Eastern Washington and San Juan Resource Management Plan
Scoping Report Supplement:
Comments Received by the Bureau of Land Management during the Formal
Scoping Period (April 30 – July 12, 2010)
Introduction
During the scoping period (April 30, 2010, through July 12, 2010) for the Eastern Washington
and San Juan Resource Management Plan (RMP) the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
received 134 submissions (letters, emails, online submissions, or paper comment forms). The
text from these submissions appears below. Personal identifying information contained in the
submissions has been removed to protect the privacy of the submitter.
The submissions are organized by region (eastern Washington or San Juan Archipelago) and by
the organizational categories of the entity that submitted the comments. If you are viewing
this document electronically, click on the titles below to go to that section:
Eastern Washington:
1. Other Federal Agencies
2. Native American Tribes
3. State Agencies
4. Counties and Local Governments
5. Non-Governmental Organizations
6. Public-at-Large
San Juan Archipelago:
1. Other Federal Agencies
2. Native American Tribes
3. State Agencies
4. Counties and Local Governments
5. Non-Governmental Organizations
6. Public-at-Large
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"Honsinger, Dave"
<HonsinD@wsdot.wa.gov>

To <OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc "Kay, Charlene" <KayC@wsdot.wa.gov>, "Preston, Bill"
<PrestoB@wsdot.wa.gov>, "Carlson, Todd"
<CarlsoT@wsdot.wa.gov>, "Woehler, Kerri"
bcc

06/25/2010 01:31 PM

Subject Scoping comments from WSDOT

As far as I know, WSDOT staff only attended the one public open house that was in Wenatchee. So my
comments at this time are a product of what I heard at that meeting and with internal discussions with
WSDOT staff in the Spokane and Yakima areas of Eastern Washington.
The areas that WSDOT believes BLM should include in your Resource Management Plan are:
Use of mineral resources. WSDOT is mainly interested in sands and gravels or quarry sites
•
that would have quality material for roadway construction. WSDOT would like the ability to
continue using any existing sites and have the possibility to open up new sites.
WSDOT would like the ability to use BLM land for related transportation needs like
•
communication tower sites, maintenance activities, and other miscellaneous functions.
We would like the issue on ingress and egress to BLM land addressed. WSDOT would
•
prefer that vehicular access be developed from the County roadway system. If direct access to a
state highway is necessary, then the appropriate access factors need to be considered. Would
certain multiple uses of BLM land have unique access issues, i.e. heavy large trucks to maintain
energy development facilities? WSDOT is willing to help write up the level of detail in the RMP
that would clarify these issues. A criteria to apply in this area could be the existing State laws for
access control; either Managed Access or Limited Access.
WSDOT would like the issues identified when some BLM land may be needed for highway
•
right of way when highway improvements are anticipated. WSDOT wants to have the
opportunity to acquire in fee or by easement the land area needed for highway widening or
re‐alignments.
If the Resource Management Plan will address the wildlife on or near BLM land, and if
•
wildlife conflicts with the state highway are anticipated, then this issue should be discussed in
the RMP. WSDOT wants to address and reduce the risk of wildlife/vehicle collisions. The Plan
could identify areas of concern and propose reasonable mitigation such as; wildlife crossings,
wildlife fencing, highway warning signs, or roadside markings to deter wildlife.
I note that the deadline for scoping comments has be extended to July 12, 2010. There may be
additional WSDOT comments submitted by that date.
Please keep me informed via email on the RMP process. I will view draft documents on the web. My
personal information does not have to be withheld from public review.
===========================================

David A. Honsinger, PE

North Central Region:
Transportation Planning Manager
WA State Dept. of Transportation
1551 N. Wenatchee Avenue
Wenatchee, WA 98801
ph: 509.667.2906 fax: 509.667.2940
e-mail: honsinD@WSDOT.WA.GOV
===========================================
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BENTON COUNTY PARK BOARD
Skip Gest • Marilyn Hyde • Kathye Kilgore • Richard Kilgore • Bert Lake
Donna Raines • Henry Sauer· Glynn Wheeler, Member Emeritus
7122 West Okanogan Place
Kennewick, Washington 99336

08 December 2009

ECEWED
'APR 02 2010
Bureau of land Mgmt.
S n O'<2 ; G District

June Hues, Area Field Manager
US Bureau of Land Management - Spokane District Office
1103 North Fancher
Spokane , Washington 99212-1275
Re: Horse Heaven Rim Trail
Dear Ms. Hues,
The Park Board is aware that your office will begin a resource management planning process
for BLM's Washington state lands in 2010, and we would like to bring an item to your attention
that has been talked about conceptually in our area for some time .
As part of the scoping for your planning process , we would like to introduce the concept of the
"Horse Heaven Rim Trail" (HHRT) into the record. The vision for the HHRT that has been
developing in our community is for a linear, soft-surface , multiple use trail ; extending from
roughly Webber Canyon in the east, westward along the crest of the Horse Heaven Hills to
some point in the west , hopefully in the vicinity of Prosser. The trail could ultimately be
anywhere from 15 to over 40 miles depending on what is ultimately designated.
What Exists Now ...
A major portion of the potential trail corridor is on BLM land on the crest and north face of the
Horse Heaven Hills, within a management unit we understand is called "Badger Slope", or
someth ing similar. Most of the trail already exists in a de facto state , as people have used this
corridor as a trail and road for a long time. A contiguous BLM land holding extends for many
miles from Webber Canyon to a point between Chandler Butte and Prosser. Also, BLM has
already authorized a small trail in this area that is maintained and has a dedicated parking area.
The unnamed trail begins at a small trailhead along McBee Road south of Benton City (see
photos), and climbs the face of the Horse Heaven Hills to a point on the crest that would
intersect the proposed HHRT. Therefore , the idea of a designated trail in this area is not new.
What We are Seeking...
We would like to see the ridgeline trail formally authorized and designated. Because, as
mentioned, the trail mostly exists already , we would foresee few needs for improvements. Most
such improvements could probably be made through partnerships with local volunteer groups .
The most substantial improvements would probably be a trailhead (some parking) on the east
end, and some basic signage . At a minimum , we would like to see commitment to a "phase
one" of the HHRT for the sectio n between Webber Canyon Road and McBee Road. From
there , we could see how westward expansions can be phased in over time.
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Recreation groups , econom ic development organizations , and conservation advocates have
been supportive of the HHRT concept in early, informal discussions. The Rim Trail is also noted
as a community-wide parks goal in Benton County's Comprehensive Parks Plan that was
comp leted in August 2008.
We have attached some photos and a basic map to illustrate the setting of the trail and where it
would be located .
Thank you for your continued stewardship of our public lands. The Park Board enjoys working
with your office on our shared goals in recreation and conservation .
Sincerely ,

Bert Lake, Chair
cc:

Benton County Board of Comm issioners
Backcountry Horsemen - Purple Sage Riders
Backcountry Horsemen - Rattlesnake Ridge Riders
Backcount ry Horsemen - Wine Country Riders
Benton City Economic Development Committee
Chinook Cycling Club
Friends of Badger Mounta in
Inter-Mountain Alpine Club
Prosser Economic Developme nt Assoc iation
Ridges to Rivers Open Space Network of the Mid-Columb ia
Tapteal Greenway Association
Tri-City Bicycle Club
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This aerial photo shows the BLM holdings in Benton County
referenced in the letter. The red -shaded areas are BLMowned properties. This contiguous tract extends to the west
several more miles .

.
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. .....

A =Benton City
B = McBee Road (mark is approx location of existing trailhead)
C =Webber Canyon
D = Benton County owned parcel that could be a trailhead/parking area
The current Horse Heaven Rim Trail proposal would connect the
Webber Canyon area with McBee Road across the BLM property.
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This is the existing trailhead along McBee Road. It is well used. There is a small parking area and official
BLM signage. We are not sure who maintains these minor improvements, but the existence of the trail
does demonstrate BLM's recognition of the value of this property for passive recreational trail use. We
are seeking this same level of recognition and improvements for the Horse Heaven Rim Trail.
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While the photograph is not very good, the view is of the north face of the Horse Heaven Hills, looking
from Interstate 82 near Red Mountain toward the Kiona/McBee area. You can faintly see a road
traversing the face from left to right - this is McBee Road. The trail shown in the previous photo is
located on the left side of this photo, though not visible here. The trail begins along McBee Road near the
bottom and climbs to the crest, where it would intersect with the Horse Heaven Rim Trail, which itself
would run the length of the ridgeline as seen in this photo, and well beyond in both directions.
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This view is a samp le of what is seen and experienced atop the Rim. This view looks east along the
ridge. If you look to the north, you look down into the lush Yak ima Valley with its farms , towns , and the
river. In contrast, if you turn and look to the south you view the vast expanse of the Horse Heaven wheat
country .
Actual ization of the Horse Heaven Rim Trail would require very little in the way of trail "building". As you
can see, a well-worn path already exists. Some minor work would be needed at the term inal access
points, and this could probably be coord inated and completed by local volunteers such as the horseman
and hiking groups. The Board is merely asking the BLM to formally recogn ized the trail and to work with
these local groups to make real the minor improvements that would be needed.
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OKANOGAN COUNTY
NOXIOUS WEED CONTROL BOARD
149 3rd N. Rm. 102,

PO Box 791, Okanogan, WA 98840
Email noxiousweeds@co.okanogan.wa.us
www.okanogancounty.org/nw
OFFICE 509-422-7165
TTY
800-833-6388
FAX
509-422-7166

OFFICE STAFF
MANAGER:
Anna Lyon
509-422-7168
Field Supervisor
Janet Nelson
509-422-7295
Lead Field Inspector
Larry Hudson
509-422-7167
BOARD MEMBERS:
AREA # 1
Johnny (Jack) Pitts
POB 133
Malott, WA 98829
509-422-0857
AREA # 2
Bonnie Lawrence
POB 1714
Omak, WA 98841
509-826-3195
AREA # 3
Shauna Hicks
366 Twisp/Winthrop Rd
Twisp, WA 98856
509-997-2700
AREA # 4
Vicki Davis
271 Fish Lake Rd.
Tonasket, WA 98855
509-486-2714
AREA #5
Jan Asmussen, Chairperson
POB 417
Tonasket, WA 98855
509-486-2138

To: BLM
Date: May 20, 2010
Subject: Resource Management Plan
BLM land uses vary, but non-native noxious weed infestations influence each of
these uses. Whether the use is mining, grazing, wildlife habitat, recreation, or a
variety of other uses, noxious weeds play a detrimental role to the management
and conservation of BLM lands.
The Okanogan County Noxious Weed Control Board encourages a long-term
weed control plan, using integrated control methods, be included in the Resource
Management Plan.
The long-term plan must include and permit all components of integrated weed
management. Re-vegetation, herbicides application, bio-controls, hand pulling
and grazing are major components of integrated weed management, but
Herbicides are
prevention of infestations must be recognized as well.
continuously being modified and improved, there for selections must not be
limited to only products that are currently available. Soil disturbance and existing
weed infestations should be minimized throughout the duration of the plan.
We encourage a long-term control plan that will allow for adaptability regarding
the invasive species and the control method. Sites vary and control plans
implemented for each site must be adaptable allowing for flexibility of the
program to benefit the public lands.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the BLM Resource Management
Plan. Please contact our office if you have any questions or comments.

Anna Lyon,
OCNWCB Manager
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kvradenburg.city@entiat.org

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc

07/08/2010 01:47 PM

bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form - Keith Vradenburg

Requestor: Keith Vradenburg
E-mail address: kvradenburg.city@entiat.org
Comments:
I am the Mayor of the City of Entiat in Chelan County, state of
Washington. The City of Entiat is interesting in 11 acres of BLM
property located on Highway 97A Mile Marker 213. The City of Entiat
believes that this site is ideal for a waste transfer station. City
staff has looked at several parcels of land that could possibly be a
good site for a waste transfer station. This site has the best
location and access for our City and the surrounding community.
If anyone has any questions that I could answer or if there any
information needed, please contact me.
Keith Vradenburg,
phone;
address

office

Mayor

509 - 784 - 1500

listed above.

Thnak you!!!
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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Eastern Washington
Non-Governmental
Organizations
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JOHNIE PITMAN
05/15/2010 07:10 PM

To OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington Resource Management Plan

To whom it may concern:
Hello, I'm Johnie Pitman President of the Panorama Gem and Mineral Club, thank you for this
opportunity to express concerns about the use of BLM lands in eastern Washington. At the
present time we have 60 adult members and their families in our club and there are over 2000
members in the state of Washington that belong to the Northwest Federation of Mineralogical
Societies, Inc. As a group we often go on field trips on private and public lands to collect gems,
minerals, fossils, and rocks. Last year our club went on fifteen such outings and collected
specimens for our personal collections. This is a great way to get outdoors and get some exercise
and sun shine. In resent years there are more and more rules and regulations, closures and limited
access to public lands for this type of recreation. For the most part we are not prospectors
looking to stake claims or realize any form of profit from these activities.
We often go into our public schools at their invitation to talk about geology, fossils and the
rocks that we have collected on public lands. Education is an important part of our organization
and that includes taking care of our environment and respecting the land owners and others that
will be using the public lands for other reasons. We encourage collecting limits and reasonable
environmental regulations that will ensure recreation of all types for future generations.
I will not be available to attend any of the public open house meetings.
Respectfully, Johnie Pitman
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To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc

06/12/2010 09:32 PM

bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form - Evelyn Cataldo

ra

Drive

Comments:
I am the President of the Northwest Federation of Mineralogical
Societies (NFMS). We are one of the seven Federations of the
American Federation of Mineralogical Societies. The NFMS is composed
of 71 gem and mineral clubs with over 5,200 members. Clubs within
the NFMS represent the states of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana,
Alaska and the northern part of Utah. Thank you for allowing us to
comment on the issues to be considered in the RMP.

We urges you to maintain and recognize rockhounding as a legitimate
recreational pursuit on all BLM lands. Within Eastern Washington,
there are several sites on BLM property that are actively used by
rockhounding hobbyists. Rockhounding is a family activity that is
enjoyed by many.

In particular concern, is the Saddle Mountain area. This is a well
know location for petrified wood. Rockhounds have been using this
site for many, many years. Of late, there have been issues between
rockhounds and a private land owner. We urge you to resolve
owenership issues on Saddle Mountain and provide clarity to the
public on which areas are designated BLM property for rockhounding.
We request that you plan to maintain and expand access for multi-use
recreational users in the Saddle Mountain unit.

In closing, management of public lands by closure and unwarranted
habitat designations is not acceptable. We encourage BLM to plan for
continued and hopefully expanded rockhounding activities within the
the RMP process.

Thank you for your consideration.
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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COMMENTS ON RMP FOR EASTERN WASHINGTON BLM LANDS

June 21, 2010

Mr. Robert Towne
District Manager
BLM Spokane District Office
1103 N. Fancher Rd.
Spokane, WA 99212
Dear Mr. Towne:
The organizations listed below serve on the Federal Lands Hunting and Shooting Sports
Roundtable. The Roundtable was created by a memorandum of understanding (BLM MOU No.
250-2007-03 and IM 2007-41) signed by the BLM, the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Forest
Service and 40 national hunting, fishing, shooting sports, and wildlife conservation
organizations.
We represent the interests of millions of hunters and other wildlife
conservationists who commonly recreate on our nation’s Federal lands and who use those lands
for recreational shooting.
We appreciate the opportunity to comment during the scoping process to revise the Eastern
Washington Resource Management Plan (RMP) and to prepare an initial plan for the San Juan
Archipelago. Our comments are directed to the Eastern Washington portion of the RMP effort
with specific focus on recreational shooting. To put interest in recreational shooting into
perspective, a study conducted in 2009 by Responsive Management for the National Shooting
Sports Foundation estimated a total participation in the shooting sports of more than 34.4 million
people nationwide. Of that number, 7.5 million live in the Western states.
Our work on the Roundtable, including its predecessor the Public Lands Shooting Sports
Roundtable, has made it very clear that unlike all other activities on Federal lands, recreational
shooting has been largely “out of sight, out of mind.” The continued growth in population
around BLM lands, coupled with expanding recreational use, makes that philosophy a threat to
the present and future access to Federal lands for recreational shooting.
When conflicts arise, the invariable management response is closure, with little regard for the
displaced shooters. Rarely is there a plan developed to find a suitable alternative site. Instead,
shooters are expected to shoot elsewhere on Federal lands until such time as conflicts and other
issues arise on those lands. In this way, the creeping land closures continue.
Places to enjoy recreational shooting are becoming increasingly limited as private lands are
closed to that use or are developed. This applies even greater pressure on Federal lands to
provide access. Competition for public lands for a variety of uses also has the effect of taking
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public lands out of consideration for more intensive recreational shooting. If areas for more
intensive recreational shooting were identified in the planning process, other uses could be
planned to avoid conflicts and closures (e.g. fences, trails, roads, range and wildlife
improvements, rights of way, etc.).
We recognize the RMP process as the principal tool for the BLM to address resource use and
allocation. We believe it important to state our position with respect to recreational shooting and
land use planning and land use allocations and restrictions. We ask that the views stated below
be a consideration in the Eastern Washington RMP scoping process and throughout the entire
RMP revision.
1. Recreational shooting of all kinds is recognized by the BLM to be a legitimate form of
recreation and an appropriate use of the National System of Public Lands managed by the
BLM.
2. Recreational shooting should be considered an appropriate and accepted use of the public
lands in the area and should be given equal consideration with other legitimate land use
activities or projects that are evaluated within the context of land use planning.
3. Recreational shooting is a recognized sport, in and of itself, and is often a means of
education and practice for hunters and potential hunters to improve their marksmanship
and other hunting skills. Access to recreational shooting opportunities makes for better
trained, more accurate, and increasingly safety-conscious hunters, who enjoy recreational
opportunities on public and private lands.
4. The BLM Land Use Planning Process should identify public land areas where dispersed
recreational shooting can continue, along with sites and ranges for current and/or future
more concentrated recreational shooting activities.
5. Recreational shooting on public lands should be restricted or prohibited by land
management decisions only in public land areas where dangers to public safety exist or
where restrictions or prohibitions on recreational shooting are needed to prevent damage
to valuable resources.
6. The BLM's planning for restrictions or closures to recreational shooting should consider
options for mitigating the loss of areas that have been available for recreational shooting.
We believe that the BLM in Oregon/Washington has the ability to analyze land and resource
information in the planning area for its use for recreational shooting. It is particularly important
to identify land areas that are better suited for more intensive shooting, regardless of whether
these areas would be used informally or potentially used as managed shooting ranges. If
expertise is needed for detailed analysis of a site(s), that could be arranged through one of the
referenced MOU partners. The point of contact for the Roundtable is the Chair, Susan Recce, at
703-267-1541 or srecce@nrahq.org.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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Archery Trade Association
Bowhunting Preservation Alliance
National Rifle Association
National Shooting Sports Foundation
Pope & Young Club
Public Lands Foundation
Safari Club International
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06/21/2010 05:19 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form - Steve Shoemaker

E-mail address: steve.shoemaker@pnl.gov
Requestor Street Address:
di

ive

Comments:
I am the President of the Lakeside Gem and Mineral Club of Kennewick
Washington. Our club has about 300 members of all ages. The club
members have enjoyed use of BLM land for a long time and want to mke
sure the current planning continues to protect our iinterest and
access to these resources.
1. Maintain and expand access fro multi-use recreational users in
Saddle Mnt. unit and resolve ownership issues for public clarity.
2. Maintain and recognize rockhounding as a legitamate recreational
pursuit on all state BLM landss.
3. Management of Public lands by closure or unwarrented habitat
designation is not acceptable.

Please allow our members to continue to share the freedom and
enjoyment we have found in rockhounding on BLM lands.

Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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Molly Reid
<MReid@gsiws.com>

To "OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov"
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc Kevin Lindsey <KLindsey@gsiws.com>, David Lundgren
<dlundgren@wadistrict.net>
bcc

06/22/2010 04:00 PM

Subject Comments from Lincoln County Rehydro Project concerning
BLM's RMP

June 15, 2010

BLM Spokane District – ATTN: RMP
1103 N. Fancher Road
Spokane Valley, WA 99212

LINCOLN COUNTY CONSERVATION DISTRICT CONDUCTING STUDY FOR
FEASIBILITY OF LINCOLN COUNTY PASSIVE REHYDRATION
The Lincoln County Conservation District (LCCD) was recently funded by the Washington Departm ent
of Ecology – Columbia River Initiative to assess the phy sical feasibility of recharging basalt aquifers via
infiltration from selected streams and lakes in central and northern Lincoln County. The first phase of the
project, the prefeasibility assessm ent, is currently underw ay and will be com pleted late in 2010 . A
subsequent m ore detailed feasibility assessm ent curren tly is planned for 2011 . The objective of this
scoping comment is to briefly inform BLM staff about this project, commonly referred to as the Passive
Rehydration Project.
LCCD’ s Passive Rehy dration Project, with support from the Columbia Basin Groundwater
Management Area (GWMA), the WRIA 43 Water R esource Managem ent Group, the Columbia Basin
Development League, and the Lincoln, Grant, Fra nklin and Adam s County Commissioners, is studying
the feasibility of conveying available Lake Roosevelt water into the streams and lakes of northern Lincoln
County. If this project is built it will see:
1.
Formerly flowing, but currently dry, stream beds reoccupied by flowing streams.
2.
Wetland areas restored.
3.
Refilling of the many dry lakes currently seen in the area.
In conjunction with this, groundwater recharge w ill be occurring, and this will support base flow to
downstream areas as well as rehydrate aquifers depleted by a com bination of loss of recharge and
withdrawals by pumping.
Successful implementation of the Rehydration Project will: (1) mitigate for reduced stream flows in Crab
Creek and its tributaries (such as Cannaiwai Creek, Marlin Hollow, Lake Creek, Duke Creek, and Coal
Creek), (2) refill currently dry or depleted lakes (such as Bobs Lake, Pacific Lake, Neves Lake, Tavares
Lake, Browns Lake, and Deer Lake to nam e a few), and (3) provide groundwater recharge to declining
Columbia River basalt aquifers, specifically those in Lincoln County and within the Odessa Subarea. In
addition, with this project LCCD will be looking at pot ential sites for the construction and operation of
small scale hydro-electric power generation facilities in these drainages. The Passive Rehydration Project
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will identify the viability of one or m ore stream drainages to meet these goals. Water from these streams
will then revitalize and refill dried up lakes and seep into the bedrock under natural conditions to recharge
and replenish the water within the Colum bia River B asalt aquifers, which are used by the majority of
water users throughout the Odessa area.
This Passive Rehydration project has wide local support due to the known declining groundwater
levels in the Odessa area, diminished stream flows, and the historical drying of lakes. The Project with its
local support is searching for potential viable options to mitigate the impacts to groundwater and surface
water while m aintaining the local econom y. If potentia l passive rehy dration sites can be identified, and
programs im plemented, m any benefactors such as the ecosy stem, the groundwater users, and econom y
will have a reestablished water supply.
LCCD has been holding, and will continue to hold open public m eetings to inform the public of
the goals, objectives , and progress of the Passive Rehy dration project. In addition, one-on -one meetings
have been, and will continue to be held with local landowners to get project buy -in along the selected
water courses, and negotiate land access agreem ents for the Project. A land position survey will also be
completed in order to develop the m ost preferred conveyance route alternatives for future engineered
designs.
The BLM is an im portant landowner within several of the drainages that will be investigated for the
Passive Rehy dration Project, and LCCD wants the BLM to incorporate into its Resource Managem ent
Plan (RMP) actions and activities that facilitate and augment the Passive Rehydration Project. In general,
the RMP should include actions defined in consultation with LCCD that enhance habitat conditions and
infiltration into the underly ing aquifer sy stem. One ex ample of such an action would be to ensure that
flow control structures installed in specific drainag es can be operated to allow the delivery of Passive
Rehydration Project water to downstream areas targeted by LCCD for habitat benefits, surface water uses,
and aquifer recharge. In the long term
, BLM wo rking with LCCD, should have an RMP in these
drainages that allows for m ultiple uses, including : (1) h ealthy natural habitats, (2) viable and sustainable
uses of the land and water that prom ote a healthy economic climate for Lincoln County , and (3) allow
these streams to accomplish one of the things they did naturally in the past - provide a recharge source for
groundwater found beneath Lincoln County . LCCD recommends that its interests in the Passive
Rehydration Project be represented in BLM’ s process to ensure that this project and the RMP are
compatible and com plementary. It would be in neither of our interests to be m anaging water to cross
purposes.
This Passive Rehy dration Project was developed from the input of local residents involved in watershed
planning and from the results of the regional groundwater m apping project conducted by the GWMA.
The project will look at improvements to surface water and groundwater conditions in the region that will
benefit all water users in the area. It would be in the BLM’s interest to recognize this effort and include it
within its RMP process.
For further inform ation or questions, please contact David Lundgren, Lincoln
District, P.O. Box 46, Davenport, WA 99122 (509) 725-4181.

County Conservation

Molly Reid
Water Resource Analyst
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GSI Water Solutions, Inc.
1020 N. Center Parkway, Suite F
Kennewick, WA 99336
Phone: (509) 735-7135
Fax: (509) 735-7067
Cell: (541) 310-8800
Email: mreid@gsiws.com
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To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc

06/11/2010 02:15 PM

bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form - Mike Denny

E-mail address: me.denny@my180.net
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
Hello,
My primary concern is over the Juniper Dune Wilderness Area in
Franklin Co.. As you know this is a very unique habitat type here in
the Columbia Basin. I strongly urge you to STOP all ORV/ATV use of
the entire area. If folks want to go and rip around on ATVs there are
many other sites that have already been destroyed by these folks.
Please consider the fact that this is a wilderness area and that it
is not replaceable nor can you really mitigate for its destruction.
So I am asking that this ENTIRE wilderness area be closed to ATVs and
that the BLM actually enforce it.
Thank-you for this opportunity to comment.
Mike Denny
Vice President
Blue Mountain Audubon Society
Walla Walla, WA
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is CD.
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To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc

06/24/2010 10:27 PM

bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form - Earl .Nettnin

E-mail address: esnettnin@aol.com
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
This letter is in response to requested comments for the BLM revision
of the resource Management Plan that was discussed at the scoping
meetings.

Areas of concern are the Saddle Mountain Management Unit area, the
Juniper Dunes Wilderness area and Juniper Forest.

I feel the Saddle Mountain Management Unit area should continue to
have motorized access for all types of recreational activities that
are found in that area.

On the issue concerning the Juniper Dunes Wilderness
Forest there is no legal access to these areas. The
by a private road which some of the land owners feel
it off at times and post No Trespassing signs. This
popular recreational area and legal access should be
eleminate land owner hassels.

area and Juniper
only way in is
they must block
is a very
established to

Thank you for considering these comments for the revision in the BLM
Resource Management Plan.

Please add my name to the mailing list.
Earl P. Nettnin, Region 4 Director
Pacific Northwest 4-Wheel Drive Association
519 North Fisher Place
Kennewick, WA 99336
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To OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov
06/25/2010 06:35 AM

cc
bcc
Subject Land Use

I am a member of the Marysville Rock & Gem Club. (122 members strong
and growing) As rockhounds we enjoy going on field trips to outdoor sites to
gather rocks and/or minerals.
Finding places to gather rocks and minerals on public land in the state of
Washington has become very difficult however due to land and road
closures on the public lands. Some rockhounds are challenged by health and
mobility issues. Not being able to hike they are hurt the most by these road
closures
As the BLM formulates plans to manage its land resources into the future, I
strongly encourage you to take into account the interests of the rockhound
hobbyist. Please keep open those roads currently accessing areas of interest
like Saddle Mountain and the abandoned mines in Ferry and Stevens
Counties.
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Bill Moser - President - MRGC
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06/25/2010 11:55 AM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form - Bryan Tallman

ud
Comments:
I am increasingly concerned that areas to rockhound are becoming
increasinly hard to get to either because of road conditions or
closure to the public. Please try to ensure that the roads to these
locations are maintained for reasonable access. Thank you...
Bryan Tallman
Presisent, Shelton Rock and Mineral Society
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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Comments regarding issue statements—Ea. Washington and San Juans RMP
Cowiche Canyon Conservancy
July 9, 2010
The issues as developed to date and presented for public comment generally represent the broad
suite of resource management themes facing Washington and Oregon public land managers in
2010. Since the impact of changing climate on the major habitats in both eastern Washington
and the San Juans is not mentioned in the scope, I presume that the time horizon for the RMP is
limited, and that climate adaptation strategies will not be included in alternatives? Otherwise, as
the current Executive Director of the Cowiche Canyon Conservancy in central Washington, and
former Eastern Washington Forests Director for The Nature Conservancy, I work with these
issues as presented both as a direct land manager, and as an adjoining landowner/ partner with
BLM. With the exception of changing climate, I believe you have captured the key content for
eastern Washington land management issue development. I would like to offer some further
suggestions for framing and amplifying the issues in such a way that planning exercises might
follow a clear logic framework for developing and evaluating alternative management strategies.
As a general comment regarding the criteria sideboards, you have most likely answered most of
your issues as they are currently framed. When framing the issues as the open-ended questions
of “how will shrub-steppe/adjacent lands/new lands/energy permitting…be managed”, you will
most likely be able to find an “answer” within the myriad plans, acts, guidance protocols, and
other public entity overlays cited in the sideboards, thus diminishing the need for resource
management planning beyond researching all extant laws, regulations, and local jurisdictional
ordinances. The following suggestions may help refine what lies outside the sideboards, and
lead more directly from issues to the development of action-driven strategies:
Issue 1): Revised issue statement: Regardless of current ownership, what are the most
representative eastern Washington species, communities, ecosystems, ecosystem processes, and
land uses, and what specific roles, if any, will the BLM play in their persistence through time?
Rationale: The intent here is to start with the most important elements of BLM’s resource
management mandate including both natural and cultural history, and come up with a
preferred alternative that has been probed by considering what opportunities exist for
BLM to act either on its own lands, or by cooperative agreements elsewhere.
Issue 2) Revised issue statement: Given the current ownership pattern with many areas of
interspersed ownerships, limited resources and long time horizons for real estate exchanges and
other transactions, what criteria will BLM use to define the gradient from the most to the least
pressing adjoining land use conflicts, and what suite of actions will be proposed to resolve them?
Rationale: There are good models for defining some clear and user-friendly criteria for
determining “how much is enough” for buffering desired protected areas for habitat or for
other land use activities. Rather than using an open-ended, conflict-based approach to
land configuration, this issue can be re-framed to deliver specific objectives that will
assess contiguity from several perspectives, rather than one perspective.
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Issue 3) Revised issue statement: With the significant changes that have occurred to the land
base and resource management practices since the last RMP was written, how should BLM
prioritize deployment of its limited staff resources during the interim period until the new RMP
is adopted? What organizations are already working in partnership with BLM or are poised to do
so, and how can these cooperative efforts be legitimized given conflicting values over land use
both inside and external to the BLM? How can the next RMP be made more elastic to rapidly
changing conditions in the future?
Rationale: The true intent of this issue is not exactly clear—it appears to express the
uncertainty of working outside the parameters of the old plan because of all the changes
that have occurred since 1987, but won’t those changes be incorporated into this current
planning cycle?
Issue 4): Revised issue statement: When permitting energy facilities, mineral extractions and
transmission lines under its authorities, the BLM can institute sound permit conditions and adopt
existing regional mitigation protocols. Given the need for energy, and the clear threat energy
development imposes on the very systems BLM will work to protect, what outside resources and
expertise should BLM draw upon to guide what may be the most conflicted and controversial
issue for the next RMP cycle? How can development and conservation strategies be considered
together in order to avoid an irrevocable inconsistency among the strategies?
Rationale: Short of a global paradigm shift toward real conservation of energy resources,
demand for new sources of energy will continue, and the resource-rich lands of eastern
Washington, and the non-urbanized areas of the western United States in general will
experience increasing pressure to convert portions of the landscape to energy production
and transmission. The text supporting the issue statement as presented for comment
implies there is an “if” statement pertaining to the BLM’s engagement in land uses that
permit energy development. It is important to state the issue in such a way as to
eliminate any doubt about BLM’s future role in some form of energy development—even
if to just include management of existing power lines and subsurface minerals. Selection
of the final preferred alternative management scenario will likely have a mix of
conservation and development strategies, including some energy development and
transmission.

61

62

9 July, 2010
Scott Pavey
BLM Spokane District Office
1103 N. Fancher Rd.
Spokane Valley, WA 99212
RE:

RMP REVISION – EASTERN WASHINGTON AND SAN JUAN

Dear Mr. Pavey,
This letter is in response to the Spokane BLM office’s invitation to provide comments on its Spokane Resource
Management Plan (RMP) which is currently undergoing revisions. Clipper Windpower Development Company,
Inc. (“Clipper”) has been developing BLM land for wind energy purposes in the Spokane District since 2007. We
appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.
We understand that the BLM is considering the reclassification of some or all of its visual resource management
areas. We further understand that the BLM may designate certain areas within its district as renewable energy
zones, and Clipper’s project area in Benton County, Washington may be considered for inclusion in such a
renewable energy zone. Clipper enthusiastically supports this idea. Alternatively, Clipper respectfully requests a
reconsideration of the current VRM Class II designation for its project area in the event it is not established as a
renewable energy zone.
We appreciate the federal government’s support for and prioritization of renewable energy development on
public lands as expressed in Section 211 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 and Secretary Salazar’s Secretarial
Order 3285. Clipper remains committed to developing clean, renewable energy in Western states, which often
calls for the inclusion of BLM land. We appreciate efforts by the Spokane BLM office and other agencies in
promoting responsible yet reasonable policies for wind development on its lands.
Thank you for accepting these comments.
Sincerely,

Krista Jo Gordon
Region Development Manager – West
Clipper Windpower Development Company, Inc.
1350 17th Street, Suite 200
Denver, CO 80202
Tel: (303) 951‐6959
Cell: (805) 679‐1986
Email: kgordon@clipperwind.com
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July 12, 2010
Sent via email and U.S. Mail
Scott Pavey
BLM Spokane District Office
1103 N. Fancher Rd.
Spokane Valley, WA 99212
Dear Mr. Pavey,
We appreciate the opportunity to provide suggestions and comments that might help in framing
the range of alternatives for the Eastern Washington and San Juan Planning Area. The Wilderness
Society’s (TWS) mission is to protect wilderness and inspire Americans to care for our wild
places. TWS represents more than half a million members and supporters nationwide and our
staff and members have great interest in the protection and enhancement of wild lands throughout
the planning area.
I.

THE LEGAL FRAMEWORK FOR ADDRESSING CLIMATE CHANGE IN LAND USE PLANS

BLM has a legal duty to address the impacts of climate change both from land management
actions and to the resource area in this plan revision. There is a global scientific consensus that
humaninduced climate change is currently altering the landscape and ecological functions at an
unprecedented rate. According to the U.S. Climate Change Science Program, the Northwest
landscape could be greatly transformed due to drought, wildfire, invasive species, and rising
temperatures.1 BLM is obligated to analyze impacts of global climate change in this management
plan revision.
The Eastern Washington and San Juan planning area will undoubtedly experience real effects of
climate change during the 20 year period that the RMP is in effect. Many prescriptions in the
RMP may contribute to and exacerbate the impacts of humaninduced global climate change. In
addition to a genuine analysis of impacts, it is imperative that BLM craft strategies for addressing
the impacts of climate change both in terms of mitigating management decisions’ contributions to
climate change and adapting to inevitable impacts of climate change.
A. BLM must take a hard look at climate change impacts from management decisions in
the environmental impact statement for the resource management plan
Impacts to the ecosystem from climate change include shrinking water resources; extreme
flooding events; invasion of more flammable nonnative plant species; soil erosion; loss of
wildlife habitat; and larger, hotter wildfires. Many of these impacts have been catalogued in
1

It has been estimated that the average temperature of the Northwest region of the United States has
already increased 1.5°F to 4°F over the past century and is projected to increase another 3 to 10°F this
century. See, United States Global Change Research Program, Global Climate Change Impacts in the
United States (2009).
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recent studies by federal agencies showing the impacts of climate change specifically in the
United States such as the recent report entitled Global Climate Change Impacts in the United
States, available at http://www.globalchange.gov/publications/reports/scientificassessments/us
impacts.
On September 14, 2009, Interior Secretary Salazar issued Secretarial Order (S.O.) No. 3289. This
order unequivocally mandates all agencies within the Department of Interior to “analyze potential
climate change impacts when undertaking longrange planning exercises, setting priorities for
scientific research and investigations, developing multiyear management plans, and making
major decisions regarding potential use of resources under the Department’s purview.” S.O. 3289,
incorporating S.O. 3226 (emphasis added). The Eastern Oregon and San Juan RMP falls squarely
under this guidance and BLM must assess impacts from the proposed actions that may directly,
indirectly, or cumulatively result in exacerbating climate change within this document.
Additionally, the BLM State Office for Oregon/Washington has issued guidance on analyzing
greenhouse gas emissions and addressing changing climate conditions in NEPA documents (IM
No. OR2010012). This policy guidance states that this type of analysis should be included in
resource management plans as these types of plans “typically have a long enough duration that
climate change could potentially alter the choice among alternatives.”
BLM must fully analyze the cumulative and incremental impacts of the proposed decisions in the
RMP. Center for Biological Diversity v. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 538
F.3d 1172, 1217 (9th Cir. 2008). In CBD v. NHTSA, the NHTSA failed to provide analysis for the
impact of greenhouse gas emissions on climate change and was rebuked by the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, which observed that “[t]he impact of greenhouse gas emissions on
climate change is precisely the kind of cumulative impacts analysis that NEPA requires agencies
to conduct.” 538 F.3d at 1217. For example, offroad vehicle designations, oil and gas
management stipulations, and renewable energy development may significantly increase or
reduced greenhouse gas emissions contributing to climate change and must be analyzed under
NEPA.
Further, NEPA regulations require that NEPA documents address not only the direct effects of
federal proposals, but also “reasonably foreseeable” indirect effects. These are defined as:
Indirect effects, which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth
inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use,
population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural
systems, including ecosystems.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b).
BLM is required to take a hard look at direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to and from
climate change in the planning area in the RMP. The following sections provide a suggested
framework for this analysis in the RMP.
1. Quantification of Greenhouse Gas Emissions
BLM must analyze greenhouse gas emissions in the planning area as part of the RMP revision.
As stated in IM No. OR2010012, “analysis of effects on greenhouse gas levels should be
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included in relevant programmatic analyses, such as resource management plan environmental
impact statements.”
As a general approach, BLM should first assess and, wherever possible, quantify or estimate
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by type and source by analyzing the direct operational impacts
of their proposed actions. Assessment of direct emissions of GHG from onsite combustion
sources is relatively straightforward. For many projects, energy consumption will be the major
source of GHGs. The indirect effects of a project may be more farreaching and will require
careful analysis. Within this category, agencies should evaluate, inter alia, GHG and GHG
precursor emissions associated with construction, electricity use, fossil fuel use, downstream
combustion of fossil fuels extracted or refined by the project, water consumption, water pollution,
waste disposal, transportation, the manufacture of building materials, and land conversion.
Because failure to conserve carbon sinks results in direct and quantifiable GHG emissions as well
as indirect effects from reduction in carbon sequestration, the GHG effects of destruction of
carbon sinks should be analyzed as part of the EIS. The GHG effects of destruction of carbon
sinks should be analyzed both in terms of carbon already stored in the landscape and soil itself
and in terms of the landscape’s ongoing carboncapturing properties. Such an analysis requires
that an initial inventory of carbon storage potential be conducted for each landscape. The
environmental review should assess and where possible quantify all the various component
carbon pools – live trees, other vegetation, dead trees or vegetation (coarse, woody debris and
snags), logs, litter, duff, and mineral soil – and the fluxes of carbon to and from these pools, due
to natural processes like decay and fire, and those associated with management, harvest and/or
manufacture of extracted resources, including the burning of fossil fuels needed to remove,
transport, and process those materials. In conducting this assessment, fluxes associated with fire
management and the restoration of the resilient native ecology should be accounted for
separately. Net fluxes from terrestrial pools to the atmosphere may occur from management
activities, such as prescribed and natural fire management, but may be considered beneficial, if
they enhance the longterm carbon storage ability of the ecosystem and enhance ecosystem
integrity.
While quantifying the GHG emissions from decisions in the RMP is important, BLM is also
required to include qualitative analysis of impacts. A suggested approach for this type of analysis
can be found in the section entitled “Risk Assessment” below.
2. Addressing Climate Change Conditions
BLM baseline data on climate change must be sufficient to permit analysis of impacts under
NEPA. Importantly, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.15 requires agencies to “describe the environment of the
areas to be affected or created by the alternatives under consideration.” Establishment of baseline
conditions is a requirement of NEPA. In Half Moon Bay Fisherman’s Marketing Ass’n v.
Carlucci, 857 F.2d 505, 510 (9th Cir. 1988), the Ninth Circuit states that “without establishing . .
. baseline conditions . . . there is simply no way to determine what effect [an action] will have on
the environment, and consequently, no way to comply with NEPA.” The court further held that
“[t]he concept of a baseline against which to compare predictions of the effects of the proposed
action and reasonable alternatives is critical to the NEPA process.”
There is a growing body of scientific information already available on climate change baseline
conditions, much of it generated by or available through federal agencies. Where there is
3
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scientific uncertainty, NEPA imposes three mandatory obligations on BLM: (1) a duty to disclose
the scientific uncertainty; (2) a duty to complete independent research and gather information if
no adequate information exists unless the costs are exorbitant or the means of obtaining the
information are not known; and (3) a duty to evaluate the potential, reasonably foreseeable
impacts in the absence of relevant information, using a fourstep process. Unless the costs are
exorbitant or the means of obtaining the information are not known, the agency must gather the
information in studies or research. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22. Courts have upheld these requirements,
stating that the detailed environmental analysis must “utiliz[e] public comment and the best
available scientific information.” Colorado Environmental Coalition v. Dombeck, 185 F.3d 1162,
117172 (10th Cir. 1999) (citing Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens’ Council, 490 U.S. at 350);
Holy Cross Wilderness Fund v. Madigan, 960 F.2d 1515, 152122 (10th Cir. 1992).
As the Supreme Court has explained, while "policymaking in a complex society must account for
uncertainty," it is not "sufficient for an agency to merely recite the terms 'substantial uncertainty'
as a justification for its actions." Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Ass'n v. State Farm Mutual
Automobile Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 52 (1983). Instead, in this context, as in all other aspects of
agency decisionmaking, “[w]hen the facts are uncertain,” an agency decisionmaker must, in
making a decision, “identify the considerations he found persuasive.” Small Refiner Lead Phase
Down Task Force v. EPA, 705 F.2d 506, 520 (D.C. Cir. 1983), quoting Ind. Union Dept., AFL
CIO v. Hodgson, 499 F.2d 467, 476 (D.C. Cir. 1974).
BLM’s duty to evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts includes “impacts
which have catastrophic consequences, even if their probability of occurrence is low, provided
that the analysis of the impacts is supported by credible scientific evidence, is not based on pure
conjecture, and is within the rule of reason.” 40 CFR 1502.22(b). Such impacts are especially
significant in the face of climate change.
BLM must provide the public with an explanation of both the data used in analyzing the potential
effects of management alternatives and the methods used to conduct the analysis, as well as an
opportunity to provide comments and propose corrections or improvements.
B. BLM must craft longterm management prescriptions without permanent impairment
and unnecessary or undue degradation to the resources in the face of climate change.
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) gives BLM the authority to manage and
plan for emerging issues and changing conditions that global climate change will affect in the
planning area. FLPMA mandates that when BLM revises land use plans, it must “use and
observe the principles of multiple use and sustained yield set forth in this and other applicable
law” 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c).
The term “multiple use” means the management of the public lands and their various
resource values so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the
present and future needs of the American people; making the most judicious use of the
land for some or all of these resources or related services over areas large enough to
provide sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs
and conditions. . . a combination of balanced and diverse resource uses that takes into
account the longterm needs of future generations for renewable and nonrenewable
resources. . . and harmonious and coordinated management of the various resources
without permanent impairment of the productivity of the land and the quality of the
environment with consideration being given to the relative values of the resources and
4
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not necessarily to the combination of uses that will give the greatest economic return or
the greatest unit output.
43 U.S.C. § 1702(c).
Additional pertinent requirements of FLPMA that specifically apply to land use planning include
using “a systematic interdisciplinary approach to achieve integrated consideration of physical,
biological, economic, and other sciences; consider[ing] relative scarcity of the values involved;
and weigh[ing] longterm benefits to the public against shortterm benefits. Id.
FLPMA provides that BLM must “take any action necessary to prevent unnecessary or undue
degradation to managed resources.” 43 U.S.C. §1732(b). These provisions combine to necessitate
ontheground implementation of climate change policies.
In addition to the agency’s duty to take a hard look at the impacts of climate change to and from
the proposed vegetation management plan, BLM must also include a range of alternatives that
includes a strategy for mitigating these impacts. CEQ regulations instruct agencies to consider
alternatives to their proposed action that will have less of an environmental impact, specifically
stating that “[f]ederal agencies shall to the fullest extent possible: . . . Use the NEPA process to
identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to proposed actions that will avoid or minimize
adverse effects of these actions upon the quality of the human environment.” 40 C.F.R. §
1500.2(e) (emphasis added); see also, 40 C.F.R. §§ 1502.14, 1502.16.
The impacts of climate change should be a major factor in every alternative that is created since it
is an undeniable reality that will drive all land use planning decisions. As provided in the
Oregon/Washington State Office guidance document IM OR2010012, “[r]esource management
plans and other broad programmatic analyses are actions that would typically have a long enough
duration that climate change could potentially alter the choice among alternatives.”
Further, general statements that BLM will conduct monitoring are also not an appropriate form of
mitigation. Simply monitoring for expected damage does not actually reduce or alleviate any
impacts. Instead, a vigilant sciencebased monitoring system should be set out in the RMP in
order to address unforeseeable shifts to the ecosystem. A detailed monitoring approach is also
required under the BLM’s planning regulations:
The proposed plan shall establish intervals and standards, as appropriate, for monitoring
and evaluation of the plan. Such intervals and standards shall be based on the sensitivity
of the resource to the decisions involved and shall provide for evaluation to determine
whether mitigation measures are satisfactory, whether there has been significant change
in the related plans of other Federal agencies, State or local governments, or Indian tribes,
or whether there is new data of significance to the plan. The Field Manager shall be
responsible for monitoring and evaluating the plan in accordance with the established
intervals and standards and at other times as appropriate to determine whether there is
sufficient cause to warrant amendment or revision of the plan.
43 C.F.R. § 1610.49 (emphasis added).
Such vigilant monitoring is absolutely necessary in order to create an effective adaptive
management framework in the face of climate change.
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The following is The Wilderness Society’s recommended approach to developing management
prescriptions to allow the land and resources to adapt to the impacts of climate change while
meeting the agency’s legal obligations:
Recommendations: The proposed revision to the land use plan for this area provides BLM with
an excellent opportunity to analyze the impacts from climate change to the planning area over the
next two decades, as well as the contribution to climate change from management decisions made
in the plan. This analysis should in turn lead to the development of thoughtful management
prescriptions and alternatives in the land use plan that will address how BLM will mitigate these
causes and adapt its management over the coming years to prevent permanent impairment and
unnecessary or undue degradation to the resources in the face of climate change. Like other land
management agencies, BLM has been struggling to define how it can meet its legal obligations to
analyze the baseline conditions and environmental impacts associated with climate change in
light of scientific uncertainty and complexity as well how to set management prescriptions that
mitigate and adapt to additional or exacerbated stressors caused by a changing climate.
In its Fourth Assessment Report, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change reviewed a
number of impacts on biodiversity associated with anticipated changes in climate worldwide and
concluded, “Overall, climate change has been estimated to be a major driver of biodiversity loss
in cool conifer forests, savannas, mediterraneanclimate systems, tropical forests, in the Arctic
tundra, and in coral reefs… In other ecosystems, landuse change may be a stronger driver of
biodiversity loss at least in the near term…” but “beyond 2050 climate change is very likely to be
the major driver for biodiversity loss globally” (Fischlin et al. 2007, p.241). The IPCC notes
further that, “Although links between biodiversity intactness and ecosystem services remain
quantitatively uncertain, there is high confidence that the relationship is qualitatively positive”
(Parry et al. 2007). Thus, the IPCC has concluded that through its influence on biodiversity,
climate change is likely to have direct negative consequences on the provision of ecosystem
services. In response, they prescribe “an iterative risk management process that includes both
mitigation and adaptation, taking into account actual and avoided climate change damages, co
benefits, sustainability, equity and attitudes.” (IPCC 2007) (emphasis added).
Under the pressures of global change, it must be acknowledged that many objects of conservation
are at risk wherever they are found, and the traditional natural resource management paradigm of
modifying ecosystems to increase yield must change to a new paradigm of managing wildland
ecosystems to minimize loss – specifically loss of the ecosystem composition, structure, and
function that yields the benefits we seek from wildlands. Natural resource management must
change from a paradigm of maximum sustained yield to a paradigm of risk management.
Although there is no widelyaccepted method of assessing and managing risk, we recommend
breaking risk down into its component parts—vulnerability, exposure, and uncertainty—as a
useful way to think about risk to biodiversity and productive potential. In the following sections
of this document, we recommend an approach for assessing risk in the planning area as well
as an approach for management of that risk for BLM to comply with its legal obligations
under NEPA and FLPMA as set out above.
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II. BLM SHOULD ADOPT THE FOLLOWING RISK ASSESSMENT AND MANAGEMENT
APPROACH TO THIS LAND USE PLAN TO COMPLY WITH ITS LEGAL OBLIGATIONS

RISK ASSESSMENT: A RECOMMENDED APPROACH2
We strongly recommend that the agency use the following “risk assessment” strategy when
evaluating impacts to the planning area under NEPA and relevant guidance.
Efforts to manage risk begin with a risk assessment, which characterizes risk in terms of
vulnerability, exposure, and uncertainty, or, as Bartell (1998) has written, an inquiry into “What
can go wrong?” and “How likely is it to happen?” To these questions, Bartell adds a third, “So
what if it does?” as a gauge to determine if action is needed to address the risk. Bartell’s
rendering is intended to frame the topic of formal, quantitative risk assessment, but the
framework applies to less formal assessment of vulnerability, exposure, and uncertainty, as well.
Assessing Vulnerability
The vulnerability of ecosystems and the species and physical elements they comprise depends on
their inherent qualities and their ability to change or adapt to address new climatic conditions. A
system may be considered vulnerable if it is sensitive to the effects of climate change and has
limited ability to adjust to those effects. For example, the rocky intertidal ecosystem may be
highly sensitive to the effect of rising sea level (and the inundation of the intertidal zone) but less
vulnerable if its species are capable of colonizing new habitat created by the rising seas (i.e., high
sensitivity, high adaptive capacity). Conversely, a mountain stream community that is dependent
on cold summer water from a melting glacier may be very vulnerable once the glacier has melted
away, despite the ability of its constituent species to move great distances (i.e., high sensitivity,
low adaptive capacity).
Vulnerability of component species can be affected by the tolerance of individual organisms to
the direct effects of climate change, the ability of populations to adapt to those conditions through
the expression of genetic variability, and the ability to adjust behaviorally to changes in the
ecosystem, such as prey shifts. For example, dandelions (Taraxacum officinale), which occupy a
broad range of climatic conditions despite possessing essentially no genetic variability in the
species, would not seem to be inherently sensitive to climate, whereas pikas (Ochotona princeps),
which live only in the narrow alpine zone of western mountains, may be highly sensitive
(Holtcamp 2010). Some species that are able to move easily may be able to adapt well to climate
change even if they are inherently sensitive, provided that they can find the conditions they need
to live, and others may be able to remain in place, if the population can produce offspring that are
adapted to the new conditions. Pollen records indicate that some species have been able to survive
dramatic changes in climate in a given place, even though the individuals making up the current
population may themselves be quite sensitive. A vulnerability assessment would examine the
species and physical elements of existing wildland ecosystems and determine which elements are
sensitive, which have the ability to adapt, and what the likely consequences would be of
anticipated changes in climate.

2

This approach is a truncated version from a larger research paper developed by The Wilderness Society
during the scoping period for the Forest planning revision in the Sierra Nevada entitled “Managing the
Risk of Climate Change to Wildlands of the Sierra Nevada” (2010). This broader paper illustrates the
concepts we describe here and can be found in its entirety in Attachment 1.
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Because ecosystems are so complex, it is impossible to evaluate the vulnerabilities of every
population, species, community, or other element of the system in question. Instead, risk
assessment must focus on particular, highpriority elements or “key vulnerabilities.” In its 4th
Assessment Report, the IPCC (Schneider et al. 2007) suggested the following criteria for
identifying key vulnerabilities:
• magnitude of impacts,
• timing of impacts,
• persistence and irreversibility of impacts,
• likelihood of impacts and vulnerabilities,
• potential for adaptation,
• distributional aspects of impacts and vulnerabilities,
• importance of the system(s) at risk.
In other words, key vulnerabilities are likely to occur where the effects of climate change are
large and intense, imminent, longlasting, highly probable, and likely to limit the distribution of
highly valued systems or system elements.
The IPCC uses their criteria to select key vulnerabilities across a broad array of systems:
infrastructure, health, markets, agriculture, migration and conflict, as well as biological and
geophysical systems. Focusing their thinking only on wildland systems, Running and Mills
(2009) suggest that the most vulnerable elements of ecosystems are those that are 1) rare; 2) long
lived (with fewer generations in which to evolve); 3) isolated; 4) dependent on special habitats
(especially those directly affected by climate, such as deep snow and ephemeral wetlands); and 5)
susceptible to the kinds of disturbances likely to result from climate change (fire, floods, extreme
drought). In addition to these “highly vulnerable” species, they recommend focusing on a) species
with “a high public profile;” b) “datarich” species; and c) “strongly interacting” species
(keystone and dominant species). Species with a high profile are those that are appreciated for
their strong contribution to ecosystems services, providing utilitarian, recreational, and aesthetic
value. “Data rich” species provide the information necessary to devise potential conservation
strategies, and “strongly interacting” species, by definition, control ecosystem function. Running
and Mills apply their criteria specifically to species, but similar considerations may apply to
features, such as glaciers, rare soils, riparian vegetation, and old growth forests. A vulnerability
assessment should explicitly examine species and other ecosystem elements that meet these
criteria and explore the factors that make them vulnerable.
Recommendation: The BLM should evaluate the planning area for key vulnerabilities
according to the criteria above, and the nature of the climate threat to selected ecosystem
elements should be fully examined and presented as part of the plan revision process in
order to comply with its legal obligations under NEPA and other relevant laws and
regulations. Such an assessment should include careful consideration of species and habitats
of conservation concern.
Assessing Exposure
The assessment of exposure to climate change requires both the examination of the probability
and timing of future climate change and the likely changes to which ecosystem elements may be
vulnerable. Changes in average temperature and precipitation are important firstorder effects to
which many species are sensitive, but there are many other effects that constitute exposure. As
mentioned, melting glaciers may cause an increase in summer stream temperature. Increased
droughts may stress plants and animals, and early onset of spring is already increasing exposure
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to fire activity (Westerling et al. 2006). More subtle changes are also expected. Plants may be
exposed to pollinator shortages, and species range shifts may turn native species into invasive
species. A risk assessment should examine the probability of exposure to these and other likely
effects.
Assessing exposure probability involves combining information about likely climate change and
its effects. Possible climate change can be assessed using predictive models that can be run under
a variety of future scenarios. The results of these climate models can then be linked to other
models to explore effects on future vegetation, fire regimes, hydrology, etc. (Lenihan et al. 2003).
Where models agree with each other and produce similar results under multiple scenarios, the
results can be viewed with a high degree of confidence. Where models produce a range of
behaviors, prediction is less robust. In general, as the spatial resolution of models increases
through the process of “statistical downscaling,” agreement, and hence confidence, decreases.
Millar et al. (2007) note, “We might feel confident of broadscale future environmental changes
(such as global mean temperature increases), but we cannot routinely predict even the direction of
change at local and regional scales (such as increasing or decreasing precipitation).”
Nevertheless, models can be used to explore possibilities, “game different scenarios, and gain
qualitative insight on the range and direction of possible future changes without committing to
them as forecasts” (Millar et al. 2007).
In addition to examining the probability of various changes in climate, an assessment of exposure
should examine the consequences of those changes and where they are likely to occur in space
and time. For example, sealevel rise is a highly likely and potentially devastating consequence of
climate change but one that is limited in extent to coastlines. Increased fire activity is also to be
expected, but exposure is likely to be of greater concern near homes than away from them. An
exposure assessment should examine where the threat of increased fire activity is likely to be
most acute, including how that threat will change with growth of the “wildlandurban interface.”
Potential future effects are many, and precise quantification of probabilities may be beyond the
limits of existing tools and budgets. In these cases, future possibilities can be explored through
“scenario planning,” in which groups of analysts or stakeholders consider a broad range of
possible consequences of climate change (Welling 2008).
Recommendation: A risk assessment conducted as part of the plan revision should identify
the direct and indirect modes of exposure to climate change and attempt to quantify them
based on the best available science as required by NEPA and other laws and regulations.
Assessing Uncertainty
Because assessing the risks associated with climate change involves predicting future conditions,
it is no surprise that it is fraught with uncertainty. Limitations in predictive ability derive not only
from uncertainty about future conditions but from limitations of our understanding of current and
historical conditions and the factors that drive ecosystem behavior. Table 1 lists only a few of the
many sources of uncertainty that plague the assessment of risk from climate change. Each of
these sources contributes to risk, and the better they are understood, the more complete the
assessment of risk.
The sources in Table 1 are not an exhaustive list but only illustrate the range of unanswered
questions. As vulnerabilities and exposure are assessed, many more uncertainties will be revealed.
It is critically important that these uncertainties be explicitly documented and incorporated into
the risk assessment so that strategies can be developed to reduce uncertainty in the plan.
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Table 1. Sources of uncertainty in understanding future climate change and its
effects
Data limitations
♦ Poor records of past climate surfaces
♦ Poor records of species occurrences
Limitations in ecological knowledge

♦ Habitat/range models (“climate
envelopes”)
♦ Limited understanding of species
response to climate change
♦ Mortality rates and thresholds of
mortality and recruitment
♦ Dispersal
♦ Species interactions
♦ Behavior of novel ecosystems
♦ Effects of interacting stressors

Model limitations and variability

♦ Limited understanding of the climate
system
♦ Intermodel variation in model output
♦ Intramodel variation in model output
♦ Downscaling coarse resolution global
output to generate higher resolution
future climate (especially in
topographically diverse terrain)

Vagaries of human behavior

♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

Future emissions scenarios
Institutional resources
Public support
Planning horizon
Shifting decision processes and loci

Under such an indeterminate future, assessing vulnerability and exposure will be especially
difficult, placing added importance on the identification and reduction of uncertainty in land
management plans.
Recommendation: Pursuant to NEPA, BLM should identify and document known sources of
uncertainty and data needs and initiate action to fill those gaps at the earliest possible point
in the RMP revision process. Where data gaps remain, the plan should include strategies to
reduce uncertainties.
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MANAGING THE RISK OF CLIMATE CHANGE: A RECOMMENDED APPROACH
We strongly recommend that the agency use the following “risk managment” strategy in
conjunction with the “risk assessment” strategy laid out above when developing
management prescriptions in the face of climate change.
Adaptation is the management of risk to reduce the adverse effects of climate change on
ecosystem services received from wildlands. Actions that reduce the vulnerability to, exposure to,
and uncertainty of climate change impacts contribute to adaptation. Each of these aspects of risk
can be managed to reduce the negative consequences of climate change to wildlands.
Unfortunately, which techniques will be most effective remains to be determined. Learning will
require an experimental approach, tailored as appropriate to the specific lands on which they are
applied. Silviculture and other intensive management actions will not be appropriate in lands
designated to protect wilderness character, but they may be tested on lessrestrictive parts of the
landscape. The important thing is that these methods are approached experimentally, with
monitoring to facilitate rapid learning (Lawler et al. 2010). Finally, the diversity of administrative
designations present in most landscapes can themselves provide a framework for experimentation
that can accelerate discovery of approaches to climate change adaptation.
Reducing vulnerability
Depending on which ecosystem elements are identified as “key vulnerabilities” in the risk
assessment, a variety of options are available to decrease vulnerability by reducing the sensitivity
to climate change or by enhancing adaptive capacity. One of the simplest and most direct ways to
reduce sensitivity is to address the stressors in addition to climate change that make species and
ecosystems vulnerable to climate change. Reducing these anthropogenic stressors has been called
the “lowhanging fruit” of climate change adaptation (Joyce 2009) and includes increasing the
size and number of protected reserves, restoring altered disturbance regimes, halting and repairing
the loss and fragmentation of habitat, managing invasive species, cleaning up air and water
pollution, and addressing the legacy of past management. According to Galatowitsch et al.
(2009), “Key resilience actions include providing buffers for small reserves, expanding reserves
that lack adequate environmental heterogeneity, prioritizing protection of likely climate refuges,
and managing forests for multispecies and multiaged stands.”
In addition to reducing susceptibility, actions can be taken to enhance the capacity of species and
ecosystem elements to remain viable in the face of climate change. Enhancing adaptive capacity
consists of actions to facilitate or improve the ability of species (usually) to respond favorably to
climate change. The following are several examples of strategies to enhance adaptive capacity
derived from the burgeoning literature of “adaptation options” (Noss 2001, Millar et al. 2007,
Joyce et al. 2008, Biringer 2003, CNRA 2009, Glick et al. 2009, Running and Mills 2009).
♦ Promote connected landscapes. Restoring and maintaining habitat connectivity provides
species with the “room to roam” they need to respond to a changing climate. Without
connected habitat, species may not be able to disperse to new locations exhibiting a
favorable climate. Providing corridors and habitat connectivity facilitates the innate
capacity to disperse in response to climate change.
♦ Facilitate migration. Where movement in response to climate change is blocked by
habitat fragmentation or where species lack the dispersal ability to “keep up with” a
changing climate, species can be physically moved across barriers. Of course, such
decisions must be weighed extremely carefully to avoid the wellknown consequences of
11
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♦

♦

♦

♦

♦

♦

the arrival of invasive species into novel habitats. McLachlan et al. (2007) offer
guidelines for consideration of assisted migration.
Provide opportunities for rapid evolution. The ability of species to adapt to new climates
is enhanced where new genotypes are frequently exposed to new conditions. Restoration
of disturbance regimes, such as fire, that provide for frequent opportunities for expression
of genetic variability can accelerate the process of adaptation.
Maintain genetic diversity. Running and Mills (2009) note, “Contemporary adaptive
evolution is facilitated by a medium level of gene flow,” suggesting that adaptation may
be aided better in the short run by moving genes, rather than species. Maintaining habitat
and dispersal connectivity among subpopulations will ensure continued opportunities for
interbreeding and crosspollination and help maintain adaptive capacity in populations.
Also, guidelines for replanting following timber harvest currently require seedlings to be
derived from local seed sources. Expanding the range from which seedlings are derived
could help introduce new, betteradapted genotypes into the population.
Promote species diversity. At the community or ecosystem level, adaptation and the
maintenance of ecosystem services is well served by maintaining a rich diversity of
species. Different species possess different thresholds of response to climate change. The
loss of an individual species due to climate change will have a less dramatic effect on an
ecosystem if other species are present that can fill at least part of that species’ niche.
Manage for “asynchrony”. Populations are more vulnerable when all the individuals are
in the same demographic stage. The current mountain pine beetle epidemic exemplifies
the consequences of a synchronous population, in this case due to the establishment of a
single cohort of lodgepole pine throughout the West following widespread mining and
fires in the late 19th century. Restoring disturbance regimes can help maintain a
heterogeneous landscape with multiple age classes and help reduce vulnerability to
climate change.
Enhance seed banks and ex situ conservation. Owing to the unpredictability of the
consequences of climate change, it is not too early to consider enhancing and expanding
seed banks and other “off site” conservation efforts. Climate change may lead to
localized extinctions, especially of isolated populations, and, in these cases, enhancing
adaptive capacity will depend on the artificial reintroduction of stock maintained
elsewhere.
Allow establishment of “neonative” ecosystems. The species that exist today have
generally been around far longer than the ecosystems they currently compose, often in
locales outside of their current range where the climate was historically suitable. As the
climate changes, species can be expected to reoccupy their former range where suitable.
Also, where species are to be introduced for purposes other than biodiversity
conservation (e.g., timber plantations, pastures), review of the paleoecological record
may provide insights into where species may thrive in their historically “native” range
under an altered climate. Ecosystems so established may be considered “neonative” in
that they would consist of native species in their historical range, though in combinations
that may not currently exist.

Recommendation: BLM has a legal duty to prevent permanent impairment and
unnecessary or undue degradation to the resources, and to manage the resources for the
longterm needs of future generations. This obligation requires the agency to reduce the
vulnerability of the ecosystem to the very real threats posed by climate change. BLM can
comply with this duty by adopting several or all of the strategies listed above, depending on
the ecological composition and land tenure of the area.
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Reducing exposure
As with vulnerability, the climate adaptation literature indicates several options to manage risk by
reducing exposure. Most important, but least directly affected by management, is mitigation of
greenhouse gas emissions themselves. More under managers’ control is the exposure to the
effects, both direct and indirect, of climate change. Last, managers can identify and protect those
places that are least likely to be affected by climate change, so called “climate refugia.”
Mitigation. While the vast majority of emission reduction must be accomplished in the energy
sector, there are several actions that wildland managers can take to prevent unnecessary release of
greenhouse gases to the atmosphere. One of the easiest sources to control is the conversion of old
growth to young forest. It is well established that when older forest is harvested and regenerated
to younger forest, a net release of carbon dioxide results from the decomposition of coarse and
fine debris and soil organic matter that occurs in the warm postharvest environment (Harmon et
al. 1990).
Reducing exposure to the effects of climate change. While it is clear that forest management can
affect exposure through its influence on greenhouse gas emissions, it is also clear that climate
change has become inevitable, and risk management must focus on reducing exposure to its
effects. One of the most likely of these effects is drought, due to more rapid melting of snowpack
and increased evapotranspiration – even if precipitation does not change (National Research
Council 2008). Increased drought will result in lower levels of summer streamflow and warmer
water temperatures, with potentially devastating effects on aquatic ecosystems and impacts on the
ability of ecosystems to provide water for human use. In addition to drought, extreme flood
events are likely to increase as a result of rainonsnow events where they have not occurred
historically. To address these effects, actions will need to be taken to build up the buffering
capacity of watersheds and restore riparian ecosystems degraded by grazing, water diversion, and
channeling. The U.S. Climate Change Science Program offers a number of adaptation options for
managers of Wild and Scenic Rivers that can be applied as well wherever riparian ecosystems are
exposed to the effects of climate change (See, Palmer et al. 2008).
Among the emerging strategies to buffer the effects of climate change is to restore the water
retaining capacity of river systems. Opperman et al. (2009) argue for actively reconnecting rivers
to their floodplains. Similarly, Running and Mills (2009) suggest in some cases it may be helpful
to construct “picodams” in headwater streams, tiny impoundments intended to retain runoff and
maintain lateseason flows. Such a strategy may be implemented through the restoration of wet
meadows that were drained to facilitate livestock grazing and other uses. In any case, actions such
as fish stocking or impoundment should be done to sustain ecosystem integrity and functionality,
not simply to enhance sport fishing or manage water supply. Closing and rehabilitating roads can
also restore subsurface flow and slow the delivery of runoff to channels.
Climate Refugia. In some cases, it may be possible to avoid exposure to many of the effects of
climate change by identifying and protecting those places where climate is unlikely to change.
Noss (2001) notes that refugia from past unfavorable climates harbored much of the genetic and
species diversity from which extant populations and communities derive and are important
objects of conservation for the diversity they still harbor. Similarly, we can expect some places to
be less prone to change in the future, and these places will be important to protect for their
potential to harbor diversity in the face of regional climate change. For example, Noss cites the
case of talus slopes in Iowa that occur in coldair drainages below icefilled caves that now
support dozens of vascular plant species that are disjunct from boreal forests to the north and west
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and at least eight landsnail taxa that were previously thought to have gone extinct at the end of the
Pleistocene. As downscaled climate models continue to improve, it may be possible to use them
to identify places that will be less exposed to climate change and can be protected for their
conservation value (Loarie et al. 2009), though much work remains to determine the appropriate
size, configuration, etc., for such refugia.
Recommendation: BLM a has legal duty to prevent permanent impairment and
unnecessary or undue degradation to the resources, and to manage the resources for the
longterm needs of future generations. This obligation requires the agency to reduce
exposure of the ecosystem to the very real threats posed by climate change. BLM can
comply with this duty by adopting several or all of the options listed above, depending on
the ecological composition and land tenure of the area.
Reducing uncertainty
Uncertainty appears as an obstacle to climate change adaptation in virtually every treatment of the
subject; reducing uncertainty may therefore be considered critical to progress in managing risk
from climate change. Much uncertainty derives from insufficient knowledge of current conditions
and management effects and may be reduced simply through increased emphasis on monitoring.
Reducing uncertainty about the nature of ecological and social systems and their future behavior
requires investment in research. Learning can be greatly accelerated by the process of adaptive
management that combines aspects of both research and monitoring to reduce uncertainty. Where
knowledge of the future is especially high and control over the consequences of climate change is
low, scenario planning may be used to prepare for possible outcomes, thus reducing uncertainty
and anxiety over how to respond.
Monitoring. A major impediment to the reduction of uncertainty regarding future impacts of
climate change is simply a lack of knowledge of current baseline conditions and the ability to
detect change in the future. The U.S. Climate Change Science Program (Kareiva et al. 2008)
identifies establishing baseline conditions and monitoring as key elements of impact assessment
necessary to support adaptation. In their review of the climate change adaptation literature, Glick
et al. (2009) identify increased monitoring as one of five general principles of adaptation.
Monitoring is needed not only to detect the effects of climate change but to assess the success of
adaptation actions.
Research. Many of the uncertainties associated with climate change can only be addressed
through formal research, and research will continue to be essential to climate change adaptation.
Accomplishment of much of this research will require cooperation with the agencies managing
the land. Reduction of future uncertainty can be greatly accelerated if the managing agencies
work closely with scientists to facilitate, advise, and assist in climate change research. If it has not
done so already, BLM should invite broad participation from DOI’s Landscape Conservation
Cooperatives and Regional Science Centers throughout the RMP revision.
Adaptive management. When aspects of monitoring and research are combined into an approach
to management that is explicitly intended to accelerate learning, it is called “adaptive
management.” According to Innes et al. (2009), “adaptive management can be viewed as a
systematic process for continually improving management policies and practices by monitoring
and then learning from the outcomes of operational programmes. Within the context of climate
change,…adaptive forest management is one tool that could enable managers to adjust the
structure and the consequent functioning of the forest ecosystem to resist harmful impacts of
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climate change, and to utilize the opportunities created by climate change.” (p.137). Typically,
adaptive management follows a continuous cycle of planning, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation (DeLuca et al. in press).
Adaptive management is sometimes described as either “passive”, when management is modified
simply as a result of observing the consequences of past action, or “active”, when management
actions are designed explicitly as an experiment to test competing hypotheses (Kareiva et al.
2008). Whatever the case, monitoring is essential to the process of evaluation and modification.
Experience has also shown that adaptive management functions best when it involves the public
in the identification of the hypotheses to be tested, in the design of the monitoring strategy, and in
the implementation of the monitoring program (Bliss et al. 2001, Innes et al 2009). So important
is stakeholder involvement to the development of the “social license” necessary for management
action that “the entire concept has been renamed adaptive collaborative management or adaptive
comanagement” (Innes et al. 2009). In the end, BLM must apply the lessons learned from
monitoring and research to amend their decision path as necessary.
Scenario planning. When uncertainty is high and the “controllability” of the outcome is low,
there may be little that managers can do to design management strategies “to resist harmful
impacts of climate change” as referred to above (Innes et al. 2009). In these cases, uncertainty, or
at least anxiety over the uncertainty of climate change, can be reduced by scenario planning.
Scenario planning is a (usually) qualitative process “that involves exploration and articulation of
a wide set of possible or alternative futures” (Baron et al. 2008). Scenarios are plausible stories or
narratives describing what might happen under an uncertain future. Their development can be
aided by quantitative data or models, but the idea is to explore a range of possible futures, rather
than try to predict a single “mostlikely” case. When developed in the context of broad
stakeholder participation, they can increase understanding of key uncertainties, facilitate the
incorporation of alternative perspectives into planning, and improve the capacity for adaptive
management (Welling 2008).
Recommendation: Reducing uncertainty of baseline conditions and the impacts of
management in the face of climate change should be a major priority of any risk
management strategy set forth by the agency to reduce the risk posed by climate change.
BLM should build in robust research, monitoring, adaptive management, and scenario
planning into the land use plan in order to address this challenging aspect of risk
management.
III. BLM HAS A DUTY TO PRIORITIZE AND PROTECT AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL
CONCERN
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) obligates the BLM to “give priority to
the designation and protection of areas of critical environmental concern [ACECs].” 43 U.S.C. §
1712(c)(3). ACECs are areas “where special management is required (when such areas are
developed or used or where no development is required) to protect and prevent irreparable
damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources, or other
natural systems or processes.” 43 U.S.C. § 1702(a).
BLM’s ACEC Manual (1613) provides additional detail on the criteria to be considered in ACEC
designation, as discussed in the applicable regulations, as well. See, Manual 1613, Section .1
(Characteristics of ACECs); 43 C.F.R. § 8200. An area must possess relevance (such that it has
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significant value(s) in historic, cultural or scenic values, fish & wildlife resources, other natural
systems/processes, or natural hazards) and importance (such that it has special significance and
distinctiveness by being more than locally significant or especially rare, fragile or vulnerable).
In addition, the area must require special management attention to protect the relevant and
important values (where current management is not sufficient to protect these values or where the
needed management action is considered unusual or unique), which is addressed in special
protective management prescriptions. For potential ACECs, management prescriptions are to be
“fully developed” in the RMP. Manual 1613, Section .22 (Develop Management Prescriptions
for Potential ACECs). The BLMmanaged lands on the San Juan Islands meet all three criteria
for designation as an ACEC.
Redesignation of ACECs
Point Colville and Iceberg Point were designated as ACECs in 1990 in order to protect the
outstanding natural values in these areas. These values are even more relevant and important
today and in direct threat of being dramatically altered in the face of climate change. Threats to
these areas include unsustainable recreation use and loss of natural meadows from fire
suppression.
Nomination of New ACECs
We nominate the remainder of the San Juan Island within the National System of Public Lands to
be designated as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern including, but not limited to Cattle
Point, Chadwick Hill, Watmough Bay, Patos Island including the Patos Lighthouse, Turn Point
and the Turn Point Lighthouse, and Kellet Bluff. BLM should consider how the partnership with
WA State Parks Department can continue for managing some of these areas. Several small
islands, rocks, and reefs under BLM stewardship should also be considered for ACEC
designation.
BLM should provide an evaluation of and prescriptions for how the plan will be consistent with
the land use plans for the nearby San Juan Island National Wildlife Refuge pursuant to 43 C.F.R.
§ 1610.32. The proximity to the National Wildlife Refuge in the area may be confusing to the
public with the refuge islands having the potential to receive inappropriate use because of the
public’s inability to distinguish BLM lands from the refuge. One approach is to manage these
small areas in a way that mirrors that of the National Wildlife Refuge. This can be done through
ACEC designation and specific protective management prescriptions for lands nearby the refuge
along with appropriate implementation on the ground.
These are nationally significant lands. There are no other lands managed by the Bureau of Land
Management within this ecoregion. These units provide extraordinarily scenic vistas of this
unique region of the United States. These islands contain important historical resources like the
Patos and the Turn Point Lighthouses, both established in 1893. Much like the California Coastal
National Monument, managed by BLM in the National Landscape Conservation System, this
series of islands, rocks, and reefs provides habitat for myriad species of marine wildlife.
These islands deserve special management attention due to their relatively small areas being
highly susceptible to degradation and for the protection, adaptation, and study of global climate
change. In light of the threat and uncertainty of global climate change, BLM should designate
these spectacular lands as ACECs.
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Specific Proposed Management Prescriptions
These ACECs should be afforded the same protective management as Point Colville and Iceberg
Point, including, but not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Designate VRM Class I.
Prohibit all motorized vehicular travel, except for emergency vehicles.
Prohibit any trail construction.
Prohibit fuel wood cutting and commercial timber sales.
Require permits for any vegetation collection.
Survey and clearly mark the boundaries of both parcels.
BLM will seek out opportunities to acquire nonfederal land within the ACEC boundary,
including purchase from willing private sellers and/or exchange, and upon acquisition
such lands will be incorporated into the ACEC.
Close the area to all forms of energy development.
Exclude authorizations for new rightsofway or other reality actions (including
communications towers and wind development).
All uses limited to designated roads and trails.
Prohibit rights of way for additional roads.
Prohibit mineral material sales.
Prohibit grazing of livestock.
Design management activities to protect federally or state listed threatened, endangered
and/or sensitive species.
Place signs to control visitor use as necessary.
Require special permits for groups containing ten or more individuals.
Establish a monitoring program, focusing on preserving natural qualities of the areas and
adaptation of the area to climate change.
Close the areas to any use or combination of uses that tend to degrade the natural values
of the sites.

Recommendations: BLM should retain the ACEC designation and protective management
prescriptions for both Point Colville and Iceberg Point in this RMP revision. In addition,
BLM should consider designating the remainder of lands in the National System of Public
Lands on the San Juan Islands as ACECs. These highly significant lands are like none other
in the BLM system of public lands and are extremely important for the adaptation to and
study of global climate change.
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CONCLUSION
The Wilderness Society, along with our members and supporters, thank you for considering these
comments. We are especially interested providing input on climate change mitigation and
adaptation evaluations and strategies created during this land management plan revision. We look
forward to being involved throughout this process as it moves forward. Please contact us with any
questions.
Sincerely,
Phil Hanceford, Associate Attorney
The Wilderness Society
BLM Action Center
1660 Wynkoop Street, Suite 850
Denver, CO 80202
303.650.5818, x122
phil_hanceford@tws.org
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Washington Native Plant Society

Appreciate, Conserve, and Study Our Native Flora
6310 NE 74th St., Ste. 215E, Seattle, Washington 98115
(
206) 527-3210

July 12, 2010
BLM Spokane District Office
1103 N. Fancher Rd.
Spokane Valley, WA 99212
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the development of your Resource Management
Plan for BLM properties in Eastern Washington and the San Juan Islands.
The Washington Native Plant Society’s primary interest is in the protection of native plant
species and their ecosystems. We will address your primary issues for your Resource
Management Plan accordingly.
1. How will shrub-steppe, and its associated riparian and wetland habitats be managed to
maintain, improve, or restore healthy plant and wildlife communities?
The question is a critical one for the future of one of the most important of our state’s
ecosystems. As your own analysis indicates one-half of the area historically occupied by shrubsteppe in Washington has been converted to agriculture with 40% of what remains being
fragmented or degraded. Less than 15% of the shrub steppe community is still biologically intact
in Washington.
Botanists, plant ecologists and others concerned about native plants are interested in the whole
suite of vascular plants, as well as the mosses, lichens, fungi and algae, which complete the
biological setting that other organisms inhabit and use. Ecosystems have evolved with complex
interrelationships between the plants and animals in them. In the northwest, plants evolved
without large populations of ungulates; as a result, native plants in the region are more sensitive
to domestic livestock grazing than native habitats where large ungulates were historically
present, such as bison in the North American great plains.
For public lands that will be grazed, practices that are least harmful to native ecosystems and
plant populations should be ensured by BLM. Livestock grazing has a multitude of effects on
native ecosystems, and potential negative effects can severely alter habitats, which are difficult
to restore to natural conditions.
BLM’s Oregon and Washington Rangeland Health Standards and Guidelines provide the agency
with guidance and should be followed. We believe that an understanding of the critical role the
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biological soil crust plays in a shrub-steppe ecosystem is essential, and should have been
addressed more directly in your guidelines.
The Washington Native Plant Society adopted a policy on grazing of domestic livestock on
public lands that we encourage you to consider. It may be found at
http://www.wnps.org/about_wnps/administration/policies/grazing_policy.htm We would like to
offer, for your consideration, recommendations contain within this policy.
The WNPS:
 Recommends development of formal decision-making criteria for, and the application of,
appropriate grazing practices based on ecological conditions, such as the specific ecosystem
and site grazing history.
 Recommends that previously ungrazed lands determined to be in excellent condition, are not
grazed in the future. This is particularly important for shrub-steppe and garry oak habitats
because of their limited extent.
 Recommends that sensitive ecological areas (such as riparian areas, wetlands, or rare plant
habitats) are protected using appropriate practices (such as exclosures, managed intensity,
duration and timing, or movement of animals).
 Recommends that grazing practices allow for flowering and sexual reproduction to provide
for long-term viability of native plants.
 Recognizes that management decisions must be made to accommodate political or economic
realities (such as human communities or land acquisition opportunities). With this in mind,
the WNPS recommends the development of decision-making criteria for a grazing regime
that accommodates political necessities, while affording the highest possibly protection to
native plants and their habitats.
 Recommends that use of grazing for weed control should be applied carefully and monitored
to preserve native plants and habitats. Use of grazing to control weeds may be most
appropriate in permanently altered, non-native communities. Plant communities that have
experienced significant alteration, such as invasion by exotic plants, should be managed
where possible, to return them to a more natural state.
 Recommends to the extent possible, restoration to a more natural state, or rehabilitation to a
more productive state, of significantly altered plant communities. Adequate monitoring
followed by adaptive management may prevent the need for restoration or rehabilitation.
 Recommends a system of consistent monitoring and review that allows the grazing regime to
be altered when necessary.
 Recommends that agencies build a system that provides adequate funding for all appropriate
grazing management and monitoring practices. Hidden costs that can be barriers to
appropriate management, and which should be included in funding plans, include mandated
environmental compliance (NEPA/SEPA), monitoring, fencing, and weed control.
 Recommends that the costs and benefits of grazing should include both the return from
grazing and the long-term costs of weed control, soil loss, water degradation, developing
water sources, and loss of biological integrity. Short-term monetary return of grazing should
not be the only consideration.
 Recommends that the availability of water for both grazing and ecological needs, particularly
during drought-year scenarios, should be considered.
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Recommends that federal agencies cancel permits and make inactive those active allotments
that are unused, with the intent of eventual closure and cancellation.

In the end, what really matters in terns of what will happen on the ground will be the allocation
of financial and human resources to the implementation of the Resource Management Plan.
We encourage the BLM to devote resources to survey their shrub steppe and associated riparian
lands to determine the quality of the habitat. The agency should especially focus on protecting
the high quality habitat and focus restoration resources on the adjacent areas to create larger
blocks of high quality habitat. BLM should also focus on maintaining and enhancing native plant
communities in BLM managed shrub-steppe and riparian lands. This is especially important in
the riparian areas. And finally, aggressively deal with invasive species that are the most serious
threat to maintaining the quality of habitat.
2. How should the BLM manage public lands with consideration of uses of adjacent lands given
the mixed ownership pattern in the planning area?
The problem of scattered tracts and isolated blocks does not have an easy solution. The
management strategy should focus on the habitat value of the block or tract and potential for an
integrated strategy with adjacent landowners, especially tribes and other federal and state
agencies (landscape level). The uses allowed should be tied to the potential for adverse impact on
the habitat value of the land with high value habitat being most restricted and degraded habitat
being least. BLM may be faced with “a high demand for multiple and sometimes conflicting uses
within the limited area” but the uses should be determined by the long-term habitat goals rather
that short-term demands.
When possible BLM could establish use agreements with adjacent land-owners, which
emphasize the principles of protection and restoration and which describe the potential
ecological condition of each site. Where adjacent landowners will not abide by these principles,
and where the site under consideration has no specific threatened, sensitive or endangered
species or other features rendering it important to continue its federal protection, the Agency
should consider a sale or land swap enabling it to acquire other good land adjacent to its present
holdings. Land exchanges, when made, should honor the intent of the federal land policy and
management act.
3. How should the BLM manage multiple uses and resources that have changed, or that occur on
lands that were either not administered by the BLM or were not within the planning area when
the current RMP was developed?
Multiple uses should follow a “no net loss” of natural or semi-natural lands policy. BLM should
apply at a minimum the principles in their guidelines for rangeland health referenced above, with
necessary modifications for alternate uses. The agency should consider the value of each
property for, as an example, a wildlife or endangered species habitat or corridor. Equally, the
agency should ensure that the various uses of the land by other interests do not threaten native
fauna and flora, or seriously impair its value as habitat.
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4. How should the BLM facilitate energy development while still allowing for multiple uses and
appropriate protection of public lands and resources?
The issue of energy development will likely become increasingly important in the future. For
pipelines and transmission lines, the critical infrastructure, the key will be how they are managed
and how the impact is mitigated. We have numerous examples of doing it wrong within the state
where the transmission routes have become invasion routes for noxious weeds and other invasive
weed species. BLM should insist, as a condition for use, that a comprehensive mitigation
strategy be developed and implemented.

We know the challenges are great for public land agencies with multiple demands for access and
conflicting goals of users of this public resource. Our public lands are one of the greatest
resources our nation has and as we become increasingly populated and demands for use
accelerate, we hope the Bureau of Land Management manages these lands prioritizing their
biological and environmental values. Public lands serve as a source of clean water, scenic
beauty, inspiration and for many jeopardized species -- the only remaining suitable habitat.

Sincerely,

Catherine E. Hovanic
Executive Director
on behalf of the Washington Native Plant Society
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Box 1770
Hailey, Idaho 83333
tel: (208) 788-2290
fax: (208) 788-2298
email: wwp@westernwatersheds.org
web site: www.westernwatersheds.org

Working to protect andmstore Western wa.tersheds and 'Wildlife

July 12, 2010
Dismct Manager Robert Towne
BLM Spokane District Office
1103 N. Fancher Rd.
Spokane Valley, WA 99212
Dear Manager Towne:

O'

Please accept the following as Western Watersheds Project's scoping
comments on the proposed Eastern Washington and San Juan Resource
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS).
GENERAL COMMENTS FOR ALL ALTERNATIVES

Shrub Steppe is the most endangered habitat in Washington State. It
follows that shrub· steppe dependent species are also imperiled. The
pygmy rabbit for all purposes is extinct at this time, the captive breeding
program underway diminishes the genetics of the local strain. As the
species declined, no BLM management changes were analyzed or enacted
to improve habitat value for the speCies. BLM did nof know for sure if
the species was even present on BLM lands, the status quo was
maintained while the last of the rabbits were carried off in boxes. all
twelve or so of them. BLM 6840 policy requiI"es that BLM m;3.nage to
preclude listing; of any native species, yet this did not happen and does
not presently. Now, the sagegrouse (Federal Candidate species), whitetailed jackrabbit (state Sensitive species), Washington ground sqUirrel
(state threatened) and other shrub steppe obligates occupy less than
optimum habitat on BLM lands. How is BLM held accountable for their
actions that contribute t.o a need to list? If habitat is not optimum. then
6840 policy is blatantly ignored. BLM needs to show that they are
managing for optimum habitat or they are contributing to a need to list.
The questions to be answered is: Are BLM vegetation communities
capable of supporting shrub steppe obligates under current uses, and
what is needed to move them toward optimum habitat values for shrub
steppe obligates? What management actions are degrading habitat value
at this time and will in the future? US Fish and Wildlife Service says the
sagegrouse should be listed. but there are higher priorities. The BLM
must follow the intent of the 6840 law, Endangered Species Law and
manage for the recovery of the species at this time. Species recovery
should be the direction of BLM land management. optimizing habitat
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value for all shrub steppe species should be the dominant goal. There
are and will1:?e uses that are not compatible with managing for
sagegrouse and other shrub steppe species, that is just the way it is.
Most cattle grazing as practiced cannot be seen as compatible with
manag~ng for sagegrouse. Plant communities must be managed for late
successional (seral) conditions to ac.hieve the greatest value for shrub
steppe species. as these are the evolutionary conditions present dUling
coevolution of the plant and animal species. Plant and animal species did
not evolve with the grazing intensity and duration practiced at this time.
There were no large ungulates prior to European settlement. BLM
wildlife biologists state in .Grazing Environmental Assessments that the
No Grazing Alternative affords the best conditions for improvement of
sagegrouse and other shrub steppe species habitat. Why then are
decisions not made that preclude grazing? Now is the time to improve
habitat not after it is further degraded. BLM needs to pursue the costs
of grazing lease buyouts for important habitats important to sagegrouse
and other shrub step I?pecies. Buyouts need to be evaluated in the RMP.

.

The. folloWing, need to be addressed in the RMP: .
•

•

•

•
•

•

Is grazing detrimental to the sustainability of shrub steppe
obligate species? At this time, in consideration of the amount of
habitat left and cumulative effects on sagegrouse sustainability,
should grazing be allowed at all? The logic of ELM to allow
grazing needs to be discussed in the document.
Does grazing during the nesting season reduce nesting and brood
rearing habitat for sagegrouse? It is known that sagegrouse are
sensitive to disturbance and abandon nests when disturbed. How
'is this disturbance justifiable with the sagegrouse? Show the data
to justify grazing dUring nesting.
What is the range of na.tural variabilitY for shrub steppe species,
what were the conditions before European settlement? Native
species are most sustainable if managed within the range of
natural variability.
What·management conditions support, and which reduce
ecosystem and biodiversity sustainability?
Restoration is a hot topic at this time. but we do not even begin to
know how to do it. Not one old growth forest or climax shrub
steppe has been restored at this time. Until we can create these
conditions in a greenhouse. we must dispens~ of the hubris and
call it experimentation. Need to qualify arid quantify what is
meant by restoration and how it wUI be undertaken. Will
restoration lands be grazed and to what effect?
Local natives must be used in revegetation. Need to define what a
local native is. and plant transfer gUidelines for these materials.
Will it be by drainage, subdrainage, and elevation bands as well?
Geneticists need to be consulted. A non-local seed source is
essentially an exotic species. Non-locals can lead to a decline of
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•

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

traits needed for plant survival as well as change palatability for
native species and change plant/animal relationships.
How will BLM ensure that they are managing for Washington State
Department of Fish and Wildlife recommendations for Sagegrouse?
Field methods for measurement must be statistically and
scientifically valid or they are meaningless and indefensible. Land
use decisions must reflect these standards or ELM is contributing
to a need to list.
BLM lands must be inventoried to determine current seral stage
conditions. How much is in climax, late seral, mid seral and low
seral conditions? How much has retrogressed to a weedy nonnative plant state? Plant communities need to be defined by
vegetation community type not lumped together.
Habitat value is determined by slope and distance from water.
RMP analysis needs to consider slope and distance from water.
There needs to be a breakdown in any habitat analysis by slope
and distance from water. All land does not have the same habitat
value. Sagegrouse do not nest on cliffs.
Cattle AUM's need to be established based on actual available
forage, then reduced by distance from water, slope, and utilization
percentage. Currently. there is no support for AUM's as forage
values have not been established. Carrying capacity is usually
one of a four-part rangeland monitoring system. but is not done by
BLM. At this time you have a graZing system that is not
supportable based on monitoring or carrying capacity.
Land Uses (ORVS, graZing by season. recreational summer use
and fire potential, vehicle use) must be evaluated for adverse.
reasonably foreseeable impacts to habitat. Are these uses
compatible with recovery of sagegrouse or do they represent
cumulative effects that may lead to reduced viability? Are there
uses that need to be curtailed? What uses will be allowed in the
future? What uses need to be discontinued until shrub steppe
obligate species populations are more stable?
Is BLM adequately staffed to police for approved uses that can
degrade habitat value or adversely effect special status species? If
not. then the use should not be allowed at all, because it will
happen. Should BLM allow vehicle or horse use. or any use in
sagegrouse wintering areas? During spring nesting and brood
rearing periods?
How will ORV use be managed? At this time it is all legally open.
Is it compatible with special species management and does it
result in resource degradation?
Climax or late seral conditions represent the best habitat for
sagegrouse. Lands that currently meet sagegrouse gUidelines
need to be maintained (late successional or climax vegetation
communites), mid successional communities need to be improved
to late seral conditions. and low seral vegetation conditions need
to be improved to late seral vegetation communities wherever
possible. If graZing is not consistent with maintenance or
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•
•

•

•

•

•

improvement then it needs to be curtailed. There are some
extremely dry. weedy. mostly low elevation communities that are
not capable of improvement without large inputs of time and
money (restoration) that could be grazed.
Habitat for the sharp-tailed grouse needs to be analyzed and
improved. They utilize birch catkins found along drainages in the
Okanogan. Uses must be evaluated for adverse impacts to habitat.
Saddle Mountain represents a large BLM holding just across the
river from the Yakima firing center and a sagegrouse population.
This land and its uses need to be evaluated for current and future
sagegrouse sustainability. Is habitat improvement in order?
Currently it is a land of many abuses: grazing. ORV use. weed
infestations, and petrified rock mining. It is home to several
special status plant populations that will need consideration in
the RMP. Connecting habitat to the Douglas County sagegrouse
population needs to be emphasized.
Sensitive Squirrel populations in Klickitat County, Yakima, and
Benton as well as northern squirrel populations in Chelan,
Douglas and Okanogan Counties need analysis of effects in the
RMP. In Yakima County a golf course was put in adjacent to BLM
lands that have a sensitive species of squirrel. BLM lands now
become extremely important for the sqUirrels long term Viability.
yet BLM did not even know about the development until notified
by the public. How can you manage for a species when you do not
consider what has happened and is likely to happen on
neighboring lands? This incident will need to be considered in the
RMP lEIS analysis.
Priority habitats need to be made high priorities for Fire
Suppression. Ways to protect shrub steppe habitats must be
explored in the RMP and the best methods adopted. Rare shrub
steppe obligates cannot tolerate a large loss of habitat to fire.
Overgrazing results in short-term fire spread rates and in longtenn cheatgrass that converts habitat to a short interval fire
regime of mostly weeds.
All lands within the range of the northern spotted owl need to be
considered under the Northwest Forest Plan and have the
inventories as required by the plan. Arbitrary decisions by
managers have prohibited this in the past and the law and intent
of the plan must be followed.
Sagegrouse supplementation as was done on the Spokane District
needs NEPA analysis before being done. You essentially planted a
non-local species. an exotic that can reduce viab11ity of the local
grouse. In no case is it a remedy for poor habitat conditions. It
makes no sense to plant birds unless the habitat is good enough
to support them. Spokane habitat should have been evaluated in
tenns of quality and connectivity with Douglas County and
Yakima sagegrouse populations. Supplementation is a last resort.
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• The RMP needs to address how BLM will be able to monitor
habitat with methods sensitive enough to detect meaningful
change. How will you monitor often enough to allow for
management changes that will be effective in improving conditions
for the grouse? In the case of the pygmy rabbit population
numbers fell drastically and swiftly and the species was beyond
the point of recovery by the time anyone knew it. No actions
changed on the last known habitat occupied by pygmy rabbits and
now they are gone. There were pygmy rabbits at BLM's Sulfur
Canyon 20-30 years ago, but now they are gone. Would Sulfur
Canyon still have pygmy rabbits if it was ungrazed and managed
for optimum habitat value? It only makes sense that when you do
not know, and a species is in trouble, you do not graze every
reasonably flat acre and that is what is being done with the
sagegrouse at this time. How will BLM buffer against contributing
to the extinction of the species? This should be done by buffering
against doing harm, err on the side of healthy plant communities
and native animals. Hold out large pieces of habitat as ungrazed
and reduce grazing utilization on the rest by reducing cattle
numbers on the grazed portions. If Fish and Wildlife says to
manage for a grass height of 7 inches, manage for 14 inches, the
greater native grass height the better. Manage for historical
conditions on most of habitat suitable for sagegrouse. Improve
habitat wherever possible. Manage to mimic natural occurring
historical events; this is not easy given that there were no large
ungulates historically present. Do small area rest rotation as it
best mimics historical conditions. Graze in patches, not entire
holdings. Do not graze dUring nesting periods to avoid putting
hens off nests. You must establish the point of view that if it did
not happen historically it is not good for the grouse and other
shrub steppe obligate species. Management priorities change and
managing for red meat production is a very low priority at this
time.
• Ranchers need to know that their grazing privileges can be
revoked at any time for needed habitat improvement. The ten year
lease period needs to be discontinued, otherwise BLM is locked
into a grazing plan when conditions warrant immediate changes
i.e. sagegrouse numbers decline, drought and climate change
effects.
• A clear plan for management based on climate change needs to be
established and included in the RMP. Until this spring,
Washington shrub steppe areas have been in a very long-term
drought and management did not change. The days are gone
when an agency can manage by whim or not at all. There needs to
be clear indicator limits for soil moisture and drought that lead to
changes in graZing ADM's and intensity and duration. It needs to
be verifiable on paper and on the ground that the change took
place. The "perfect stann" has arrived and BLM needs to plan for
it.
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•

Do not tolerate abuses of the grazing privilege. Tell the ranchers
up front what the penalties will be for grazing in closed areas,
grazing too many cows or overgrazing. Make them do some work
and be responsible. Tell them exactly what the situation is for the
shrub obligate species and that misuse will not be tolerated.

How should the BLM manage public lands with consideration of uses of

adjacent lands given the mixed ownership pattern in the planning m-ea?

BLM lands in the planning area consist of scattered tracts and isolated
blocks varying in size from a few acres to over 19,000 contiguous acres.
These tracts and blocks are adjacent to and intennixed with private
lands, other state and federal public lands and Tribal lands. Uses or
activities on ELM or adjacent lands can affect or conflict with uses and
activities on the other. It is usually not possible to accomplish landscape
level management objectives without complementary management across
ownerships. In many areas, ELM lands are the only public lands
available; and thus, there is a high demand for multiple and sometimes
conflicting uses within the limited area.
• There needs to be analysis done to detennine the current and
potential habitat value for all BLM lands. Scattered tracts may
be key to recovery of shrub steppe species. Fencing of ELM
lands surrounded by private lands will need to be evaluated and
fencing may be needed where indicated. I have seen cases
where sagegrouse nest on high quality habitat adjacent fence
lines separating agency lands from private CRP or crop lands.
No ELM land, regardless of size, should be summarily rejected
without analysis of habitat value. This will require a piece-bypiece habitat evaluation for each parcel. All analysis and
conclusions will need to be thoroughly explained.
• A cost-benefit analysis of cost for a one-time buyout of grazing
leases with important shrub steppe habitat needs to be done.
• A cost-benefit analysis of costs for administering grazing leases
versus lease monies derived for all leases. Taxpayers need to
know that the leases are heavily subSidized.
• Detail the laws and regulations that govern leases.
• Small parcels offer some edge effect values and this needs to be
evaluated.
How should the BLM manage multiple uses and resources that have
changed. or that occur on lands that were either not administered by the
BLM or were not within the planning area when the current RMP was
deve[oped?The ELM has acquired more than 130,000 acres ofland in

the planning area since 1987. Additionally, there is no RMP for public
lands administered by the BLM in the San Juan Archipelago.
~

Follow existing law, policy and direction. The RMP must
show all applicable law and policy that is applied to the
decision process and managing BLM lands. It needs to
6
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show what the laws are and where they are referenced. A
table like matrix would be good, showing the direction.
law or policy. BLM interpretation of the law or policy and
how the different management alternatives reflect the
policy or law.

~

~

A short list of the laws and policy would be:
• NEPA laws
• 6840 policy
• Multiple Use and what it means
• Endangeered Species Act
• BLM Special Status Policy for Bureau Endangered,
Threatened and Sensitive Species
• BLM Policy for Candidate Species and when and
why the law has changed Le. in 2008 (as Bush was
on the outs) a decision was made to designate
Federal Candidate Species as BLM Sensitive
Species. BLM Sensitve Speces management is done
on a case-by-case basis. whereas before they were
managed as if they were listed.
• The Comb Wash Decision of the lELA and what it
means and how it is applied.
• BLM Ecosystem Management
• BLM Manages for Biodiversity
• Internal Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management
Project and how the science is being applied
• BLM Policy for management of special status plants
and animals
• Taylor Grazing Act
• 75% of Riparian Area must be in Proper
Functioning Condition
• If < 5% of watershed federal, no watershed plan. >5
% requires watershed analysis. Duffy Douglas BLM
lands exceed 5%, according to the EIS for the last
RMP. Where is that watershed plan?
• Gap Analysis for Biodiversity
• Riparian Initiative for the 90's
• Fish and Wildlife 2000
• State Wildlife and Heritage Plans
• Management Recommendations for Washington's
Shrub steppe John T. Morgan and Tracy Lloyd.
Washington Department of Wildlife.
Multiple use does not allocate amounts to be utilized,
there is nothing that says an area must be grazed, or
what level of grazing utilization must be allowed. Manage
by policy and follow the law. At this time, BLM land
should be managed for maximum habitat values for
7
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shrub steppe obligate species anything else violates 6840
policy. Sagegrouse habitat value needs to be maximized
not reduced to allow grazing.
~ Win-win is not BLM policy or law. Follow direction, policy
and law, not the path of lease resistance conflict or the
law of inertia.
:;;:. A complete analysis for habitat connectivity needs to be
done. How can Douglas County BLM and private lands
be connected to the Sagegrouse population on the Yakima
Firing Center? A plan needs to be developed to make this
possible, regardless of acquisition cost. a biologist wish
list needs to be developed and options for funding
pursued.

How should the BLM facilitate energy development while still alLowing for
multiple uses and appropriate protection ofpublic lands and resources? If
the BLM is to provide opportunities for energy (renewable and nonrenewable) development to include associated transmission lines and
pipelines, it must also provide protection for other resources such as
visual. cultural and habitat values.
Multiple use policy does not designate uses or degree of use. First ask.
how many solar panels on individual homes would be needed to meet the
same demand for energy. ObViously, BLM cannot be adversely impacting
sagegrouse and other sensitive species through it's management and at
the same time follow it's 6840 policy and the law. All energy proposals
need to be evaluated for impacts. nothing is pre-determined. Douglas
County PUD had it right when they dropped plans for a wind power site
that would have impacted sagegrouse leks. They said. " we do not want
to be the ones to make the sagegrouse extinct." What type and degree of
use can be tolerated? For graZing and most projects there is no
mitigation. It is almost always a take situation. The only mitigation for
grazing is to have ungrazed lands of the same habitat value. Native
species of all kinds would benefit from a lack of graZing disturbance or
no wind towers. NEPA policy says, projects must not contribute to listing;
there cannot be a win-win in most cases. Win-win is something BLM
managers learn at Interior leadership school, it has nothing to do with
biology or policy.
You need to define collaborative decision making/management. Do you
consider the WRAC a collaborative unit? How about the District or area
office? How will the manager figure into the decision-making? How do
you plan to come to consensus? Managers, in the past, have said that
collaborative decision-making and management is against the law and
they would not do it. Has the law changed? Where is the policy for this?
For it to be truly collaborative, the manager should be a guide in the
process, not the final decision maker.

8
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The BLM must eA'Plain how it will avoid management bias in making a
land or resource decision? There needs to be quantitative standards
developed for all uses of the public lands within the analysis area for
each alternative of the DEIS.
For example. livestock grazing needs to have measurable and specific
outcomes [or all impacts caused by domestic livestock. Here are some
recommended standards that need to be included in all alteITlatives in
the RMP/EIS:
•

Upland plant communities: an annual minimum height for
perennial bunchgrasses of 7 inches and a maximum annual
utilization by weight (confirmed by clip and weigh methodology) of
preferred forage species of 30%.

• Woody browse: utilization (not to exceed 15% of new leader growth
within reach of livestock).
•

Riparian zones (including springs, fens, bogs, wet meadows and
riparian aspen clones): trampling from all causes not to exceed
10% of hydric and mesic soil areas and a minimum greenline
stubble height after graZing by livestock of 7 inches.

The BLM Oregon and Washington Rangeland Health Standards and
Guidelines will need to be included in the RMP/DEIS.
At this time Range Health data collection methods do not provide
measurements that are representative of the population to be measured.
They are not randomly placed and dispersed within the population to be
sampled. There are no confidence intervals expressed, without
confidence intervals the actual value of the average may exceed
thresholds for management such as, sage grouse habitat grass height
guidelines and utilization gUidelines for grasses. Range health
monitoring at the present time is mostly meaningless. You cannot speak
of an average in a meaningful way without random placement of
plots/transects, nor can you address and average without enough of
plots/transects.
Therefore the BLM must include in its analysis specific methodologies for
all livestock and landscape health monitoring along with the time
intervals for those measurements.
One of the standards for range health is appropriate levels of native
plants and animals are present. Please, define appropriate levels of
plants and animals. The sage grouse is present in appropriate numbers?
The Washington ground sqUirrel? Thompson's Clover? Or how about
the pygmy rabbit?
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The RMP fDEIS needs to analyze how forage is allocated between
watershed health, grazing wildlife including insects, mammals and birds
and livestock.
At one time there were ELM Ecosystem Health Guidelines. They carne
out about the same time as the Range Health guidelines why has range
health emphasized and not ecosystem health? This needs to be included
in your list of ELM sources policy and evaluated in your analysis. It is
pretty obvious that Range Health was instituted and ecosystem health
ignored.
Grazing lands within a lease consist of ELM and private lands. Cattle
operations are often said to be dependent on BLM lands for their survival.
Yet ELM does not inventory vegetation values and animals on the prtvate
lands. BLM has had to inventory and include private lands in analysis
when projects used government money (which is the case with grazing
leases) or were dependent on ELM lands for project feasibility (a
powerline project). The private lands were included in NEPA analysis.
Currently. federally funded Fire Wise projects on private land require
NEPA analysis prior to implementation. Please explain why grazing
leases do not reqUire analysis of private land? How can ELM manage for
special status species when we do not know what the effects of grazing
are on private lands? How can you do a Range Health Determination?
The scope of the RMP analysis needs to be explained.

COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO COMPLIANCE WITH THE NATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA)

All RMP alternatives need to be evaluated and ranked by ecosystem and
biodiversity sustainability, special status and shrub steppe obligate
sustainability and your reasoning needs to be explained. It is fine to do
the same for grazing sustainability.
Climate change must be defined, analyzed and evaluated in terms of
cumulative effects. BLM's policy on climate change needs to be
presented and all alternatives evaluated in terms of it.
In the EIS responses to questions from interest groups or individuals
must be provided, and supported by policyflaw and biology. Science
needs to support all responses. Statements must be supportable. not
individual or even group opinion. Peer reviewed research citations must
be included.
EIS Alternatives

The following reasonable and useful alternatives need to be included in
the analysis of the draft EIS.
10
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A no grazing alt.ernative.
A 50% reduction from current livestock grazing.
A 75% reduction from current livestock grazing.
All possible grazing methods need to be considered and analyzed. not
just those that allow higher utilization levels.
All vegetation restoration projects in each alternative must be analyzed
for effects on all resources. CRP proVides habitat for sage grouse and
needs to be analyzed before restoration projects are done.
In all alternatives please define a person's right to a spiritual connection
to the land and it's plants and animals. There are recognized spiritual
sites on BLM land within the RMP area. Non-native as well as indigenous
spiritual sites need specific and thorough consideration under all
alternatives.
Native Americans have rights to collect and hunt on these lands; effects
on Native American rights need to be analyzed for all alternatives.
Please include these comments in the record for this process and please
maintain Western watersheds project on the mailing list throughout the
development process for this RMP lEIS.
Sincerely.

J n Marvel

xecu tive Di ector

\

\\.,
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Eastern Washington
Public-at-Large
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To OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov
05/04/2010 09:50 AM

cc
bcc
Subject Eastern WA and San Juan RMP

History:

This message has been replied to.

Please add my e-mail address to your contact list for this project.
Also, is there a particular reason you have not scheduled any "scoping"
meetings here in Spokane. A lot of the users of your lands in central WA
live here in Spokane and ride on those lands.
Thanks,
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To <OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
05/11/2010 08:58 PM
Please respond to

cc
bcc
Subject Scoping Comments

Rankville ORV recreation area: NW4, W2NE4, NWSE, of sec 2, T11N, R20E. This
property, together with the SW4 of sec 2 owned by Vernon Rank is known to the ORV
community as Rankville "The Slab" and is located north of the Roza Canal and west of
Cheyne Road. Presently the areas is being accessed from the Roza Canal. What
makes this area so critical for the ORV community is that before the trails on the forest
open in the summer, Rankville it is the only area in Yakima County for Yakima area
recreationists to go to ride their off road motorcycles and ATV's. Should this area be
lost, to go ride would require an 80+ mile drive to Juniper Dunes outside of Tri-Cities or
to Saddle Mountain outside of Mattawa.
This area has been heavily used by ORV's for the last 50 years and is never used for
grazing or other purposes. The Yakima Valley Dust Dodgers Motorcycle and ATV Club
adopted this area years ago to maintain and take care of the property. Each year, Dust
Dodgers organize a clean-up day and all the garbage is picked up and hauled to the
landfill at Club expense. Due to the efforts of the Dust Dodgers and the All Wheels Off
Road club, that area is the cleanest section of land in the area. In addition, we have
worked with the neighboring landowners to repair fencing and post "No Trespassing"
sign to help limit trespassing on neighboring properties by the motoring public.
It is critical that the Resource Management Plan identify and manage this area as a
ORV recreation area. The plan needs to include obtaining legal access to Cheyne
Road. Access could be obtained by either obtaining an easement or purchasing land to
the east of the above property.
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05/13/2010 03:08 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
Recreational Rock hounding and it\'s associated activities should be
made part of the RMS. That outdoor activity should clearly be
included in final documents as a permitted use.
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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06/04/2010 06:13 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
BLM should provide protection for known and existing recreational
lands while improving and expanding access to those resources which
lack basic access points for the public. An example of this would be
the Juniper forrest area in Franklin County
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred method of contact is US Postal Mail.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is a paper copy.
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James Scott
Pavey/SPFO/OR/BLM/DOI
06/22/2010 12:56 PM

To OR Spokane RMP@BLM
cc
bcc
Subject Fw: RMP input

*********************************************************
Scott Pavey
Planning and Environmental Coordinator
Spokane District (509) 536-1252

----- Forwarded by James Scott Pavey/SPFO/OR/BLM/DOI on 06/22/2010 12:55 PM ----06/21/2010 04:07 PM

To "Pavey, John" <Scott_Pavey@blm.gov>
cc
Subject RMP input

BLM Spokane District Office
1103 N. Flancer Rd.
Spokane Valley, WA, 99212
Attention: Scott Provey
I want to thank you for allowing an input at this stage of the Resource
Managemnet Plan for the state of Washington.
As a rockhound my major concern it access to various recreational
collecting sites. As many rockhounds are elderly it is very important to be
able to drive close to an area for collecting speciums. This is a hobby that
gets many people outdoors and able to enjoy the great northwest.
There are a number of collecting sites in Eastern Washington, some on
BLM land in addition to Forest Service, state and private lands, and each
with their own rules.
I would like the RMP to address the access and rules associated with
adjacent land ownership (management) regarding the rockhound hobbyist
and our collecting sites. Various rock clubs could help in identifying
collecting sites in the different regions in addition to the Washington State
Mineral Council members.
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06/14/2010 08:37 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
Access needs to be provided BLM lands. Juniper Dunes and Rankville,
near Zillah are 2 areas that I am aware of with questionable access.
When new lands are aquired access should be obtained with the new
land. Land that has no current legal access needs to be opened up to
the public.

Keep the public informed of what is going on. When you receive emails
from the public but them in a data base and send informtion when
appropriate. It\'s our land, help us to work with you on manageing
it.
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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06/15/2010 07:51 AM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
I would like to share an interest in an area of BLM land that is
south of Interstate 82 and west of Kiona. There is only one
designated mountain biking area in the Tri-cities area that provides
any gravity assisted riding, refered to as \"State Patrol\". The
problem we(mountain bikers) have here is that there is a growing
number of people in our cycling community that are attracted to the
gravity side of mountain biking, which includes \"downhilling\",
jumping, and riding stunts. Some have taken it upon themselves to
build jumps and stunts at State Patrol. The issue is that State
Patrol is all private land and that with the building of these stunts
the landowners will start to worry about lawsuits and close the area
down to riding. We would like a designated mountain bike area where
we can build some gravity assisted trails with some considerable
vertical drop. The location I mentioned earlier is a great spot for
this kind of riding area. Thank you for your consideration.
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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To <or_spokane_rmp@blm.gov>
06/17/2010 10:18 AM

cc
bcc
Subject OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov

History:

This message has been replied to.

Hello, the public meeting in Ellensburg in was on June 12th, and the comment deadline is
on June 25. Thirteen days is not a long enough comment period. Is this even legal ? It
needs to be expanded to at least 30 Thanks,
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To <or_spokane_rmp@blm.gov>
06/18/2010 12:11 PM

cc
bcc
Subject RE: OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov

History:

This message has been replied to.

Who reads the Federal Register ? How many would have been interested in providing input,
but did not recieve a letter ? Running a one shot newspaper ad is going to miss alot of
people. This is a matter of regional, even national significance with the sagegrouse
presence. Will there be another period for comment or is this it ? Just because no
comment period is specified for an RMP, does not mean that it should be any less than for
an EIS. Obviously, there was some reasoning behind a 30 day comment period. If an
interested party attended the E'burg meeting and that was the first contact, they would
only have 13 days to comment. The comment period should be 30 days for them, not 13. I
think that this was not thought through and will not stand up in appeal. Did your ad get in
all papers in the state ? I doubt it. What about westside papers ? How did you define
your audience ?

>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

From: OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov
Subject: Re: OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov
To:
Date: Thu, 17 Jun 2010 17:01:26 -0700
The public scoping/comment period began on April 30, 2010, when the Notice
of Intent was published in the Federal Register. This notice specified
that scoping comments would be accepted until June 25, 56 days total.
Within a few days of publication of this notice , we mailed approximately
1,200 newsletters to interested parties notifying them of the scoping
period dates and the upcoming public meetings. This information and the
newsletter are available on our website.
CEQ regulations require public scoping for an EIS, but do not specify a
time period or require public meetings. We chose to conducted the public
meetings to provide information to the public about BLM and our planning
process.
Please let me know if you have any other questions.
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> To
<or_spokane_rmp@blm.gov>
06/17/2010 10:18 cc
AM
Subject
OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov

Hello, the public meeting in Ellensburg in was on June 12th, and the
comment deadline is on June 25. Thirteen days is not a long enough comment
period. Is this even legal ? It needs to be expanded to at least 30
Thanks,
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06/18/2010 11:20 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
ddress:

Comments:
I am a rockhound and would like to keep public lands available for
collecting it is a legitimate recreational activity and should be
legal on BLM land. Specifically areas like Saddle Moutain. But
including all areas so that multiple types of recreation are
possible. It would be helpful for those of us that try to abide by
the law if you would make it easier to determine were the public
lands are so that we can avoid private land. Please do not let a few
bad eggs cause you to manage public lands by closing them.

Thank You.

Preferred method of contact is US Postal Mail.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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06/23/2010 08:50 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Comments:
With respect to the Saddle Mountain Unit please maintain and expand
access for multi-use recreational users and resolve ownership issues
in this area for public clarity.

Maintain and recognize rockhounding as a legitimate recreational
pursuit on all State BLM lands.

Management of public lands by closure or unwarranted habitat
designation is not acceptable or justified.
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.

122

123

124

125

126

127

128

129

To <or_spokane_rmp@blm.gov>
06/23/2010 02:19 PM

cc
bcc
Subject RE: OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov

Right on ...thanks for the flexibility.
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

From: OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov
Subject: RE: OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov
To:
Date: Wed, 23 Jun 2010 12:26:41 -0700

>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

> To
<or_spokane_rmp@blm.gov>
06/18/2010 12:11 cc
PM
Subject
RE: OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov

The Federal Register Notice says that we we will accept comments up to 30
days after the last public meeting. Therefore, we will accept comments
through July 12, 2010.
*********************************************************
Scott Pavey
Planning and Environmental Coordinator
Spokane District (509) 536-1252

Who reads the Federal Register ? How many would have been interested in
providing input, but did not recieve a letter ? Running a one shot
newspaper ad is going to miss alot of people. This is a matter of
regional, even national significance with the sagegrouse presence. Will
there be another period for comment or is this it ? Just because no
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comment period is specified for an RMP, does not mean that it should be any
less than for an EIS. Obviously, there was some reasoning behind a 30 day
comment period. If an interested party attended the E'burg meeting and
that was the first contact, they would only have 13 days to comment. The
comment period should be 30 days for them, not 13. I think that this was
not thought through and will not stand up in appeal. Did your ad get in
all papers in the state ? I doubt it. What about westside papers ? How
did you define your audience ?

> From: OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov
> Subject: Re: OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov
> To:
> Date: Thu, 17 Jun 2010 17:01:26 -0700
>
> The public scoping/comment period began on April 30, 2010, when the
Notice
> of Intent was published in the Federal Register. This notice specified
> that scoping comments would be accepted until June 25, 56 days total.
> Within a few days of publication of this notice , we mailed approximately
> 1,200 newsletters to interested parties notifying them of the scoping
> period dates and the upcoming public meetings. This information and the
> newsletter are available on our website.
>
> CEQ regulations require public scoping for an EIS, but do not specify a
> time period or require public meetings. We chose to conducted the public
> meetings to provide information to the public about BLM and our planning
> process.
>
> Please let me know if you have any other questions.
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

> To
<or_spokane_rmp@blm.gov>
06/17/2010 10:18 cc
AM
Subject
OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov
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>
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>
>
>
>
>
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>
>
>
>

>
>
>
>
>
> Hello, the public meeting in Ellensburg in was on June 12th, and the
> comment deadline is on June 25. Thirteen days is not a long enough
comment
> period. Is this even legal ? It needs to be expanded to at least 30
> Thanks,
>
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06/23/2010 07:44 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Stree

Address:

Comments:
Dear Sir,
It is important for me and my extended family members, that BLM to
consider rockhounding as one of the issues to be addressed within the
plan. We request that BLM preserve rockhounding recreational
activities on all BLM lands.

In the early 1950\'s, our family went with our parents on rock
hunting and collecting outings. I enlisted into the Air Force in
1954, for a military career, and my own family grew up with rock
hunting for a major family activity. I felt that this was what kept
the ten children close and away from drugs. I have found the places I
once hunted is now private land or no rock hunting allowed on public
land.

I feel that management of public lands by closure is not acceptable
way to do business and still call them public. With my disability
from the military, long hikes with rock hunting equipment or riding
horses is out of the question. I need to be able to drive near the
rock hunting site and take my grandchildren and great grandchildren.

One of the near by places, is the Saddle Mountain area, that our
local rock and mineral club utilizes. This place allows for family
units to spend the day together.

We hope you will maintain and expand access for multi-use
recreational users in the Saddle Mountain unit and resolve ownership
issues for public clarity.

We, also hope you will maintain and recognize rockhounding as a
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legitimate pursuit on all state BLM lands.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and would appreciate
notification of any changes in the rules.

Sincerely,

Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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EMAIL EMAIL
07/07/2010 07:53 PM

To <or_spokane_rmp@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Open lands?

Mr. Scott Pavey
BLM
Spokane Office
Dear Sir,
I am a rockhounder, and rockhounding brings me great pleasure. It gets me outdoors
where I can get lots of exercise and enjoy the wonders of nature. It stimulates my brain as
I study the geology of the various types of rocks and minerals and the locations in which I
find them. It affords me great peace of mind, as the hobby takes me away from my daily
stresses and brings me together with people who share a similar interest.
Your new planning process is of interest and concern to me because I would hope that
collecting locations like Saddle Mountain near Mattawa, WA as well as abandoned mines in
Ferry and Stevens counties will continue to be accessible to me and my rockhound friends
in the future. We use our cars and trucks to get to these spots as most of us are a bit older
and need a bit of help getting up those hills these days. Those few of us still young enough
to walk the distance still need cars to transport kids to these locations along with all their
stuff.
We don't ask for much. Just let us continue to collect where we do now, keep the existing
roads open and that will suit us just fine.
We appreciate the opportunity to comment and would appreciate the heads up if there are
any changes in collecting rules.
Sincerely,

135

136

07/12/2010 08:34 AM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor S

eet Address:

Comments:
The Columbia River Basin is one of the most highly prospect, though
yet unproven, gas-producing areas in the lower 48 states. Between
1998 and 2007 over 700,000 acres of federal owned minerals were under
oil and gas lease in Washington, and 300,000 acres in Northern
Oregon.

Millions of dollars have been paid to federal, state, county and
private landowners in bonus and rentals over that period, as well as
millions of dollars spent on the four deep wells drilled in
Washington. Seismic activity is on-going and more tests are expected
to prove the natural gas resource in the Basin.

Many of the 10-year term leases issued from 1998 to 2000 have
expired, which cover some of the most highly prospect geological
sturctures. Leases on private and state lands are still in effect and
it is imperative that federal lands be made available for oil and gas
leasing as they expire or are terminated. There are approximately
70,000 acres in these areas which should be made available for the
competitive bid process.

It should be noted that the four wells drilled were located on
private lands, but it is important that cohesive blocks of federal,
state and private lands can be assembled to control exploration and
development activities.

Please give this request consideration in the Resource Management
Planning process to open the lands for leasing and keep this valuable
prospective energy source alive until it is proven or disproven.
Thank you.
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is a paper copy.
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San Juan Archipelago
Other Federal Agencies
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San Juan Archipelago
Native American Tribes
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WER ELWHA K

LLAM TRIBE

2851 Lower Elwha Road
Port Angeles, WA 98363

(360) 452-8471
Fax: (360) 452-3428

March 22,2010

»:

RECEIVED
MAR 252010

Robert B. Towne
District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
. 1103 N. Fancher Road
Spokane Valley, Washington 99212-1275
Re:

3 ureau of Land Mgmt.
Sp oka'l e District

San Juan Archipelago Resource Management Plan (RMP)
Initiation of Government - to - Government Coordination

Dear Mr. Towne:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the San Juan Archipelago Resource
Management Plan (RMP) . This proposed undertaking is located within the Traditional Lands of
the Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe as identified in the Treaty of Point No Point between the Lower
Elwha Klallam Tribe and the U. S. Government. In the Treaty of Point No Point the Lower
Elwha Klallam Tribe allowed non-Klallam settlement within its ancestral lands, but retained
important rights . Among the retained rights are those relating to the cultural and spiritual
practices of the Lower Elwha Klallam people.
Several federal mandates and tribal resolution 28-07 allow the Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe to
actively manage significant cultural resources on project lands and to those areas that may be
subject to a project's potential effect. Federal & Tribal requirements for cultural resource
management include identification, evaluation, preservation, protection, and program review.
Under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) as amended all ground disturbing
project activities utilizing federal funding require Section 106 compliance, and its implementing
regulations, 36CFR800. The Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe strongly supports this Federal
legislation and has passed Tribal Resolution 28-07 for the protection of its own archaeological
and cultural resources. Our goal is to preserve and protect in perpetuity the culture and history of
the Lower Elwha Klallam people for future generations.
The Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe recommends that the Bureau of Land Management provide the
Tribe a current contact list for the proposed undertaking. Should you require further assistance
please contact myself at (360) 452-8471 ext. 163. Thank you again for the opportunity to work
with your agency in protecting the cultural resources of the Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe.

151

Sincerely,

William S. White
Archaeologist, MA
Cultural Resources Protection
Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe

cc:

Frances Charles, Tribal Chairwoman
Business Council, Lower Elwha Klallam Tribe
Sonya Tetnowski, Chief Executive Officer
File
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San Juan Archipelago
State Agencies
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San Juan Archipelago
Counties
and
Local Governments
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Mailing List and Comment Form
Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in your
comment, be advised that your entire comment – including your personal identifying information – may be made publicly
available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold from public review your personal identifying
information, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.

First and Last Name: Richard S. Lee
Address: P. O. Box 1634
City: Eastsound

State: WA

Email Address: Rich@sanjuanweeds.org

Zip: 98245

Organization: San Juan County Noxious Weed Control Program

Do you want your personal information withheld? No
Preferred method of contact:

Email

U.S. Postal Service

Interested in receiving copies of the RMP/EIS? Yes
Please check a box to indicate your preferred method to receive RMP/EIS documents?
View Documents on the web

CD

Paper Copy

Comment (You may also submit comments online at www.blm.gov/or/districts/spokane/plans/ewsjrmp):
All BLM properties in San Juan County have invasive species problems to some degree, with some requiring
yearly control activities as stated in Washington State Weed Law. Please include, in your RMP, provisions for
noxious weed control as well as for a baseline survey of existing flora on each property for the purposes of
measuring the progress of noxious weed management.

If you are mailing this form, send it to BLM SPOKANE DISTRICT, ATTN RMP, 1103 N FANCHER RD,
SPOKANE VALLEY, WA 99212

Eastern Washington and San Juan Resource Management Plan
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Max Jones
<maxj@orcasfire.org>
06/23/2010 11:45 AM

To <OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject NCA for San Juan Island BLM Lands

Subject: NCA for San Juan County BLM Lands
Date: June 23, 2010
Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the planning phase for this
important project.
I am a Captain on Orcas Island Fire & Rescue and head the wild land Fire
Division. I have fought wild fire in Washington, Idaho, Oregon, Utah,
California and have been on the Orcas department for 27 years. I feel very
strongly about the high wild land fire danger in our county. Although this
group of islands is located in the damp region of the State, the
micro-environments that exist within different areas of our county can mimic
eastern Washington conditions for fire. Our isolation, lack of resources and
lower population base leave many of these areas extremely vulnerable to
serious fire damage. We have recorded history of just a few of these events
on the trees that survived all over Orcas Island.
I think fire prevention stewardship of the BLM lands is critical. This
includes proper fuel reduction, maintenance and education. I have been
involved with the Patos Island project and the fuel mitigation for the
meadows around the lighthouse. This has included removing blackberry, wild
rose, ladder fuels, all dead and down and dog hair (new) fir growth. Plus
³early season² mowing to lower dry grass height later in the lower humidity
months. And, although there still exists the uneducated approach to ³natural
is doing nothing², this mentality is diminishing as the media gives witness
to wild land fires cleaning out the forests, leaving little to maintain
behind.
I am familiar with Patos, Victim, Indian and a few of the smaller shoal type
islands. Many don¹t have timber or high fuel concentration concerns. Some do
have creosote-cured timber on or against the shoreline. Besides the
environmental havoc creosote leaches into the surrounding environment, it is
also a contributor to extremely hot burning beach fires. They are hard to
extinguish and can burn (plus release toxins to air & water) far longer than
the usual smoldering beach log fire. Removal of this kind of fuel is worth
the effort.
I would like to see provisions for this kind of work included in the plan. I
understand funding is not available for this kind of work But to leave the
door open for those, like our group, to continue volunteer work is critical
to fire prevention. The current condition of many of our State Parks is a
good example of rules for preservation that may well be the destruction of
the very forests being protected. Moran State park is a very good example of
extreme fuel loading, little or no access and less resources to fight fire
should it start anywhere within the park boundary. Some of the dead and down
fuels have been curing in place for well over 15 years. The hope of
extinguishment is very slim. Containing it to the park is a big part of the
current plan.
I would be happy to help with the fire prevention planning as well as fire
response. The San Juan Island have several fire districts, some fire
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brigades and a large population of concern for wild land fire prevention.
The Patos (Fire Dept) Group is part of a County, State and Federal
Coalition. This kind of cooperation can be created and fostered within many
of the land/recreational user groups as well as the multiple fire districts,
fire bargaids and response groups.
I don¹t believe land use would be impacted as fuels reduction can be done
off high-use season and as low impact as practical. Use of motorized
equipment such as weed eaters, chain saws and field-mowers, have been
respectfully used by our group to maximize volunteer time with no known
complaints or subsequent environmental damage. In fact, we have gotten
compliments on work being done and completed on every work visit to Patos.
Please include fire prevention in your overall plan.
Thank you for your time and concern.
Max Jones
Orcas Island Fire & Rescue
c/o POB 217
Eastsound, WA 98245
360-376-2331 x 26
maxj@orcasfire.org
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"Bob"
<myhr@rockisland.com>

To <OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc <CNCA2010@live.com>, "Maureen See"
<MaureenS@co.san-juan.wa.us>
bcc

06/23/2010 11:06 AM

Subject NCA for BLM Lands in the San Juan Islands

June 23, 2010
Bureau of Land Management
Spokane District Office
1103 N. Fancher Rd.
Spokane Valley, WA 99212
Thank you for holding your recent scoping meeting in Friday Harbor
regarding the
beginning of the management planning process for the BLM properties in the
San Juan Islands. I appreciate your reaching out to our community for public
input regarding the future of these lands which I consider to be some of the
finest "gems" of the archipelago.
Both as a private citizen and member of the San Juan County Council, I support a
National Conservation Area (NCA) designation for all of the BLM holdings in all
of the San Juan Islands (which include a few holdings outside of San Juan County
as well). I understand that this is a congressional designation and outside the
BLM management planning process. Nevertheless, I consider an NCA
designation especially appropriate because it is a long‐term plan for protecting
these lands in a conservation status. It should also help provide management
resources to protect these lands for the benefit of future generations.
As the former executive director of The San Juan Preservation Trust
(1985-2002), I have had a long and positive working relationship with the
BLM, both personally and professionally. BLM has a fine reputation in San
Juan County. Designating the nearly 1,000 acres of BLM lands in the San
Juans as an NCA will help assure that the close relationship our community
has with the BLM will continue far into the future.
Thank you for your consideration.
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Sincerely,
Bob Myhr
Bob Myhr (bobm@sanjuanco.com)
San Juan County Council - District 6 - Lopez/Shaw
350 Court Street, No. 1, Friday Harbor WA 98250
360-378-2898 or 360-468-2258
This electronic message transmission contains information that may be
confidential or privileged and is intended only the use of the person or
organization named as addresee. If you are not the intended recipient, please
be aware that any disclosure, copying, or distribution, or use of the contents of
this information is prohibited. If you have received this electronic
transmission in error, please return this e-mail to the sender above.
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RE: Bureau of Land Management Spokane District Resource Management Plan
When we visualize and BLM Resource Management Plan for the San Juan Islands, I
like to think of a plan that puts the protection of the fragile ecosystem of these
beautiful islands as the first priority. I do believe that people can fit into this system,
if due care is given to their potential impact on this ecosystem.
As far as Patos Island and its lighthouse go, we believe there is great opportunity to
balance visitor use with the historical and environmental values of the island, and to
preserve these values into the future.
Visitors come to Patos Island for two main reasons; to enjoy the pristine
environment and peace of this remote island, and to discover the fascinating history
that surrounds the island and its lighthouse.
In order to maintain these two attributes of the Patos Island, we would like to see a
collaboration of partners to support the interpretation of maritime history and culture
of the area, which would include emphasizing western Washington Native American
history. We would also like to see a plan which would help the visitor’s enjoyment
and appreciation of the island and lighthouse, which would guide visitors to recognize
sensitive areas and to educate them about the value of preserving such areas.
Appropriate signage could both warn the visitors about sensitive areas and also
educate them about what they are seeing.
In order to increase visitor awareness of the history of Patos Island, we would like to
see support of Living History programs, which would especially help children and
their families to understand the history of the island and its lighthouse. We would
like to see a plan to help restore the entire lighthouse complex at the west end of
Alden Point. Historical buildings have been tragically destroyed over the years,
visitors are visible saddened when they look at the pictures and all express dismay
over the destruction of the buildings. Most wonder if the buildings could be recreated
to make island history come alive for them.
Archeological and Native American history of Patos Island should be discovered,
documented, and made available for visitors and researchers. Living history
programs could, again, feature how Native Americans visited or lived on the island.
There is much left to discover about this aspect of the island's history, and we would
like to see it brought to light. Native Americans used fire as a method to clear the
meadow landscape and it would be interesting to recreate this method in carefully
controlled areas.
Environmental programs could feature the value of the flora and fauna of the island.
Patos Island features many different ecosystems which include old growth forest,
wetlands, dry meadows and beach and marine environments. Right now, there is one
small trail on the island, but in order to access other areas of the island ecosystem,
visitors may currently choose to bushwhack through heavy brush areas. This method
could damage areas of the island's most sensitive plant life. We believe a wiser way
would be to plan for visitor’s and researcher's curiosity through thoughtful planning
and creation of more trails; while keeping in mind the solitude that many people look
for when they visit the island.
A Lighthouse Museum would have great value on Patos Island. Our group has been
gathering history about Patos Island, much of it from the stories and photographs of
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former residents and their families. We are now piecing together the timeline of
human life on the island. We would like to share this information with visitors and
researchers in the setting where “it all happened”.
Our Lighthouse Docent program is now in its second year and more and more people
want to sign up. We currently limited by the size of the camping/group space that
the State Park allows us to occupy. Ideally, we would like to set up a special Docent
Camp nearer the Lighthouse, which would free up a campground space and enable
us to more efficiently welcome visits.
All of our volunteer work programs and visitor outreach on Patos are made more
difficult by the lack of a place to dock on the island. The old existing dock served as
an island access point nearer to the Lighthouse. Now boats taking us to the island
and/or delivering supplies must make a beach landing, and transport of equipment
to the light house is accomplished by walking through the visitor’s camp area and
then walking around a mile to the Lighthouse site. A reconstructed dock would be
useful to many user groups arriving on the island.
Finally, these comments all refer to the BLM Spokane District’s Resource
Management Plan for the San Juan Island area, but we believe that the best way to
accomplish long-term protection of our area would be in the National Conservation
Area designation.
Linda Hudson
Carla Chalker
Sandy Evans
Dawn Alexander
Linda Lantos
Denise Wilk
Nicole O’Neil
Patty Ware
Keepers of the Patos Light
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Input for the Resource Management Plan (RMP)
by Turn Point Lighthouse Preservation Society (TPLPS)

Turn Point on Stuart Island consists of 69.3 acres of land that has historical,
cultural, and scenic value as well as providing habitat for numerous species of
wildlife. Of the 69.3 acres the majority is undeveloped.
This land is visited by thousands of tourists each year. They primarily walk from
one of the two harbors on the Island where they moor their boats. Stuart Island is
unique as it provides tourists a chance to get off their boats and stretch their legs by
walking or jogging to Turn Point. Once they arrive at Turn Point, they have the
opportunity to view flora, fauna, man-made structures and incredible scenery (e.g.
sunsets over the Canadian Gulf Islands). Turn Point is one of the few locations
where marine mammals (whales, sea lions, seals, porpoises, and dolphins) can be
seen from a public property.
A road bisects the property and connects the County road to the facilities at the
point. Locals, visitors, and maintenance personnel accessing the site drive it.
Vehicle traffic is very light and the road serves as the walking path for individuals
entering the property. Due to the steep banks and strong tides, there are very few
visitors that gain access by boat.
The future of Turn Point needs to address several issues. One, the site should
remain open to the public. Two, restoration of the structures should be completed.
Three, the undeveloped land must be preserved in its natural state as habitat for
wildlife.
As it consists of many steep cliffs, rugged roads, and undeveloped land; the safety
of the public should be considered. Fires and personal injury happen infrequently,
but when an emergency happens, the closest professional help is located on San
Juan Island. Poor cellular coverage in the area can result in extensive delays in
getting needed assistance. Better communications and first response fire
suppression should be addressed in a plan.
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The buildings at Turn Point date back to 1893 and may be on the National Historic
Register. Visitors to Turn Point have expressed their desire to have the buildings
open to the public for tours, etc. The Turn Point Lighthouse Preservation Society
(TPLPS) believes this treasure belongs to the Nation and strongly desires to open
these buildings to the public as well as have a guest lightkeeper program. This
program would allow lighthouse aficionados to stay in the keepers’ quarters and
act as keepers during their stay. The lightkeeper program will require restoration
of the Keepers’ Quarters, a source of potable water, a sewer system, and mitigation
of known or suspected environmental issues (e.g. lead paint).
TPLPS also believes that the Fog-Signal building should be restored as soon as
possible, and that the museum be moved there.
Preservation of the habitat at Turn Point can be accomplished by restricting the
public from roaming the property at will. Trails should be created to channel
visitors to areas with special interests and be clearly marked. The site should be
segregated into historic, non-historic developed and undeveloped land. All work in
the historic area should be consistent with its original design and purpose. Work in
the non-historic developed area should only support the historic area (e.g. wells,
caretaker facilities, etc.). Work in the undeveloped land could include trail
creation, fuel removal to prevent fires, and tree removal to stop diseases from
spreading (e.g. laminated root rot).
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"Jim Bergquist"
<jim@tplps.org>
07/11/2010 09:52 AM

To <OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Input to RMP - Resending

Input for the Resource Management Plan (RMP)
by Turn Point Lighthouse Preservation Society (TPLPS)

Turn Point on Stuart Island consists of 69.3 acres of land that has historical,
cultural, and scenic value as well as providing habitat for numerous species of
wildlife. Of the 69.3 acres the majority is undeveloped.
This land is visited by thousands of tourists each year. They primarily walk from
one of the two harbors on the Island where they moor their boats. Stuart Island is
unique as it provides tourists a chance to get off their boats and stretch their legs by
walking or jogging to Turn Point. Once they arrive at Turn Point, they have the
opportunity to view flora, fauna, man-made structures and incredible scenery (e.g.
sunsets over the Canadian Gulf Islands). Turn Point is one of the few locations
where marine mammals (whales, sea lions, seals, porpoises, and dolphins) can be
seen from a public property.
A road bisects the property and connects the County road to the facilities at the
point. It is driven by locals and maintenance personnel accessing the site. Vehicle
traffic is very light and the road serves as the walking path for individuals entering
the property. Due to the steep banks and strong tides, there are very few visitors
that gain access by boat.
The future of Turn Point needs to address several issues. One, the site should
remain open to the public. Two, restoration of the structures should be completed.
Three, the undeveloped land must be preserved in its natural state as habitat for
wildlife.
As it consists of many steep cliffs, rugged roads, and undeveloped land; the safety
of the public should be considered. Fires and personal injury happen infrequently,
but when an emergency happens, the closest professional help is located on San
Juan Island. Poor cellular coverage in the area can result in extensive delays in
getting needed assistance. Better communications and first response fire
suppression should be addressed in a plan.
The buildings at Turn Point date back to 1893 and may be on the National Historic
Register. Visitors to Turn Point have expressed their desire to have the buildings
open to the public for tours, etc. The Turn Point Lighthouse Preservation Society
(TPLPS) also wants to open these buildings to the public as well as have a guest
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lightkeeper program. This program would allow lighthouse aficionados to stay in
the keepers’ quarters and act as keepers during their stay. This will require
restoration of the buildings, a source of potable water, a sewer system, and
mitigation of known or suspected environmental issues (e.g. lead paint).
Preservation of the habitat at Turn Point can be accomplished by restricting the
public from roaming the property at will. Trails should be created to channel
visitors to areas with special interests and be clearly marked. The site should be
segregated into historic, non-historic developed and undeveloped land. All work in
the historic area should be consistent with its original design and purpose. Work in
the non-historic developed area should only support the historic area (e.g. wells,
caretaker facilities, etc.). Work in the undeveloped land could include trail
creation, fuel removal to prevent fires, and tree removal to stop diseases from
spreading (e.g. laminated root rot).
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July 12, 2010
Sent via email and U.S. Mail
Scott Pavey
BLM Spokane District Office
1103 N. Fancher Rd.
Spokane Valley, WA 99212
Dear Mr. Pavey,
We appreciate the opportunity to provide suggestions and comments that might help in framing
the range of alternatives for the Eastern Washington and San Juan Planning Area. The Wilderness
Society’s (TWS) mission is to protect wilderness and inspire Americans to care for our wild
places. TWS represents more than half a million members and supporters nationwide and our
staff and members have great interest in the protection and enhancement of wild lands throughout
the planning area.
I.

THE LEGAL FRAMEWORK FOR ADDRESSING CLIMATE CHANGE IN LAND USE PLANS

BLM has a legal duty to address the impacts of climate change both from land management
actions and to the resource area in this plan revision. There is a global scientific consensus that
humaninduced climate change is currently altering the landscape and ecological functions at an
unprecedented rate. According to the U.S. Climate Change Science Program, the Northwest
landscape could be greatly transformed due to drought, wildfire, invasive species, and rising
temperatures.1 BLM is obligated to analyze impacts of global climate change in this management
plan revision.
The Eastern Washington and San Juan planning area will undoubtedly experience real effects of
climate change during the 20 year period that the RMP is in effect. Many prescriptions in the
RMP may contribute to and exacerbate the impacts of humaninduced global climate change. In
addition to a genuine analysis of impacts, it is imperative that BLM craft strategies for addressing
the impacts of climate change both in terms of mitigating management decisions’ contributions to
climate change and adapting to inevitable impacts of climate change.
A. BLM must take a hard look at climate change impacts from management decisions in
the environmental impact statement for the resource management plan
Impacts to the ecosystem from climate change include shrinking water resources; extreme
flooding events; invasion of more flammable nonnative plant species; soil erosion; loss of
wildlife habitat; and larger, hotter wildfires. Many of these impacts have been catalogued in
1

It has been estimated that the average temperature of the Northwest region of the United States has
already increased 1.5°F to 4°F over the past century and is projected to increase another 3 to 10°F this
century. See, United States Global Change Research Program, Global Climate Change Impacts in the
United States (2009).
1
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recent studies by federal agencies showing the impacts of climate change specifically in the
United States such as the recent report entitled Global Climate Change Impacts in the United
States, available at http://www.globalchange.gov/publications/reports/scientificassessments/us
impacts.
On September 14, 2009, Interior Secretary Salazar issued Secretarial Order (S.O.) No. 3289. This
order unequivocally mandates all agencies within the Department of Interior to “analyze potential
climate change impacts when undertaking longrange planning exercises, setting priorities for
scientific research and investigations, developing multiyear management plans, and making
major decisions regarding potential use of resources under the Department’s purview.” S.O. 3289,
incorporating S.O. 3226 (emphasis added). The Eastern Oregon and San Juan RMP falls squarely
under this guidance and BLM must assess impacts from the proposed actions that may directly,
indirectly, or cumulatively result in exacerbating climate change within this document.
Additionally, the BLM State Office for Oregon/Washington has issued guidance on analyzing
greenhouse gas emissions and addressing changing climate conditions in NEPA documents (IM
No. OR2010012). This policy guidance states that this type of analysis should be included in
resource management plans as these types of plans “typically have a long enough duration that
climate change could potentially alter the choice among alternatives.”
BLM must fully analyze the cumulative and incremental impacts of the proposed decisions in the
RMP. Center for Biological Diversity v. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 538
F.3d 1172, 1217 (9th Cir. 2008). In CBD v. NHTSA, the NHTSA failed to provide analysis for the
impact of greenhouse gas emissions on climate change and was rebuked by the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, which observed that “[t]he impact of greenhouse gas emissions on
climate change is precisely the kind of cumulative impacts analysis that NEPA requires agencies
to conduct.” 538 F.3d at 1217. For example, offroad vehicle designations, oil and gas
management stipulations, and renewable energy development may significantly increase or
reduced greenhouse gas emissions contributing to climate change and must be analyzed under
NEPA.
Further, NEPA regulations require that NEPA documents address not only the direct effects of
federal proposals, but also “reasonably foreseeable” indirect effects. These are defined as:
Indirect effects, which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth
inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use,
population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural
systems, including ecosystems.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b).
BLM is required to take a hard look at direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to and from
climate change in the planning area in the RMP. The following sections provide a suggested
framework for this analysis in the RMP.
1. Quantification of Greenhouse Gas Emissions
BLM must analyze greenhouse gas emissions in the planning area as part of the RMP revision.
As stated in IM No. OR2010012, “analysis of effects on greenhouse gas levels should be
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included in relevant programmatic analyses, such as resource management plan environmental
impact statements.”
As a general approach, BLM should first assess and, wherever possible, quantify or estimate
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by type and source by analyzing the direct operational impacts
of their proposed actions. Assessment of direct emissions of GHG from onsite combustion
sources is relatively straightforward. For many projects, energy consumption will be the major
source of GHGs. The indirect effects of a project may be more farreaching and will require
careful analysis. Within this category, agencies should evaluate, inter alia, GHG and GHG
precursor emissions associated with construction, electricity use, fossil fuel use, downstream
combustion of fossil fuels extracted or refined by the project, water consumption, water pollution,
waste disposal, transportation, the manufacture of building materials, and land conversion.
Because failure to conserve carbon sinks results in direct and quantifiable GHG emissions as well
as indirect effects from reduction in carbon sequestration, the GHG effects of destruction of
carbon sinks should be analyzed as part of the EIS. The GHG effects of destruction of carbon
sinks should be analyzed both in terms of carbon already stored in the landscape and soil itself
and in terms of the landscape’s ongoing carboncapturing properties. Such an analysis requires
that an initial inventory of carbon storage potential be conducted for each landscape. The
environmental review should assess and where possible quantify all the various component
carbon pools – live trees, other vegetation, dead trees or vegetation (coarse, woody debris and
snags), logs, litter, duff, and mineral soil – and the fluxes of carbon to and from these pools, due
to natural processes like decay and fire, and those associated with management, harvest and/or
manufacture of extracted resources, including the burning of fossil fuels needed to remove,
transport, and process those materials. In conducting this assessment, fluxes associated with fire
management and the restoration of the resilient native ecology should be accounted for
separately. Net fluxes from terrestrial pools to the atmosphere may occur from management
activities, such as prescribed and natural fire management, but may be considered beneficial, if
they enhance the longterm carbon storage ability of the ecosystem and enhance ecosystem
integrity.
While quantifying the GHG emissions from decisions in the RMP is important, BLM is also
required to include qualitative analysis of impacts. A suggested approach for this type of analysis
can be found in the section entitled “Risk Assessment” below.
2. Addressing Climate Change Conditions
BLM baseline data on climate change must be sufficient to permit analysis of impacts under
NEPA. Importantly, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.15 requires agencies to “describe the environment of the
areas to be affected or created by the alternatives under consideration.” Establishment of baseline
conditions is a requirement of NEPA. In Half Moon Bay Fisherman’s Marketing Ass’n v.
Carlucci, 857 F.2d 505, 510 (9th Cir. 1988), the Ninth Circuit states that “without establishing . .
. baseline conditions . . . there is simply no way to determine what effect [an action] will have on
the environment, and consequently, no way to comply with NEPA.” The court further held that
“[t]he concept of a baseline against which to compare predictions of the effects of the proposed
action and reasonable alternatives is critical to the NEPA process.”
There is a growing body of scientific information already available on climate change baseline
conditions, much of it generated by or available through federal agencies. Where there is
3
175

scientific uncertainty, NEPA imposes three mandatory obligations on BLM: (1) a duty to disclose
the scientific uncertainty; (2) a duty to complete independent research and gather information if
no adequate information exists unless the costs are exorbitant or the means of obtaining the
information are not known; and (3) a duty to evaluate the potential, reasonably foreseeable
impacts in the absence of relevant information, using a fourstep process. Unless the costs are
exorbitant or the means of obtaining the information are not known, the agency must gather the
information in studies or research. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22. Courts have upheld these requirements,
stating that the detailed environmental analysis must “utiliz[e] public comment and the best
available scientific information.” Colorado Environmental Coalition v. Dombeck, 185 F.3d 1162,
117172 (10th Cir. 1999) (citing Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens’ Council, 490 U.S. at 350);
Holy Cross Wilderness Fund v. Madigan, 960 F.2d 1515, 152122 (10th Cir. 1992).
As the Supreme Court has explained, while "policymaking in a complex society must account for
uncertainty," it is not "sufficient for an agency to merely recite the terms 'substantial uncertainty'
as a justification for its actions." Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Ass'n v. State Farm Mutual
Automobile Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 52 (1983). Instead, in this context, as in all other aspects of
agency decisionmaking, “[w]hen the facts are uncertain,” an agency decisionmaker must, in
making a decision, “identify the considerations he found persuasive.” Small Refiner Lead Phase
Down Task Force v. EPA, 705 F.2d 506, 520 (D.C. Cir. 1983), quoting Ind. Union Dept., AFL
CIO v. Hodgson, 499 F.2d 467, 476 (D.C. Cir. 1974).
BLM’s duty to evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts includes “impacts
which have catastrophic consequences, even if their probability of occurrence is low, provided
that the analysis of the impacts is supported by credible scientific evidence, is not based on pure
conjecture, and is within the rule of reason.” 40 CFR 1502.22(b). Such impacts are especially
significant in the face of climate change.
BLM must provide the public with an explanation of both the data used in analyzing the potential
effects of management alternatives and the methods used to conduct the analysis, as well as an
opportunity to provide comments and propose corrections or improvements.
B. BLM must craft longterm management prescriptions without permanent impairment
and unnecessary or undue degradation to the resources in the face of climate change.
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) gives BLM the authority to manage and
plan for emerging issues and changing conditions that global climate change will affect in the
planning area. FLPMA mandates that when BLM revises land use plans, it must “use and
observe the principles of multiple use and sustained yield set forth in this and other applicable
law” 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c).
The term “multiple use” means the management of the public lands and their various
resource values so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the
present and future needs of the American people; making the most judicious use of the
land for some or all of these resources or related services over areas large enough to
provide sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs
and conditions. . . a combination of balanced and diverse resource uses that takes into
account the longterm needs of future generations for renewable and nonrenewable
resources. . . and harmonious and coordinated management of the various resources
without permanent impairment of the productivity of the land and the quality of the
environment with consideration being given to the relative values of the resources and
4
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not necessarily to the combination of uses that will give the greatest economic return or
the greatest unit output.
43 U.S.C. § 1702(c).
Additional pertinent requirements of FLPMA that specifically apply to land use planning include
using “a systematic interdisciplinary approach to achieve integrated consideration of physical,
biological, economic, and other sciences; consider[ing] relative scarcity of the values involved;
and weigh[ing] longterm benefits to the public against shortterm benefits. Id.
FLPMA provides that BLM must “take any action necessary to prevent unnecessary or undue
degradation to managed resources.” 43 U.S.C. §1732(b). These provisions combine to necessitate
ontheground implementation of climate change policies.
In addition to the agency’s duty to take a hard look at the impacts of climate change to and from
the proposed vegetation management plan, BLM must also include a range of alternatives that
includes a strategy for mitigating these impacts. CEQ regulations instruct agencies to consider
alternatives to their proposed action that will have less of an environmental impact, specifically
stating that “[f]ederal agencies shall to the fullest extent possible: . . . Use the NEPA process to
identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to proposed actions that will avoid or minimize
adverse effects of these actions upon the quality of the human environment.” 40 C.F.R. §
1500.2(e) (emphasis added); see also, 40 C.F.R. §§ 1502.14, 1502.16.
The impacts of climate change should be a major factor in every alternative that is created since it
is an undeniable reality that will drive all land use planning decisions. As provided in the
Oregon/Washington State Office guidance document IM OR2010012, “[r]esource management
plans and other broad programmatic analyses are actions that would typically have a long enough
duration that climate change could potentially alter the choice among alternatives.”
Further, general statements that BLM will conduct monitoring are also not an appropriate form of
mitigation. Simply monitoring for expected damage does not actually reduce or alleviate any
impacts. Instead, a vigilant sciencebased monitoring system should be set out in the RMP in
order to address unforeseeable shifts to the ecosystem. A detailed monitoring approach is also
required under the BLM’s planning regulations:
The proposed plan shall establish intervals and standards, as appropriate, for monitoring
and evaluation of the plan. Such intervals and standards shall be based on the sensitivity
of the resource to the decisions involved and shall provide for evaluation to determine
whether mitigation measures are satisfactory, whether there has been significant change
in the related plans of other Federal agencies, State or local governments, or Indian tribes,
or whether there is new data of significance to the plan. The Field Manager shall be
responsible for monitoring and evaluating the plan in accordance with the established
intervals and standards and at other times as appropriate to determine whether there is
sufficient cause to warrant amendment or revision of the plan.
43 C.F.R. § 1610.49 (emphasis added).
Such vigilant monitoring is absolutely necessary in order to create an effective adaptive
management framework in the face of climate change.
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The following is The Wilderness Society’s recommended approach to developing management
prescriptions to allow the land and resources to adapt to the impacts of climate change while
meeting the agency’s legal obligations:
Recommendations: The proposed revision to the land use plan for this area provides BLM with
an excellent opportunity to analyze the impacts from climate change to the planning area over the
next two decades, as well as the contribution to climate change from management decisions made
in the plan. This analysis should in turn lead to the development of thoughtful management
prescriptions and alternatives in the land use plan that will address how BLM will mitigate these
causes and adapt its management over the coming years to prevent permanent impairment and
unnecessary or undue degradation to the resources in the face of climate change. Like other land
management agencies, BLM has been struggling to define how it can meet its legal obligations to
analyze the baseline conditions and environmental impacts associated with climate change in
light of scientific uncertainty and complexity as well how to set management prescriptions that
mitigate and adapt to additional or exacerbated stressors caused by a changing climate.
In its Fourth Assessment Report, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change reviewed a
number of impacts on biodiversity associated with anticipated changes in climate worldwide and
concluded, “Overall, climate change has been estimated to be a major driver of biodiversity loss
in cool conifer forests, savannas, mediterraneanclimate systems, tropical forests, in the Arctic
tundra, and in coral reefs… In other ecosystems, landuse change may be a stronger driver of
biodiversity loss at least in the near term…” but “beyond 2050 climate change is very likely to be
the major driver for biodiversity loss globally” (Fischlin et al. 2007, p.241). The IPCC notes
further that, “Although links between biodiversity intactness and ecosystem services remain
quantitatively uncertain, there is high confidence that the relationship is qualitatively positive”
(Parry et al. 2007). Thus, the IPCC has concluded that through its influence on biodiversity,
climate change is likely to have direct negative consequences on the provision of ecosystem
services. In response, they prescribe “an iterative risk management process that includes both
mitigation and adaptation, taking into account actual and avoided climate change damages, co
benefits, sustainability, equity and attitudes.” (IPCC 2007) (emphasis added).
Under the pressures of global change, it must be acknowledged that many objects of conservation
are at risk wherever they are found, and the traditional natural resource management paradigm of
modifying ecosystems to increase yield must change to a new paradigm of managing wildland
ecosystems to minimize loss – specifically loss of the ecosystem composition, structure, and
function that yields the benefits we seek from wildlands. Natural resource management must
change from a paradigm of maximum sustained yield to a paradigm of risk management.
Although there is no widelyaccepted method of assessing and managing risk, we recommend
breaking risk down into its component parts—vulnerability, exposure, and uncertainty—as a
useful way to think about risk to biodiversity and productive potential. In the following sections
of this document, we recommend an approach for assessing risk in the planning area as well
as an approach for management of that risk for BLM to comply with its legal obligations
under NEPA and FLPMA as set out above.
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II. BLM SHOULD ADOPT THE FOLLOWING RISK ASSESSMENT AND MANAGEMENT
APPROACH TO THIS LAND USE PLAN TO COMPLY WITH ITS LEGAL OBLIGATIONS

RISK ASSESSMENT: A RECOMMENDED APPROACH2
We strongly recommend that the agency use the following “risk assessment” strategy when
evaluating impacts to the planning area under NEPA and relevant guidance.
Efforts to manage risk begin with a risk assessment, which characterizes risk in terms of
vulnerability, exposure, and uncertainty, or, as Bartell (1998) has written, an inquiry into “What
can go wrong?” and “How likely is it to happen?” To these questions, Bartell adds a third, “So
what if it does?” as a gauge to determine if action is needed to address the risk. Bartell’s
rendering is intended to frame the topic of formal, quantitative risk assessment, but the
framework applies to less formal assessment of vulnerability, exposure, and uncertainty, as well.
Assessing Vulnerability
The vulnerability of ecosystems and the species and physical elements they comprise depends on
their inherent qualities and their ability to change or adapt to address new climatic conditions. A
system may be considered vulnerable if it is sensitive to the effects of climate change and has
limited ability to adjust to those effects. For example, the rocky intertidal ecosystem may be
highly sensitive to the effect of rising sea level (and the inundation of the intertidal zone) but less
vulnerable if its species are capable of colonizing new habitat created by the rising seas (i.e., high
sensitivity, high adaptive capacity). Conversely, a mountain stream community that is dependent
on cold summer water from a melting glacier may be very vulnerable once the glacier has melted
away, despite the ability of its constituent species to move great distances (i.e., high sensitivity,
low adaptive capacity).
Vulnerability of component species can be affected by the tolerance of individual organisms to
the direct effects of climate change, the ability of populations to adapt to those conditions through
the expression of genetic variability, and the ability to adjust behaviorally to changes in the
ecosystem, such as prey shifts. For example, dandelions (Taraxacum officinale), which occupy a
broad range of climatic conditions despite possessing essentially no genetic variability in the
species, would not seem to be inherently sensitive to climate, whereas pikas (Ochotona princeps),
which live only in the narrow alpine zone of western mountains, may be highly sensitive
(Holtcamp 2010). Some species that are able to move easily may be able to adapt well to climate
change even if they are inherently sensitive, provided that they can find the conditions they need
to live, and others may be able to remain in place, if the population can produce offspring that are
adapted to the new conditions. Pollen records indicate that some species have been able to survive
dramatic changes in climate in a given place, even though the individuals making up the current
population may themselves be quite sensitive. A vulnerability assessment would examine the
species and physical elements of existing wildland ecosystems and determine which elements are
sensitive, which have the ability to adapt, and what the likely consequences would be of
anticipated changes in climate.

2

This approach is a truncated version from a larger research paper developed by The Wilderness Society
during the scoping period for the Forest planning revision in the Sierra Nevada entitled “Managing the
Risk of Climate Change to Wildlands of the Sierra Nevada” (2010). This broader paper illustrates the
concepts we describe here and can be found in its entirety in Attachment 1.
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Because ecosystems are so complex, it is impossible to evaluate the vulnerabilities of every
population, species, community, or other element of the system in question. Instead, risk
assessment must focus on particular, highpriority elements or “key vulnerabilities.” In its 4th
Assessment Report, the IPCC (Schneider et al. 2007) suggested the following criteria for
identifying key vulnerabilities:
• magnitude of impacts,
• timing of impacts,
• persistence and irreversibility of impacts,
• likelihood of impacts and vulnerabilities,
• potential for adaptation,
• distributional aspects of impacts and vulnerabilities,
• importance of the system(s) at risk.
In other words, key vulnerabilities are likely to occur where the effects of climate change are
large and intense, imminent, longlasting, highly probable, and likely to limit the distribution of
highly valued systems or system elements.
The IPCC uses their criteria to select key vulnerabilities across a broad array of systems:
infrastructure, health, markets, agriculture, migration and conflict, as well as biological and
geophysical systems. Focusing their thinking only on wildland systems, Running and Mills
(2009) suggest that the most vulnerable elements of ecosystems are those that are 1) rare; 2) long
lived (with fewer generations in which to evolve); 3) isolated; 4) dependent on special habitats
(especially those directly affected by climate, such as deep snow and ephemeral wetlands); and 5)
susceptible to the kinds of disturbances likely to result from climate change (fire, floods, extreme
drought). In addition to these “highly vulnerable” species, they recommend focusing on a) species
with “a high public profile;” b) “datarich” species; and c) “strongly interacting” species
(keystone and dominant species). Species with a high profile are those that are appreciated for
their strong contribution to ecosystems services, providing utilitarian, recreational, and aesthetic
value. “Data rich” species provide the information necessary to devise potential conservation
strategies, and “strongly interacting” species, by definition, control ecosystem function. Running
and Mills apply their criteria specifically to species, but similar considerations may apply to
features, such as glaciers, rare soils, riparian vegetation, and old growth forests. A vulnerability
assessment should explicitly examine species and other ecosystem elements that meet these
criteria and explore the factors that make them vulnerable.
Recommendation: The BLM should evaluate the planning area for key vulnerabilities
according to the criteria above, and the nature of the climate threat to selected ecosystem
elements should be fully examined and presented as part of the plan revision process in
order to comply with its legal obligations under NEPA and other relevant laws and
regulations. Such an assessment should include careful consideration of species and habitats
of conservation concern.
Assessing Exposure
The assessment of exposure to climate change requires both the examination of the probability
and timing of future climate change and the likely changes to which ecosystem elements may be
vulnerable. Changes in average temperature and precipitation are important firstorder effects to
which many species are sensitive, but there are many other effects that constitute exposure. As
mentioned, melting glaciers may cause an increase in summer stream temperature. Increased
droughts may stress plants and animals, and early onset of spring is already increasing exposure
8
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to fire activity (Westerling et al. 2006). More subtle changes are also expected. Plants may be
exposed to pollinator shortages, and species range shifts may turn native species into invasive
species. A risk assessment should examine the probability of exposure to these and other likely
effects.
Assessing exposure probability involves combining information about likely climate change and
its effects. Possible climate change can be assessed using predictive models that can be run under
a variety of future scenarios. The results of these climate models can then be linked to other
models to explore effects on future vegetation, fire regimes, hydrology, etc. (Lenihan et al. 2003).
Where models agree with each other and produce similar results under multiple scenarios, the
results can be viewed with a high degree of confidence. Where models produce a range of
behaviors, prediction is less robust. In general, as the spatial resolution of models increases
through the process of “statistical downscaling,” agreement, and hence confidence, decreases.
Millar et al. (2007) note, “We might feel confident of broadscale future environmental changes
(such as global mean temperature increases), but we cannot routinely predict even the direction of
change at local and regional scales (such as increasing or decreasing precipitation).”
Nevertheless, models can be used to explore possibilities, “game different scenarios, and gain
qualitative insight on the range and direction of possible future changes without committing to
them as forecasts” (Millar et al. 2007).
In addition to examining the probability of various changes in climate, an assessment of exposure
should examine the consequences of those changes and where they are likely to occur in space
and time. For example, sealevel rise is a highly likely and potentially devastating consequence of
climate change but one that is limited in extent to coastlines. Increased fire activity is also to be
expected, but exposure is likely to be of greater concern near homes than away from them. An
exposure assessment should examine where the threat of increased fire activity is likely to be
most acute, including how that threat will change with growth of the “wildlandurban interface.”
Potential future effects are many, and precise quantification of probabilities may be beyond the
limits of existing tools and budgets. In these cases, future possibilities can be explored through
“scenario planning,” in which groups of analysts or stakeholders consider a broad range of
possible consequences of climate change (Welling 2008).
Recommendation: A risk assessment conducted as part of the plan revision should identify
the direct and indirect modes of exposure to climate change and attempt to quantify them
based on the best available science as required by NEPA and other laws and regulations.
Assessing Uncertainty
Because assessing the risks associated with climate change involves predicting future conditions,
it is no surprise that it is fraught with uncertainty. Limitations in predictive ability derive not only
from uncertainty about future conditions but from limitations of our understanding of current and
historical conditions and the factors that drive ecosystem behavior. Table 1 lists only a few of the
many sources of uncertainty that plague the assessment of risk from climate change. Each of
these sources contributes to risk, and the better they are understood, the more complete the
assessment of risk.
The sources in Table 1 are not an exhaustive list but only illustrate the range of unanswered
questions. As vulnerabilities and exposure are assessed, many more uncertainties will be revealed.
It is critically important that these uncertainties be explicitly documented and incorporated into
the risk assessment so that strategies can be developed to reduce uncertainty in the plan.
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Table 1. Sources of uncertainty in understanding future climate change and its
effects
Data limitations
♦ Poor records of past climate surfaces
♦ Poor records of species occurrences
Limitations in ecological knowledge

♦ Habitat/range models (“climate
envelopes”)
♦ Limited understanding of species
response to climate change
♦ Mortality rates and thresholds of
mortality and recruitment
♦ Dispersal
♦ Species interactions
♦ Behavior of novel ecosystems
♦ Effects of interacting stressors

Model limitations and variability

♦ Limited understanding of the climate
system
♦ Intermodel variation in model output
♦ Intramodel variation in model output
♦ Downscaling coarse resolution global
output to generate higher resolution
future climate (especially in
topographically diverse terrain)

Vagaries of human behavior

♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

Future emissions scenarios
Institutional resources
Public support
Planning horizon
Shifting decision processes and loci

Under such an indeterminate future, assessing vulnerability and exposure will be especially
difficult, placing added importance on the identification and reduction of uncertainty in land
management plans.
Recommendation: Pursuant to NEPA, BLM should identify and document known sources of
uncertainty and data needs and initiate action to fill those gaps at the earliest possible point
in the RMP revision process. Where data gaps remain, the plan should include strategies to
reduce uncertainties.
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MANAGING THE RISK OF CLIMATE CHANGE: A RECOMMENDED APPROACH
We strongly recommend that the agency use the following “risk managment” strategy in
conjunction with the “risk assessment” strategy laid out above when developing
management prescriptions in the face of climate change.
Adaptation is the management of risk to reduce the adverse effects of climate change on
ecosystem services received from wildlands. Actions that reduce the vulnerability to, exposure to,
and uncertainty of climate change impacts contribute to adaptation. Each of these aspects of risk
can be managed to reduce the negative consequences of climate change to wildlands.
Unfortunately, which techniques will be most effective remains to be determined. Learning will
require an experimental approach, tailored as appropriate to the specific lands on which they are
applied. Silviculture and other intensive management actions will not be appropriate in lands
designated to protect wilderness character, but they may be tested on lessrestrictive parts of the
landscape. The important thing is that these methods are approached experimentally, with
monitoring to facilitate rapid learning (Lawler et al. 2010). Finally, the diversity of administrative
designations present in most landscapes can themselves provide a framework for experimentation
that can accelerate discovery of approaches to climate change adaptation.
Reducing vulnerability
Depending on which ecosystem elements are identified as “key vulnerabilities” in the risk
assessment, a variety of options are available to decrease vulnerability by reducing the sensitivity
to climate change or by enhancing adaptive capacity. One of the simplest and most direct ways to
reduce sensitivity is to address the stressors in addition to climate change that make species and
ecosystems vulnerable to climate change. Reducing these anthropogenic stressors has been called
the “lowhanging fruit” of climate change adaptation (Joyce 2009) and includes increasing the
size and number of protected reserves, restoring altered disturbance regimes, halting and repairing
the loss and fragmentation of habitat, managing invasive species, cleaning up air and water
pollution, and addressing the legacy of past management. According to Galatowitsch et al.
(2009), “Key resilience actions include providing buffers for small reserves, expanding reserves
that lack adequate environmental heterogeneity, prioritizing protection of likely climate refuges,
and managing forests for multispecies and multiaged stands.”
In addition to reducing susceptibility, actions can be taken to enhance the capacity of species and
ecosystem elements to remain viable in the face of climate change. Enhancing adaptive capacity
consists of actions to facilitate or improve the ability of species (usually) to respond favorably to
climate change. The following are several examples of strategies to enhance adaptive capacity
derived from the burgeoning literature of “adaptation options” (Noss 2001, Millar et al. 2007,
Joyce et al. 2008, Biringer 2003, CNRA 2009, Glick et al. 2009, Running and Mills 2009).
♦ Promote connected landscapes. Restoring and maintaining habitat connectivity provides
species with the “room to roam” they need to respond to a changing climate. Without
connected habitat, species may not be able to disperse to new locations exhibiting a
favorable climate. Providing corridors and habitat connectivity facilitates the innate
capacity to disperse in response to climate change.
♦ Facilitate migration. Where movement in response to climate change is blocked by
habitat fragmentation or where species lack the dispersal ability to “keep up with” a
changing climate, species can be physically moved across barriers. Of course, such
decisions must be weighed extremely carefully to avoid the wellknown consequences of
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♦

♦

♦

♦

♦

♦

the arrival of invasive species into novel habitats. McLachlan et al. (2007) offer
guidelines for consideration of assisted migration.
Provide opportunities for rapid evolution. The ability of species to adapt to new climates
is enhanced where new genotypes are frequently exposed to new conditions. Restoration
of disturbance regimes, such as fire, that provide for frequent opportunities for expression
of genetic variability can accelerate the process of adaptation.
Maintain genetic diversity. Running and Mills (2009) note, “Contemporary adaptive
evolution is facilitated by a medium level of gene flow,” suggesting that adaptation may
be aided better in the short run by moving genes, rather than species. Maintaining habitat
and dispersal connectivity among subpopulations will ensure continued opportunities for
interbreeding and crosspollination and help maintain adaptive capacity in populations.
Also, guidelines for replanting following timber harvest currently require seedlings to be
derived from local seed sources. Expanding the range from which seedlings are derived
could help introduce new, betteradapted genotypes into the population.
Promote species diversity. At the community or ecosystem level, adaptation and the
maintenance of ecosystem services is well served by maintaining a rich diversity of
species. Different species possess different thresholds of response to climate change. The
loss of an individual species due to climate change will have a less dramatic effect on an
ecosystem if other species are present that can fill at least part of that species’ niche.
Manage for “asynchrony”. Populations are more vulnerable when all the individuals are
in the same demographic stage. The current mountain pine beetle epidemic exemplifies
the consequences of a synchronous population, in this case due to the establishment of a
single cohort of lodgepole pine throughout the West following widespread mining and
fires in the late 19th century. Restoring disturbance regimes can help maintain a
heterogeneous landscape with multiple age classes and help reduce vulnerability to
climate change.
Enhance seed banks and ex situ conservation. Owing to the unpredictability of the
consequences of climate change, it is not too early to consider enhancing and expanding
seed banks and other “off site” conservation efforts. Climate change may lead to
localized extinctions, especially of isolated populations, and, in these cases, enhancing
adaptive capacity will depend on the artificial reintroduction of stock maintained
elsewhere.
Allow establishment of “neonative” ecosystems. The species that exist today have
generally been around far longer than the ecosystems they currently compose, often in
locales outside of their current range where the climate was historically suitable. As the
climate changes, species can be expected to reoccupy their former range where suitable.
Also, where species are to be introduced for purposes other than biodiversity
conservation (e.g., timber plantations, pastures), review of the paleoecological record
may provide insights into where species may thrive in their historically “native” range
under an altered climate. Ecosystems so established may be considered “neonative” in
that they would consist of native species in their historical range, though in combinations
that may not currently exist.

Recommendation: BLM has a legal duty to prevent permanent impairment and
unnecessary or undue degradation to the resources, and to manage the resources for the
longterm needs of future generations. This obligation requires the agency to reduce the
vulnerability of the ecosystem to the very real threats posed by climate change. BLM can
comply with this duty by adopting several or all of the strategies listed above, depending on
the ecological composition and land tenure of the area.
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Reducing exposure
As with vulnerability, the climate adaptation literature indicates several options to manage risk by
reducing exposure. Most important, but least directly affected by management, is mitigation of
greenhouse gas emissions themselves. More under managers’ control is the exposure to the
effects, both direct and indirect, of climate change. Last, managers can identify and protect those
places that are least likely to be affected by climate change, so called “climate refugia.”
Mitigation. While the vast majority of emission reduction must be accomplished in the energy
sector, there are several actions that wildland managers can take to prevent unnecessary release of
greenhouse gases to the atmosphere. One of the easiest sources to control is the conversion of old
growth to young forest. It is well established that when older forest is harvested and regenerated
to younger forest, a net release of carbon dioxide results from the decomposition of coarse and
fine debris and soil organic matter that occurs in the warm postharvest environment (Harmon et
al. 1990).
Reducing exposure to the effects of climate change. While it is clear that forest management can
affect exposure through its influence on greenhouse gas emissions, it is also clear that climate
change has become inevitable, and risk management must focus on reducing exposure to its
effects. One of the most likely of these effects is drought, due to more rapid melting of snowpack
and increased evapotranspiration – even if precipitation does not change (National Research
Council 2008). Increased drought will result in lower levels of summer streamflow and warmer
water temperatures, with potentially devastating effects on aquatic ecosystems and impacts on the
ability of ecosystems to provide water for human use. In addition to drought, extreme flood
events are likely to increase as a result of rainonsnow events where they have not occurred
historically. To address these effects, actions will need to be taken to build up the buffering
capacity of watersheds and restore riparian ecosystems degraded by grazing, water diversion, and
channeling. The U.S. Climate Change Science Program offers a number of adaptation options for
managers of Wild and Scenic Rivers that can be applied as well wherever riparian ecosystems are
exposed to the effects of climate change (See, Palmer et al. 2008).
Among the emerging strategies to buffer the effects of climate change is to restore the water
retaining capacity of river systems. Opperman et al. (2009) argue for actively reconnecting rivers
to their floodplains. Similarly, Running and Mills (2009) suggest in some cases it may be helpful
to construct “picodams” in headwater streams, tiny impoundments intended to retain runoff and
maintain lateseason flows. Such a strategy may be implemented through the restoration of wet
meadows that were drained to facilitate livestock grazing and other uses. In any case, actions such
as fish stocking or impoundment should be done to sustain ecosystem integrity and functionality,
not simply to enhance sport fishing or manage water supply. Closing and rehabilitating roads can
also restore subsurface flow and slow the delivery of runoff to channels.
Climate Refugia. In some cases, it may be possible to avoid exposure to many of the effects of
climate change by identifying and protecting those places where climate is unlikely to change.
Noss (2001) notes that refugia from past unfavorable climates harbored much of the genetic and
species diversity from which extant populations and communities derive and are important
objects of conservation for the diversity they still harbor. Similarly, we can expect some places to
be less prone to change in the future, and these places will be important to protect for their
potential to harbor diversity in the face of regional climate change. For example, Noss cites the
case of talus slopes in Iowa that occur in coldair drainages below icefilled caves that now
support dozens of vascular plant species that are disjunct from boreal forests to the north and west
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and at least eight landsnail taxa that were previously thought to have gone extinct at the end of the
Pleistocene. As downscaled climate models continue to improve, it may be possible to use them
to identify places that will be less exposed to climate change and can be protected for their
conservation value (Loarie et al. 2009), though much work remains to determine the appropriate
size, configuration, etc., for such refugia.
Recommendation: BLM a has legal duty to prevent permanent impairment and
unnecessary or undue degradation to the resources, and to manage the resources for the
longterm needs of future generations. This obligation requires the agency to reduce
exposure of the ecosystem to the very real threats posed by climate change. BLM can
comply with this duty by adopting several or all of the options listed above, depending on
the ecological composition and land tenure of the area.
Reducing uncertainty
Uncertainty appears as an obstacle to climate change adaptation in virtually every treatment of the
subject; reducing uncertainty may therefore be considered critical to progress in managing risk
from climate change. Much uncertainty derives from insufficient knowledge of current conditions
and management effects and may be reduced simply through increased emphasis on monitoring.
Reducing uncertainty about the nature of ecological and social systems and their future behavior
requires investment in research. Learning can be greatly accelerated by the process of adaptive
management that combines aspects of both research and monitoring to reduce uncertainty. Where
knowledge of the future is especially high and control over the consequences of climate change is
low, scenario planning may be used to prepare for possible outcomes, thus reducing uncertainty
and anxiety over how to respond.
Monitoring. A major impediment to the reduction of uncertainty regarding future impacts of
climate change is simply a lack of knowledge of current baseline conditions and the ability to
detect change in the future. The U.S. Climate Change Science Program (Kareiva et al. 2008)
identifies establishing baseline conditions and monitoring as key elements of impact assessment
necessary to support adaptation. In their review of the climate change adaptation literature, Glick
et al. (2009) identify increased monitoring as one of five general principles of adaptation.
Monitoring is needed not only to detect the effects of climate change but to assess the success of
adaptation actions.
Research. Many of the uncertainties associated with climate change can only be addressed
through formal research, and research will continue to be essential to climate change adaptation.
Accomplishment of much of this research will require cooperation with the agencies managing
the land. Reduction of future uncertainty can be greatly accelerated if the managing agencies
work closely with scientists to facilitate, advise, and assist in climate change research. If it has not
done so already, BLM should invite broad participation from DOI’s Landscape Conservation
Cooperatives and Regional Science Centers throughout the RMP revision.
Adaptive management. When aspects of monitoring and research are combined into an approach
to management that is explicitly intended to accelerate learning, it is called “adaptive
management.” According to Innes et al. (2009), “adaptive management can be viewed as a
systematic process for continually improving management policies and practices by monitoring
and then learning from the outcomes of operational programmes. Within the context of climate
change,…adaptive forest management is one tool that could enable managers to adjust the
structure and the consequent functioning of the forest ecosystem to resist harmful impacts of
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climate change, and to utilize the opportunities created by climate change.” (p.137). Typically,
adaptive management follows a continuous cycle of planning, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation (DeLuca et al. in press).
Adaptive management is sometimes described as either “passive”, when management is modified
simply as a result of observing the consequences of past action, or “active”, when management
actions are designed explicitly as an experiment to test competing hypotheses (Kareiva et al.
2008). Whatever the case, monitoring is essential to the process of evaluation and modification.
Experience has also shown that adaptive management functions best when it involves the public
in the identification of the hypotheses to be tested, in the design of the monitoring strategy, and in
the implementation of the monitoring program (Bliss et al. 2001, Innes et al 2009). So important
is stakeholder involvement to the development of the “social license” necessary for management
action that “the entire concept has been renamed adaptive collaborative management or adaptive
comanagement” (Innes et al. 2009). In the end, BLM must apply the lessons learned from
monitoring and research to amend their decision path as necessary.
Scenario planning. When uncertainty is high and the “controllability” of the outcome is low,
there may be little that managers can do to design management strategies “to resist harmful
impacts of climate change” as referred to above (Innes et al. 2009). In these cases, uncertainty, or
at least anxiety over the uncertainty of climate change, can be reduced by scenario planning.
Scenario planning is a (usually) qualitative process “that involves exploration and articulation of
a wide set of possible or alternative futures” (Baron et al. 2008). Scenarios are plausible stories or
narratives describing what might happen under an uncertain future. Their development can be
aided by quantitative data or models, but the idea is to explore a range of possible futures, rather
than try to predict a single “mostlikely” case. When developed in the context of broad
stakeholder participation, they can increase understanding of key uncertainties, facilitate the
incorporation of alternative perspectives into planning, and improve the capacity for adaptive
management (Welling 2008).
Recommendation: Reducing uncertainty of baseline conditions and the impacts of
management in the face of climate change should be a major priority of any risk
management strategy set forth by the agency to reduce the risk posed by climate change.
BLM should build in robust research, monitoring, adaptive management, and scenario
planning into the land use plan in order to address this challenging aspect of risk
management.
III. BLM HAS A DUTY TO PRIORITIZE AND PROTECT AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL
CONCERN
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) obligates the BLM to “give priority to
the designation and protection of areas of critical environmental concern [ACECs].” 43 U.S.C. §
1712(c)(3). ACECs are areas “where special management is required (when such areas are
developed or used or where no development is required) to protect and prevent irreparable
damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources, or other
natural systems or processes.” 43 U.S.C. § 1702(a).
BLM’s ACEC Manual (1613) provides additional detail on the criteria to be considered in ACEC
designation, as discussed in the applicable regulations, as well. See, Manual 1613, Section .1
(Characteristics of ACECs); 43 C.F.R. § 8200. An area must possess relevance (such that it has
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significant value(s) in historic, cultural or scenic values, fish & wildlife resources, other natural
systems/processes, or natural hazards) and importance (such that it has special significance and
distinctiveness by being more than locally significant or especially rare, fragile or vulnerable).
In addition, the area must require special management attention to protect the relevant and
important values (where current management is not sufficient to protect these values or where the
needed management action is considered unusual or unique), which is addressed in special
protective management prescriptions. For potential ACECs, management prescriptions are to be
“fully developed” in the RMP. Manual 1613, Section .22 (Develop Management Prescriptions
for Potential ACECs). The BLMmanaged lands on the San Juan Islands meet all three criteria
for designation as an ACEC.
Redesignation of ACECs
Point Colville and Iceberg Point were designated as ACECs in 1990 in order to protect the
outstanding natural values in these areas. These values are even more relevant and important
today and in direct threat of being dramatically altered in the face of climate change. Threats to
these areas include unsustainable recreation use and loss of natural meadows from fire
suppression.
Nomination of New ACECs
We nominate the remainder of the San Juan Island within the National System of Public Lands to
be designated as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern including, but not limited to Cattle
Point, Chadwick Hill, Watmough Bay, Patos Island including the Patos Lighthouse, Turn Point
and the Turn Point Lighthouse, and Kellet Bluff. BLM should consider how the partnership with
WA State Parks Department can continue for managing some of these areas. Several small
islands, rocks, and reefs under BLM stewardship should also be considered for ACEC
designation.
BLM should provide an evaluation of and prescriptions for how the plan will be consistent with
the land use plans for the nearby San Juan Island National Wildlife Refuge pursuant to 43 C.F.R.
§ 1610.32. The proximity to the National Wildlife Refuge in the area may be confusing to the
public with the refuge islands having the potential to receive inappropriate use because of the
public’s inability to distinguish BLM lands from the refuge. One approach is to manage these
small areas in a way that mirrors that of the National Wildlife Refuge. This can be done through
ACEC designation and specific protective management prescriptions for lands nearby the refuge
along with appropriate implementation on the ground.
These are nationally significant lands. There are no other lands managed by the Bureau of Land
Management within this ecoregion. These units provide extraordinarily scenic vistas of this
unique region of the United States. These islands contain important historical resources like the
Patos and the Turn Point Lighthouses, both established in 1893. Much like the California Coastal
National Monument, managed by BLM in the National Landscape Conservation System, this
series of islands, rocks, and reefs provides habitat for myriad species of marine wildlife.
These islands deserve special management attention due to their relatively small areas being
highly susceptible to degradation and for the protection, adaptation, and study of global climate
change. In light of the threat and uncertainty of global climate change, BLM should designate
these spectacular lands as ACECs.
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Specific Proposed Management Prescriptions
These ACECs should be afforded the same protective management as Point Colville and Iceberg
Point, including, but not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Designate VRM Class I.
Prohibit all motorized vehicular travel, except for emergency vehicles.
Prohibit any trail construction.
Prohibit fuel wood cutting and commercial timber sales.
Require permits for any vegetation collection.
Survey and clearly mark the boundaries of both parcels.
BLM will seek out opportunities to acquire nonfederal land within the ACEC boundary,
including purchase from willing private sellers and/or exchange, and upon acquisition
such lands will be incorporated into the ACEC.
Close the area to all forms of energy development.
Exclude authorizations for new rightsofway or other reality actions (including
communications towers and wind development).
All uses limited to designated roads and trails.
Prohibit rights of way for additional roads.
Prohibit mineral material sales.
Prohibit grazing of livestock.
Design management activities to protect federally or state listed threatened, endangered
and/or sensitive species.
Place signs to control visitor use as necessary.
Require special permits for groups containing ten or more individuals.
Establish a monitoring program, focusing on preserving natural qualities of the areas and
adaptation of the area to climate change.
Close the areas to any use or combination of uses that tend to degrade the natural values
of the sites.

Recommendations: BLM should retain the ACEC designation and protective management
prescriptions for both Point Colville and Iceberg Point in this RMP revision. In addition,
BLM should consider designating the remainder of lands in the National System of Public
Lands on the San Juan Islands as ACECs. These highly significant lands are like none other
in the BLM system of public lands and are extremely important for the adaptation to and
study of global climate change.
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CONCLUSION
The Wilderness Society, along with our members and supporters, thank you for considering these
comments. We are especially interested providing input on climate change mitigation and
adaptation evaluations and strategies created during this land management plan revision. We look
forward to being involved throughout this process as it moves forward. Please contact us with any
questions.
Sincerely,
Phil Hanceford, Associate Attorney
The Wilderness Society
BLM Action Center
1660 Wynkoop Street, Suite 850
Denver, CO 80202
303.650.5818, x122
phil_hanceford@tws.org
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RESEARCH PAPER
MANAGING THE RISK OF CLIMATE
CHANGE TO WILDLANDS OF THE
SIERRA NEVADA
GREGORY H. APLET, H. MICHAEL ANDERSON, AND BO WILMER

I. KEY POINTS
The National Environmental Policy Act requires that national forest planning address
the impacts of proposed actions on the quality of the environment, including impacts
on the climate and society’s ability to adapt to climate change.
Global change threatens to undermine the ability of ecosystems to produce the goods
and services we expect from wildlands.
Therefore, the purpose of planning must change from coordinating the production of
traditional forest outputs (timber, forage, visitor days) to the management of risk.
The goal of wildland planning must become the maintenance of the biodiversity and
productive potential that sustain ecosystem services in the face of global change.
Risk to biodiversity and productive potential can be assessed by breaking risk down
into its component parts: vulnerability, exposure, and uncertainty.
A vulnerability assessment should examine both
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II. PURPOSE
This research paper is intended to identify issues that must be analyzed as part of the for
est plan revision process in the Sierra Nevada and to offer methodologies to assist the For
est Service in assessing the risks of climate change to ecosystems and developing plans for
climate change adaptation.
In making land use decisions, federal agencies have an obligation under the National Envi
ronmental Policy Act (NEPA) to take a “hard look” at the environmental consequences of a
proposed action, and the requisite analysis “must be appropriate to the action in question.”
This paper presents a framework to be used in analyzing the impact of public land man
agement proposals on the achievement of goals in the face of climate change. Federal
agencies cannot evaluate the consequences of proposed decisions or determine how best
to avoid or mitigate negative impacts without adequate data and analysis. Through the
application of methodologies such as we have provided below, using data collected from
identified sources and measuring potential impacts through key indicators, federal agencies
can better fulfill their obligations to evaluate the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of
various alternative decisions.
III. INTRODUCTION
We have organized this paper to provide a framework for considering climate change im
pacts through the land management planning process and to demonstrate how analysis
can facilitate the development of a plan that helps manage the risks of climate change to
the environment. The first section describes the legal, regulatory, and guidance context
for the consideration of climate change in planning. Next, we describe how the advent of
climate change requires a new frame for the consideration of environmental impacts that
changes the emphasis from the production of outputs to the management of risk. The
third section presents a process for assessing risk from climate change, and the fourth sec
tion describes a number of approaches that should be applied to the management of the
risks identified in the assessment. We close with a set of specific recommendations to en
sure that climate change is adequately addressed in the planning process for the Sierra
Nevada. An appendix provides examples of analyses that illustrate how existing data can
be used in the development of strategies to manage risk.
IV. CLIMATE CHANGE AND NATIONAL FOREST PLANNING: THE LEGAL,
REGULATORY AND GUIDANCE CONTEXT
The laws governing national forest planning and management require the Forest Service to
carefully analyze and take into account the growing body of scientific information regarding
the relationships between climate change and national forest resources such as water and
wildlife. Following is a brief synopsis of the key statutes, regulations, and other relevant
legal direction guiding the incorporation of climate change science into forest plans.
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National Environmental Policy Act
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. §§4321-4370, provides the legal
framework for agencies to systematically evaluate climate change information during the
decision-making process. NEPA requires all federal agencies to analyze the impacts of pro
posed actions that significantly affect the environment, to involve the public in agency decision-making, and to consider a reasonable range of alternatives from which to choose a
course of action.
This analysis is important both for proposed actions that may contribute to climate change
and for an adequate analysis of the effect of climate change on proposed actions. Inherent
in the NEPA process are several very important steps that should inform the debate about
how to proceed in the face of climate change: dissemination of information, consideration
of alternatives, disclosure and evaluation of the consequences of incomplete and unavail
able information, consideration of cumulative impacts, and consideration and potential im
plementation of monitoring and mitigation. Each of these is an essential part of the NEPA
process, and their consideration in the context of climate change adaptation must be in
cluded in an adequate NEPA analysis. There is no reason for federal agencies to avoid a
discussion of climate change impacts, to ignore what we do know, or to rely on now out
dated boilerplate explanations of why it is not possible to offer meaningful analysis.
NEPA also requires that the Forest Service identify and describe the no action alternative in
the context of a changing climate. The no action alternative must be more than a boiler
plate statement that current conditions will continue. It is now understood that anthropo
genic greenhouse gases will continue to warm the planet for the next several decades to
centuries even if emissions were cut off immediately. Therefore, a changing climate must
be built into the description and evaluation of baseline conditions (see below). This base
line can then be used as the basis for a robust no action alternative analysis and to aid in
the analysis of the effects of the action alternatives.

The Forest Service should project

and evaluate climate change impacts on resources over time as part of its description of
the existing environment and evaluate the effects of the proposed action, as well as the
efficacy of mitigation measures, against that changing baseline. Changes in the baseline
might include shifts in habitats or ecosystem types or the physiological condition of certain
species over time. Taking these changes into account would address the fact that effects
that might be minor at the outset of the action can become more significant over time, and
mitigation measures that offer protection at the outset of the project might become more
or less effective as a specific area or species responds to the impacts of climate change.
National Forest Management Act
The National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA), 16 U.S.C. § 1600 et seq., provides
the legal foundation for the national forest planning process. The NFMA requires the Forest
Service to develop and periodically revise land and resource management plans for all na
tional forests, coordinated with planning efforts by state and local governments and other
federal agencies. 16 U.S.C. § 1604(a).

The Forest Service must take a “systematic, in-
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terdisciplinary approach to achieve integrated consideration of physical, biological, eco
nomic and other sciences.” 16 U.S.C. § 1604(b).
The NFMA provides important direction to the Forest Service to “provide for diversity of
plant and animal communities” in the planning process. 16 USC § 1604(g)(2). In the current era of climate change, this requires developing plans that will provide for that diver
sity, despite a changing climate. Providing for the continued existence of biological diver
sity may be considered the very definition of adaptation. In essence, the NFMA requires
that national forest plans become climate adaptation plans.

Box 1. Quantifying emissions
As a general approach, the Forest Service should first assess and, wherever possible, quantify or esti
mate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by type and source by analyzing the direct operational impacts of
their proposed actions. Assessment of direct emissions of GHG from on-site combustion sources is rela
tively straightforward. For many projects, energy consumption will be the major source of GHGs. The
indirect effects of a project may be more far-reaching and will require careful analysis. Within this cate
gory, agencies should evaluate, inter alia, GHG and GHG-precursor emissions associated with construc
tion, electricity use, fossil fuel use, downstream combustion of fossil fuels extracted or refined by the
project, water consumption, water pollution, waste disposal, transportation, the manufacture of building
materials, and land conversion.
Because failure to conserve carbon sinks results in direct and quantifiable GHG emissions as well as indi
rect effects from reduction in carbon sequestration, the GHG effects of destruction of carbon sinks should
be analyzed as part of the plan evaluation. The GHG effects of destruction of carbon sinks should be
analyzed both in terms of carbon already stored in the forest and soil itself and in terms of the forest’s
ongoing carbon-capturing properties. Such an analysis requires that an initial inventory of carbon stor
age potential be conducted for each forest. The environmental review should assess and where possible
quantify all the various component carbon pools – live trees, other vegetation, dead trees or vegetation
(coarse, woody debris and snags), logs, litter, duff, and mineral soil – and the fluxes of carbon to and
from these pools, due to natural processes like decay and fire, and those associated with management,
harvest and/or manufacture of extracted resources, including the burning of fossil fuels needed to re
move, transport, and process those materials. In conducting this assessment, fluxes associated with fire
management and the restoration of resilient forest structure should be accounted for separately. Net
fluxes from terrestrial pools to the atmosphere may occur from management activities, such as pre
scribed and natural fire management, but may be considered beneficial, if they enhance the long-term
carbon storage ability of the ecosystem and enhance ecosystem integrity.
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Climate Change Considerations in Land Management Plan Revisions
On January 13, 2009, the Forest Service issued Climate Change Considerations in Land
Management Plan Revisions. This document provides the service guidance on how to inte
grate climate change into NEPA analysis and documents. The guidance document instructs
the service to integrate climate change issues into planning documents in several ways:
1. Discuss the role of climate change in the planning documents.
2. Provide analysis at the appropriate scale and use the best climate change infor
mation available.
3. Integrate climate change into the plan components based on the results of the
comprehensive evaluation.
4. Develop a monitoring program for the revised plan with an awareness of climate
change.
5. Tie into higher scale (multi-state, regional, or state-wide) climate change strate
gies as appropriate to gain collaborative support and efficiencies for climate
change in land management revisions.
On the following pages, we describe a framework for evaluation that allows for the incorpo
ration of these ideas into a forest plan that addresses climate change adaptation.
V. RESOURCE PLANNING: FROM SUSTAINED YIELD TO RISK MANAGEMENT
Since its inception, natural resource management has been based on an assumption that
“Nature, if left alone, will take care of Herself.” Certainly, this understanding has provided
the basis for wilderness and national park management, in which “natural conditions” could
be maintained by protecting an area from management intervention and leaving it
“untrammeled” or “unimpaired for the benefit of future generations.” But, this philosophical position is also at the root of more interventionist approaches in which nature is as
sumed to provide the baseline, and management improves upon it. The fields of forestry
and watershed, range, and wildlife management intervene in various ways to increase
yields of timber, water, forage, and game over and above levels produced without man
agement intervention. Often these activities result in undesirable exigencies, such as re
duced water quality or degraded habitat for non-game species. The field of environmental
impact analysis developed to assess the degree of negative impact – usually relative to the
ideal of Nature, left alone.
For most of its history, the assumption of a reliable natural baseline upon which manage
ment could improve was the norm. Plans were developed to improve timber yield, forage
production, or hunting and fishing opportunities, and undesirable consequences were
measured relative to the “no action alternative,” usually the alternative involving the least
intervention. In recent years, the accumulating negative effects of past management have
been recognized as causing long-term damage, prompting efforts to “restore” natural conditions that, once established, would be capable of maintaining themselves. In these
cases, the implications of the “action” and “no-action” alternatives are reversed (i.e., the
no-action alternative results in continued environmental degradation), but the environ
mental impact is still assessed relative to an assumed standard of “natural conditions.” In
a review of the changing context of natural resource policy, Craig (2009) observes:
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One of the assumptions that pervades [American environmental and natural re
sources law] is that anthropogenic change is unnatural and degrading, but also
non-transformative and hence reversible. Indeed, this assumption sets up environ
mental and natural resource law’s most basic paradigm of regulation and management: preservation and restoration…More specifically, current law assumes that,
whatever humans do, the baseline attributes of the system – temperatures, precipi
tation and hydrology, soil conditions, air quality, species assemblage – will remain
more or less intact.
The advent of global environmental change, most notably climate change but also pres
sures like invasive species, land use change, and changes in atmospheric chemistry, has
forced reconsideration of the assumption that Nature can take care of Herself. Wilderness
and park managers have known for decades that designation alone is not sufficient to pro
tect ecosystems and rare species from the ravages of plant invasions, novel predators, and
air pollution. More recently, the effects of fire suppression and atmospheric deposition of
nutrients emanating from outside protected areas have been shown to change ecosystem
function inside protected areas. Even the most remote corners of the earth are affected
(Vitousek et al. 2000). Most recently, global climate change has begun to alter even our
most protected areas, and even more extreme change is projected over the next century
(Hobbs et al. 2010).
Such realizations led Craig (2009) to argue for “an across-the-board shift in legal objec
tives, from preservation and restoration to the improvement of resilience and adaptive ca
pacity.” He goes on to state that “it is worth emphasizing that climate change adaptation
law and policy, by definition, cannot be preservationist…Specifically, both regulatory goals
and the legal mechanisms for accomplishing them will have to be centered on the concept
of change itself.” Of course, there are clearly some qualities of the environment, such as
roadlessness, that are amenable to preservation, so Craig’s conclusions must be restricted
to the qualities of dynamic ecosystems, particularly to ecosystems of the modern age that
cannot be expected to remain within their historical bounds. Nevertheless, Craig is correct
to observe, “As land, air, and water temperatures generally increase, patterns of precipitation alter in terms of both amount and timing, and species shift as best they can to cope,
“restoration” and even “sustainability” have the potential to become close to meaningless
concepts. We are moving along an at least somewhat unpredictable path to an as yet un
predictable final destination…”
Under these circumstances, it can no longer be assumed that the baseline condition of Na
ture is self-sustaining, with manipulations conducted to improve performance relative to
this baseline. The traditional mode of conservation – that of leaving places alone – cannot
be assumed to protect the objects of conservation (forests, rangelands, wildlife) while un
protected areas are exploited. Under the pressures of global change, it must be acknowl
edged that many objects of conservation are at risk wherever they are found, and the tra
ditional natural resource management paradigm of modifying ecosystems to increase yield
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must change to a new paradigm of managing wildland ecosystems to minimize loss – spe
cifically loss of the ecosystem composition, structure, and function that yields the benefits
we seek from wildlands. Natural resource management must change from a paradigm of
maximum sustained yield to a paradigm of risk management.
IV.

SUSTAINABILITY AND THE PREVENTION OF LOSS

The idea of managing wildland ecosystems to avoid loss of the benefits they provide is not
new; indeed, it has been at the heart of discussions of sustainable ecosystem management
for over two decades (IUCN-UNEP-WWF 1980). The classic definition of sustainable devel
opment, provided by the Brundtland Commission in their 1987 report, Our Common Future, referred to meeting “the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” They noted, “Species and natural ecosystems
make many important contributions to human welfare. Yet these very important resources
are seldom being used in ways that will be able to meet the growing pressures of future
high demands for both goods and services that depend upon these natural resources.” In
helping to define sustainable forestry a few years later, Franklin (1993) echoed this theme,
proclaiming that preventing the loss of “productive potential,” the combination of the genetic diversity of the living world and the “productive capacity” of ecosystems, including
soil fertility, and water and air quality, must become the principal objective of natural re
source management. Morton (1999) expanded on the concept of productive potential, de
scribing an accounting framework for the “Total Economic Value of Wildlands” that recognized not just the direct-use and biodiversity benefits of wildlands, but also non-use and
off-site values of wildland ecosystems, including often-overlooked benefits of wildlands,
such as the habitat they provide for pollinators and natural agents of pest control.
Concurrent with this line of reasoning, ecological economists developed the notion of
“ecosystem services” to account for the myriad benefits produced by managed and unmanaged ecosystems. According to the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2002), ecosystem
services are recognized in four categories: 1) provisioning services (e.g., food, drug pre
cursors, renewable energy); 2) regulating services (e.g., carbon sequestration, waste de
composition, water regulation/flood control); 3) supporting services (e.g., soil formation,
nutrient cycling); and 4) cultural services (e.g., recreation, scientific discovery, spiritual
inspiration). Like Brundtland and Franklin, the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment recog
nizes biodiversity conservation as fundamental to both the supply and the resilience of
ecosystem services, upon which the human species is, in turn, “fundamentally dependent”
(Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, p.v).
In its Fourth Assessment Report, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change reviewed
a number of impacts on biodiversity associated with anticipated changes in climate world
wide and concluded, “Overall, climate change has been estimated to be a major driver of
biodiversity loss in cool conifer forests, savannas, mediterranean-climate systems, tropical
forests, in the Arctic tundra, and in coral reefs… In other ecosystems, land-use change
may be a stronger driver of biodiversity loss at least in the near term…” but “beyond 2050
climate change is very likely to be the major driver for biodiversity loss globally” (Fischlin
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et al. 2007, p.241). The IPCC notes further that, “Although links between biodiversity intactness and ecosystem services remain quantitatively uncertain, there is high confidence
that the relationship is qualitatively positive” (Parry et al. 2007). Thus, the IPCC has concluded that through its influence on biodiversity, climate change is likely to have direct
negative consequences on the provision of ecosystem services. In response, they pre
scribe “an iterative risk management process that includes both mitigation and adaptation,
taking into account actual and avoided climate change damages, co-benefits, sustainabil
ity, equity and attitudes” (IPCC 2007).
So, what would a risk management process look like that sought to minimize the loss of
ecosystem services from wildlands? As the IPCC notes, “risk is generally understood to be
the product of the likelihood of an event and its consequences.” The literature abounds
with interpretations of this basic concept (Bartell 1998, Holton 2004, Australian Green
house Office 2005), but generally, consequences can be described in terms of the inherent
sensitivity of a system or element to the event and the adaptability of that system or sys
tem element to the event (Füssel and Klein 2005). This combination of sensitivity and
adaptability is known as “vulnerability.” In contrast, the “likelihood of an event” combines
the level of exposure with a measure of uncertainty or probability. Uncertainty also at
tends the assessment of sensitivity and adaptive capacity. Therefore, risk can be evalu
ated in terms of three fundamental components of vulnerability, exposure, and uncer
tainty, and risk management consists of actions taken specifically to reduce these three
components.

Box 2. Assessing Ecosystem Service Values
The emerging field of ecosystem service valuation provides a useful framework within which to consider
and account for the various vulnerabilities posed by climate change. As the “end products of nature that
yield human well-being” (Boyed and Banzhaf 2005), ecosystem services represent a way of evaluating
the results of the various conditions, functions and processes that may be influenced by climate change.
For example, climate change may lead to longer growing seasons, changes in the amount and timing of
water supply, and changes in the mix of species of forest trees and their pests. Instead of trying to
evaluate these changes separately, using different metrics, ecosystem service valuation offers that the
end result of these changes is “less raw material” (in the form of timber), or “less recreation” (in the
form of a compromised sport fishery). Because raw material, recreation, and other end products of na
ture are valued by people, their value – and changes in that value due to climate change – can be ex
pressed in a common unit: dollars. In one analytical approach that could be used by the Forest Service
to estimate climate impacts on ecosystem services, researchers (Esposito et al. 2009) used a modified
“rapid assessment valuation” technique in which a geographic information system (GIS) is used to classify land according to its cover type/biome and assign proxies for initial ecosystem health and productiv
ity of each biome to produce 24 different ecosystem services. Each of these ecosystem services, in turn,
is assigned a monetary value from the literature, and the product of land area, multiplied by productivity
(as modified by health), multiplied by value is the estimated baseline ecosystem service value. Next,
coarse-scale information on expected climate change (IPCC 2007, Braat et al. 2008) is used to assign a
percentage change in productivity for each biome-ecosystem service pair under 2°C and 4.5°C warming
scenarios, and new ecosystem service values are calculated. The method provides a crude proxy for
ecosystem services value but one that can easily be improved as more is learned about production and
valuation of various services. Specific impacts on ecosystem service productivity (rather than gross per
centage changes) based on the results of regional climate change models would yield further improve
ments.
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V. RISK ASSESSMENT
Efforts to manage risk begin with a risk assessment, which characterizes risk in terms of
vulnerability, exposure, and uncertainty, or, as Bartell (1998) has written, an inquiry into
“What can go wrong?” and “How likely is it to happen?” To these questions, Bartell adds a
third, “So what if it does?” as a gauge to determine if action is needed to address the risk.
Bartell’s rendering is intended to frame the topic of formal, quantitative risk assessment,
but the framework applies to less formal assessment of vulnerability, exposure, and uncer
tainty, as well.
Assessing Vulnerability
The vulnerability of ecosystems and the species and physical elements they comprise de
pends on their inherent qualities and their ability to change or adapt to address new cli
matic conditions. A system may be considered vulnerable if it is sensitive to the effects of
climate change and has limited ability to adjust to those effects. For example, the rocky
intertidal ecosystem may be highly sensitive to the effect of rising sea level (and the inun
dation of the intertidal zone) but less vulnerable if its species are capable of colonizing new
habitat created by the rising seas (i.e., high sensitivity, high adaptive capacity). Con
versely, a mountain stream community that is dependent on cold summer water from a
melting glacier may be very vulnerable once the glacier has melted away, despite the abil
ity of its constituent species to move great distances (i.e., high sensitivity, low adaptive
capacity).
Vulnerability of component species can be affected by the tolerance of individual organisms
to the direct effects of climate change, the ability of populations to adapt to those condi
tions through the expression of genetic variability, and the ability to adjust behaviorally to
changes in the ecosystem, such as prey shifts. For example, dandelions (Taraxacum officinale), which occupy a broad range of climatic conditions despite possessing essentially no
genetic variability in the species, would not seem to be inherently sensitive to climate,
whereas pikas (Ochotona princeps), which live only in the narrow alpine zone of western
mountains, may be highly sensitive (Holtcamp 2010). Some species that are able to move
easily may be able to adapt well to climate change even if they are inherently sensitive,
provided that they can find the conditions they need to live, and others may be able to re
main in place, if the population can produce offspring that are adapted to the new condi
tions. Pollen records indicate that some species have been able to survive dramatic
changes in climate in a given place, even though the individuals making up the current
population may themselves be quite sensitive. A vulnerability assessment would examine
the species and physical elements of existing wildland ecosystems and determine which
elements are sensitive, which have the ability to adapt, and what the likely consequences
would be of anticipated changes in climate.
Because ecosystems are so complex, it is impossible to evaluate the vulnerabilities of
every population, species, community, or other element of the system in question. In
stead, risk assessment must focus on particular, high-priority elements or “key vulnerabilities.” In its 4th Assessment Report, the IPCC (Schneider et al. 2007) suggested the follow

202

Managing the Risk of Climate Change to Wildlands of the Sierra Nevada

10

ing criteria for identifying key vulnerabilities:
·

magnitude of impacts,

·

timing of impacts,

·

persistence and irreversibility of impacts,

·

likelihood of impacts and vulnerabilities,

·

potential for adaptation,

·

distributional aspects of impacts and vulnerabilities,

·

importance of the system(s) at risk.

In other words, key vulnerabilities are likely to occur where the effects of climate change
are large and intense, imminent, long-lasting, highly probable, and likely to limit the distri
bution of highly valued systems or system elements.
The IPCC uses their criteria to select key vulnerabilities across a broad array of systems:
infrastructure, health, markets, agriculture, migration and conflict, as well as biological and
geophysical systems. Focusing their thinking only on wildland systems, Running and Mills
(2009) suggest that the most vulnerable elements of ecosystems are those that are 1)
rare; 2) long-lived (with fewer generations in which to evolve); 3) isolated; 4) dependent
on special habitats (especially those directly affected by climate, such as deep snow and
ephemeral wetlands); and 5) susceptible to the kinds of disturbances likely to result from
climate change (fire, floods, extreme drought). In addition to these “highly vulnerable”
species, they recommend focusing on a) species with “a high public profile;” b) “data-rich”
species; and c) “strongly interacting” species (keystone and dominant species). Species
with a high profile are those that are appreciated for their strong contribution to ecosys
tems services, providing utilitarian, recreational, and aesthetic value. “Data rich” species
provide the information necessary to devise potential conservation strategies, and
“strongly interacting” species, by definition, control ecosystem function. Running and Mills
apply their criteria specifically to species, but similar considerations may apply to features,
such as glaciers, rare soils, riparian vegetation, and old growth forests. A vulnerability as
sessment should explicitly examine species and other ecosystem elements that meet these
criteria and explore the factors that make them vulnerable.
The Sierra Nevada contains an abundance of species that match these criteria. According
to the report of the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (1996), the range is home to 400 en
demic plant species, 200 of which are considered rare, and sixty-nine species of terrestrial
vertebrates are considered “at-risk” by state or federal agencies (see SNEP report). In addition, numerous aquatic species are considered rare, including salmon, steelhead, and the
critically endangered mountain yellow-legged frog. Some of these species are among the
longest-lived and most isolated on earth (e,g. giant sequoia), and others have especially
narrow habitat requirements and are susceptible to likely future disturbance (e.g. Pacific
fisher). Several species, including the dominant trees (e.g., ponderosa and sugar pines,
red and white fir, several oaks), pileated woodpeckers, and bighorn sheep, are both key
stone and iconic to the region. In addition to species, rare habitats may be susceptible to
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changes in fire regime or extreme drought (e.g. old growth, meadows), scouring from rainon-snow events (riparian forests), or invasive plants (e.g. serpentine soils) likely to attend
climate change. Even abiotic elements, including Lake Tahoe’s clear, cold water, glaciers,
and the snowpack itself, may be vulnerable.
The Forest Service should evaluate the national forests of the Sierra Nevada for
key vulnerabilities according to the criteria above, and the nature of the climate
threat to selected ecosystem elements should be fully examined and presented as
part of the forest plan revision process. Such an assessment should include careful consideration of species and habitats of conservation concern. Appendix E of
the 2001 Sierra Framework (USFS 2001) identified a number of ecosystem attributes to monitor as part of forest plan implementation including 75 non-fish vertebrates, 28 fish, 143 plants, 7 invertebrates, and 5 other species, as well as important attributes of fire regimes, old forest and other habitats, air quality, soil productivity, and other topic areas. Each of these attributes should be evaluated as
a potential key vulnerability subject to the criteria above.
Assessing Exposure
The assessment of exposure to climate change requires both the examination of the prob
ability and timing of future climate change and the likely changes to which ecosystem ele
ments may be vulnerable. Changes in average temperature and precipitation are impor
tant first-order effects to which many species are sensitive, but there are many other ef
fects that constitute exposure. As mentioned, melting glaciers may cause an increase in
summer stream temperature. Increased droughts may stress plants and animals, and
early onset of spring is already increasing exposure to fire activity (Westerling et al. 2006).
More subtle changes are also expected. Plants may be exposed to pollinator shortages,
and species range shifts may turn native species into invasive species. A risk assessment
should examine the probability of exposure to these and other likely effects.
Assessing exposure probability involves combining information about likely climate change
and its effects. Possible climate change can be assessed using predictive models that can
be run under a variety of future scenarios. The results of these climate models can then
be linked to other models to explore effects on future vegetation, fire regimes, hydrology,
etc. (Lenihan et al. 2003). Where models agree with each other and produce similar re
sults under multiple scenarios, the results can be viewed with a high degree of confidence.
Where models produce a range of behaviors, prediction is less robust. In general, as the
spatial resolution of models increases through the process of “statistical downscaling,”
agreement, and hence confidence, decreases. Millar et al. (2007) note, “We might feel
confident of broad-scale future environmental changes (such as global mean temperature
increases), but we cannot routinely predict even the direction of change at local and re
gional scales (such as increasing or decreasing precipitation).” Nevertheless, models can
be used to explore possibilities, “game different scenarios, and gain qualitative insight on
the range and direction of possible future changes without committing to them as fore
casts” (Millar et al. 2007).
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In addition to examining the probability of various changes in climate, an assessment of
exposure should examine the consequences of those changes and where they are likely to
occur in space and time. For example, sea-level rise is a highly likely and potentially dev
astating consequence of climate change but one that is limited in extent to coastlines. In
creased fire activity is also to be expected, but exposure is likely to be of greater concern
near homes than away from them. An exposure assessment should examine where the
threat of increased fire activity is likely to be most acute, including how that threat will
change with growth of the “wildland-urban interface.” Potential future effects are many,
and precise quantification of probabilities may be beyond the limits of existing tools and
budgets. In these cases, future possibilities can be explored through “scenario planning,”
in which groups of analysts or stakeholders consider a broad range of possible conse
quences of climate change (Welling 2008).
In the Sierra Nevada, exposure to climate is already a risk factor affecting the fate of eco
systems on an annual basis. The dominant factor affecting life in California is the mediter
ranean climate, which is characterized by cool, wet winters and warm, very dry summers.
The Sierra Nevada shares this climate with the rest of the state at all elevations; low ele
vations experience pleasant winters (between storms) and very hot, dry summers, while
upper elevations experience cold, snowy winters and pleasant, dry summers.
One of the consequences of a mediterranean climate is that drought is a near certainty
every year. The effect is to favor species that are tolerant of drought and its companion –
fire. In the Sierra Nevada, fire is possible virtually every year, and studies of fire history
have shown that fire regularly returned to some sites as frequently as every 2-5 years
prior to the arrival of Euroamericans (Swetnam and Baisan 2007). As a result, dominant
species in the Sierra tend to be those that are tolerant of fire, and in many cases species
benefit from fire’s effects. The role of fire in shaping Sierran ecosystems is evident at
every elevation from the low elevation oak savannas and chaparral to the red fir zone.
Stephens et al. (2007) estimate that prior to the era of fire exclusion, 4.5-12.0 percent of
California burned every year, with ponderosa pine, mixed conifer, and red fir forests ex
periencing fire every 5-15 years. Low-severity fire predominated in the ponderosa pine
and mixed-conifer zones, with 50 percent of the area burned in red fir consisting of crown
fire.
Because of the importance of fire to California’s vegetation, efforts to model vegetation response to climate have also modeled the response of fire. Lenihan et al. (2006) modeled
changes in vegetation, ecosystem productivity, and fire across the state, and concluded
that climate change is likely to result in increased mixed evergreen forest and grassland at
the expense of shrubland, conifer forest and alpine/subalpine forest “due to reduction in
effective moisture and increased fire.” Though the analysis was not specific to the Sierra
Nevada, published maps suggest that the pattern may hold in the Sierra as well, continu
ing a trend of increasing fire size and severity over the past several decades (Miller et al.
2008). Westerling et al. (2009) used different methods and models to estimate future
large fire occurrence and concluded that all scenarios indicate increased burned area in the
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Sierra Nevada. Increased fire activity may not be undesirable ecologically, but it does indi
cate a future of increasing exposure to fire’s effects including danger to communities and
rare ecosystem elements (e.g. old growth).
The modeling that has been done so far is at a scale that is too coarse to yield precise de
pictions of where and when vegetation changes are likely to occur. Thus, it is not currently
possible to assess where exposure to the effects of climate change is likely to be most
acute or where climate refugia are likely to occur. The best guess right now is that suit
able climates for most species are likely to shift upward in elevation and northward in lati
tude, but actual patterns will be more complex. Urban et al. (2000) examined the factors
controlling the distribution of the mixed conifer forest in the Sierra and concluded,
While a crude space-for-time substitution would suggest that greenhouse scenarios
would displace the mixed conifer zone upward perhaps hundreds of meters, this ap
proximation ignores the interaction of supply and demand components of the water
balance as represented in the elevation gradient. The mixed conifer zone is defined
by both temperature and precipitation as these interact through lapse rates affect
ing supply (precipitation) and demand (temperature), the partitioning of snow ver
sus rain, the duration of snowpack, and the length of the growing season; all of
these patterns are overlaid on the template of terrain and soils.
Moritz et al. (2008) found idiosyncratic changes in the ranges of small mammals in Yosem
ite National Park over the past century, with some species shifting their range upward but
some expanding downward, possibly due to recovery of previously degraded habitat. For
the same reasons, response of water supply and aquatic ecosystems is difficult to predict,
but generally, climate change can be expected to result in earlier snowmelt, lower base
flows (as a result of increased evapotranspiration), and warmer water temperatures, even
without a change in precipitation (Kapnick and Hall 2009, Medellin-Azuara et al. 2009). A
risk assessment conducted as part of the forest planning process should identify
the direct and indirect modes of exposure to climate change and attempt to quantify them based on the best available science.
Assessing Uncertainty
Because assessing the risks associated with climate change involves predicting future con
ditions, it is no surprise that it is fraught with uncertainty. Limitations in predictive ability
derive not only from uncertainty about future conditions but from limitations of our under
standing of current and historical conditions and the factors that drive ecosystem behavior.
Table 1 lists only a few of the many sources of uncertainty that plague the assessment of
risk from climate change. Each of these sources contributes to risk, and the better they are
understood, the more complete the assessment of risk.
The sources in Table 1 are not an exhaustive list but only illustrate the range of unan
swered questions. As vulnerabilities and exposure are assessed, many more uncertainties
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will be revealed. It is critically important that these uncertainties be explicitly documented
and incorporated into the risk assessment so that strategies can be developed to reduce
uncertainty in the plan.
Table 1. Sources of uncertainty in understanding future climate change and its effects
Data limitations

Poor records of past climate surfaces
Poor records of species occurrences

Limitations in ecological
knowledge

Habitat/range models (“climate envelopes”)
Limited understanding of species response to climate change
Mortality rates and thresholds of mortality and recruitment
Dispersal
Species interactions
Behavior of novel ecosystems
Effects of interacting stressors

Modeli limitations and vari
ability

Limited understanding of the climate system
Intermodel variation in model output
Intramodel variation in model output
Downscaling coarse resolution global output to generate higher resolution future
climate (especially in topographically diverse terrain)

Vagaries of human behavior

Future emissions scenarios
Institutional resources
Public support
Planning horizon
Shifting decision processes and loci

All of these uncertainties apply to the Sierra Nevada, but California may be an especially
difficult place to predict the future due to the complexities of interacting factors, especially
drought and fire, with vegetation change. As Lenihan et al. (2006) note in their assess
ment of future vegetation change in California:
Considerable uncertainty exists with respect to the regional-scale impacts of global
warming. Much of this uncertainty resides in the differences among different GCM
climate scenarios and assumed trajectories of future greenhouse gas emissions, as
illustrated in this study. Furthermore, California is in a transitional location between
the very wet Northwest and the very dry Southwest. Although global precipitation is
expected to increase under global warming, minor uncertainties in shifts in the
stormtracks that separate these wet and dry regions could result in either wetter or
drier conditions, rendering regional precipitation patterns especially difficult to fore
cast for California.
Under such an indeterminate future, assessing vulnerability and exposure will be especially
difficult, placing added importance on the identification and reduction of uncertainty in land
management plans. At the earliest possible point in the forest plan revision proc-
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ess, the National Forests of the Sierra Nevada should identify and document
known sources of uncertainty and data needs and initiate action to fill those
gaps. Where data gaps remain, plans should include strategies to reduce uncertainties.
VIII. MANAGING THE RISK OF CLIMATE CHANGE IN WILDLANDS
In this paper, adaptation has been presented as the management of risk to reduce the ad
verse effects of climate change on ecosystem services received from wildlands. Actions
that reduce the vulnerability to, exposure to, and uncertainty of climate change impacts
contribute to adaptation. In this section, we describe how each of these aspects of risk
can be managed to reduce the negative consequences of climate change to wildlands. Vul
nerability can be reduced by addressing the effects of familiar anthropogenic stressors that
exacerbate species’ sensitivity to climate (e.g., roads, ORVs, energy development, habitat
destruction) and by increasing adaptive capacity through the application of novel ap
proaches, such as the active management of genetic and species diversity. Reducing expo
sure can be accomplished either by mitigating climate change itself or by mitigating the
conditions created by it, and uncertainty can be reduced through research and monitoring,
planning and scenario building, and adaptive management.
Unfortunately, which techniques will be most effective remains to be determined. Learning
will require an experimental approach, tailored as appropriate to the specific lands on
which they are applied. Silviculture and other intensive management actions will not be
appropriate in parks and wilderness, but they may be tested on less-restrictive parts of the
landscape. The important thing is that these methods are approached experimentally, with
monitoring to facilitate rapid learning (Lawler et al. 2010). Finally, the diversity of admin
istrative designations present in most landscapes can themselves provide a framework for
experimentation that can accelerate discovery of approaches to climate change adaptation.
Reducing vulnerability
Depending on which ecosystem elements are identified as “key vulnerabilities” in the risk
assessment, a variety of options are available to decrease vulnerability by reducing the
sensitivity to climate change or by enhancing adaptive capacity. One of the simplest and
most direct ways to reduce sensitivity is to address the stressors in addition to climate
change that make species and ecosystems vulnerable to climate change. Reducing these
anthropogenic stressors has been called the “low-hanging fruit” of climate change adaptation (Joyce 2009) and includes increasing the size and number of protected reserves, re
storing altered disturbance regimes, halting and repairing the loss and fragmentation of
habitat, managing invasive species, cleaning up air and water pollution, and addressing the
legacy of past management. Steps that can be taken to reduce vulnerability caused by
past management include protecting mature and old-growth forest, which has become
rare, and halting the conversion of native forest to plantations, which have become too
common (Noss 2001, Biringer 2003, Glick et al. 2009).

Biringer (2003) succinctly notes,

“Identifying and targeting for action the reduction of priority threats in a particular forest
system will go far in ensuring that forest structure, composition, and function that increase
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a forest’s resilience are maintained.” According to Galatowitsch et al. (2009), “Key resilience actions include providing buffers for small reserves, expanding reserves that lack
adequate environmental heterogeneity, prioritizing protection of likely climate refuges, and
managing forests for multi-species and multi-aged stands.”
In addition to reducing susceptibility, actions can be taken to enhance the capacity of spe
cies and ecosystem elements to remain viable in the face of climate change. Enhancing
adaptive capacity consists of actions to facilitate or improve the ability of species (usually)
to respond favorably to climate change. The following are several examples of strategies
to enhance adaptive capacity derived from the burgeoning literature of “adaptation options” (Noss 2001, Millar et al. 2007, Joyce et al. 2008, Biringer 2003, CNRA 2009, Glick et
al. 2009, Running and Mills 2009).
Promote connected landscapes. Restoring and maintaining habitat connectivity pro
vides species with the “room to roam” they need to respond to a changing climate.
Without connected habitat, species may not be able to disperse to new locations
exhibiting a favorable climate. Providing corridors and habitat connectivity facili
tates the innate capacity to disperse in response to climate change.
Facilitate migration. Where movement in response to climate change is blocked by
habitat fragmentation or where species lack the dispersal ability to “keep up with” a
changing climate, species can be physically moved across barriers (see Box 3). Of
course, such decisions must be weighed extremely carefully to avoid the wellknown consequences of the arrival of invasive species into novel habitats. McLach
lan et al. (2007) offer guidelines for consideration of assisted migration.
Provide opportunities for rapid evolution. The ability of species to adapt to new cli
mates is enhanced where new genotypes are frequently exposed to new conditions.
Restoration of disturbance regimes, such as fire, that provide for frequent opportu
nities for expression of genetic variability can accelerate the process of adaptation.
Maintain genetic diversity. Running and Mills (2009) note, “Contemporary adaptive
evolution is facilitated by a medium level of gene flow,” suggesting that adaptation
may be aided better in the short run by moving genes, rather than species. Main
taining habitat and dispersal connectivity among subpopulations will ensure contin
ued opportunities for interbreeding and cross-pollination and help maintain adaptive
capacity in populations. Also, guidelines for replanting following timber harvest cur
rently require seedlings to be derived from local seed sources. Expanding the range
from which seedlings are derived could help introduce new, better-adapted geno
types into the population.
Promote species diversity. At the community or ecosystem level, adaptation and
the maintenance of ecosystem services is well served by maintaining a rich diversity
of species. Different species possess different thresholds of response to climate
change. The loss of an individual species due to climate change will have a less
dramatic effect on an ecosystem if other species are present that can fill at least
part of that species’ niche.
Manage for “asynchrony”. Populations are more vulnerable when all the individuals
are in the same demographic stage. The current mountain pine beetle epidemic
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exemplifies the consequences of a synchronous population, in this case due to the
establishment of a single cohort of lodgepole pine throughout the West following
widespread mining and fires in the late 19th century. Restoring disturbance regimes
can help maintain a heterogeneous landscape with multiple age classes and help
reduce vulnerability to climate change.
Enhance seed banks and ex situ conservation. Owing to the unpredictability of the
consequences of climate change, it is not too early to consider enhancing and ex
panding seed banks and other “off site” conservation efforts. Climate change may
lead to localized extinctions, especially of isolated populations, and, in these cases,
enhancing adaptive capacity will depend on the artificial reintroduction of stock
maintained elsewhere.
Box 3. Reducing vulnerability by identifying future habitable sites.
To illustrate how to identify sites that may be managed or protected to reduce “key vulnerabilities,” we
examined the localities of giant sequoia (Sequoiadendron giganteum) groves within the mixed conifer
forest and determined where sites may ex
ist in the future that would be amenable to
giant sequoia establishment and growth.
The mixed conifer zone currently supports
84 percent of sequoia groves and so serves
as a proxy for the “climate envelope” that
could support giant sequoia under the cur
rent climate. Within this envelope, we ex
amined the topography that may further
explain giant sequoia’s distribution locally.
Specifically, we evaluated on which slopes,
aspects, and landforms (valley flats; gently
sloping toe slopes, bottoms and swales;
gently sloping ridges, fans, and hills; nearly
level terraces and plateaus; very moist
steep slopes; moderately dry steep slopes;
very dry steep slopes; cool aspect scarps,
cliffs, canyons; hot aspect scarps, cliffs,
canyons) giant sequoia is most common.
Our analysis shows that, relative to the rest
of the mixed conifer zone, giant sequoia
tends to be found more on mesic, moder
ately steep, cool, north-facing slopes and
less on south- and west-facing slopes and
relatively flat ridges and bottoms.
These data suggest that under a warmer
future climate, managers may look uphill
toward moderately steep north-facing
slopes to find locations where giant sequoia
is most likely to grow (see map). While
these results would no doubt be improved
by additional data (e.g., soil depth, subsur
face geology), they demonstrate how man
agers may use readily available data to be
gin to understand likely shifts in species ranges with climate change and devise strategies to enhance
adaptive capacity through management, such as identifying where, in the event of future severe fire, gi
ant sequoia may be introduced as part of the species mix despite its current absence.
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Allow establishment of “neo-native” ecosystems. The species that exist today have
generally been around far longer than the ecosystems they currently compose, of
ten in locales outside of their current range where the climate was historically suit
able. As the climate changes, species can be expected to re-occupy their former
range where suitable. Also, where species are to be introduced for purposes other
than biodiversity conservation (e.g., timber plantations, pastures), review of the
paleoecological record may provide insights into where species may thrive in their
historically “native” range under an altered climate. Ecosystems so established may
be considered “neo-native” in that they would consist of native species in their historical range, though in combinations that may not currently exist.
Reducing exposure
As with vulnerability, the climate adaptation literature indicates several options to manage
risk by reducing exposure. Most important, but least directly affected by management, is
mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions themselves. More under managers’ control is the
exposure to the effects, both direct and indirect, of climate change. Last, managers can
identify and protect those places that are least likely to be affected by climate change, so
called “climate refugia.”
Mitigation. While the vast majority of emission reduction must be accomplished in the en
ergy sector, there are several actions that wildland managers can take to prevent unneces
sary release of greenhouse gases to the atmosphere. One of the easiest sources to control
is the conversion of old growth to young forest. It is well established that when older for
est is harvested and regenerated to younger forest, a net release of carbon dioxide results
from the decomposition of coarse and fine debris and soil organic matter that occurs in the
warm post-harvest environment (Harmon et al. 1990).
Another source of undesirable carbon emissions is from uncharacteristic wildfire. Wildfire
is an essential disturbance process in most forest ecosystems, necessary to sustain their
health and biodiversity. In many western forests, including those of the Sierra Nevada,
frequent low- and mixed-severity fire maintained a structure and species composition that
was resilient to inevitable fire, but a century of grazing, timber harvest, and fire exclusion
has facilitated the build-up of fuels that, in the presence of a regional increase in tempera
ture and fire season length (Westerling et al. 2006), now results in uncharacteristically
large and severe fires (Miller et al. 2007) and the release of undesirable levels of green
house gases. Fire suppression can help limit these emissions in the short term, but as his
tory has shown, fire suppression also contributes to the build-up of fuels and the inevitabil
ity of severe fire. Recent research indicates that by managing forests to reduce surface
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fuels through thinning and the reintroduction of surface fire and favoring retention and de
velopment of large, fire-resistant trees, long-term carbon stocks may be stabilized or even
increased (North et al. 2009). Restoration of fire-resilient forest structure and function can
therefore help mitigate greenhouse gas levels in the atmosphere.
Another alternative that has been proposed to mitigate climate change is to aggressively
manage forests to remove carbon from the atmosphere through the process of forest car
bon sequestration. It has long been recognized that young forest stands accumulate car
bon in live trees faster than do older stands, especially when the stocking levels of these
younger stands are controlled to maximize stand-level productivity. This has led to pro
posals to convert native forest to plantations in order to maximize carbon sequestration at
a landscape scale (Harmon et al. 1990). However, recent research has shown that, while
live-tree productivity slows with stand age, old forests continue to sequester carbon
through the build-up of coarse woody debris, forest litter, and soil organic matter, making
such proposals considerably less attractive (Luyssaert et al. 2008). In addition, maximiza
tion of live-tree “yield”, tends to result in a forest structure that contributes less to the
conservation of biodiversity and is itself susceptible to the effects of climate change. It is
increasingly clear that the best strategy for carbon sequestration is the maintenance of di
verse, resilient, native forest structure and composition, including substantially more large
trees than currently exist on national forest land in the Sierra Nevada.
Reducing exposure to the effects of climate change. While it is clear that forest manage
ment can affect exposure through its influence on greenhouse gas emissions, it is also
clear that climate change has become inevitable, and risk management must focus on re
ducing exposure to its effects. One of the most likely of these effects is drought, due to
more rapid melting of snowpack and increased evapotranspiration – even if precipitation
does not change (National Research Council 2008). Increased drought will result in lower
levels of summer streamflow and warmer water temperatures, with potentially devastating
effects on aquatic ecosystems and impacts on the ability of ecosystems to provide water
for human use. In addition to drought, extreme flood events are likely to increase as a re
sult of rain-on-snow events where they have not occurred historically. To address these
effects, actions will need to be taken to build up the buffering capacity of watersheds and
restore riparian ecosystems degraded by grazing, water diversion, and channeling. The
U.S. Climate Change Science Program offers a number of adaptation options for managers
of Wild and Scenic Rivers that can be applied as well wherever riparian ecosystems are ex
posed to the effects of climate change (Table 2) (Palmer et al. 2008).
Among the emerging strategies to buffer the effects of climate change is to restore the wa
ter retaining capacity of river systems. Opperman et al. (2009) argue for actively recon
necting rivers to their floodplains. Similarly, Running and Mills (2009) suggest in some
cases it may be helpful to construct “pico-dams” in headwater streams, tiny impoundments
intended to retain runoff and maintain late-season flows. Such a strategy may be imple
mented through the restoration of wet meadows that were drained to facilitate livestock
grazing and other uses. In any case, actions such as fish stocking or impoundment should
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be done to sustain ecosystem integrity and functionality, not simply to enhance sport fish
ing or manage water supply. Closing and rehabilitating roads can also restore subsurface
flow and slow the delivery of runoff to channels.
Table 2. Wild and Scenic Rivers: Adaptation Options for Resource Managers
Manage dam flow releases upstream of the WSR to save flora and fauna in drier downstream
river reaches.
Use drought-tolerant plant varieties to help protect riparian buffers.
Establish dry-year option agreements with willing private partners to ensure that flows during
droughts remain sufficient to protect critical habitats and maintain water quality.
Remove undesirable non-native species.
Claim or purchase more water rights.
Manage water storage and withdrawals to smooth the supply of available water throughout the
year. Re-evaluate institutional mechanisms governing water use and management with an eye
toward increasing flexibility (e.g., apply forecasting to water management, improve water moni
toring capabilities).
Consider shifting access points or moving existing trails for wildlife or river enthusiasts.
Establish programs to move isolated populations of species of interest that become stranded
when water levels drop.
Increase genetic diversity through plantings or via stocking fish.
Increase physical habitat heterogeneity in channels to benefit aquatic fauna.
Replant native riparian vegetation with drought-resistant vegetation in areas with higher tem
peratures and less precipitation.
Restore the natural capacity of rivers to buffer climate-change impacts (e.g., stormwater man
agement in developed basins, land acquisition around rivers, levee setbacks to free the flood
plain of infrastructure, riparian buffer repairs).
Conduct river restoration projects to stabilize eroding banks, repair in-stream habitat, or pro
mote fish passages from areas with high temperatures and less precipitation.

Another strategy that has been proposed to address the effects of future drought is to proactively thin or otherwise log the forest to reduce leaf area, thereby reducing evapotranspi
ration and interception loss of snow, resulting in greater spring and summer runoff. In ex
perimental settings, it has been shown that an effect on runoff is detectable if more than
20-30 percent of forest cover is removed (Troendle and Leaf 1980). Consideration of such
strategies, though, tends to neglect the well-established negative effects of the treatments
themselves, including the effects of roads on hydrology and water quality, post-treatment
fuel conditions, habitat and stand structure considerations, aesthetics, and cost. Still, Run
ning and Mills (2009) consider much of the West to be above its “carrying capacity of leaf
area,” suggesting that thinning may help avoid “the kind of stress that allows insect epidemics and wildfire as natural thinning agents.” Such statements, though, implicitly discount the benefits provided by these agents, including habitat creation without the conse
quences of road construction and soil disturbance. Reducing leaf area through restoration
of open forest structure may help reduce exposure to the effects of drought in some cases,
but given the expense, well-documented negative effects, and uncertainty regarding ap
propriate target conditions, it is not practical, or even desirable, to apply across broad
landscapes.
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Related to the issue of excessive leaf area in some forest types (ponderosa pine, mixed
conifer) is exposure to the negative effects of fire, which can be expected to continue to
increase under anticipated climate change (Westerling et al. 2006, 2009). Exposure to fire
already has devastating impacts on homes in the wildland-urban interface, as well as on
watersheds and forest ecosystems that are not adapted to severe fire (Aplet and Wilmer
2005). Proactively treating fuels can help reduce exposure in the wildland-urban interface
and restore characteristic fire to low- and mixed-severity forest types, but, as with the re
duction of leaf area, it is not practical or desirable to attempt to “fire-proof” the forest
(Reinhardt et al. 2008). Instead, fuel treatments must be targeted to where they will yield
the greatest reduction in exposure to fire’s negative effects.
The Wilderness Society advocates an approach to comprehensive, landscape fire planning
that involves dividing the landscape into three zones (Box 4, Appendix). The approach is
based on the notion that in any landscape there is an area that must be managed for com
munity protection, an area that is far enough away from communities that fire is of little
concern, and an area in between that is far enough away from communities that it does
not need to be managed strictly for their protection but that is close enough that the public
is not likely to tolerate unmanaged fire. In this zone, fuel treatment should focus on resto
ration of fire resilience through thinning and controlled burning, at least until such a time
as natural fire can be safely managed. Managing landscapes for fire protection adjacent to
communities, fire resilience in the frontcountry, and the benefits of fire in remote locales
can dramatically reduce the exposure of communities and ecosystems to one of the most
serious anticipated effects of climate change while allowing other parts of the landscape to
adjust to increased fire occurrence.
The current Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment also recognizes a wildand-urban inter
mix (WUI) zone, but it divides the WUI into a “defense zone” of approximately one
quarter-mile, in which fuels are modified to minimize the threat to structures, and an addi
tional “threat zone” of 1.25 miles, modified to aid suppression during high fire weather
conditions. Beyond the WUI, the Amendment prescribes “strategic placement of area
treatments” (SPLATs) to slow the spread of fire across the landscape. Such an approach
not only includes unnecessarily large amounts of land in the WUI, thereby expending
scarce resources where they are less likely to effect community safety, but it relies on an
unproven, potentially dangerous, and counterproductive strategy for the remainder of the
landscape. SPLATs are intended to keep fires small by functioning as “speedbumps” for
the advance of fire. They only work if the rate of spread within the treatment is lower than
the rate of spread outside; otherwise, they will have no effect or could even increase fire
size. To function, they must be treated frequently, with potentially high maintenance
costs. Further, they do not necessarily restore resilient structure to the forest, and they do
nothing to facilitate fire’s role in the ecosystem. The three-zone approach described above
keeps community protection resources focused where they will do the most good, main
tains ecologically resilient fire-prone forests, and allows fire to play its natural role where it
presents no threat.
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Climate Refugia. In some cases, it may be possible to avoid exposure to many of the ef
fects of climate change by identifying and protecting those places where climate is unlikely
to change. Noss (2001) notes that refugia from past unfavorable climates harbored much
of the genetic and species diversity from which extant populations and communities derive
and are important objects of conservation for the diversity they still harbor. Similarly, we
can expect some places to be less prone to change in the future, and these places will be
important to protect for their potential to harbor diversity in the face of regional climate
change. For example, Noss cites the case of talus slopes in Iowa that occur in cold-air
drainages below ice-filled caves that now support dozens of vascular plant species that are
disjunct from boreal forests to the north and west and at least eight landsnail taxa that
were previously thought to have gone extinct at the end of the Pleistocene. As downscaled
climate models continue to improve, it may be possible to use them to identify places that
will be less exposed to climate change and can be protected for their conservation value
(Loarie et al. 2009), though much work remains to determine the appropriate size, con
figuration, etc., for such refugia.
Reducing uncertainty
Uncertainty appears as an obstacle to climate change adaptation in virtually every treat
ment of the subject; reducing uncertainty may therefore be considered critical to progress
in managing risk from climate change. Much uncertainty derives from insufficient knowl
edge of current conditions and management effects and may be reduced simply through
increased emphasis on monitoring. Reducing uncertainty about the nature of ecological
and social systems and their future behavior requires investment in research. Learning
can be greatly accelerated by the process of adaptive management that combines aspects
of both research and monitoring to reduce uncertainty. Where knowledge of the future is
especially high and control over the consequences of climate change is low, scenario planning may be used to prepare for possible outcomes, thus reducing uncertainty and anxiety
over how to respond.
Monitoring. A major impediment to the reduction of uncertainty regarding future impacts
of climate change is simply a lack of knowledge of current baseline conditions and the abil
ity to detect change in the future. The U.S. Climate Change Science Program (Kareiva et
al. 2008) identifies establishing baseline conditions and monitoring as key elements of im
pact assessment necessary to support adaptation. In their review of the climate change
adaptation literature, Glick et al. (2009) identify increased monitoring as one of five gen
eral principles of adaptation. Monitoring is needed not only to detect the effects of climate
change but to assess the success of adaptation actions.
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Box 4. Reducing exposure by designing a fire-resilient landscape.
In any landscape, there are places, usually close to communities, where fire should be excluded and fuels
treated to minimize damage. Such places may be called the Community Fire Planning Zone to emphasize
up-front preparation. Elsewhere, there are places that are far enough from communities that fire does
not directly threaten safety, and natural fires can be managed for their benefits. This zone may be la
beled the Fire Use Emphasis Zone to focus attention on the use of fire for resource benefit. In between,
community concerns will likely result in suppression of unplanned fire, but controlled burns can be used
under prescribed conditions to improve the resilience of vegetation to fires that escape initial attack. We
call this the Wildfire Resilience Zone. To demonstrate how this approach can be applied in a real land
scape, we mapped the Community
Fire Planning Zone as the area within
a half-mile of communities and the
Wildfire Resilience Zone as the area
extending out from there another five
miles in the southern Sierra Nevada
ecoregion (see Appendix for descrip
tion of methods).
Our analysis of the southern Sierra
ecoregion (see map) shows that the
Community Fire Planning Zone occu
pies a tiny fraction of the landscape,
but the Wildfire Resilience Zone is
substantial. This zone, which includes
almost all sequoia groves, is where
fuel treatment activities to restore
natural fire regimes should be fo
cused. Here, restoration treatments
are likely to be most efficiently imple
mented where light to moderate fuels
can be treated using prescribed fire
alone. To aid in the location of these
sites, we have superimposed on our
three-zone map the location of gently
sloping ridges supporting dry, pon
derosa pine and mixed-conifer for
ests. Such an analysis can be used to
guide the location of fuel treatment
projects intended to break up fuel
through management action.
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Monitoring will be needed at all scales at which climate change is a concern. The longestestablished forest monitoring program, Forest Inventory and Analysis, was developed to
detect only changes in timber volume and productivity but has been modified over the
years to address ecosystem carbon pools, invasive species, and other aspects relevant to
climate change, and may be used to establish background conditions and rates of change.
Site-level monitoring of project impacts has lagged appreciably (DeLuca et al. in press).
To have a significant effect on uncertainty, monitoring must become standard practice.
This will require commitment of time, effort, and financial resources to the development
and implementation of an effective project-level monitoring program. A realistic and effective monitoring plan should be included in each forest plan.
Research. Many of the uncertainties associated with climate change can only be addressed
through formal research, and research will continue to be essential to climate change ad
aptation. Through interviews and discussions with scientists, government officials, and
natural resource managers, Shaw (2008) identifies a bevy of research topics that would
help advance climate change adaptation in California and that would no doubt aid risk
management in the national forests of the Sierra Nevada. A sample of research topics
from that list illustrates the range of important questions yet to be answered:
·

Test modeled range shifts with historical and current species observations, and

·

Develop regional climate models parameterized for California for use in impact/

monitoring plans for areas where species are predicted to be extirpated.
vulnerability studies at scales relevant to management.
·

Historical validation of AOGCM performance in California, with climate variables that
are relevant to resource management (e.g., tmax in the summer, tmin in the summer,
evapotranspiration, seasonality of precipitation).

·

Develop methodologies to integrate process-based and species-based models and
apply them to California management areas.

·

Develop impact assessment of multiple interacting stressors on vulnerability of the
state’s natural resources, particularly focused on land use change, fire and invasive
species and their interaction with species responses to climate change.

·

Understanding vulnerabilities under extreme events.

·

Developing a research process that explicitly engages resource managers in identifi
cation and development of research needs

·

Developing a body of vulnerability and adaptation information that is readily acces

·

Develop understanding of the implications of hotspots of genetic diversity for meet

sible to resource managers and decision makers
ing long-term biodiversity goals.
·

Develop methodologies that prioritize development of protected areas for sustaining
existing species across a climatic gradient, incorporate important corridors for spe
cies/system movement, and target processes that sustain biodiversity (including
evolutionary processes).

·

Develop methodologies to integrate vulnerability information from fine-scale model
ing and experiments with the planning-scale methods for the development of shortand long-term priorities.
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Develop methodologies for assessing adaptation costs for alternative conservation
strategies and triage criteria.

Accomplishment of much of this research will require cooperation with the agencies man
aging the land. Reduction of future uncertainty can be greatly accelerated if the managing
agencies work closely with scientists to facilitate, advise, and assist in climate change re
search.
Adaptive management. When aspects of monitoring and research are combined into an
approach to management that is explicitly intended to accelerate learning, it is called
“adaptive management.” According to Innes et al. (2009), “adaptive management can be
viewed as a systematic process for continually improving management policies and prac
tices by monitoring and then learning from the outcomes of operational programmes.
Within the context of climate change,…adaptive forest management is one tool that could
enable managers to adjust the structure and the consequent functioning of the forest eco
system to resist harmful impacts of climate change, and to utilize the opportunities created
by climate change.” (p.137). Typically, adaptive management follows a continuous cycle of
planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation (DeLuca et al. in press).
Adaptive management is sometimes described as either “passive”, when management is
modified simply as a result of observing the consequences of past action, or “active”, when
management actions are designed explicitly as an experiment to test competing hypothe
ses (Kareiva et al. 2008). Whatever the case, monitoring is essential to the process of
evaluation and modification. Experience has also shown that adaptive management func
tions best when it involves the public in the identification of the hypotheses to be tested, in
the design of the monitoring strategy, and in the implementation of the monitoring pro
gram (Bliss et al. 2001, Innes et al 2009). So important is stakeholder involvement to the
development of the “social license” necessary for management action that “the entire concept has been renamed adaptive collaborative management or adaptive co-management”
(Innes et al. 2009).
Scenario planning. When uncertainty is high and the “controllability” of the outcome is
low, there may be little that managers can do to design management strategies “to resist
harmful impacts of climate change” as referred to above (Innes et al. 2009). In these
cases, uncertainty, or at least anxiety over the uncertainty of climate change, can be re
duced by scenario planning. Scenario planning is a (usually) qualitative process “that involves exploration and articulation of a wide set of possible or alternative futures” (Baron
et al. 2008). Scenarios are plausible stories or narratives describing what might happen
under an uncertain future. Their development can be aided by quantitative data or mod
els, but the idea is to explore a range of possible futures, rather than try to predict a single
“most-likely” case. When developed in the context of broad stakeholder participation, they
can increase understanding of key uncertainties, facilitate the incorporation of alternative
perspectives into planning, and improve the capacity for adaptive management (Welling
2008).
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The Grand Experiment: a diversity of management approaches.
This paper began with the assertion that global change requires reconsideration of the as
sumption that Nature is self-sustaining. The pressures of climate change, invasive species,
atmospheric pollution, and land-use change are steadily reducing the likelihood that Na
ture, if left alone, can take care of herself. This long-held belief, the essence of wilderness
management but also the basis for environmental impact analysis, holds that ecosystems,
if released from human control and influence, will restore and maintain their historical
composition, structure, and function. This is not to say that past management actually left
things alone. Clearly it did not, but the prevailing tenet of protected area management for
the past century has been that a “hands-off” approach was sufficient to sustain ecosystems
(Cole and Yung 2010). It is increasingly clear that this management option, the recovery
of natural conditions following release from human control, is no longer viable. We now
live in a world in which we have only three options: we can resist change by investing hu
man energy to maintain historical composition, structure, and function, a process other
wise known as restoration; we can accept change by releasing ecosystems from human
control, understanding that they will drift into new and different conditions; or we can
guide change by intentionally transforming ecosystems into a novel condition, perhaps one
that will be more resilient to further change or into an entirely unprecedented form man
aged for one or more ecosystem services that have been lost from wildland ecosystems
(Aplet and Cole 2010).
These three management options encompass many of the adaptation strategies described
above. Strategies of reserve establishment, protection of old growth and corridors, and
monitoring align well with the option to accept change. Reestablishing fire and flood re
gimes and reconnecting flood plains are familiar restoration actions, whereas more aggres
sive activities, such as assisted migration and the establishment of “neo-native forests,” fit
in the vein of transformation. The problem is that we just don’t know which of these options will best serve adaptation. Some are well-established, proven conservation methods,
while others entail significant risk, due to the lack of a track record, but may nevertheless
be worth testing (Lawler et al. 2010).
In recognition of this fact, the IPCC (2007) concluded, “A portfolio of adaptation and mitigation measures can diminish the risks associated with climate change,” a judgment echoed by Millar et al. (2007), who stated, “Managing in the face of uncertainty will require a
portfolio of approaches, including short-term and long-term strategies, that focus on en
hancing ecosystem resistance and resilience…as climates and environments continue to
shift.” We are going to have to try different approaches in different places, some with an
emphasis on restoration, some on transformative activities, and some places we simply
leave alone and observe.
So where do we get this portfolio of sites? Fortunately, it is all around us. Virtually every
landscape is a mixture of different land classes, each managed with different emphases.
The International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN 2008) has classified the
world’s protected areas into seven categories, from “strict nature reserves,” managed
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solely for the protection of biodiversity, to areas with “sustainable use of natural resources,” equivalent to our general national forest or BLM-managed lands (Table 3).
Table 3. IUCN Protected Area Categories
IUCN Category

Definition

Category Ia: Strict nature
reserve

Strictly protected areas set aside to protect biodiversity other features, where human
visitation, use and impacts are strictly controlled and limited.

Category Ib: Wilderness
area

Usually large unmodified or slightly modified areas, retaining their natural character
and influence, without permanent or significant human habitation.

Category II: National park

Large natural or near natural areas set aside to protect large-scale ecological proc
esses, along with the complement of species and ecosystems characteristic of the
area.

Category III: Natural monu
ment or feature

Areas set aside to protect a specific natural monument, which can be a landform, sea
mount, submarine cavern, geological feature such as a cave or even a living feature
such as an ancient grove.

Category IV: Habitat /spe
cies management area

Areas designated to protect particular species or habitats and management reflects
this priority. Many category IV protected areas will need regular, active interventions
to address the requirements of particular species or to maintain habitats, but this is
not a requirement of the category.

Category V: Protected land
scape/seascape

A protected area where the interaction of people and nature over time has produced
an area of distinct character with significant ecological, biological, cultural and scenic
value.

Category VI: Protected area
with sustainable use of
natural resources

Protected areas that conserve ecosystems and habitats, together with associated cul
tural values and traditional natural resource management systems. In general, unre
served portions of national forests and BLM-managed lands are typical.

Each of these classes is governed by a different set of constraints, policies that allow cer
tain activities and prohibit others. Table 4 details some, though by no means all, of these
differences to illustrate the range of activities that distinguish protected area categories.
At one end of the spectrum are those classes where observation and acceptance of change
will predominate; at the other end, more options exist to pursue more aggressive interven
tion. In general, more aggressive action is appropriate where ecosystems are most de
graded, while areas in good condition require only observation.
In any landscape, this range of protected areas can be utilized to provide the “portfolio” of
adaptation approaches called for by the IPCC. A well-balanced portfolio will have some of
each category, and the ideal landscape will be distributed across relevant environmental
gradients of elevation and latitude and connected across those gradients. Such a land
scape provides the ideal experimental setting for testing different adaptation approaches.
Unfortunately, while most landscapes contain some mix of protected area categories, few,
if any, meet the criteria of the ideal landscape: well distributed and connected across en
vironmental gradients. Achieving such a configuration will require changes in the alloca
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Table 4. “Treatment constraints” on protected area management options.
ACTIVITY

Ia.

Ib.

II.

III.

IV.

V.

VI.

Strict
Nature
Reserve

Wilderness Area

National
Park

Natural
Monument

Habitat
Management
Area

Protected
Land/Seascape

Sustainable Use
Area

Monitoring

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

“Light-touch” scientific research

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Education

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Low-impact recreation/non
motorized visitation

X

X

X

X

X

X

Fishing

X

X

X

X

X

X

Subsistence activities

X

X

X

X

X

Hunting

X

X

X

X

X

Livestock grazing

X

X

X

X

X

Motorized and tourism infrastruc
ture

X

X

X

X

X

Prescribed fire

X

X

X

X

X

Non-extractive vegetation man
agement

X?

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Drainage or irrigation

X

X

X

Cultivation

X

X

Supplemental feeding

X

X

Sustainable cultural use

X

X

Intensive research

Sustainable resource extraction
Mining/Energy development

1

1

X

X
X

Activities are intended to illustrate differences among protected area categories, not to catalog differences comprehensively.
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Box 5. Reducing uncertainty by designing an experimental landscape “portfolio” of sites.
The Southern Sierra landscape contains an unusually diverse portfolio of protected areas (see map). We
began our analysis with the assumption that the ideal “experimental design” to test climate change adaptation strategies includes the full range of protected area classes well distributed and well connected
across the environmental gradients of the study area. To determine the representation and connectivity
within protected area classes, we evaluated the elevational and latitudinal distribution of protected area
classes as well as the size and connectivity of the most continuous patch within each category.
Our analysis shows that the southern Sierra
landscape is dominated by two land classes,
wilderness and unprotected lands, with the
majority of the remainder in general na
tional forest and BLM lands. There are no
Category V Protected Landscapes and nearly
no strict nature preserves or wildlife ref
uges. Non-wilderness national park repre
sents four percent of the landscape, and the
Giant Sequoia National Monument repre
sents ten percent. Protected areas are gen
erally well distributed with respect to lati
tude, but low elevations are dominated by
unprotected lands, and wilderness is con
centrated at high elevations.
Wilderness, national parks, natural monu
ments, and sustainable use areas all contain
single patches that capture the vast major
ity of the regional variability in elevation,
but no category contains a patch that cap
tures the bulk of the variability in latitude.
National forest planning provides an oppor
tunity to increase the representation and
connectivity of protected area classes by
designating management areas within the
national forests that extend the elevational
and latitudinal gradients of other protected
area categories.
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tion of protected area categories. Many of these changes, such as the designation of re
search natural areas and the allocation of land to wilderness, can be achieved within exist
ing administrative units. Others, such as the designation of national park land and wildlife
refuges, will require changes in administration. Some of these changes can be achieved
through administrative processes, including the national forest planning process, while oth
ers will require an act of Congress. Ensuring that these changes result in a landscape bet
ter configured for adaptation will require cooperation across all parties, including the in
volvement of the public in decision-making.
Such changes as these may seem insurmountable, but it has taken a century to achieve
the configuration of our existing system of protected areas. There is no reason why con
certed effort by all parties over the next several decades cannot result in improved con
figurations that position us better to adapt to inevitable climate change.
VII.

Summary and Recommendations

The National Forest Management Act requires the Forest Service to take a “systematic, interdisciplinary approach” to planning that “provides for diversity of plant and animal communities.” Historically, national forest planners assumed that ecosystem diversity and productivity were sustainable without intervention, and planning could focus on activities that
enhance the delivery of favored outputs, including timber, game, and recreational activi
ties, and mitigating the adverse impacts of those activities on ecosystem diversity and pro
ductivity. With time, the dependency of ecosystems on dynamic disturbance processes
was recognized, but sustainability was assumed as long as dynamics remained within the
“historical range of variability” (Aplet and Keeton 1999).
The advent of climate change challenges that paradigm. The prospect of climate-driven
increases in invasive species, altered fire regimes, increased insect and disease outbreaks,
increased frequency and intensity of drought and storms, decreased snow cover, altered
phenologies of tightly linked species, and range shifts and the break-up of long-established
plant and animal communities all threaten the future productivity and diversity of ecosys
tems and the goods and services we expect from them. Under such conditions, the sus
tainability of ecosystems cannot be assumed, and the focus of planning must change from
the scheduling of outputs to the management of risk to ecosystem diversity and productiv
ity from climate change.
Risk can be managed by breaking it down into its fundamental components of vulnerabil
ity, exposure, and uncertainty, assessing the status of each, and developing strategies to
reduce them. Vulnerability is defined by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
as “the degree to which a system is susceptible to, or unable to cope with, adverse effects
of climate change, including climate variability and extremes.” It is affected by both the
innate sensitivity, or intolerance to climate change, of systems components (e.g., species)
and their capacity to adapt through changes in behavior (e.g., migration) or genetics (i.e.,
evolution). Exposure consists of the degree of expression of both the direct effects of cli
mate change (e.g., average temperature, extreme events, frequency, intensity, and dura
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tion of drought) and the indirect effects (e.g., fire activity, flooding, phenological shifts).
Uncertainty is a general term encompassing both the known variation in probabilities of
anticipated events and the limitations to our knowledge that derive from poor data, inade
quate science, and unforeseen circumstances.
The first step in the risk management process is to identify “key vulnerabilities,” or the
specific elements of the ecosystem that will be the focus of assessment. Key vulnerabili
ties possess the following characteristics that make them especially worthy of management
attention: susceptibility (affected by such qualities as rarity, longevity, isolation, depend
ence on special habitats, and sensitivity to climate-driven disturbance), value to the public,
availability of information, and influence on the ecosystem. An open public process should
be used in the identification of key vulnerabilities, as throughout the risk assessment and
development of management strategies.
The next step is to assess the vulnerability, exposure, and uncertainty associated with
each key vulnerability. This will involve assembling the best available science on the sensi
tivity and adaptive capacity of the species and ecosystem elements identified as key vul
nerabilities, projecting likely (or evaluating scenarios of) climate change and its effects,
and explicitly investigating sources of uncertainty, including limitations of data and critical
researchable questions.
Managing to reduce vulnerability will require the development of strategies to reduce the
sensitivity of species to climate change by protecting them from environmental stressors
(e.g., habitat loss and degradation, noise, pollution) through the establishment of reserves
protected from the influence of those stressors, by managing human behavior and recrea
tional use (e.g., ORVs), and by restoring the quality of habitat and enhancing the condition
of vulnerable elements (e.g. old growth). Vulnerability can also be reduced by enhancing
the ability of vulnerable elements to adapt to climate change by preserving and restoring
habitat connectivity, by promoting the diversity of genes, species, and landscapes, and,
where species are blocked from moving in response to climate change, by helping species
transcend barriers to movement.
Reducing exposure requires both mitigating carbon emissions and reducing exposure to the
effects of climate change. Mitigation can be achieved by protecting and enhancing carbon
storage in wildlands and reducing activities that add carbon to the atmosphere. In some
cases, short-term increases in carbon release (e.g. prescribed fire) may be necessary to
achieve long-term increases in carbon storage (e.g. old growth resilience). The first step is
to assess the status of ecosystem carbon stores and understand what drives changes in
those systems. Next, greenhouse gas implications of traditional resource management ac
tivities, such as logging, energy development, and transportation and recreation, must be
understood. Last, steps must be taken to reduce emissions caused by such activities by
eliminating forest conversion, reducing energy development and the use of fossil fuels, and
restoring low-severity fire. In addition to mitigating greenhouse gas emissions, exposure
can be reduced by addressing the effects of climate change through activities such as wa
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tershed restoration, fuel reduction near communities, mitigating disturbances that favor
invasive species, and the protection of climate refugia.
Uncertainty can be reduced by enhancing our understanding of ecosystems and climate
dynamics. One of the simplest ways to improve understanding is to increase knowledge of
current conditions and the effects of management through comprehensive project-level
monitoring. In addition, managers need to encourage and facilitate research. Adaptive
management combines monitoring and experimentation to increase the speed of learning.
Where unknowns cannot be overcome in time, scenario planning can be used to explore
wise responses to a variety of possible future conditions.
Finally, learning can be enhanced by experimenting with different approaches on different
parts of the landscape. In some places, restoration should dominate, and the emphasis
should be on sustaining ecosystems and all their parts. In other places, new, creative ap
proaches to building ecosystem resilience in the face of climate change must be tried, al
beit with great care to avoid unintended consequences. In still other places, we will simply
want to observe change and learn from it. The conservation effectiveness of protected re
serves is well established, but just as important, the need for experimental “controls” will
only become greater under adaptive management in the future. These different ap
proaches should be tried across the landscape on different types of protected areas, from
strict nature preserves to actively managed sustainable use areas. The ideal adaptive
landscape consists of different protected area categories well represented and connected
across the environmental gradients of elevation and latitude to facilitate the movement of
species within each category in response to climate change.
If all of these steps are taken, forest planning can yield a robust approach to managing the
risk of climate change. Adaptation will require identifying key vulnerabilities, assessing the
risks to those ecosystem elements, and devising strategies to manage down each element
of risk. Such strategies should be developed in the context of adaptive management that
treats the landscape as an experiment that tests a portfolio of approaches, including abun
dant, well-connected reserves or experimental “controls.” To facilitate the development of
forest plans that incorporate such an approach, the NEPA analysis should fully reflect
and account for the following points:
1. The Plan and EIS should explicitly account for future climate change through an open
process that involves the public in the identification and assessment of key vulnerabili
ties and the development of strategies to sustain ecosystem services linked to their
survival.
2. The selection of key vulnerabilities should involve the review of species and other eco
system elements and processes that have been identified as of conservation concern
and consider their vulnerability, their importance to people and ecosystem function,
and the availability of information necessary to sound decision-making.
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3. The Plan and EIS should include a risk assessment that employs the best available sci
ence to characterize vulnerability, uses state-of-the-art modeling to assess likely expo
sure to climate change and its effects, and documents sources of uncertainty.
4.

The Plan and EIS should include specific strategies to reduce vulnerability by:
a.

Increasing the size and number of reserves protected from known stressors.

b.

Reducing the impact of livestock grazing on vulnerable ecosystems.

c.

Reducing the impact of recreational visitation by managing off-road vehicle
use.

d.

5.

Restoring degraded ecosystems by:
i.

Reintroducing fire where appropriate.

ii.

Closing and rehabilitating roads.

iii.

Repairing and reconnecting aquatic and riparian habitat.

iv.

Facilitating the development of old-growth forest.

v.

Increasing resilience to disturbance.

The Plan and EIS should include specific strategies to reduce exposure by:
a.

Mitigating carbon emissions by:
i.

ii.

Curtailing activities that emit carbon, including:
1.

Silvicultural conversion from old to young forest.

2.

Energy development (oil and gas leasing).

3.

Recreational activities.

4.

Administrative activities.

Facilitating carbon storage through:
1.

Forest protection.

2.

Restoration of low-severity fire and fire-tolerant forest struc
ture.

b.

6.

Reducing exposure to the effects of climate change by:
i.

Treating fuels around communities to protect them from fire.

ii.

Restoring periodic fire and fire-tolerant forest structure.

iii.

Restoring watershed function.

iv.

Minimizing disturbances that facilitate the spread of invasive species.

v.

Protecting climate refugia.

The Plan and EIS should include specific strategies for reducing uncertainty by:
a. Including a detailed plan for adaptive management that can be implemented un
der realistic budget projections. Such a plan should include:
i.

A monitoring strategy.

ii.

A mechanism and schedule for review of monitoring data.

iii.

A mechanism for public involvement in adaptive management.

b. Identifying critical research questions necessary for improving adaptation strate
gies and a plan for accomplishing necessary research.
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7. The Plan and EIS should include detailed recommendations for management area des
ignations and changes in administration to improve the representation and connectivity
of protected area categories to facilitate an experimental approach to adaptation at the
landscape scale.

Specific analyses that must be part of an adequate EIS include:
Selection of “key vulnerabilities,” based on vulnerability to climate change, importance,
and availability of information. Species and other “topic areas” discussed in Appendix E
of the 2001 Sierra Framework provide a good starting point for evaluation.
Analysis of likely response to climate change for each key vulnerability, including range
shifts, behavioral responses, and potential for evolutionary response.
Analysis of likely climate change under reasonable foreseeable emission scenarios for
the planning unit.
Analysis of watershed condition and likely impacts of climate change on hydrology and
aquatic ecosystems, and opportunities for restoration and road rehabilitation to en
hance watershed function.
Analysis of community vulnerability to wildfire , the location of wildland fuels that
should be treated to protect communities from fire, areas where wildfire can be man
aged for ecological benefit, and opportunities to manage fuels to reduce negative eco
logical consequences of unwanted fires.
Analysis of size, distribution, and connectivity of the existing protected area system
and identification of additions that would enhance connectivity across environmental
gradients.
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Appendix A. Analytical approaches to managing the risk of climate change: a
case study of the southern Sierra Nevada Ecoregion
In this appendix, we provide examples of analyses that should be incorporated into the
Plan development process to help manage the risk of climate change on the national for
ests of the Sierra Nevada. The range occupies a tension zone between the wet Northwest
and the dry Southwest and is therefore at risk from future climate change but, because of
its north-south orientation and long elevation gradients, may provide outstanding opportu
nities for climate adaptation. Examples illustrate how the three elements of risk – vulner
ability, exposure, and uncertainty – can be considered and managed to reduce the conse
quences of climate change for the continued provision of ecosystem services. These ex
amples are not meant to be exhaustive, or even sufficient, but merely to represent the
kinds of analytical approaches that can be brought to the consideration of climate change
in national forest planning.
We focus here on the Southern Sierra Nevada ecoregion, as delineated by the Sierra Ne
vada Ecosystem Project. This area occupies the southern limit of the Sierra Nevada conif
erous forest before it transitions to the hardwood, shrub, and grass-dominated plant com
munities of the Tehachapi Mountains and Mojave Desert, and hence may be at risk of dra
matic change as a result of climate-driven shifts in vegetation.
Analysis to support reduction of vulnerability in Sierra Nevada national forests.
To illustrate the kind of analysis that could lead to enhanced adaptive capacity of a “key
vulnerability” in the Sierra Nevada, we examined the current distribution of giant sequoia
(Sequoiadendron giganteum) and determined where sites may exist in the future that
would be amenable to giant sequoia establishment and growth. Giant sequoia is a rare
and extremely long-lived species that occurs in isolated groves and is apparently depend
ent on specialized habitats, meeting most of the criteria for a “highly vulnerable” species.
It is also a species with a “high public profile” (sensu Running and Mills 2009), making it a
good candidate for vulnerability assessment. Our analysis is not intended to yield prescrip
tions for giant sequoia management in the future, but rather to illustrate how readily avail
able spatial data could be used to enhance adaptive capacity of this and other “key vulnerabilities.”
We compared aspects of the range of giant sequoia to the range of Sierran mixed conifer,
the forest type that includes 84 percent of sequoia groves, which we use as a proxy for the
“climate envelope” that could support giant sequoia under the current climate. Within this
envelope, we examined the “variation in microtopography” (sensu Urban et al. 2000) that
may further explain giant sequoia’s distribution locally. Using the 30-meter National Eleva
tion Dataset from USGS (www.seamless.usgs.gov), we generated topographic features
(slope and aspect) within the Spatial Analyst extension of ARCGIS version 9.3.1 and used
a tool developed by the Nature Conservancy to assign pixels to nine landform categories
(valley flats; gently sloping toe slopes, bottoms and swales; gently sloping ridges, fans,
and hills; nearly level terraces and plateaus; very moist steep slopes; moderately dry
steep slopes; very dry steep slopes; cool aspect scarps, cliffs, canyons; hot aspect scarps,
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cliffs, canyons). We found that, relative to the rest of the mixed conifer zone, giant se
quoia tends to be found more on mesic, moderately steep slopes and less on relatively flat
ridges and bottoms (Chart 1a). Similarly, giant sequoia tends to be found more frequently
than expected on cool, north-facing slopes than dry, south- or west-facing slopes (Chart
1b).
These data suggest that under a warmer future climate, managers may look uphill toward
moderately steep north-facing slopes to find locations where giant sequoia is most likely to
grow (Fig. 1). While these results suggest a pattern, they are far from precise and would
likely be improved by inclusion of data, such as soil depth and subsurface geology, that
were not available to us. Still, these methods demonstrate how managers may use readily
available data to begin to understand likely shifts in species ranges with climate change
and devise strategies to enhance adaptive capacity through management, such as identify
ing where, in the event of future severe fire, giant sequoia may be introduced as part of
the species mix despite its current absence.
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Chart 1. Distribution of giant sequoia and mixed conifer forest with respect to landform and aspect.
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Analysis to support reduced exposure to the negative effects of wildfire in Sierra
Nevada national forests: Designing a fire-resilient landscape
Our approach begins with the simple notion that in any landscape, there are places, usu
ally close to communities, where we want to exclude fire and treat fuels to minimize dam
age. We call this the Community Fire Planning Zone (CFPZ). Elsewhere, there are places
that are far enough away from communities that fire does not directly threaten safety, and
natural fires can be managed for their benefits. We call this zone the Fire Use Emphasis
Zone (FUEZ). In between, community concerns will likely result in suppression of un
planned fire, but controlled burns can be used under prescribed conditions to improve the
resilience of vegetation to fires that escape initial attack. We call this the Wildfire Resil
ience Zone (WRZ). In our analysis, we map the Community Fire Planning Zone as the area
within a half-mile of communities and the Wildfire Resilience Zone as the area extending
out from there another five miles, a reasonable distance to address community safety con
cerns. In practice, the width of the WRZ will be determined as part of the planning process
and may be narrowed considerably where communities are comfortable with natural fire.
Developing a LRMP that reduces exposure to the negative effects of fire is greatly aided by
the creation of a three-zone map representing the CFPZ, the WRZ, and the FUEZ. Creating
such a map is a relatively simple matter that relies on a very few readily available spatial
data sets:
1. The most recent U.S. Census data at the block level, representing the number of
houses in each block.
2. High-resolution land ownership data.
3. Federal land administrative data showing the locations of wilderness, roadless
areas, research natural areas, campgrounds, etc.
4. High-resolution vegetation cover data, representing non-wildland cover types and
wildland vegetation types.
To develop a map of the CFPZ, we recommend identifying communities denser than one
house per forty acres (the minimum density of a wildland-urban interface community, ac
cording to the January 4, 2001 Federal Register notice2 ) based on housing density calcu
lated from modified census 2000 blocks. Census blocks can be modified by subtracting
public land and recalculating housing density based on the area of non-public land. Next,
communities can be buffered by a half-mile to approximate the CFPZ. The portion occur
ring on federal land should be identified in the plan for treatment according to plans devel
oped collaboratively between communities and the federal agencies. Because this map
ping method utilizes large national and statewide datasets, errors are bound to occur at
local scales of application. One such error is the identification of unoccupied private parcels
as communities when those private parcels are within a census block that meets the den
sity threshold for selection as a “community.” Because of the potential for errors, we highly
recommend that the CFPZ be generated through a combination of GIS techniques and local
expertise.
2

“Urban wildland interface communities within the vicinity of Federal lands that are at high risk from wildfire”
(Federal Register 66(3): 751-777, January 4, 2001).
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As mentioned, the WRZ generally need not extend beyond about five miles from the CFPZ.
While there will be cases where restoration is desirable beyond this distance, the majority
of restoration opportunities will be found at lower elevations, in dry forests near communi
ties. By restricting the width of the WRZ, restoration planning can be focused on the
“frontcountry,” where the need is clear and where there is less controversy over the use of
thinning. With time, restoration efforts may be extended beyond the WRZ but these cases
are a lower priority for the foreseeable future (i.e., the life of the plan).
Within the WRZ, a fair amount of the area can be expected to be wilderness and invento
ried roadless area. While restoration treatment in wilderness is not prohibited by the Wil
derness Act, the need for any proposed manipulation of wilderness carries a high burden of
proof, which must be detailed in a Minimum Requirements Analysis. Such a burden of proof
should, with rare exception, make wilderness a low-priority candidate for treatment. Simi
larly, the Roadless Area Conservation Rule3 and the “Bosworth letter”4 place a high stan
dard on entry of roadless areas. Both the Scientific Findings of the Interior Columbia Basin
Ecosystem Management Project5 and the EIS for the Roadless Rule6 note that roadless
areas are among the least ecologically altered parts of the landscape. Thus, roadless areas
should also be lower priority candidates for restoration.
Although Wildland Fire Use was historically confined largely to wilderness, there is no rea
son why fire cannot be used outside wilderness, and recent changes in the implementing
guidance for federal wildland fire policy encourage such use where appropriate. Thus, the
FUEZ may be mapped as everywhere beyond the WRZ. Within this area, wilderness,
roadless areas, and remote roaded land provide excellent opportunities to plan for fire use.
The extent of the FUEZ will vary locally, depending on the degree of development. In some
places, it may be virtually non-existent, while in others, it may dominate.
Our analysis of the southern Sierra ecoregion shows that the Community Fire Planning
Zone occupies a tiny fraction of the landscape, but the Wildfire Resilience Zone is substan
tial (Fig. 2). This zone, which includes almost all sequoia groves, is where fuel treatment
activities to restore natural fire regimes should be focused. Here, restoration treatments
are likely to be most efficiently implemented where light to moderate fuels can be treated
using prescribed fire alone. To aid in the location of these sites, we have superimposed on
our three-zone map the location of gently sloping ridges supporting dry, ponderosa pine
and mixed-conifer forests (Fig. 4). Such an analysis can be used to guide the location of
fuel treatment projects intended to break up fuel continuity at the landscape scale and re
duce the likelihood of unwanted fire moving into communities and sequoia groves.

3

http://roadless.fs.fed.us/documents/rule/rule_fedreg.html
http://roadless.fs.fed.us/documents/1230_Roadless_Ltr.htm
http://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/publications/icbemp.shtml
6
http://roadless.fs.fed.us/documents/feis/
4
5
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Analysis to support improvements in land configuration to enhance adaptation.
The Southern Sierra landscape contains an unusually diverse portfolio of protected areas.
We began our analysis with the assumption that the ideal “experimental design” to test
climate change adaptation strategies includes the full range of protected area classes well
distributed and well connected across the environmental gradients of the study area. An
ticipating that the relevant gradients under climate change would be elevation and latitude
(to accommodate climate-driven movement), we evaluated the elevational and latitudinal
distribution of protected area classes as well as the size and connectivity of the most con
tinuous patch within each category.
To represent the distribution of various levels of protected area categories across the
Southern Sierra landscape, we relied on the Protected Areas Database (PAD – version 4)
(DellaSala et al. 2001) and its assignment of IUCN protected area categories (Figure 3).
We performed an overlay analysis of each IUCN category with 30 meter resolution National
Elevation Data (NED, USGS.gov), and latitude classes were generated at 90 meter resolu
tion in Spatial Analyst, ARC/INFO. In order to identify the single connected patch that
spans the greatest range in elevation, we relied on a sequence of GIS commands that be
gan by reclassifying each raster representing an IUCN protected level so that every pixel
representing the same IUCN level has the same value. We then performed a regiongroup
command so that a unique value is assigned to each contiguous patch of cells. Next, using
the focalstatistics command, we assigned the range statistic to each connected patch and
selected the patch with the greatest range from the result.
Our analysis indicates that the southern Sierra landscape is currently dominated by two
land classes, wilderness and unprotected lands, with the majority of the remainder in gen
eral national forest and BLM lands. There are no Category V Protected Landscapes and
nearly no Category Ia or IV. Non-wilderness national park represents four percent of the
landscape, and the Giant Sequoia National Monument represents ten percent. Protected
areas are generally well distributed with respect to latitude, but low elevations are domi
nated by unprotected lands, and wilderness is concentrated at high elevations (Fig. 6).
Looking at the protected area patches containing the longest environmental gradients, it is
clear that Categories Ib, II, III, and VI contain single patches that capture the vast major
ity of the regional variability in elevation, but no category contains a patch that captures
the bulk of the variability in latitude. Significantly, with the exception of wilderness, the
patch containing the greatest variation in elevation was not the patch with the greatest
variation in latitude (Figs. 4 and 5) .
The southern Sierra ecoregion offers a significant opportunity to manage multiple pro
tected area classes in an integrated, experimental approach to climate change adaptation,
but adjustments are possible to improve the “design” of the “experiment”. As management areas are designated through land and resource management plans, it may be possi
ble to improve the representation and connectivity within protected area categories and to
integrate plans across agency and ownership boundaries into a comprehensive, landscapescale approach.
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06/06/2010 08:07 PM

To "OR_Spokane_RMP@BLM.gov"
<OR_Spokane_RMP@BLM.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject BLM land on Lopez Island, Washington

Hi,
I'm very sorry I could not make the BLM meeting June 5th at Friday Harbor, WA. Conserving,
maintaining these wonderful areas should be a top priority.
I live approximately a half of a mile from Iceberg Pt on Lopez Island, WA. Our property has
been in my husband's family for approximately 55 years.
Almost daily I go out to Iceberg Pt for a walk. I cannot emphasize enough what a treasure the
BLM land in the San Juans are to the environment and people.
When I walk out there between March and October, I see anywhere from one or two people to
fifty or more enjoying the Point. On Sunday, May 30th, 2010, I counted 12 cars at Agate Beach
and 12 cars slightly south of Agate Beach. Most of the these people were headed out to Iceberg
Point. From our house, we can see people heading out to the Point. It was a constant stream on
Sunday. School and college kids, visitors, residents all use and enjoy this area.
I love seeing the change of seasons, the varieties of plant and animal life. Wildflowers abound
out there from early spring to mid summer. The BLM property needs to conserved and protected
for future generations.
Please preserve our Bureau of Land Management land.
Sincerely,
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06/10/2010 10:47 AM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
ddress:

Comments:
Some of the BLM shoreline sites in the San Juan Islands have been
useful in research by biologists at the University of Washington\'s
Friday Harbor Laboratories (FHL). All of the sites are potentially
important for field studies. Although the uses are infrequent, they
can be of key importance. Biologists often seek relatively
undisturbed intertidal sites with particular characteristics, and
some of those sites are best represented on BLM lands. Also, some of
the scientists that FHL serves are visitors who must decide on sites
and execute studies within a period of a few weeks. Whatever the BLM
lands in the San Juan Islands become, the public will be best served
if procedures for permission for research have rapid turn around.
Delays prevent gain of knowledge of these sites in particular and
biological knowledge in general because delays often cause
opportunities are missed entirely.
An internal check at FHL on permission for scientists to collect
marine specimens in the San Juan Islands is the requirement for
permission by the Director of FHL or the Director\'s representative
at FHL. This authority for permission is by a state law.
My comment on research needs is based on my experience at FHL as
Resident Associate Director from 1973 to 2008.
I am still doing research as a visiting scientist at FHL. Thanks for
your attention.

Preferred method of contact is email.
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06/11/2010 01:16 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
Please add me to your mailing list. I support an NCA plan for the San
Juan Islands. I have been a long time advocate for preserving and
conserving public lands in the San Juans. I have been a BLM monitor
on Lopez Island since 1993 and a member of the Friends of Chadwick, a
grassroots group to acquire and preserve over 400 acres of habitat on
the S.E. of Lopez Island.
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is a paper copy.

253

06/11/2010 02:35 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
I am actively involved in the Indian Island project on Orcas Island.
Thus I am especially interested in the plans for conservation
designation of that, and similar areas in the San Juans.

Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is CD.
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06/14/2010 09:42 AM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
treet Address:

Comments:
Please protect the SanJuan County properties to the full extent ,
they are unique, precious and in need of our care. Noxious weeds are
of special concern- skull island is an example of spurge laurel
invasion. cultural resources also merit our attention.
Thank you,

Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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To <OR_Spokane_RMP@BLM.gov>
cc

06/16/2010 03:03 PM

bcc
Subject National Conservation Area for BLM headlands in the San
Juan Islands

th

I was unable to attend the June 5 meeting in Friday Harbor concerning the BLM lands in the San Juan
Islands. I want to voice my approval of the efforts to obtain National Conservation Area status for the
BLM lands in San Juan’s.
Thank you,
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06/17/2010 04:39 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Str

ss:

Comments:
As 30 year residents of San Juan Island, we have enjoyed hiking
trails on the island for many years with our children, friends and
visitors. One of our favorite is along the cliff by the Cattle Point
Lighthouse. However, erosion has taken a toll on this trail and it is
in danger of being totally lost. We would like to see the BLM repair
and restore the trail as well as the crumbing foundation of the
lighthouse itself. Thank you,
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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06/18/2010 09:58 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Request

reet Address:

Comments:
I am a 40-year Orcas Island resident and a 2009 WSU Beach Watcher
graduate involved with many of our BLM lands here in the San Juans.
Some comments for your consideration:
1.

Oppose closing these lands to public access.

2. Encourage development of public education and information via
trail development and signage.
3. Close specific areas during nesting periods to alleviate human
stress loads on particular birds like our Oystercatcher.
4. Seek permission to erradicate Canada Goose eggs (an invasive
species) during their major nesting perod.
Thank you,

Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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06/18/2010 02:22 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor St

Address:

Comments:
Last year, I went with a group to Victim Island in West Sound, Orcas
Island to work on an infestation of Spurge Laurel. Victim Island is a
small island which was covered with the noxious weed. I hope BLM will
address problems of invasive species such as this in its review of
its holdings in San Juan County.
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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06/20/2010 01:47 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Stree

Comments:
1. Consider Chadwick Wetlands of Lopez Island a waterfowl sanctuary
and discontinue hunting in the marsh. The birds a very shy of
observers.
2. Iceberg Point of Lopez Island. - Please maintain and manage the
access to Iceberg Point as it is a private property access. Please
focus on eliminating non-native and/or noxious plants and
reintroducing the native vegetation to Iceberg.
3. Please restore the Turn Point Light Station Keepers Quarters
located on Stuart Island. Stop the current deterioration of this
wood structure and upgrade the interior to living standards. Develop
a lighthouse keepers program. This act in turn could help
financially maintain all the historic structures of Turn Point. This
site must be saved as it is a rare historic site.
4. Please develop a water catchment system for use in maintenance
and eventually consumption at Turn Point Light Station, Stuart
Island.
5. San Juan County BLM Representative to be provided with an all
weather vessel to effectively manage lands and provide an appropriate
response time when urgent or unexpected issues arise.
6. Please create more contracts within San Juan County for civilian
contractors to pursue. This act will enrich BLM productivity and
provide commerce to our economy.

Thank you for asking.

Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is a paper copy.
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To <OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
06/21/2010 12:38 PM
Please respond to

cc <Gregario_Teague@blm.gov>,
bcc
Subject Comments: BLM Areas, Lopez Island

To BLM staff,
RE: Lopez Island BLM Properties – Comment Request
Watmough Bay, Point Colville, Chadwick Hill (& Wetlands) and Iceberg Point are treasures to many
Lopez residents, including myself.
I am a retired senior and I walk on at least one of these properties almost daily and have for years. It is
truly a life highlight and I never tire of absorbing the natural beauty.
I love to see the change of seasons, the wildlife, birds and wildflowers in season.
There are so few great places like this that allow public access they are most appreciated. The level of
recreation currently allowed seems just about right, limited to nature walks and excludes bikes, camping,
motor vehicles, etc. It is true that each year each place becomes more popular each year. Even so, they
are far from crowded and, with few exceptions, visitors seem very respectful of the properties (very
seldom do I need to pick up minor litter and even more rarely see an illegal activity (such as a camper).
Nick and his volunteers do an excellent job of stewardship.
My advice and hope is that BLM will keep doing exactly what it has been doing regarding protection and
management of these properties (a small suggestion is adding a a “stay on established trails - no
shortcuts” sign at your entrances). Also, given the popularity, number of walkersand nature of the
surroundings, I’m not sure hunting is a good idea.
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06/22/2010 10:20 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor S

eet Address:

Comments:
I am writing to encourage the BLM to consider categorizing the Indian
Island property on Orcas Island as an Area of Critical Environmental
Concern.
This very small island is located directly off of
Eastsound and is accessible to walk to every time
tide. During the summer months it is not uncommon
visitors per day out to the island during the low

the village of
there is a low
to have 200-300
tides.

The terrestrial portion of Indian Island has one of the most diverse
and beautiful wild flower gardens I have seen in the San Juans. It
has an historical Camas garden that was farmed by Native Americans.
During June, there is a pair of Black Oyster Catchers, a species of
high conservation, that have been trying for years to nest. Due to
the Canada Geese and the people on the island it is very difficult
for these beautiful birds. This year they did lay 3 eggs and the WSU
Beach Watchers and Kwiaht employees and volunteers have been trying
to keep visitors away from the nest as best they can. I am
recommending that the terrestrial portion of the island be closed to
visitors during nesting season. Approx. mid May to mid July.

I would also like to recommend paths on top of the island and signs
indicating the importance of staying on the paths. ie: delicate
flowers and birds. Currently the \'paths\' are ignored and the top of
the island is quite trampled upon.

There is a vast array of delicate marine invertebrates in the
intertidal zone as well as the recent discovery of a squid nursery in
the shallow waters around Indian Island.

There are a number of volunteers that have taken on a project called
the Indian Island Marine Health Observatory. We monitor the
intertidal species, the eelgrass, the clams, the water quality as
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well as the fish that use the waters around Indian Island.

We are all concerned for the health of the animals and plants that
seem to be thriving, but are in need of being protected.

Thanks for your time and consideration.

Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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06/22/2010 11:13 AM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Comments:
I support and urge you to implement a plan whereby a National
Conservation Area under BLM purview is created to continue to protect
the 900 m/l acreas BLM currently administers in the San Juan
Islands.
Thank you
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To OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov
06/23/2010 11:50 AM

cc
bcc
Subject REsource Mangt PLan-comment

Comment of BLM lands in San Juan Islands
The BLM acerage in the San Juans is like a jewel to be given to our children and children's
children as well as to be enjoyed by ourselves and those who come here for solace from their
busy lives . As an island community we are very conscious about our limited boundaries. There
is no place to expand when we get too crowded with growth. So we want these BLM lands to be
our places of refuge-- where nature still rules and habitat have a place to feel safe and prosper.
This why it is so important to have long term protection for all of BLM lands here. We can not
be at the whim of what ever government administration might be in power at the moment. The
land is too precious to be dickered over when each new Resource Management Plan comes to
pass.
It is for this reason that the National Conservation Area is a perfect solution for the BLM
holdings in the San Juans. It does give long term protection and gives these lands high priority
in the BLM allocation of funds for habitat restoration, for management, and would provide a
clear over- all consistent plan for all BLM holdings here. It is essential that places like Patos and
Turn Point be protected and maintained as historic landmarks for their lighthouses-- and the
beauty of the island life. It is essential that the small islands and the rocks and reefs be
protected from potential future development. There is and will increasingly be a big push of
energy "use" of BLM lands. It is important that these BLM eco-systems of our waters are not
developed or sold for tidal/current power stations. We as Islanders need to know that we can at
least have some places that are not up for grabs by those who want to extract resources and
develop man-made "improvements.
These Islands are known for their beauty, for their inherent nature. Tourism is a huge pressure
that is increasing. I own a tourist lodging-- and know from long experience that people come
here, often from across the country, to be in NATURE. It revives their soul, connects them to
what is important. The BLM lands here on Lopez that provide recreational use are a huge balm
to their soul. They leave refreshed and feel more connected to life. With a National
Conservation Area all these people could be assured that these lands will be continued to be used
in ways that promotes conservation and habitat for wildlife.

It has been said that the BLM at the present has to coordinate
with over 60 agencies and groups to manage their lands. What
a nightmare that must be. And I can imagine that it takes a lot of
time of staff to come to agreement of what is done. A
management plan that covers all the BLM lands in the San Juans

267

seems absolutely essential to have a cohesive way of partnering
with non-profits, with other agencies. It is important to know
that these Islands have a unique culture, a unique population
and, of course, unique eco-system and land definition. THe
BLM plan needs to recognize this and not lump it together as
"just another BLM holding". There needs to be a plan that is
specific to the San Juans and acknowledges the attributes that
are inherent here.
It is with great appreciation that you are asking the public what
it wants. And in this regard I am a proponent for the National
Conservation Area which not only emphasizes conservation but
is also a grass-roots process that brings together local people to
create what is most desired. As you know the National
Monument idea has been bantered about, but the National
Monument is a top-down process and may not take local people
into consideration. It also could be such a magnet for tourism
that our small islands could easily be overcome and out of
control of the result. We simply to not have the infrastructue to
support a huge increase in tourism.
Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts.
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06/23/2010 11:18 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
I\'m writing regarding the San Juan County BLM lands. I\'ve lived
here 21 years and have seen a precipitous decline in almost all
charismatic wild species except eagles and otters (grebes, oldsquaw,
puffins, newts, minkes, orcas, salmon, halibut, even gulls). I urge
you to manage your lands in whatever way is needed to maximize
undisturbed habitat for local species. They need all the help they
can get.
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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To OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov
cc
06/23/2010 11:01 AM

bcc
Subject BLM lands

Dear Representatives,
I am writing to express my viewpoint and concerns regarding the reserves and
parcels of land currently in the jurisdiction of the Federal Bureau of Land
Management. While Iceberg Point, Point Colville, Watmough, the lighthouse and
other places, as well as a number of small islands, are protected by a 15-year
plan, I am among those who would like to see a more permanent means of
protection established for them.
Members of my family, along with many other people I know, value these places
highly as a resource for recreation, beauty and spiritual balance. In
addition, numerous local species of plants and animals thrive in the BLM lands
where development is limited, thereby contributing to a healthy ecosystem.
Finally, certain of these places in particular tend to attract tourists, who
boost the San Juan economy.
I would love to help ensure these lands continue to be protected and
well-maintained. If help is needed, perhaps word could be posted, and a
rotating caste of volunteers could be called upon to make periodic rounds,
especially locals who already frequent the area? Many hands make light work.
At any rate, thank you for the opportunity to comment, and I wish everyone the
best of meetings and solutions.
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To OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov
06/23/2010 08:38 PM

cc council@sanjuanco.com,
bcc
Subject NCA Designation for San Juan BLM Lands

I am writing to express my strong support for designating all BLM lands in the San Juans in
Washington state a National Conservation Area(NCA). I believe these lands have significant
conservation, cultural, natural and scientific value.
I have been a resident of Lopez Island since 1975 and during the past 35 years I have witnessed
the continued growth and development of the islands and region. I strongly believe in the value
of public lands for conservation, protection of wildlife habitat and for recreational use.
I have been a BLM volunteer monitor on Lopez Island since 1993. I have watched the increased
use by the public of the BLM lands on Lopez, while conducting my monthly monitoring. The
lands are used, respected and rarely abused. The public I have come in contact with, while
monitoring appear to appreciate the areas and appreciate being able to visit them.
I was an active member of a small group called the Friends of Chadwick, which set a goal to
create a contiguous habitat on Watmough Peninsula to link Chadwick Hill to Point Colville on
Lopez by acquiring private lands when they became available through Federal grants from the
Land and Water Conservation Fund. There are now over 400 acres of contiguous land that has
become an invaluable resource on the island.
As an historic preservationist, I am currently a member of both the Turn Point Light house group
and keepers of Patos Light. I would like to see the BLM work more closely with these two
non-profit organizations, as well as other groups within the San Juans and region that might want
to partner with you to preserve the historic structures and protect the natural resources that
surround them.
I believe that even the small islands and the groups of rocks and reefs that the BLM owns
throughout San Juan County should also be protected. They serve as valuable bird, animal and
marine habitat.
Please designate all BLM lands in San Juan County as a National Conservation Area(NCA).
Thank you for the opportunity for the public to be heard in both written comments and your
June 5th scoping meeting on San Juan Island.
Sincerely,
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06/23/2010 02:53 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor

treet Address:

Comments:
To whom it may concern: The BLM lands on Lopez Island, on Patos,
Turn Point, and the rest of the San Juans, are extraordinary and need
to be preserved in perpetuity. They are major wildlife habitat, major
archeological sites, view vistas worthy of a National Park, and sites
of recreational hiking. The National Conservation Area (NCA) would
provide permanent long term designation of the land for conservation
and for a recreational area. The bottom line is that these lands
must be preserved, available to the public in ways that protect these
lands in perpetuity. These lands are assets of this
on
that must not be neglected or ignored. Thank you.
Preferred method of contact is US Postal Mail.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.
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06/23/2010 07:29 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
reet Address:

Comments:
I am a 30 year resident of San Juan County and live on Lopez Island.
The BLM lands here and on the other islands are some of the most
unbelievably beautiful and fragile landscapes in this area. They are
home to countless species of wildlife and rare plants. Many of these
areas were also considered sacred by the natives who lived here up
until 150 years ago, and whose ancestors inhabited the islands for
over 13,000 years. After witnessing the exponential growth in the
islands in recent times, it\'s clear that without permenant
preservation, these parcels of unpoiled land will be subdivided and
turned into vacation homes. Please consider the possibility of
incorporating a Nation Conservation Area designation into BLM managed
properties. Washington State cannot afford to lose the last of our
pristine lands.
Thank you for your attention and efforts.
Preferred method of contact is email.

273

To OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov
cc

06/23/2010 12:04 PM

bcc
Subject Fwd: BLM lands in San Juan County

---------- Forwarded message ---------From:
Date: Wed, Jun 23, 2010 at 9:49 AM
Subject: BLM lands in San Juan County
To: RMP@blm.gov
Cc: council@sanjuanco.com,
Dear BLM Folks,
I write to you as a concerned member of the Lopez Island (WA) community. Born on Lopez in
1972, I have had a lifelong relationship with the BLM lands that grace the southern end of our
island, including Iceberg Point, Colville Point, Merk's Mountain (Chadwick Hill) and
Watmough. I hear that you guys are reviewing your policies for these lands and would like to
urge you to protect these lands in perpetuity to the fullest extent possible so that locals can
continue to enjoy their natural beauty, preserved, forever.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.

-Hidden in the heart of every creature
Exists the Self, subtler than the subtlest,
Greater than the greatest. They go beyond
All sorrow who extinguish their self-will
And behold the glory of the Self
Through the grace of the Lord of Love.
-from the Katha Upanishad

To <OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
06/23/2010 12:36 PM

cc <council@sanjuanco.com>,
bcc
Subject Management Plans for BLM lands in San Juan County

Thank you for soliciting input for your Resource Management Plan process
covering the BLM-managed lands in San Juan County.

I'm a resident of Lopez Island and own property (148 acres) immediately
adjacent to the Iceberg Point ACEC. We've been in that location for nearly
20 years. Our land is protected by conservation easements to help minimize
development encroachment on Iceberg Point. My family also makes use of other
BLM-managed lands in the county, with most of our use focused on Lopez
Island.

My overall wishes for the planning process are for plenty of local
involvement - something you have already started. These lands have been used
for generations by the locals over the last 150 years and Native Americans
for many centuries prior to that. Involving the local communities and
appropriate tribes in your planning process will help ensure their support
for your management plans as well as reinforcing their sense of stewardship
for the lands, which should make BLM's job easier going forward.

My desired outcomes for the planning process vary by landscape type within
the county, but generally center on preservation of the cultural and
biological values embodied by the lands in the face of growing population
and usage pressures. Each of these properties will probably require a more
active management role in protecting the lands from overuse and abuse - an
increasing issue with the growing pressures on these landscapes.

Specifically:

*
For the Iceberg Point, Point Colville and Chadwick Hill areas on
Lopez - protection from overuse and meadow loss
These larger areas on Lopez Island face similar challenges. Their key
attraction to the public is in their habitat - such as the spring
wildflowers they sport. However that habitat is very fragile and is
threatened by overuse. During the years I've been on Lopez I've seen the
unmaintained trails on these properties multiply and deepen. I've seen
people pitch tents in the meadows and seen lichen ripped up by mountain bike
tracks. These properties need specific active management if we are to allow
continued public access. At Iceberg Point that needs to include finding a
sustainable solution to upland access - which is now available only by
trespassing over the land of a cooperative neighbor. In addition, there is a

strong risk that the increasingly rare shoreline meadows on both properties
will disappear due to forest encroachment. Kept open for centuries by Native
American cultivation, the hands-off and fire-free management of these
properties is allowing the meadows to vanish. If we are truly to consider
properties like Iceberg Point areas of "critical environmental concern" then
we have to address that environmental concern by trying to protect the
unique habitat characteristics of the properties, like the Iceberg Point
meadows.
*
For the lighthouse preserves at Turn Point and on Patos Island public access and tourism
BLM appears to have partnered successfully with Washington State Parks for
management of properties at Patos and on some small islands - I think this
is a good approach if practical. My main goals for these properties and for
the lighthouse preserves would be to enable public use and to protect
cultural resources. There are local groups actively supporting both Patos
and Turn Point lights, and a continued close collaboration with them seems
very productive.
*
For the various rocks and small islands that BLM manages - protect
habitat
For the islands not being actively managed by Washington State Parks, my
biggest concern centers around public confusion. Many of the unoccupied
rocks in the archipelago are managed by the Fish and Wildlife Service and
make up the San Juan Islands National Wildlife Refuge. Like the BLM rocks,
these are often devoid of any signage. If the public becomes aware of
recreational opportunities on the BLM rocks, such as kayak landing or
camping, I fear that the NWR islands will receive inappropriate traffic
because of the public's inability to distinguish the two. In my mind, the
safest approach for these small and unmanaged rocks is to adopt a management
regime that mirrors that of the National Wildlife Refuge. Such an approach
would not only protect the habitat value of the BLM rocks, but help prevent
abuse of the NWR rocks.

Thank you for beginning this process and committing to an explicit
management plan for these lands. I look forward to participating in future
stages of these discussions.
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To <OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
06/23/2010 09:36 AM

cc "Committee for National Conservation Area"
<CNCA2010@live.com>, <council@sanjuanco.com>
bcc
Subject San Juan County BLM lands

June 23, 2010
Bureau of Land Management
Spokane District Office
1103 N. Fancher Rd.
Spokane Valley, WA 99212
Thank you for beginning the management planning process for the nearly 1000 acres of BLM
properties in the San Juan Islands. As a resident and property owner for 36 years, I have had the
opportunity to enjoy hiking or viewing many of these unique and pristine properties that
include Iceberg Point, Point Colville, Chadwick Hill and Watmough on Lopez, Kellett Bluff on
Henry, Cattle Point on San Juan, Turn Point and Patos Island Lighthouses, as well as 31 small
islands like Victim and Indian, and about 40 groups of rocks and reefs spread throughout the
county.
I support a National Conservation Area (NCA) designation for all of the BLM holdings in San Juan
County. I understand that this is a congressional designation and that it is entirely outside the
BLM management planning process and that BLM officials and staff don't participate in its
consideration. However, I want to use this letter to explain why I believe a NCA designation is
the most appropriate.
I write this letter as an individual, but I have been meeting with other people who care about
the BLM lands for over one year. We are generally very pleased with BLM's current land
management. However, the Lopez Island properties are the only ones that have a management
designation (Area of Critical Environmental Concern) and it is an administrative one. As I
understand it, that designation can be changed by a BLM administrator either at his or her
discretion, or more likely by a political decision made by a BLM official in Washington, D.C. The
other BLM holdings in the County have no management designation at all. I would hate to see
any of the BLM properties sold to a private developer, which is a scenario that nearly happened
with the DNR properties when the Lands Commissioner made a political decision to divest all
DNR properties in San Juan County.
I believe that all of the BLM properties deserve a management designation that conserves
these treasured lands for the long term. After investigating multiple designation options, I favor
the NCA designation primarily because it is intended to be long term. However, it has other
features that are important. The specifics of the management plan are developed locally, rather
than in Washington, D.C. It supports partnering with local organizations to accomplish mutual

objectives and stretch dollars. The Land Bank and San Juan Preservation Trust have already
worked well with BLM and it is a proven model. Finally and importantly, the NCA designation
may be the best to ensure sufficient resources to properly manage these vital properties over
time.
I'm writing this letter because I want the BLM to know how much I and so many other San Juan
County citizens care about these properties. I am copying the letter to the San Juan County
Council as as their support for a NCA designation is critically important.
Sincerely,

06/23/2010 02:36 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
eet Address:

Comments:
I would like to express my support for all BLM lands on the San Juan
Islands (and Lopez Island in particular) be designated as NCA
status.

Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.

06/24/2010 09:07 AM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form ----BLM Monitor 3 years

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Street Address:
BLM Monitor

3 years

3 years

Comments:
Hello,

At this time I live on Lopez Island Washington. I have been here for
five years. The BLM land is so very important to me. Anything we can
do to preserve it and make it a lasting part of our community would
be such a wise decision at this time. Unfortunately, the future may
not hold forth in the ability to keep our lands secure and part of
our natural resource.

I am a BLM monitor. For the last 3 years, I can speak from first hand
knowledge of how the land effects others. People, meaning our
frequent visitors and locals, resonate with such passion and joy when
they are visiting Watmaugh, Iceberg, Point Coleville. This sounds
corny, but it enriches their souls and wakes a deep part of passions
about nature. These BLM lands help people in ways I cannot
verbalize. I have been part of lichen workshops at Coleville, Indian
talks at Watmaugh, Iceberg flower walks and various work parties. I
have seen the wonder when children are introduced to the trees and
plants. Lopez is a unique place.

Please do all that can be done to help keep our land as part of our
island\'s life.

Please feel free to contact me by phone if I can answer any question
you may have.

Thanks.

To OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov, council@sanjuanco.com,
06/24/2010 09:13 PM

cc
bcc
Subject Management plan for San Juan Islands Washington

To whom it concerns,
I am writing about the future use of BlM Lands in the San Juan
Islands. I have been a resident of Lopez island for 28 years and have
greatly enjoyed a large percentage of the BlM lands in this county. I
Would add my voice to those that are asking for a permanent
conservation strategy with these lands. The lands, in my opinion, are
best used by humans for recreation, study, rejuvenation, inspiration,
and by the various other creatures and plants we are blessed with in
these islands. I think there should be funds for low impact trails and
education but mostly they should be left uncarved by human activity.
thanks.
Lopez WA

282

To OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov
cc Council@sanjauncounty.com,
bcc

06/24/2010 03:13 PM

Subject Management plan for BLM lands in San Juan Islands

We are writing on behalf of four generations of our family who have
had the good fortune to enjoy the beauty of the San Juan Islands.
Some of us have lived in the Islands but for the most part we have
visited them every summer either by boat or on foot. We have hiked
most of the BLM Lands in the Islands and have enjoyed year after year
the beauty of places like Iceberg Point. We have on a number of
occasions been at the Light House at Turn Point, Stuart Island as the
killer whales have rounded the point so close that you it felt like
you could almost reach out and touch them.
As you consider a management plan for these very special places we ask
that you set as a priority for these lands a commitment to
preservation so that future generations will be able to enjoy them in
the same way that we have for the past sixty years. We would also ask
that you reach out to the Island communities and make them a part of
your planning process. We have recently purchased property in the
Islands and as we are able to spend more time there and get to know
the residents that have chosen to make this their home we are
impressed by their commitment to protect and care for these very
special places.
Thank you for your consideration.

283

06/24/2010 12:07 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
RE: RMP for San Juan Islands
Site: Cattle Point

I am a long-time resident of San Juan Island, a naturalist,
interpretive specialist, wildlife writer, and frequent visitor to
Cattle Point. Over the course of the last twenty years I have spent
considerable time on the BLM property at Cattle Point. During my
tenure as both a paid consultant and volunteer for DNR (who was
managing the BLM property) I have done several on-going surveys of
the wildlife that resides either permanently or seasonally on that
property, including preparing lists of the plants, birds, and
butterflies. During the course of my investigations, it has become
clear that the public lands at Cattle Point are important wildlife
conservation areas and need to retain that status.

Cattle Point is not only a spectacular scenic realm but a natural
treasure of wildlife. The rare island marble butterfly resides
there; dozens, if not hundreds, of bird species use the area all or
part of each year; and the point is an especially important stop
over for birds during spring and fall migration. The willow grove is
also an important stop over for migrating butterflies, including red
admirals, in the fall. As wild places disappear in the San Juan
Islands due to development or the transfer of use of public lands
from a conservation status to a recreation status, the importance of
Cattle Point grows with each year.

I strongly recommend to BLM that the Cattle Point property be given
some kind of conservation status that will allow for the continuing
stewardship of the wildlife in concert with appropriate low impact
recreational use.

Respectfully submitted,

Friday Harbor, Washington

Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is a paper copy.

To <or_spokane_rmp@blm.gov>
06/24/2010 11:53 AM

cc <council@sanjuanco.com>,
bcc
Subject Comments on the San Juan Resource Management Plan Public Scoping

June 23, 2010
RE: BLM San Juan Islands Resource Management Plan
Dear Spokane District Office:
I am referencing my comments to you regarding the RMP as both an individual who enjoys
visiting the sites and as an adjacent property owner to the BLM Iceberg Point Preserve on Lopez
Island.
The BLM properties in the San Juan archipelago are an important complement to the public and
private conservation of the island landscape. With its diverse and specialized habitats, this
landscape is worthy of preservation. This landscape is threatened not only from the overall
development in the San Juans but also from overuse, pollution, degradation of sites, and simply
a lack of an integrated management plan and funding for such a plan for the BLM sites.
By preparing a fairly restrictive type of an RMP (comprehensive and long term) and providing
adequate stewardship of the plan, BLM has the opportunity to provide a vital level of
environmental protection which will enhance the entire island landscape. In doing so the BLM
provides a benefit to the residents of the San Juans by helping to preserve the essence of their
islands, to those who visit the islands as tourists, and to animal and plant communities which
rely upon the BLM sites. Placement of the BLM properties into a system such as a National
Conservation Area or National Monument would be appropriate and welcomed.
Overuse and neglect are in my opinion the most immediate concerns needed to be addressed
by the RMP. Most of the BLM properties should not be made off‐limits for recreational use,
but that use needs to be guided by reasonable rules to preserve the sites. BLM should provide
infrastructure on sites such as parking, access, and signage. BLM is not going to stop usage of
the sites as historical use will continue and the increased publicity of the properties will bring
more usage. But BLM can guide and monitor the usage so that the sites themselves are not
destroyed through use. And there do exist some sites, such as the rocks and reefs, which
would be best preserved by prohibiting any recreational use.
Neglect is also a problem. Many BLM sites contain invasive species which should be addressed
in order to preserve some of the unique habitats present on these properties. Neglect has
contributed to the overuse issue as trails and campsites have developed in sensitive areas. I do
want to be clear that neglect is not a reflection of BLM employees’ performance but due to a
lack of a plan and funding.

As a property owner adjacent to the Iceberg Point Preserve, I see evidence of overuse and
neglect. As there is no authorized upland public access to the site and very little signage,
visitors often are confused and trespass on private property. Visitors at times litter, start
campfires, and block driveways. Many trails have been developed on the Preserve, several
going through fragile lichen and cactus communities. With an RMP the access and usage can be
addressed and monitored.
As a property owner I would be interested in a coordinated effort with BLM to help preserve
the site. This may involve removing invasive species from the site and adjacent properties. The
RMP should include plans to involve adjoining properties in protection of the landscape. Fire
management should also be included in the RMP as many of the BLM sites are not easily
accessible.
I will also include another issue regarding hunting on the Iceberg Point Preserve. With lack of
designated upland access to the Preserve and lack of signage as to the boundaries of the
Preserve, I sometimes encounter ‘overflow’ hunting onto our property. This is a concern, and I
would appreciate if the RMP considered hunting to be inappropriate to this particular site as my
residence and livestock are nearby.
I look forward in working with the BLM to protect and enhance not only the Iceberg Point
Preserve but all the BLM properties in the San Juans. The BLM properties are special and
deserve permanent conservation protection and stewardship.
Sincerely yours,
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To OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov, council@sanjuanco.com,
06/25/2010 03:12 PM

cc
bcc
Subject Comments re: San Juan/BLM Resource Management Plan

I am a fulltime Lopez Island resident. I have hiked and visited all
the major BLM holdings except Kellett Bluff as well as many of the
smaller (unfortunately unnamed) rocks and islands in a variety of
boats. I attended the June 5th scoping meeting on the new Resource
Management Plan because I care about these holdings. I became a BLM
land monitor as soon as I heard about the program and actively and
happily participate in those duties. I do so because I quickly came
to appreciate the beauty and uniqueness of the BLM lands here. They
are a significant part of what made me choose Lopez as my home. BLM
lands are a real treasure, a place we take visitors or seek out on our
own whenever we can.
I am especially concerned about the “multiple use” designation that
drives much of BLM practice. It is a frightening term given the
fragility of these jewels and needs to be defined as narrowly as
possible. I am a (retired) professional ecologist. My research
included impacts of land use practices on natural ecosystems,
including the factors that facilitate invasion by alien species. In
just about all instances studied, disturbance sets the stage for
invasion. Natural areas can be managed for and sustain light
recreational use such as hiking and biking trails, but further
disruption and disturbance tips the balance away from endemics and
other native species and in favor of generalist invaders. The San
Juans are no exception.
I strongly encourage BLM to include in the new Management Plan the
strongest protection possible for its San Juan holdings They need the
most permanent protection possible from development and disturbance,
be that as National Conservation Areas or whatever designation best
achieves that protection. Such actions will guarantee that these
parcels can be appreciated by current and future residents and
visitors. Such a visionary approach to land management will be an
easily recognizable success story for the Bureau long into the future.
Thank you.

PERM

"Give a man a fish and he'll eat for a day,
Teach a man to fish and he'll deplete the
oceans."
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Comments for RMP Scoping Document
Submitted by

Please contact by email. I will view documents on the web. Do not withhold
personal information.

Comments: From the lack of an RMP and from the list of preliminary issues identified by the
BLM, it is obvious that BLM holdings in the San Juan Archipelago are atypical and deserve
special consideration. BLM lands in the San Juan Islands have no shrub-steppe habitat or
livestock grazing. Issues that are important in the San Juans include prevention of noxious
weeds, overuse by recreational users, and protection of upland habitat for salmonid species,
marine mammals, and seabirds. The San Juan Archipelago is relatively unspoiled, and the focus
needs to be on protection and conservation rather than restoration and mitigation. The RMP
needs to provide management for a possible National Conservation Area, which appears feasible
and likely; if not, the RMP will be a wasted effort for this area.
Specific decisions that will need to be addressed in the San Juans include:
management to maintain or contribute toward the restoration of old growth forest stands,
mainatenance of desired habitat conditions conducive to game species and migratory bird
species,
recognition and use restrictions to maintain suitable upland habitat for salmonid species
food sources,
use restrictions that promote respectful cultural resource protection,
delineation of lands that are not available for livestock grazing, mineral extraction, and
energy production in order to protect other resources.
Although I do not live in eastern Washington, I have some of the same concerns as BLM
regarding habitat, species of concern, energy development, and recreation. In general, priorities
must be given to habitat maintenance and restoration when allocating resources. As an example,
this would mean noxious weeds would get funding before trails, and that grazing management
would come before selling grazing rights. Habitat and species restoration and maintenance is a
necessity; renewable energy development is a possibility; and recreation is a luxury.
Consolidation is worthwhile if it does not alienate neighbors and stakeholders. It may be easier
to manage large blocks of land, but neighboring lands can be an inexpensive asset if the
landowners are in agreement with BLM resource management. Working with neighbors is often
cheaper than buying them out.

The word “sustainable” is used too often these days, but the concept cannot be used too much.
Write a plan for the next 100 years, not the next twenty. Don’t play catch-up – think of setting in
place. What is the vision of BLM lands a century from now, and how do we get there?

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute. I look forward to further communication.

Sincerely,
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07/09/2010 03:58 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
I live on Lopez Island in the San Juans and I hike weekly on the
trails here. Today I went up a trail on BLM land. There were a
group of volunteers working on a new part of the trail that will
enable me to hike to the top of the trail much more easily. Please
continue your support of funds and man power on Lopez. Thank you
Preferred method of contact is email.

07/09/2010 07:40 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
BLM land on Lopez is extremely important to both the locals and the
tourists. There isn\'t a lot of public lands and the BLM land is
extremely important for recreation on the island. I visit the
Watmough and Ice Berg point properties a couple of times a month, at
least. Please continue to support these very important recreation
areas for both the locals and the tourists on Lopez Island. Thank you
for your consideration.
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc

07/09/2010 08:07 PM

bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Comments:
I do not think that the blm should lease or sell any land or land
rights to any private corporation or be used for private profit in
any way.

That means i am against mining and logging on a large scale in
wilderness areas.

PROTECT THE GROUNDWATER!

The wilderness should remain wild.

And finally, please, at least here in the San Juans,

STOP ADVERTISING YOUR LAND AND PUTTING SIGNS AND HANDING OUT MAPS
AND BUILDING ROADS TO GET MORE PEOPLE ON THE LAND.

I think people that want to experience the wilderness areas will
find there own way in there, and the people that need paved access
and interpretive centers can go to places where that already exists.

PLEASE!

My family has been in this great country since its founding.
I care. Please don\'t screw the land up any more.

I vote.

07/09/2010 05:51 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
I enjoy the blm lands and I hike the trails daily. The trails are
easy to follow and have minimally impacted the land Please continue
to keep the land open and maintained. Nick Teage
great job in outreach and education. Thank you,
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.

07/10/2010 08:17 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
As property owner on Lopez Island in the San Juans, I would like to
express my appreciation of the trails open to the public and the
continued support of the islanders and the BLM in maintaining and
adding to the trails systems in an incredibly beautiful part of our
country.
Preferred method of contact is email.

07/11/2010 10:34 AM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
reet Address:

Comments:
I would like to encourage the continuing of funding the Lopez Island
trails. I work at the local museum and get many questions from
tourists asking about our local trails and how to get to them.
Hiking and biking trails are a wonderful low impact way for visitors
to experience our island. Such activities help to keep tourisum
dollars coming to our little island.
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.

To <OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
07/11/2010 09:46 AM

cc
bcc
Subject Input to the RMP

Re: Turn Point in RMP
As one of about 150 members of the Turn Point Lighthouse Preservation Society
(TPLPS), I know I speak for most of our members. We envision moving the
museum from the “Mule Barn” to the Fog-Signal building as soon as possible.
This will give us more space to display the history of Turn Point. There are three
rooms there. The large center area will be used as the museum to display old
photos and other historical information. The north room will allow us to recreate
the area where the keeper of the 1950s stood watch and made radio calls to Patos
and Smith Islands. The south room will allow us to show videos that tell the
history of Turn Point.
BLM should make restoration of the Fog-Signal building a high priority due to its
deteriorating foundation and its boarded up windows and doors. It is highly visible
to the public from both the land and the water. This will require completing the
transfer of the building from the Coast Guard and restoration of the building. We
believe it will cost less than the excellent restoration of a similar building at Patos
Island. No water or sewer is required to use as a museum.
TPLPS envisions utilizing the main keepers’ quarters for a guest lightkeeper
program. This program will be self-sustaining as the guest keeper would pay to
stay in the quarters while doing the duties of raising and lowering the flag, opening
the museum, greeting the public, and providing general station security. We would
like to see two of the units renovated for guests and the south keepers quarters
restored to an earlier vintage (1950s or earlier).
Restoration of the keepers’ quarters for habitation will require extensive work as
well as providing a source of potable water and a septic system. The exterior of
the quarters has been restored so most of the effort is inside.
In summary, the restoration of Turn Point as stated above should be a high priority
as it is probably the most visible BLM property in the San Juans. It is visited by
thousands of people each year from all over the world and should be a showcase of
BLM’s efforts.

07/11/2010 11:46 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
Thank-you for welcoming comments for the RMP for the BLM property in
the San Juan Islands.My family owns property which is adjacent to the
Chadwick Hill property on Lopez Island. I own property myself in the
immediate vicinity of Chadwick Hill. We have enjoyed the recreational
value of this beautiful piece of land for many years.My comments: I
would like to encourage and support continued maintainence of
existing trails and the development of \"loop\" trails through out
the BLM property.We have been very happy with the upkeep and
maintainence of the beautiful trails this property has to offer. I
would like to be able to continue to use the lower trails on the
property for low key equestrian use. This has been an historical use
of the lower trail for many years. We are quite familiar with the
layout of this property and do not intend to ever use the upper
trails for equestrian use . We would be happy to assist with the
planning of new trails and reclaiming of older overgrown trails on
the lower eastside of the property. This property is dear to our
hearts and we are hopeful the property will continue to be accessible
to the public for non-motorized usage. Again, Thank-you very much for
taking public comment regarding BLM property in San Juan County.
Preferred method of contact is US Postal Mail.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is a paper copy.

To <OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
Sent by:

cc
bcc
Subject RMP plan input

07/12/2010 11:28 AM

I am very concerned about the Turn Point Lighthouse property I am a member of TPLPS but these
thoughts are mine only. From what I can gather, the Turn Point light Station on Stuart is a very unique
property on the BLM roles. I think their is an opportunity here for the BLM and TPLPS to forge a
precedent setting relationship, in the management of this property, between the BLM and a non profit
private charitable group (TPLPS).
For the long range plan I think the following considerations are vital to move on into the future.
The BLM must determine a long range goal for the use of the Turn Point Light station. It is my opinion
that Turn Point is a National Treasure and should be managed with the goal in mind to, return it to the
citizens of the US as an operating historical and educational site of our maritime history. Located at the
most NW corner of the continental US, with a panoramic 270 degree view of Canada, an active
navigational aid, one of the finest whale watching sites in the San Juans, and an active homeland security
site, Turn Point is truly a unique BLM asset.
I think the planning should be approached with the idea of restoration of the keepers quarters and the fog
watch building, eventually leading to the keepers quarters being available for the keeper of the
week/month program, and the fog watch building housing the TPLPS museum. TPLPS is willing to assist
as much as allowed with the keeper program.
Whatever transfer of properties remains between the USCG and BLM should be accomplished yesterday.
Most likely, this restoration will have to be accomplished in stages. I would recommend we restore the
fog watch building first, as the foundation needs to be stabilized before it becomes not possible. The fog
watch building is a beautiful and unique structure, highly visible, and would make a natural home for the
housing of the TPLPS museum. Water and sewage would not be a requirement for this restoration.
Any work done on the main keepers quarters should always be done keeping in mind the needs for septic
and water for eventual restoration as a living quarters.
Turn Point is a highly visible property for the BLM, and as such, should deserve the highest priority. I
would suggest that BLM concentrate on the planning for Turn Point first, and complete it, and review it, at
the earliest opportunity. This way, the chapter/section/ or whatever it is called, in the plan for Turn Point,
could be finalized, and we would have a working document to move ahead. I think delaying till 2012 is
too long to wait.
I, for one, and I'm sure other TPLPS members too, would be glad to be a participant at any stage of the
planning process. I can be free to travel to Spokane or where ever is needed, to participate/aid in this
process. TPLPS has some funds and is willing to raise more to assist in these areas.
I think we have wonderful opportunity here, but timeliness is important, to form a unique team and
perhaps establish some working guidelines for future BLM/non profit relationships.
Thank you

To <OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
07/12/2010 08:27 PM

cc
bcc
Subject Plan Input - Turn Point

RMP input on Turn Point

As a long time resident of Stuart Island, I have seen the Turn Point Light
Station go from an active military installation to an eyesore and back to
where it is now. It isn’t as bad as it was, but is far from what it should be.
Thousands of visitors walk from the State Park to the lighthouse each year .
It is a very scenic adventure that should be rewarded with a destination
commensurate with the rest of the Island’s beauty. BLM has a unique
opportunity to make these visitors aware of its capabilities.
The restoration at Patos Island was necessary to preserve the remaining
structure but only a small number of visitors can experience it each year
due to the limited moorage and strong currents. Also, most of the original
buildings are gone at Patos unlike Turn Point which has the full
complement of structures and nearby harbors with excellent moorage for
hundreds of boats.
I believe that restoration of the fog signal building at Turn Point should be a
very high priority. Once completed it should house the museum that is
presently jammed into the barn.
I would also like to see the keepers’ quarters restored to where it was
about 60 years ago. Once completed, one side should be open to the
public during the summer months for guided tours and possibly rental for
meetings, weddings, etc. The other side with the two units should be made
habitable for lighthouse lovers to rent on a weekly basis. This would allow
them to experience the duties of a lightkeeper at a remote site.
With the proximity of the structures to the forest at Turn Point, fire is always
a danger. No water source exists for potable water or for fire fighting. A
good source of water is a high priority as well as a good septic system .
Turn Point is probably the most visited BLM site in the San Juans and
deserves a high priority in your planning.

To <OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
07/12/2010 11:56 AM

cc
bcc
Subject San Juan Islands Resource Management Planning Public
Input

I had previously submitted comments regarding the San Juan Islands. I would like to add to those
comments by including this material.
It would be appropriate for BLM to review the properties it owns and manages to see if there could be
appropriate land swaps with other governmental organizations. For instance, Iceberg Island is a
Washington State Park owned property that is near the BLM Iceberg Point Preserve on Lopez Island. This
island has not been used for a park and is not particularly suited for park use as it is not easily accessible
even by boat and is fairly small. It would seem worthwhile to enter into discussions with Washington
State Parks to transfer ownership of this property to BLM to be managed as part of the Iceberg Point
Preserve. In exchange BLM could transfer to Washington State Parks other parcel(s) which BLM has or is
leasing to the parks as these places have historically been used as parks and may be more appropriate
for park usage.
As a citizen and taxpayer, I do not want governmental organizations (national, state or county) to be
hoarding ownership of properties when the properties could be more effectively managed by other
organizations. So throughout this management planning process please consider if properties would in
the long term be better managed under other agencies such as US Fish and Wildlife or
national/state/county parks. In some cases this could be because the agency has programs more
appropriate for this type of parcel or has adjoining property which would make management more
efficient.
Yours truly,

To <OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
07/16/2010 11:41 AM

cc
bcc
Subject RMP Plan

To Whom It May Concern:
Thank you for hosting the RMP seminar at Friday Harbor, Washington several weeks ago.
I am a volunteer monitor for BLM lands on Lopez Island, and am currently monitoring Chadwick Hill.
Given the low level of natural resource and grazing potential on the BLM lands in San Juan County, and
their environmental fragility, and their potential for recreational enjoyment and education, I urge the
designation of the BLM lands in San Juan County as "Natural Conservation Area".
Thank you.

07/18/2010 05:27 PM

To Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Email
<OR_Spokane_RMP@blm.gov>
cc
bcc
Subject Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP Public Request
Form -

Requestor:
E-mail address:
Requestor Street Address:

Comments:
Thank you for the informative public meeting in Friday Harbor. My
computer had some illness and I was unable to write you until now.
Please accept my late comments.

The BLM lands on Lopez Island are near sacred to Lopezians. We hope
they will remain available for walking, comtemplation, limited and
controlled hunting, artists, and the pure enjoyment of the natural
environment. Parking is not that great an issue from my obser
ion,
hould be carefully addressed in your planning. Thanks,
Preferred method of contact is email.
Preferred RMP/EIS format is download from the BLM website.

