norm and Jerry’s prescription for the very ecologically diverse—

botanically, geologically, ecologically—1,200 acres of commercial logging in the Pilot 

Thompson project. These guidelines are supposed to cover the whole project area even though it 

has so many different types of habitat and stand types.  

  

Collaboration? 
 “Collaboration has played a large role in the Pilot process. The Medford District has 

participated in long-term efforts with the Applegate Partnership and the Southern Oregon Forest 

Restoration Collaborative to increase public support for forest projects that are socially 

acceptable, ecologically appropriate and economically viable. Those community groups, as well 

as other interested stakeholders, have had substantial participation in the Pilot process (EA 1-

11).” 

 At the public meeting on February 27, 2013 John Gerritsma stated that it is up to the 

public to determine the age of trees through monitoring and coring of trees with an increment 

borer, interpreting tree ring data for each of the Pilot Thompson Units. This was in response to 

the controversy surrounding the cutting of old-growth trees in the Pilot Joe project. He said that 

it is up to the public to prove that trees are over 150 years of age. Otherwise, he said, the BLM 

would not be accountable to public concerns that some units contain old-growth trees marked for 

removal. As long as the public is asked by John Gerritsma to do quality control for the BLM, 

then there is a problem with the collaborative process.  

 The BLM should be responsible for quality control before the EA is put out. It is clear, 

through the logging of old-growth trees in Pilot Joe, that quality control is lacking on the Pilot 

projects. It is not the responsibility of the public to ensure that the BLM follows the prescriptions 

and guidelines within the EA. The public, including myself, have gone the extra mile and pointed 

out trees marked for removal within the Pilot Thompson project that have indeed turned out to be 

over 150 years old. Why is this happening? I am thankful that the BLM has removed these trees 

from the sale, but there is a problem when the public, on volunteer time, has to be watchdogs of 

the BLM to keep them honest. Otherwise more old-growth trees would be logged contrary to the 

dry forest restoration principles that the project is supposedly demonstrating. 

 It is incredibly frustrating that all public field trips for Pilot Thompson were held on 

weekdays when the working public is not able to attend. Weekend field trips should have been 

planned in order to truly “collaborate” and engage with the public. Most people have day jobs, so 

attending BLM functions on weekdays is not possible. The consistent exclusion of working-class 

people from public tours will skew the public involvement, making it appear as if few people are 

attending, when in fact the reality is people cannot attend because of poor planning on the part of 

the BLM. 

 In the introduction of the EA it is explained that “The Middle Applegate Watershed Pilot 

is a collaborative project between the Medford District Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the 

Applegate Partnership and Watershed Council, the Southern Oregon Forest Restoration 



Collaborative, the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisheries Service, the 

Rogue River-Siskiyou National forest, and others (EA, 1-1).” Of the six entities included in this 

collaboration, four are federal agencies and only two are non-profits. There is no mention of the 

public within this collaboration. I am wondering why this is the case. The Applegate Partnership 

does not represent the Applegate community at large. The Southern Oregon Forest Restoration 

Collaborative does not represent the Applegate community. Not a single person who is involved 

with the Southern Oregon Forest Restoration Collaborative (to my knowledge) lives in the 

Applegate Valley. It is apparent that the collaborative is a hand-picked group that generally goes 

along with the BLM’s plans, rather than pushing hard to see real ecological work on our BLM 

land. This group also seems to exclude the public and does not represent the public’s viewpoint.  

The statement that this is a “socially acceptable” project is misleading. What proof do you have 

of that? 

 

Black Plastic 
 There is nothing I detest more than seeing remnants from thinning left behind on BLM 

lands in the form of burn piles covered with black plastic. Sometimes these piles are partially 

burned plastic (gross!); but all too often they are piles that were either left behind after project 

completion because they were poorly constructed and didn’t ignite, or were simply missed. 

Black plastic is routinely left behind on BLM thinning projects, creating not only a serious 

eyesore and intrusion on the natural feeling of an area, but additionally this plastic will 

eventually degrade and toxins will leach into the ecosystem.  

  Black plastic covering burn piles is disgusting and inappropriate on our public lands. No 

government agency should turn a blind eye and allow for the littering of public lands in plastic. 

In an “Adaptive Management Area” one would expect the BLM to show it capable of using 

cutting edge, innovative, and more ecological practices. It seems blaringly obvious that the 

practice of using black plastic to cover burn piles is not only outdated and backward, but the 

consequent burning of that plastic is bad for the air quality of the Applegate Valley, not to 

mention the health of forest workers who are paid low wages for their hard labor. Forest workers 

should not have to suffer from burning pile after pile of black plastic. Inhaling burning plastic is 

a known carcinogen and that is why it is prohibited by the Oregon Department of Environmental 

Quality (DEQ).   

 According to the Pilot Thompson EA, “Covering of handpiles is a “Best Burn Practice 

(EA pg 3-33)”; however, this does not require the use of plastic, and I use the word “require” for 

a reason. Although polyethylene is an acceptable material allowed under OAR 340-264-0060, 

this does not mean that it should be used. “Combustion efficiency” can be achieved through the 

use of Kraft paper in the same way that plastic is used, but Kraft paper has the additional 

advantage of being biodegradable and less toxic than polyethylene.  The EA acknowledges that 

“the plastic is usually left in place and burned along with the pile (EA pg 3-33),” but the EA does 

not disclose exactly what chemicals are produced with the burning of this polyethylene plastic. 

The BLM should fully disclose these details in an EIS.  

 If the handpiles were constructed in a better way to begin with there would be less need 

for plastic and less need for accelerants (i.e. gas and diesel mix) to get it to burn. I see many 

poorly constructed piles with whole logs at the base of the pile, for example, that would need lots 

of accelerant to burn. This could be avoided if the BLM had better specifications for contractors 

in handpile construction so less accelerant and less plastic needs to be used in this “forest 

restoration” project.  



 One study I found stated the following: “As a covering material, it is reportedly much 

less expensive than coated or uncoated kraft paper, an alternative product used to cover piles in 

central and southern California at the request of local air quality management districts (Review 

Of Potential Air Emissions From Burning Polyethylene Plastic Sheeting With Piled Forest 

Debris, 2003 Wrobel and Reinhardt).”  

 I would recommend that the BLM use Kraft paper to cover handpiles. I’m sure this 

information is nothing new to the BLM, but I want it to be part of my public comment. You do 

have public pressure to use something more ecologically sound than black plastic. 

The following are details provided on the Pacforest Supply Company website: 

Kraft Clean Burn Slash Pile Paper  

 

 

 4' x 300' roll -- Ideal for hand piling. 

Waxed with 10# food grade wax on one side for wet strength. 

or Unwaxed 

Weight:  Both made with 75/85 heavy duty Kraft paper.  (The kind used and requested by 

government agencies.) 

Cleaner burn at a cost that compares to plastic. 

Also available in 6' width by special order. 

 

The following are tips from Slash Pile Covers, a document produced by the Forest Service’s 

Technology and Development Program, written in 1994, by Skip Garrett, Project Leader 

 Work closely with local air quality officials.  

 Teach proper burning techniques to slash crews. Stress the importance of 

tight, compact, high piles, with butts oriented toward the center.  

 Do not cover piles unless it is necessary.  

 Remove covers prior to burning and reuse if possible. 

 If covers are burned with the pile, use the smallest covers that will do the 

job. 

 Use paper or cardboard to cover.  

 Reduce the amount of petroleum products used for ignition.  

 

  

Thank you for considering my values and concerns, 

 

 

 

 

 




