Appendix W - Responses to Comments

This appendix summarizes the substantive comments that the BLM received during the public comment
period for the Draft RMP/EIS and provides the BLM responses to those comments.

On April 24, 2015, the BLM released the Draft RMP/EIS announcing a 90-day comment period that
would conclude on July 23, 2015. On July 13, 2015, the BLM extended the comment period on the Draft
RMP/EIS until August 21, 2015. The BLM received approximately 4,500 comments on the Draft
RMP/EIS during the comment period. The BLM received comments from individuals, groups,
organizations, businesses, elected officials, Federal, state, and local government agencies, and Tribes. All
comments submitted to the BLM during the comment period are available at
http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/comments.php.

The BLM considered all comments submitted during the comment period. The BLM treated all
submissions equally and did not give different consideration to submissions based on geographic location,
organizational affiliation, or other status of the respondents. Additionally, the BLM did not give different
consideration to comments based on the number of submissions making the same comment.

The BLM reviewed comments to identify substantive comments, which are comments that—
® Question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of information in the Draft RMP/EIS,
e Question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of, methodology for, or assumptions used for the
environmental analysis,
e Present new information relevant to the analysis,
e Present reasonable alternatives other than those analyzed in the Draft RMP/EIS, and
e (Cause changes or revisions in one or more of the alternatives (USDI BLM 2008, p. 66).

The BLM summarized these substantive comments into ‘comment summaries.” Comment summaries are
statements that identify and describe specific issues or concerns. The BLM combined similar concerns
voiced in multiple letters into one comment summary.

This appendix presents the comment summaries and the BLM responses by issue topic. The comment
summaries and responses are intended to be explanatory in nature; if there are any inadvertent

contradictions between this appendix and the main chapters of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the main
chapters of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS present the controlling information.

Comment Summaries and Responses to Comments

Purpose and Need for Action

1. Comment Summary: The RMP gives more weight to the ESA than the O&C Act. The O&C Act
should have priority because it is more specific. Timber production is the overriding objective on
0&C lands. Secondary uses, such as recreation and the protection of watersheds and wildlife habitat,
are permitted, but they must be accomplished simultaneously, in coordination with and not at the
expense of, timber production to benefit local communities.

Response: The O&C Act established sustained-yield timber production as the primary or dominant
use of O&C lands in western Oregon. However, when implementing the O&C Act, the BLM must do
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so in full compliance with a number of subsequent laws that direct how the BLM accomplishes the
statutory direction. The BLM based the purpose and need for this RMP revision on the laws that
apply to the BLM. The BLM designed the alternatives to make a substantial and meaningful
contribution to meeting each of the purposes (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 10-11). Thus, all of the purposes
of the action are essential, and none has more importance than other purposes or ‘overrides’ other
purposes. An alternative that would fail to meet any one of the purposes would not be a reasonable
alternative.

2. Comment Summary: The BLM continues to base its approach on a narrow interpretation of BLM
O&C statutory requirements that has resulted in timber dominance biases throughout the DEIS. We
request that you at least consider the case law review provided by Scott and Brown (2007) that runs
contrary to your interpretations of the O&C Act.

Response: The Draft RMP/EIS provided excerpts of the relevant provisions of the O&C Act and
other major authorizing laws and regulations (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 13—14). The BLM has not
interpreted the O&C Act, beyond the section in Chapter 1 of the Draft RMP/EIS on the O&C Act and
the FLPMA. In that section the BLM stated, “Based on the language of the O&C Act, the O&C Act’s
legislative history, and case law, it is clear that sustained-yield timber production is the primary or
dominant use of the O&C lands in western Oregon” (USDI BLM 2015, p. 15). While this statement is
arguably an interpretation, it represents the plain language in existing case law on the O&C Act. The
commenter suggests that the interpretation in Scott and Brown (2007) is contrary to the BLM
interpretation. The BLM has reviewed Scott and Brown (2007), an article published in the Journal of
Environmental Law and Litigation, which provides the authors’ views of the history of the O&C
lands and the O&C Act. To the extent the above cited statement in the Draft RMP/EIS represents
BLM legal interpretation, it relies on existing case law. The interpretation of the purpose of the O&C
Act in Scott and Brown (2007) rests on the assertion that case law on the O&C Act was wrongly
decided. It is beyond the scope of an RMP to address whether court decisions were wrongly decided.

The commenter does not explain how they believe that the BLM presenting excerpts from the O&C
Act or stating the interpretation of the O&C Act in existing case law has resulted in “timber
dominance biases” in the RMP revision. The BLM based the purpose and need for this RMP revision
on the laws that apply to the BLM. One of the purposes is to provide a sustained yield of timber.
Neither the commenter nor Scott and Brown (2007) argue that the provision of sustained yield of
timber is not a mandate of the O&C Act. Nonetheless, this is one of several purposes, all of which are
essential, and none has more importance than other purposes.

Also in the section in Chapter 1 of the Draft RMP/EIS on the O&C Act and the FLPMA, the BLM
provided the explanation of how the BLM will apply the direction in the O&C Act to resources
managed under the authority of the FLPMA (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 14—-19). This discussion arguably
represents interpretation by the BLM of the requirements of the O&C Act and the FLPMA. The
commenter does not raise issue with these explanations.

3. Comment Summary: The O&C Act specifically mandates that BLM forest management must have
the objective of “contributing to the stability of local communities and industries” 43 USC 1181(a).
Resource based industries have high rates of volatility and are therefore unpredictable. The increase
in timber production with this plan may not be productive in the long term despite what models show.
Introducing greater instability to local economies is an inappropriate outcome for BLM land
management.
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Response: One of the purposes for the RMP revision is to provide for a sustained yield of timber.
The O&C Act requires that the O&C lands be managed “for permanent forest production, and the
timber thereon shall be sold, cut, and removed in conformity with the principal of sustained yield for
the purpose of providing a permanent source of timber supply, protecting watersheds, regulating
stream flow, and contributing to the economic stability of local communities and industries, and
providing recreational facilities” (43 U.S.C. 1181a). This passage of the O&C Act establishes
“contributing to the economic stability of local communities and industries” as one of the purposes
for which the O&C Act authorizes and directs the selling, cutting, and removing of timber in
conformity with the principle of sustained yield. It would be inconsistent with the plain language of
the O&C Act to interpret “contributing to the economic stability of local communities and industries”
as a goal separate from or competing with sustained-yield timber production (i.e., selling, cutting and
removing timber in a particular manner and intensity, within certain time-frames, and in particular
locations as the exclusive means of achieving the O&C Act goals). The commenter’s unsubstantiated
speculation that timber production may not be “productive in the long-term” does not alter the clear
legal mandate from the O&C Act to provide for a sustained yield of timber.

The Draft RMP/EIS analyzed the current conditions and trends in economic conditions and analyzed
the effects of the alternatives on timber production (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 478—480, 484488, 509—
516). This analysis specifically and quantitatively describes changes in timber supply, demand, and
value of timber over time, and acknowledges likely future changes in timber markets based on
reasonable assumptions. This analysis looks in detail at the effects of the alternatives on community
stability and resilience, and acknowledges the inherent volatility related to natural resource goods,
such as timber production. This analysis also describes in detail the importance of timber production
from the decision area under the alternatives and the Proposed RMP to jobs and earnings. The
commenter does not identify any flaws in this methodology or errors in the analysis. The commenter
makes assertions and predictions related to the influence of timber production on communities, but
provides no information different than that used in the analysis.

Comment Summary: The purpose and need statement improperly makes recovery of the northern
spotted owl a required component of the RMP although there is no statutory requirement in the ESA
or any other statute to pursue recovery. Large blocks of old-growth spotted owl habitat should not be
a required component of the RMP. Protection of old growth forests on O&C lands is not justified, as
it is not contributing to the conservation of the spotted owl. Competition from the barred owl
overrides any other conservation measures.

Response: It is within the BLM’s discretion to include contributing to the conservation and recovery
of threatened and endangered species as one of the purposes for this RMP revision. The ESA
(Endangered Species Act) requires Federal agencies to use their legal authorities to promote the
conservation purposes of the ESA. The ESA defines ‘conservation’ as the methods and procedures,
which are necessary to bring any endangered or threatened species to the point at which the measures
provided pursuant to the ESA, are no longer necessary. Thus, it is within the BLM’s authority under
this mandate in the Endangered Species Act to pursue the conservation and recovery of the northern
spotted owl as part of the purpose for this action. The Draft RMP/EIS explained why this purpose for
the northern spotted owl necessarily includes maintaining large, contiguous blocks of late-
successional forest and maintaining older and more structurally-complex, multi-layered conifer
forests, based on the existing scientific information and the results of previous analyses. The
commenter does not specifically address the information in the Draft RMP/EIS explaining why
maintaining large, contiguous blocks of late-successional forest and maintaining older and more
structurally-complex, multi-layered conifer forests are necessary components of northern spotted owl
conservation.
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Among the existing information on the conservation needs of the northern spotted owl, the BLM
addressed recommendations in the recovery plan for the northern spotted owl. Recovery plans are
advisory in nature, rather than regulatory. However, the recovery plan for the northern spotted owl
provides information and advice relevant to the BLM’s purpose of contributing to the conservation
and recovery of the northern spotted owl, because recovery plans describe reasonable actions and
criteria that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service considers necessary to recover ESA-listed species. As
detailed in the Draft RMP/EIS, the BLM considered information from the recovery plan in
formulating the purpose for the action, but did not rely on the information in the recovery plan
exclusively, in part because as the commenter points out, the recovery plan is advisory rather than a
binding, regulatory requirement.

As concluded in the Draft RMP/EIS, the northern spotted owl population is under severe biological
stress in much of western Oregon, and this population risk is predominately due to competitive
interactions between northern spotted owls and barred owls (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 774-804). This
conclusion is consistent with the recovery plan findings, as well as BLM’s independent findings
through the Draft RMP/EIS. The Draft RMP/EIS acknowledges that habitat management by the BLM
alone will not be sufficient to produce stable populations of northern spotted owls in some (though
not all) of the provinces within the planning area. The Draft RMP/EIS specifically details the
indispensable role of habitat on BLM-administered lands in several provinces. The Draft RMP/EIS
further identifies and analyzes the effects of a potential mitigation measure of BLM participation in
barred owl management (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 40, 778-804). The Draft RMP/EIS concludes that
habitat management by the BLM combined with the mitigation measure related to barred owl
management would result in substantially improved outcomes for the northern spotted owl
populations. Barred owl management alone, without maintaining large blocks of habitat and reserving
older, more structurally-complex forest, would not meet the purpose of the action to contribute to the
conservation and recovery of the northern spotted owl. The Draft RMP/EIS describes in detail the
continuing conservation needs of the northern spotted owl related to habitat management by the BLM
(USDI BLM 2015, pp. 774-804). Thus, the analysis in the Draft RMP/EIS supports the conclusion
that the greatest contribution to conservation and recovery of the northern spotted owl by the BLM
would come from a combination of habitat management and participation in barred owl management.

Additionally, contributing to the conservation and recovery of the northern spotted owl would
contribute to the additional purpose of providing a sustained yield of timber, particularly in light of
the guidance for the RMP revision to provide a high degree of predictability and consistency about
implementing land management actions and a high degree of certainty of achieving desired outcomes
(see the Guidance for Development of All Action Alternatives section in Chapter 1). Contributing to
the conservation and recovery of the northern spotted owl is necessary to ensure predictable supply of
sustained-yield timber production in the future. Further population declines of the northern spotted
owl could result in additional restrictions on timber harvest, disrupting and limiting the BLM’s ability
to provide a sustained yield of timber. By protecting and managing habitat now, and participating in
barred owl management, the BLM can best avoid future, disruptive restrictions on sustained-yield
timber production.

5. Comment Summary: The purpose and need statement needs to include reducing catastrophic fire
risk. It appears that every action alternative developed by the BLM will include logging techniques
known by the agency to increase fire hazard. This directly inhibits the alleged purpose and need of
increasing fire resiliency.
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Response: The purpose of the action includes restoring fire-adapted ecosystems to increase fire
resiliency. The Draft RMP/EIS explained that the northern spotted owl recovery plan recommends
active management within the dry forest landscape to restore ecosystem resiliency. Additionally, in
order to provide for a sustained yield of timber from public lands under the O&C Act, BLM
management must account for potential loss of this timber to fire. To the extent possible within the
decision area, increasing fire resiliency will positively influence fire risk (USDI BLM 2015, p. 10).
Adding an additional purpose of reducing catastrophic fire risk would not result in any different
alternatives than those considered in the Draft RMP/EIS.

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the analysis in the Draft RMP/EIS clearly describes that the
management approach in the Uneven-Aged Timber Area would result in greater resistance to
replacement fire and that the action alternatives as a whole would result in an overall increase in fire
resistance relative to current conditions (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 188-195). Furthermore, all
alternatives would reduce the fire hazard relative to current conditions (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 200—
204). The commenter does not identify any errors in the analysis.

Comment Summary: Addressing climate change and maximizing carbon storage should be part of
the purpose and need for action.

Response: The BLM based the purpose and need for this RMP revision on the laws that apply to the
BLM. The BLM has no specific legal mandate to address climate change and maximize carbon
storage comparable to the legal mandates reflected in the purpose and need for this RMP revision,
such as, for example, the purpose of contributing to the conservation and recovery of threatened and
endangered species in accordance with the Endangered Species Act. As such, addressing climate
change and maximizing carbon storage are not part of the purpose and need for this RMP revision.

The BLM has various climate-related policies, including the following:

e Executive Order 13514, which directs agencies to measure, manage, and reduce greenhouse
gas emissions toward agency-defined targets for agency actions such as vehicle fleet and
building management

e Executive Order 13653, which directs agencies to assess climate change related impacts on
and risks to the agency’s ability to accomplish its missions, operations, and programs and
consider the need to improve climate adaptation and resilience

e Secretarial Order 3289, which establishes a Department of the Interior approach for applying
scientific tools to increase understanding of climate change and to coordinate an effective
response to its impacts

e Departmental Manual 523 DM 1, which directs the Department of the Interior agencies to
integrate climate change adaptation strategies into programs, plans, and operations

These policies address topics related to greenhouse gas emissions and climate change, but none
directs the BLM to manage BLM-administered lands specifically for carbon storage. This RMP
revision is consistent with these policies to the extent they address topics within the scope of this
planning effort.

The Draft RMP/EIS analyzed the effects of the alternatives on carbon storage and greenhouse gas

emissions, assessed climate change-related impacts, and considered potential effects of the
alternatives in adapting to climate change (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 132—-164).
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The Draft RMP/EIS analysis demonstrates that the No Timber Harvest reference analysis represents
the management approach that would maximize carbon storage (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 134-136),
which is not a reasonable alternative. Specifically, a purpose of maximizing carbon storage would
conflict with the purpose of providing a sustained yield of timber, which is an explicit legal mandate
for the BLM from the O&C Act.

The Draft RMP/EIS demonstrates that it would not be possible for the BLM to design alternatives
specifically to “address climate change.” The BLM can only address potential effects of the
alternatives in adapting to climate change in general, qualitative terms, because of the uncertainties
associated with projecting future climate change, and the uncertainties associated with the interaction
of future climate change and land management approaches (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 157-159).

7. Comment Summary: The stated obligation to provide revenues to Oregon counties by means of
increased harvest on BLM-administered forested land is, at present, a politically created necessity and
definitely not one arising from a dearth of actual potential revenue sources. Admittedly, these
particular tax issues are the province of the elected government of the state of Oregon and are not
within the administrative or constitutional purview of the Federal Government or its agencies.
However, the prominent citation of this revenue requirement in the purpose and need section of the
Draft RMP/EIS makes them an absolutely legitimate and most germane subject for discussion.

Response: The commenter mischaracterizes the purpose and need for action in the Draft RMP/EIS.
The purposes of the action include providing a sustained yield of timber. The purposes of the action
do not include, as the commenter mistakenly claims, providing revenues to Oregon counties. The
commenter mistakenly claims that the purpose and need section of the Draft RMP/EIS prominently
cites “this revenue requirement.” The O&C Act directs that the U.S. Government shall distribute a
portion of the receipts from timber sales on O&C lands to the counties with O&C lands. While this
distribution of a portion of timber receipts is indisputably a requirement on the U.S. Government
under the O&C Act, the purpose and need for this RMP revision does not specifically include
providing revenues to counties. In fact, the only mention of revenues in the purpose and need section
is to recite the FLPMA passage that specifically provides that if there is any conflict between its
provisions and the O&C Act related to management of timber resources or the disposition of revenues
from the O&C lands and resources, the O&C Act prevails (i.e., takes precedence) (43 U.S.C. 1701
note (b), USDI BLM 2015, p. 6).

The purposes of the action do not include, as the commenter mistakenly claims, increasing the timber
harvest in the decision area. The purposes of the action include providing a sustained yield of timber,
but that discussion does not specify any qualitative or quantitative target for timber production,
beyond the broad direction that alternatives must make a substantial and meaningful contribution to
meeting each of the purposes for the action (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 6, 10—11). In fact, several of the
action alternatives would produce less sustained-yield timber harvest than the No Action alternative.
The commenter’s characterization of the purpose and need for action is mistaken and ignores the
plain language in the purpose and need discussion in the Draft RMP/EIS.

8. Comment Summary: The BLM states that a purpose is to coordinate with the Coquille Tribe on
management of “adjacent and nearby” BLM lands. This purpose will undermine Congressional intent
by weakening standards on adjacent Federal lands, for the express purpose of ensuring the Tribal
forest is managed different than the rest of BLM lands.
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Response: The purposes of the action include coordinating management of lands surrounding the
Coquille Forest with the Coquille Tribe. However, the commenter mistakenly claims that this purpose
would somehow weaken standards on adjacent Federal lands. There is nothing in the purpose of
coordinating with the Coquille Tribe that necessarily would require “weakening standards.” The
alternatives in the Draft RMP/EIS consider a range of management approaches, some of which
increase protection for some resources and decrease protection for other resources. The commenter
does not specify which “standards” they believe would be weakened.

Furthermore, the commenter mistakenly claims that there is an “express purpose” of ensuring that the
Coquille Forest would be managed differently than the BLM-administered lands. The Draft RMP/EIS
made no such statement of purpose. In fact, the Draft RMP/EIS stated that the management of the
Coquille Forest is subject by law to the standards and guidelines of forest plans for adjacent or nearby
Federal forested land and that the analysis of effects to BLM-administered forested land would
generally reflect the analysis of effects to resources on the Coquille Forest under each alternative
(USDI BLM 2015, pp. 10, 661-662). The BLM has added additional text to this discussion in the
Proposed RMP/Final EIS to clarify the relationship between the RMP and the management of the
Coquille Forest.

Comment Summary: The EIS should explain the need for logs sourced from public lands, when
hundreds of millions of board feet are harvested in Oregon and exported to our commercial
competitors every year.

Response: The need to source logs from BLM public lands within the planning area is described in
the purpose and need for action (see Chapter 1). The purpose of the action includes providing a
sustained yield of timber. The O&C Act requires that the Oregon and California Railroad Revested
Lands and reconveyed Coos Bay Wagon Road Grant lands (O&C lands) be managed “for permanent
forest production, and the timber thereon shall be sold, cut, and removed in conformity with the
principal of sustained yield for the purpose of providing a permanent source of timber supply,
protecting watersheds, regulating stream flow, and contributing to the economic stability of local
communities and industries, and providing recreational facilities” (43 U.S.C. 1181a). For the public
domain lands, the FLPMA requires that public lands be managed “on the basis of multiple use and
sustained yield unless otherwise specified by law” (43 U.S.C. 1701 [Sec. 102.a.7]). The FLPMA also
requires that “the public lands be managed in a manner which recognizes the Nation’s need for
domestic sources of minerals, food, timber, and fiber from the public lands” (43 U.S.C. 1701 [Sec.
102.a.12]).

The Draft RMP/EIS explained that public lands have been a major supplier of timber to mills in
western Oregon for decades (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 484—486). Once timber is harvested, it flows
across the region to various processing centers. There are few restrictions on how federal timber
flows across western United States, with the exception of the ban on the export of timber from federal
lands and substituting timber from federal lands for exported private timber. The amount of timber
harvest on other lands and the movement of harvested timber do not alter the applicable statutes,
regulations, and policies that direct that the BLM-administered lands in the planning area provide a
sustained yield of timber.
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Relationship of the RMPs to the Northwest Forest Plan

10. Comment Summary: In proposing such substantive changes as outlined in the action alternatives,
the BLM needs to more clearly explain why they are proposing such a substantial departure from the
science-based NWFP.

Response: The Draft RMP/EIS described the need for revising the RMPs: the substantial, long-term
departure from the timber management outcomes predicted under the 1995 RMPs and new scientific
information and policies related to the northern spotted owl (USDI BLM 2015, p. 5). The BLM
planning regulations require that RMPs “shall be revised as necessary based on monitoring and
evaluation findings, new data, new or revised policy, and changes in circumstances affecting the
entire plan or major portions of the plan” (43 CFR 1610.5-6). The BLM has formulated a purpose for
the RMP revision consistent with applicable statutes, regulations, and policies (USDI BLM 2015, pp.
5-10). Finally, the Draft RMP/EIS explained the relationship of the RMP revision to the Northwest
Forest Plan, and specifically, how the BLM addressed the Aquatic Conservation Strategy of the
Northwest Forest Plan in the RMP revisions (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 20-23).

Since the adoption of the Northwest Forest Plan, there has been a robust debate about effective
riparian management strategies for conservation and recovery of ESA-listed fish. Some reviews have
argued that active management in riparian forests results in short-term adverse effects on fish habitat
and water quality and have proposed increased restrictions on active management within Riparian
Reserve to maximize stream shading and the total number of trees available for recruitment to streams
(e.g., Frissell et al. 2014, Pollock and Beechie 2014). Other reviews have argued that a reliance on
passive restoration will compromise attainment of long-term ecological goals and have proposed
more and varied active management approaches within Riparian Reserve to facilitate the growth of
larger trees and the development of more complex and diverse riparian forests (e.g., Reeves et al. in
press).

The purpose and need for this RMP revision clearly identified new scientific information that the
Northwest Forest Plan did not address; the alternatives in the Draft RMP/EIS address this new
scientific information. The analysis supporting the Northwest Forest Plan was largely based on
information in the FEMAT Report, which addressed a very large and diverse assessment area. In
contrast, the Draft RMP/EIS contains detailed information on conditions within the much smaller
planning area and includes quantified modeling and analysis specific to the alternatives in the Draft
RMP/EIS. The BLM based the analysis is the Draft RMP/EIS on detailed information that was not
available when the Northwest Forest Plan was approved and presents objective, reproducible
analytical conclusions. The analytical methodology and data in the Draft RMP/EIS is sound.

This comment from the August 21, 2015 letter from NMFS to the BLM includes the characterization
of the action alternatives as presenting a “substantial departure” from the Northwest Forest Plan,
which is not well founded. Each action alternative differs in some components from the Northwest
Forest Plan (i.e., the No Action alternative), as is appropriate given the purpose and need for the RMP
revision and the new information. However, for many resources, some action alternatives are more
protective than the No Action alternative; some action alternatives are less protective. For many
important features and outcomes, all action alternatives are more protective than the No Action
alternative (e.g., the extent of the Late-Successional Reserve, the protection of older, more
structurally-complex forest, the no-thin inner zone of the Riparian Reserve, habitat development for
the fisher).
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11.

In a December 18, 2015 letter from NMFS to the BLM,™ NMFS clarified that they believe that the
approach in the Northwest Forest Plan is not the only approach that would ensure the protection and
recovery of threatened and endangered fish, and that the best available science also supports an
approach modified from Alternative A or D that would include a one site-potential tree height
Riparian Reserve on fish-bearing streams and perennial streams.

Comment Summary: The Northwest Forest Plan, particularly the Aquatic Conservation Strategy,
Survey and Manage program, and reserves, should be treated as a conservation baseline below which
any reductions in buffer widths and protections are treated as inconsistent with the Plan’s ecosystem
management and biodiversity emphasis.

Response: The range of alternatives in an EIS for an RMP must present reasonable alternatives to
accomplishing the stated purpose and need for action. As explained in the Draft RMP/EIS, the
purpose and need for this RMP revision is different from the purpose and need for the Northwest
Forest Plan and the 1995 RMPs (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 20-21). The Northwest Forest Plan is not a
statute or regulation, and the BLM is not required to retain the purpose and need for the Northwest
Forest Plan. The BLM adopted a purpose and need for this RMP revision that is consistent with the
agency’s discretion and obligations under the FLPMA, O&C Act, ESA, Clean Water Act, and other
applicable statutes, as detailed in Chapter 1. While the Northwest Forest Plan is represented in the
analysis as the No Action alternative, the reasonable action alternatives to accomplish the purpose and
need for this RMP revision include alternatives that differ from the Northwest Forest Plan. The Draft
RMP/EIS explained why some elements of the Northwest Forest Plan are not included in the action
alternatives in the Draft RMP/EIS, with specific detail on the Survey and Manage program and the
Aquatic Conservation Strategy (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 21-23). Nevertheless, the No Action
alternative does include all of the elements of the Northwest Forest Plan, and, thus, the BLM has
retained the discretion to include these elements in the development of the Proposed RMP, because
they are analyzed in detail in the Draft RMP/EIS. Because the range of alternatives represents the full
spectrum of reasonable alternatives to accomplishing the purpose and need for this RMP revision, the
range of alternatives is appropriate.

Furthermore, as detailed in the response above, the Northwest Forest Plan (i.e., the No Action
alternative) is intermediate among the action alternatives for many important features and outcomes
and less protective than all of the action alternatives for many important features and outcomes. Thus,
the Proposed RMP and several of the action alternatives would provide greater protections than the
Northwest Forest Plan for some resources. Additionally, as noted above, in a December 18, 2015
letter from NMFS to the BLM, NMFS clarified that they believe that the approach in the Northwest
Forest Plan is not the only approach that would ensure the protection and recovery of threatened and
endangered fish, and that the best available science also supports an approach modified from
Alternatives A or D that would include a one site-potential tree height Riparian Reserve on fish-
bearing streams and perennial streams.

¥ The BLM includes discussion of the December 18, 2015 letter from NMFS in these responses because the letter

provides information from a cooperating agency with special expertise relevant to this comment response (see
Chapter 4). NMFS provided this letter not only in their role as a cooperating agency but also in the context of the
ESA consultation process. Finally, this letter has particular relevance to these comment responses, because the letter
directly modifies or alters the comments in their August 21, 2015 letter submitted during the Draft RMP/EIS public
comment period.
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12. Comment Summary: The Aquatic Conservation Strategy should be maintained under all action
alternatives and protection strengthened.

Response: As detailed in the Draft RMP/EIS, implementation of the No Action alternative has been
resulting in improvements in watershed condition (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 221-223, 231, 291-294).
The Northwest Forest Plan included the Aquatic Conservation Strategy to fulfill nine broad and
aspirational objectives. The management objectives for the Riparian Reserve in the action alternatives
and Proposed RMP do not explicitly include the nine Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives as
presented in the Northwest Forest Plan. However, the management objectives and management
direction of the Proposed RMP provide a comparable overall management approach to resources, as
summarized in Table W-1 below.”

Table W-1. Comparison of Northwest Forest Plan Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives and the

Proposed RMP

Northwest Forest Plan
Aquatic Conservation
Strategy Objectives

Proposed RMP Management Objectives and Management Direction

1 — Maintain/restore
watershed and
landscape-scale features
to ensure protections of
aquatic systems

Riparian Reserve management objective — Maintain and restore natural
channel dynamics and processes and the proper functioning condition of
riparian areas, stream channels and wetlands by providing forest shade,
sediment filtering, wood recruitment, stability of stream banks and channels,
water storage and release, vegetation diversity, nutrient cycling and cool and
moist microclimate.

Riparian Reserve management direction — Design culverts, bridges, and
other stream crossings for the 100-year flood event, including allowance for
bed load and anticipated floatable debris. Design stream crossings with ESA-
listed fish to meet design standards consistent with existing ESA consultation
documents that address stream crossings in the decision area.

Hydrology management direction — /mplement road improvement, storm
proofing, maintenance, or decommissioning to reduce or eliminate chronic
sediment inputs to stream channels and waterbodies. This could include
maintaining vegetated ditch lines, improving road surfaces, and installing
cross drains at appropriate spacing.

2 — Maintain/restore
spatial and temporal
connectivity within and
between watersheds

Fisheries management objective — Maintain and restore access to stream
channels for all life stages of aquatic species.

Fisheries management direction — Replace stream crossings that currently
or potentially block or hinder fish passage with crossings that allow aquatic
species to pass at each life stage and at a range of flows.

3 — Maintain/restore the
physical integrity of the
aquatic system

Riparian Reserve management objective — Maintain and restore natural
channel dynamics and processes and the proper functioning condition of
riparian areas, stream channels and wetlands by providing forest shade,
sediment filtering, wood recruitment, stability of stream banks and channels,
water storage and release, vegetation diversity, nutrient cycling and cool and
moist microclimate.

Riparian Reserve management objective — Maintain water quality and
streamflows within the range of natural variability, to protect aquatic

* This comparison gives pertinent examples of management objectives and management direction of the Proposed
RMP that address similar resources as the nine Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives and is not intended to
provide a complete description of how the Proposed RMP would address these resources (Appendix B —
Management Objectives and Direction).
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Northwest Forest Plan
Aquatic Conservation
Strategy Objectives

Proposed RMP Management Objectives and Management Direction

biodiversity, provide quality water for contact recreation and drinking water
sources.

Fisheries management objective — Improve the distribution and quantity of
high quality fish habitat across the landscape for all life stages of ESA-listed,
BLM special status species, and other fish species.

Fisheries management direction — Create spawning, rearing, and holding
habitat for fish using a combination of accepted techniques including log and
boulder placement in stream channels, tree tipping, and gravel enhancement.

4 — Maintain/restore
water quality

Riparian Reserve management objective — Maintain water quality and
streamflows within the range of natural variability, to protect aquatic
biodiversity, provide quality water for contact recreation and drinking water
sources.

Riparian Reserve management objective — Meet ODEQ water quality
criteria.

Riparian Reserve management objective — Maintain high quality water
and contribute to the restoration of degraded water quality for 303(d)-listed
streams.

Riparian Reserve management objective — Maintain high quality waters
within ODEQ-designated Source Water Protection watersheds.

Hydrology management objective — Maintain water quality within the
range of natural variability that meets ODEQ water quality standards for
drinking water, contact recreation, and aquatic biodiversity.

5 — Maintain/restore the
sediment regime

Riparian Reserve management objective — Maintain and restore natural
channel dynamics and processes and the proper functioning condition of
riparian areas, stream channels and wetlands by providing forest shade,
sediment filtering, wood recruitment, stability of stream banks and channels,
water storage and release, vegetation diversity, nutrient cycling and cool and
moist microclimate.

Hydrology management direction — /mplement road improvement, storm
proofing, maintenance, or decommissioning to reduce or eliminate chronic
sediment inputs to stream channels and waterbodies. This could include
maintaining vegetated ditch lines, improving road surfaces, and installing
cross drains at appropriate spacing.

Hydrology management direction — Suspend commercial road use where
the road surface is deteriorating due to vehicular rutting or standing water,
or where turbid runoff may reach stream channels.

Hydrology management direction — Decommission roads that are no
longer needed for resource management and are at risk of failure or are
contributing sediment to streams, consistent with valid existing rights.

6 — Maintain/restore
timing, magnitude,
duration of instream

flows

Riparian Reserve management objective — Maintain water quality and
streamflows within the range of natural variability, to protect aquatic
biodiversity, provide quality water for contact recreation and drinking water
sources.

Riparian Reserve management direction — Design culverts, bridges, and
other stream crossings for the 100-year flood event, including allowance for
bed load and anticipated floatable debris. Design stream crossings with ESA-
listed fish to meet design standards consistent with existing ESA consultation
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Northwest Forest Plan
Aquatic Conservation
Strategy Objectives

Proposed RMP Management Objectives and Management Direction

documents that address stream crossings in the decision area.

7 — Maintain/restore
floodplain inundation
and water table elevation

Riparian Reserve management objective — Maintain water quality and
streamflows within the range of natural variability, to protect aquatic
biodiversity, provide quality water for contact recreation and drinking water
sources.

Riparian Reserve management direction — Design culverts, bridges, and
other stream crossings for the 100-year flood event, including allowance for
bed load and anticipated floatable debris. Design stream crossings with ESA-
listed fish to meet design standards consistent with existing ESA consultation
documents that address stream crossings in the decision area.

8 — Maintain/restore
riparian plant
species/structural
diversity

Riparian Reserve management objective — Maintain and restore natural
channel dynamics and processes and the proper functioning condition of
riparian areas, stream channels and wetlands by providing forest shade,
sediment filtering, wood recruitment, stability of stream banks and channels,
water storage and release, vegetation diversity, nutrient cycling and cool and
moist microclimate.

Riparian Reserve management direction (Class II and III outer zones) —
Thin stands as needed to promote the development of large, open grown
trees, develop layered canopies and multi-cohort stands, develop diverse
understory plant communities, and allow for hardwood vigor and persistence.
Apply silvicultural treatments to increase diversity of riparian species and
develop structurally-complex stands.

9 — Maintain/restore
habitat to support plant,
invertebrate, and
vertebrate riparian-
dependent species

Riparian Reserve management objective — Contribute to the conservation
and recovery of ESA-listed fish species and their habitats and provide for
conservation of special status fish and other special status riparian
associated species.

Riparian Reserve management objective — Maintain and restore natural
channel dynamics and processes and the proper functioning condition of
riparian areas, stream channels and wetlands by providing forest shade,
sediment filtering, wood recruitment, stability of stream banks and channels,
water storage and release, vegetation diversity, nutrient cycling and cool and
moist microclimate.

Rare Plants and Fungi management objective — Provide for conservation
and contribute toward the recovery of plant species that are listed, or are
candidates for listing, under the ESA.

Rare Plants and Fungi management objective - Provide for the
conservation of Bureau special status plant and fungi species.

Wildlife management objective — Conserve and recover species that are
listed, or are candidates for listing, under the ESA and the ecosystems on
which they depend.

Wildlife management objective — Implement conservation measures that
reduce or eliminate threats to Bureau Sensitive species to minimize the
likelihood of and need for listing of these species under the ESA.

The Proposed RMP addresses all four components of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy: Riparian
Reserve, Key Watersheds, Watershed Analysis, and Watershed Restoration. For each of these
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components, the Proposed RMP has updated or modified the component, in light of the purpose and
need for the RMP revision, the management objectives in the Proposed RMP, new scientific
information, and the BLM’s experience in implementing the 1995 RMPs. The Draft RMP/EIS
explained the relationship between the alternatives in the Draft RMP/EIS and the Aquatic
Conservation Strategy of the Northwest Forest Plan (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 22-23).

The Proposed RMP addresses all components of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy, in an updated
and modified form. For those resources addressed by the Aquatic Conservation Strategy that are
related to the purposes of this RMP revision, including the conservation and recovery of threatened
and endangered fish species, the Proposed RMP would provide comparable protection to the No
Action alternative.

Comment Summary: The interim Riparian Reserve identified in the FEMAT Report was designed
to benefit fish as well as riparian species. The DEIS/RMP failed to take a holistic multispecies
perspective with proposed riparian reserve widths in action alternatives. We assert that RMP
programmatic planning and analysis must value the multispecies benefits of a two tree riparian
reserve and not discount them as if salmonids were the only species of concern. The DEIS analysis of
riparian reserve does not address all the values provided by riparian reserve. The analysis focused
exclusively on ESA-listed fish and water quality, but riparian reserve also provides value to non-
aquatic species such as the spotted owl, marbled murrelet, and Pacific fisher, which spend
disproportionate time on lower slopes near streams. The FEIS should expand the buffer widths in
Riparian Reserve to account for increasing stressors from potential extreme weather events (floods,
droughts) due to climate change.

Response: Consistent with the purpose and need for this RMP revision, the BLM established
management objectives for the Riparian Reserve in the action alternatives and the Proposed RMP that
focused on fish habitat and water quality. This is in contrast to the nine, broad objectives of the
Aquatic Conservation Strategy of the Northwest Forest Plan, which included supporting well-
distributed populations of riparian-dependent species, based on the U.S. Forest Service’s organic
statute and implementing regulation. For this RMP revision, the BLM adopted a purpose and need
that is consistent with the agency’s discretion and obligations under the FLPMA, O&C Act, ESA,
Clean Water Act, and other applicable statutes. The BLM based the management objectives for the
Riparian Reserve in the action alternatives and the Proposed RMP on this purpose and need.

Although the management objectives for the Riparian Reserve in the action alternatives and Proposed
RMP do not explicitly include the nine Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives as presented in the
Northwest Forest Plan, the Proposed RMP does contain comparable management objectives and
management direction, as summarized above. Furthermore, the discussion in the Draft RMP/EIS
analyzed the effect of the different Riparian Reserve strategies on the resources associated with the
nine Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives. The commenter mistakenly asserts that the analysis
did not address the effect of the different Riparian Reserve strategies on non-aquatic species. The
different Riparian Reserve strategies and different analytical assumptions related to Riparian Reserve
management were all included in the vegetation modeling, which in turn informed the analysis of
effects on all species, including the northern spotted owl, marbled murrelet, and fisher (USDI BLM
2015, pp. 100-102, 987-1043). These disclosures of terrestrial species effects presented a reasoned
analysis based on detailed, quantitative information, including the effects of past actions and
reasonably foreseeable future actions, and thus provided a ‘hard look’ at the effects of the
alternatives, including changes in Riparian Reserve design.
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The commenter does not explain how increasing the Riparian Reserve widths would account for
“Increasing stressors from potential extreme weather events.” For example, the analysis of stream
shading in the Draft RMP/EIS demonstrated that reducing the Riparian Reserve width from two site-
potential tree heights under the No Action alternative to one site-potential tree height under
Alternatives A and D, coupled with the management direction within the Riparian Reserve under
Alternatives A and D, would not result in a measurable difference in stream shading. This conclusion
is consistent with the FEMAT Report (FEMAT 1993, pp. V-27 — V-28). The commenter does not
explain why they believe the second site-potential tree height width is necessary to provide stream
shading or to provide other functions of the Riparian Reserve, or how extreme weather events, such
as floods and droughts, would alter the stream shading or other functions of the Riparian Reserve.
The BLM analysis does not support the commenter’s view that the second site-potential tree height is
necessary to achieve the purpose and need of this RMP revision and management objectives of the
Proposed RMP.

Comment Summary: A recent review of the NWFP’s ACS in light of scientific advances since 1993
(Frissell et al. 2014) documented a host of reasons to recommend that Riparian Reserve should be
expanded and logging activities within them reduced compared to the baseline NWFP (this is
contrary to the BLM DEIS and therefore the DEIS remains out-of step with current science).

Response: The BLM has reviewed Frissell ef al. 2014, as detailed in the Fisheries section of Chapter
3. This unpublished report to the Coast Range Association does not present any new scientific
information. Although it presents numerous citations to existing scientific information (many of
which are also cited in the Draft RMP/EIS), the report itself is a collection of policy recommendations
and critiques of administrative policies and legislative proposals, which are generally reflected in the
substantive comments on the Draft RMP/EIS summarized in this appendix. As such, Frissell et al.
2014 does not provide any new scientific information relevant for the analysis of the effects of the
alternatives.

Comment Summary: The Riparian Reserve created by the Northwest Forest Plan (USDA and USDI
1994) was developed by a broad group of scientists and reflected the general scientific consensus at
the time as to the level of protection needed for the recovery of salmon over a 100-year time frame
and was considered by the Federal courts to be the “bare minimum” necessary for the recovery of
salmon. Several Riparian Reserve options proposed at that time were more protective than the current
proposed BLM DEIS Riparian Reserve, but were rejected as inadequate. The DEIS is (implicitly)
making an extraordinary claim; that the FEMAT science team (and the Federal courts) were in error,
and that up to 81 percent of the existing Riparian Reserve network can be opened for substantially
increased levels of timber harvest (i.e., the Preferred Alternative B), with little effect on salmon and
other riparian-dependent species and the habitat upon which they depend.

Response: The management objectives for the Riparian Reserve in the FEMAT Report (which
supported the Northwest Forest Plan) included supporting well-distributed populations of riparian-
dependent species. The FEMAT Report concluded that the cumulative effectiveness of riparian
buffers would be maximized within a distance of one site-potential tree height from the channel or
less (FEMAT Report, pp. V-27 — V-29). The only effects that the FEMAT Report identified for
riparian buffers beyond one site-potential tree height from streams were for effects on riparian
microclimate and wildlife habitat. These are effects that were relevant to the Riparian Reserve
management objective in the Northwest Forest Plan of supporting well-distributed populations of
riparian-dependent species; but the FEMAT Report contains no analysis that riparian buffers of two
site-potential tree heights are necessary for the protection of ESA-listed fish or water quality, which
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are management objectives for the Riparian Reserve in the action alternatives and Proposed RMP in
this RMP revision. Two of the action alternatives in the Draft RMP/EIS, Alternatives A and D, would
include a Riparian Reserve of one site-potential tree height on all streams. The FEMAT Report did
not directly consider such a Riparian Reserve design. Nevertheless, the analytical conclusions in the
FEMAT Report support that such a design would maximize the cumulative effectiveness of such a
buffer for effects on fish habitat. Thus, for the purposes of the management objectives for action
alternatives and Proposed RMP in this RMP revision, the commenter’s assertion that the FEMAT
Report “rejected as inadequate” the Riparian Reserve designs in all of the action alternatives in Draft
RMP/EIS is not well founded.

Moreover, the Draft RMP/EIS does not claim, implicitly or explicitly, that the FEMAT science team
was in error. The management objectives for the Riparian Reserve in the FEMAT Report (and
Northwest Forest Plan) differ from the management objectives for the Riparian Reserve in the action
alternatives in the Draft RMP/EIS.

This comment, included in the August 21, 2015 letter from NMFS to BLM, concluding that “up to 81
percent of the existing Riparian Reserve network can be opened for substantially increased levels of
timber harvest” under Alternative B is based on incorrect analysis, as explained below in response to
a similar comment. The acreage available for sustained-yield timber harvest would be substantially
smaller under Alternative B than under the No Action alternative. In a December 18, 2015 letter from
NMEFS to the BLM, NMFS acknowledged that these comments were in error and asked that they be
ignored.

The Draft RMP/EIS does not claim, implicitly or explicitly, that the action alternatives would have
“little effect on salmon and other riparian-dependent species” As explained above, the Draft
RMP/EIS analyzed the effects of the alternatives on ESA-listed fish and water quality (USDI BLM
2015, pp. 219-233, 286-318). That analysis demonstrated the comparative effect of the alternatives.
The Draft RMP/EIS does not make any conclusion about whether such effects are “little.”

The comment from NMFS does not specify which Federal court they claim considers the Riparian
Reserve design in the Northwest Forest Plan to be the “bare minimum” necessary for the recovery of
salmon, but the BLM is unaware of any such court ruling. There is no such finding in Seattle
Audubon Society v. Lyons, 871 F. Supp. 1291 (W.D. Wash. June 6, 1994), which addressed
challenges to the Northwest Forest Plan. In a December 18, 2015 letter from NMFS to the BLM,
NMES specifically withdrew all of their comments related to interpreting judicial decisions on the
Northwest Forest Plan. NMFS specifically clarified that they believe that the approach in the
Northwest Forest Plan does not represent a minimum level of protection. As noted above, NMFS
clarified that the best available science also supports an approach modified from Alternative A or D
that would include a one site-potential tree height Riparian Reserve on fish-bearing streams and
perennial streams.

Comment Summary: The BLM should fully comply with the Survey and Manage provisions of the
Northwest Forest Plan in all the alternatives until Federal agencies protect all remaining late-
successional habitat and the reserves are fully functional. The program might not be needed if coarse
filter reserves and older forests were fully functional, but that is not the case. Abandonment of the
Survey Manage program will increase extinction rates, cause the loss of ecological processes, and
reduce small Sensitive species buffers that greatly augment habitat connectivity in the highly
fragmented landscape of western Oregon BLM lands. The BLM must discuss how the decreased
protection for Survey and Manage species will affect the functionality of the Northwest Forest Plan
for the U.S. Forest Service. The Survey and Manage program has resulted in significant gains in
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knowledge, reduced uncertainty about conservation, and developed useful new inventory methods for
rare species. The BLM presents no quantified analysis of the population levels or trends for any of the
Survey and Manage species to be dropped from the program or the handful that would be managed as
Bureau Sensitive species.

Response: The Survey and Manage measures were included in the Northwest Forest Plan to respond
to a goal of ensuring viable, well-distributed populations of all species associated late-successional
and old-growth forests. As explained in the Draft RMP/EIS, this goal of the Northwest Forest Plan
was founded on a U.S. Forest Service planning regulation, which did not and does not apply to the
BLM, and is not a part of the purpose for this RMP revision (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 21-22). The BLM
based the purpose for this RMP revision on the statutes and regulations that apply to the BLM, as
detailed in Chapter 1. The BLM will not use the RMP revision process to adopt regulations like those
that apply only to the U.S. Forest Service. Because the range of alternatives represents the full
spectrum of reasonable alternatives to accomplishing the purpose and need for this RMP revision, as
described below, the range of alternatives is appropriate.

The species viability goal of the Northwest Forest Plan is not part of the purpose for this RMP
revision. The Draft RMP/EIS explained that the purpose and need for the RMP revision differs from
the purpose and need for the Northwest Forest Plan and reflects the BLM’s determination that it can
achieve the goals of the O&C Act and other applicable statutes without the Survey and Manage
measures (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 20-22). The commenter argues that the Survey and Manage
measures must be included in the RMP because it is still needed. The Northwest Forest Plan did not
include the Survey and Manage measures simply for the sake of having a Survey and Manage
approach. Had that been the case, the Survey and Manage measures would have been reflected in the
Purpose and Need statement of the Northwest Forest Plan and included in the design of one or more
of its alternatives. Instead, the Survey and Manage measures were only first identified in the Final
Supplemental EIS for the Northwest Forest Plan as one mitigation measure to increase the likelihood
of achieving “viable populations, well-distributed across their current range, of species known (or
reasonably expected) to be associated with old-growth forest conditions” (USDA FS and USDI BLM,
1994, p. 3&4-129) — a goal which was founded on a U.S. Forest Service planning regulation that, as
explained above, did not and does not apply to the BLM.

The Draft RMP/EIS explained that the BLM does not need the Survey and Manage measures to avoid
species extinctions or to achieve the purposes of the RMP revision or to meet BLM’s obligations
under applicable law and regulation. The Proposed RMP represents a management approach that
provides habitat for species “associated with old-growth forest conditions.” As detailed in the analysis
in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the Proposed RMP would—
e Allocate a larger Late-Successional Reserve network than the No Action alternative;*
e Reserve all of the older and more structurally-complex forests, which generally represents
“old-growth forest conditions” and thus, by definition, provides high quality habitat for
Survey and Manage species;
e Reserve more of the combined mature and structurally-complex forest—which provides
potential habitat for Survey and Manage species—than the No Action alternative;
e Provide management direction within the Harvest Land Base to provide for snags, down
woody debris, leave trees and islands, and a diversity of tree species in the canopy layer,

% The Final Supplemental EIS for the Northwest Forest Plan identified that the Late-Successional Reserve network
provides key benefits to Survey and Manage species (USDA FS and USDI BLM 1994a, pp. 3&4-114 — 3&4-177).
All action alternatives and the Proposed RMP would allocate a Late-Successional Reserve network larger than what
is provided in the Northwest Forest Plan and thus would generally provide a larger network of habitat for Survey
and Manage species.
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which would maintain diversity at the stand level, providing a variety of unique habitat
conditions to support diverse fungi, lichens, bryophytes, and vascular plants, including
Survey and Manage species; and

e Continue to provide management for many of the Survey and Manage species as Bureau
Sensitive species (see the Rare Plants and Fungi and Wildlife sections of Chapter 3).

As a result of these allocations and management direction, the Proposed RMP would protect the
majority of the currently known sites of Survey and Manage species in the reserve land use
allocations and would provide a greater increase in the amount of potential habitat for Survey and
Manage species over time than the No Action alternative, as detailed in the Rare Plants and Fungi and
Wildlife sections of Chapter 3 and Appendix S — Other Wildlife (e.g., Table 3-2, Table 3-3, Table
3-4, Table S-5, Table S-6).

The BLM has other management tools besides allocating reserves for conserving species that are
associated with late-successional and old-growth forests. Although the species viability goal of the
Northwest Forest Plan is not part of the purpose for this RMP revision, the BLM would provide
management for Survey and Manage species that are also Bureau Sensitive species, consistent with
BLM policy, under all action alternatives and the Proposed RMP. As detailed in the Rare Plants and
Fungi and Wildlife sections of Chapter 3, Appendix N — Rare Plants and Fungi, and Appendix S —
Other Wildlife, of the 35 Survey and Manage plant and fungi species in the decision area, 5 are also
Bureau Sensitive species, and of the 13 Survey and Manage wildlife species in the decision area, 4 are
also Bureau Sensitive species. The BLM Special Status Species policy directs that the BLM address
Bureau Sensitive species and their habitats in the planning process, and, when appropriate,
identify and resolve significant land use conflicts with Bureau Sensitive species. In implementing
the RMP, the BLM will ensure that actions affecting Bureau Sensitive species will be carried out in a
way that is consistent with the objectives for managing those species and their habitats at the
appropriate spatial scale. The application of the BLM Special Status Species policy to provide
specific protection to species that are listed by the BLM as Sensitive “... on lands governed by the
O&C Act must be consistent with timber production as the dominant use of those lands” (USDI BLM
2008, BLM Manual 6840 — Special Status Species Management, sections 6840.06.2A — 6840.06.2E).
The BLM has addressed the Survey and Manage species that are also Bureau Sensitive species in the
analysis for this RMP revision, and has resolved land use conflicts as discussed below. Therefore,
even if habitat and site protection described above were not sufficient to provide adequate habitat for
such species, before they could need listing under the ESA, the BLM would be able to include such
species on the BLM Sensitive species list and provide necessary additional management to avoid the
need for listing.

The commenter suggests that the Survey and Manage measures must be included in the RMP to
prevent loss of ecological processes, such as nutrient cycling and nitrogen fixation. The analysis in
the Draft RMP/EIS does not support the conclusion that the Survey and Manage measures are
necessary to preserve ecological processes. Survey and Manage species undoubtedly provide
ecological processes including nitrogen fixation and nutrient cycling. However, the analysis in the
Draft RMP/EIS demonstrates that such loss of Survey and Manage species is not reasonably
foreseeable under the action alternatives, given that the action alternatives would generally provide
more habitat for Survey and Manage species than the No Action alternative and that the BLM would
provide management for Survey and Manage species that are also Bureau Sensitive species.
Additionally, the Survey and Manage species are, by definition, rare and limited in occurrence. Thus,
any speculative loss of ecological processes would be extremely limited in geographic scope, and it
would not be possible to detect any measurable difference among the alternatives in providing these
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ecological processes. There is no scientific method by which the BLM could measure the possible
loss of ecological processes related to Survey and Manage species in the analysis.

The commenter asserts that the Survey and Manage measures must be included in the RMP to
provide habitat connectivity. As explained above, all action alternatives and the Proposed RMP would
generally provide a larger network of habitat for Survey and Manage species and that the amount of
habitat for Survey and Manage species would generally increase over time, as detailed in the Rare
Plants and Fungi and Wildlife sections of Chapter 3 and Appendix S — Other Wildlife.

The commenter asserts that the BLM must address how eliminating the Survey and Manage measures
will affect the “functionality” of the Northwest Forest Plan for the U.S. Forest Service. As described
above, all action alternatives and the Proposed RMP would generally provide a larger network of
habitat for Survey and Manage species and that the amount of habitat for Survey and Manage species
would generally increase over time. Thus, all action alternatives and the Proposed RMP would
generally provide a comparable or greater contribution to habitat for Survey and Manage species than
the current condition. In addition, the majority of currently known sites for Survey and Manage
species would be generally protected in the reserve land use allocations under the action alternatives
and the Proposed RMP. The action alternatives and the Proposed RMP would provide continued
management of Survey and Manage species that are Bureau Sensitive species. In light of this
approach, the analysis in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS does not support the conclusion that the any of
the action alternatives or the Proposed RMP would result in a loss of “functionality” of the Northwest
Forest Plan for the U.S. Forest Service.

The commenter urges retaining the Survey and Manage measures because these measures have
produced new information and new inventory methods. The BLM does not dispute that the
implementation of the Survey and Manage measures has resulted in an increase in information about
such species and the development of inventory methods. While this increase in knowledge is an
inevitable and beneficial result of such a program, it is not necessary to achieve the purposes of the
RMP revision or to comply with any law or regulation applicable to the BLM.

The commenter states that the Draft RMP/EIS does not include quantified population analysis of the
Survey and Manage species. The commenter is correct. Analysis in an EIS must provide a ‘hard look’
at the effects of the alternatives. A ‘hard look’ is a reasoned analysis containing quantitative or
detailed qualitative information (USDI BLM 2008, p. 55). The Draft RMP/EIS detailed the
methodology for analyzing the effects of the alternatives on Survey and Manage species based on
habitat abundance (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 423, 682—683). This analysis provided detailed and
quantitative information, which supported reasoned analytical conclusions about the effects of the
alternatives on Survey and Manage species (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 428-439, 683—-694). The Proposed
RMP/Final EIS has added discussion to explain why the BLM did not provide a quantified population
analysis of the Survey and Manage species (see the Summary of Analytical Methods in the Rare
Plants and Fungi and Wildlife sections of Chapter 3). Survey and species data on Survey and Manage
species are incomplete and insufficient to provide for any meaningful analysis of population trends.
Instead, the BLM conducted the analysis of effects on Survey and Manage species using the available
information related to habitat conditions for these species.

Comment Summary: By considering action alternatives that would change the BLM’s land
management, the agency is essentially considering pulling out of the multi-agency Northwest Forest
Plan. The BLM cannot do this without causing the entire Northwest Forest Plan to crumble; that is,
although the action agency here is the BLM, its decisions will by necessity change the validity of the
U.S. Forest Service’s actions and land management assumptions. The DEIS fails to address or
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analyze the environmental and cumulative impacts of these alternatives on the continuing validity of
the Northwest Forest Plan as a whole.

Response: The Draft RMP/EIS clearly states that this RMP revision would replace the 1995 RMPs
and thereby replace the Northwest Forest Plan for the management of BLM-administered lands in
western Oregon (USDI BLM 2015, p. 21). The analysis in the Draft RMP/EIS assumed that the U.S.
Forest Service would continue to manage their lands within the analysis area consistent with their
existing plans (i.e., the Northwest Forest Plan) (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 95-96). Thus, the analysis in
the Draft RMP/EIS presents a cumulative analysis of the BLM managing of BLM-administered lands
under each alternative and the U.S. Forest Service managing of National Forests under the Northwest
Forest Plan.

Whether the U.S. Forest Service would need to conduct additional analysis for implementation of
U.S. Forest Service projects, and whether the U.S. Forest Service would continue to elect to manage
National Forests under the Northwest Forest Plan in the future are questions beyond the scope of this
RMP revision process.

Range of Alternatives

Comment Summary: The No Action alternative of the Draft RMP/EIS is based on implementation
of the original 1995 RMPs “as written,” not as currently practiced, which makes comparisons of it to
the action alternatives false and the entire analysis flawed.

Response: The No Action alternative for a RMP revision is no change from the current management
direction or level of management intensity. In the case of this RMP revision, the implementation of
the 1995 RMPs has not been consistent with the assumptions of the 1995 RMPs, as detailed in the
BLM plan evaluations (USDI BLM 2012). As explained in the Draft RMP/EIS, this long-standing
failure to implement the 1995 RMPs as written is part of the stated need for the RMP revision (USDI
BLM 2015, p. 5). The Draft RMP/EIS further explained that the BLM cannot analyze continuation of
the current practices as the No Action alternative, because the current practices have been variable
and are not sustainable, preventing the projection of the current practices into the future (USDI BLM
2015, pp. 77-78). Due to this variability in implementation, there is no particular ‘snapshot’ in time
that the BLM could reasonably select as representative of the 1995 RMPs as implemented; any
selection of such a ‘snapshot’ in time would be arbitrary, since past practice provides no rational basis
upon which to project the continuation of practices at any given point in time into the future. The No
Action alternative in the Draft RMP/EIS explicitly represents no change from the current
management direction and thus constitutes the appropriate benchmark for comparison to the action
alternatives.

The Proposed RMP/Final EIS has added discussion of an alternative that would implement the 1995
RMPs at the sustained-yield timber harvest levels declared in the 1995 RMPs, and provided an
explanation of why this alternative was considered but not analyzed in detail.

Nevertheless, the Draft RMP/EIS and the Proposed RMP/Final EIS describe the combined effects of
past implementation of the 1995 RMPs, in that the analyses identify a baseline of current conditions
that reflects the effects of the actual implementation to date. As explained in the Draft RMP/EIS, the
analyses incorporated the aggregate effect of past actions, including the actual implementation of the
1995 RMPs, into the existing baseline information (USDI BLM 2015, p. 94). The analyses of the
effects of the alternatives compare future resource condition against this baseline, thus providing a
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comparison of the effects of the alternatives to the baseline condition created by the actual
implementation of the 1995 RMPs.

Comment Summary: The BLM should have analyzed the Natural Selection alternative in detail. The
Natural Selection alternative limits harvest of timber to dead and dying trees because it can generate
better wood, has hugely less impact on habitats than green tree removal and it retains optimal
photosynthesis and tree productivity. The Natural Selection alternative produces more timber over the
long term than other alternatives. The average volume of timber production across the landscape
under the Natural Selection alternative is greater than BLM’s preferred alternatives [sic] because it
doesn’t produce areas with little or no production. The Natural Selection alternative offers
scientifically sound, ecologically credible and legally responsible solutions to the critical issues of the
21st century including, global climate change, species extinctions, and social-economic conditions.

Response: The range of alternatives in an EIS for an RMP must present reasonable alternatives to
accomplishing the stated purpose and need for action. As explained in the Draft RMP/EIS, the BLM
did not analyze the Natural Selection alternative in detail, because it is not a reasonable alternative.
Specifically, limiting the harvest of timber to trees that are dead or are dying would not be consistent
with the requirements of the O&C Act and would not respond to the purpose for the action (USDI
BLM 2015, p. 79). The commenter asserts that the Natural Selection alternative would, in fact,
produce more sustained-yield timber than any of the alternatives analyzed in detail (i.e., more than the
486 MMbf/year under Alternative C), but provides neither an estimate of the amount of timber the
Natural Selection alternative would provide or support for this claim. It would not be possible to
quantify the amount of annual timber harvest for a program that would limit timber harvest to dead
and dying trees because of the inherent unpredictability in the number of trees dying each year, their
location, or their suitability for wood products. The commenter does not explain why they believe the
Natural Selection alternative would produce more timber than any of the alternatives, or why such
harvest would represent the annual productive capacity of the forest. Because the Natural Selection
alternative would not offer for sale the annual productive capacity of the forest, it is not consistent
with the O&C Act. Because the Natural Selection alternative would not provide a sustained yield of
timber, it does not respond to the purpose for the action. Therefore, the Natural Selection alternative
is not a reasonable alternative and need not be analyzed in detail.

Comment Summary: A small diameter alternative needs to be considered in the FEIS in order to
provide an adequate range of alternatives under NEPA. None of the BLM alternatives focus
exclusively on small diameter restoration treatments as the primary objective and thus the DEIS
remains out-of-compliance with NEPA and best available science. Based on prior calculations (Kerr
2011) and a one-time entry for timber volume, this could potentially generate about 1.6 billion board
feet from the Matrix and Adaptive Management Areas.

Response: The range of alternatives in an EIS for an RMP must present reasonable alternatives to
accomplishing the stated purpose and need for action. One of the purposes of the action is to provide
for a sustained yield of timber. The Draft RMP/EIS explains that sustained yield of timber is the
timber volume that a forest can produce in perpetuity at a given intensity of management (USDI BLM
2015, p. 892). An alternative designed for “one-time entry” with restoration as the primary objective
would not provide sustained yield of timber. Limiting timber harvest to “one-time entry” and
establishing restoration of some resource condition as the primary objective would preclude
producing a given volume of timber in perpetuity at a given intensity of management, as required by
the O&C Act and specifically described in the purpose for the action. Therefore, such an alternative
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would not be a reasonable alternative. The Proposed RMP/Final EIS added discussion of this
suggested alternative as an alternative considered but not analyzed in detail (see Chapter 2).

Comment Summary: Maximum timber production allowable under the O&C Act should be used as
the baseline against which alternatives are compared. This maximized analysis should be the base
point on which all other alternatives are measured against and compared, to reflect the true economic
value of what these alternatives are costing our local communities.

Response: An alternative that would provide “maximum timber production allowable under the O&C
Act” would not be a reasonable alternative, because it would not meet other purposes of the action,
including contributing to the conservation and recovery of threatened and endangered species,
providing clean water, and restoring fire-adapted ecosystems. The Draft RMP/EIS does estimate the
maximum timber production allowable under the O&C Act, noting that the amount is approximately
the same as the amount estimated in the 2008 FEIS—1.2 billion board feet per year (USDI BLM
2015, pp. 261-262). Beyond approximating this timber volume, the BLM did not identify any need to
use the “maximum timber production allowable under the O&C Act” as a reference analysis in
comparison to the effects of the alternatives. The commenter does not explain how further analysis of
this reference analysis would assist in interpreting the results of the analysis, beyond asserting that it
is the appropriate baseline. The “maximum timber production allowable under the O&C Act” would
produce substantially more timber harvest, and consequently higher payments to counties, than the
alternatives; further analysis could give more precision to this analytical conclusion, but would not
alter this conclusion. In summary, the “maximum timber production allowable under the O&C Act” is
not a reasonable alternative; the amount of the “maximum timber production allowable under the
O&C Act” is disclosed in the Draft RMP/EIS; and further analysis of the “maximum timber
production allowable under the O&C Act” would not improve the analysis of the effects of the
alternatives and is not essential to a reasoned choice among the alternatives.

Comment Summary: We recommend that at least two other alternatives be added to the final
analysis. The first would be one that truly integrates and balances ecological, social, and economic
values. The second would be a more “robust” alternative with a target harvest volume closer to
biological growth.

Response: The range of alternatives in an EIS for an RMP must present reasonable alternatives to
accomplishing the stated purpose and need for action. When there are potentially a very large number
of alternatives, such as this RMP revision, only a reasonable number of alternatives, covering the full
spectrum of alternatives, must be analyzed in the EIS. The commenter does not specify the
alternatives that they believe are reasonable and are not within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed
in detail in the Draft RMP/EIS. The alternatives in the Draft RMP/EIS do “integrate and balance
ecological, social, and economic values,” to the extent those values are represented by the purposes of
the action. The commenter does not specifically describe an alternative “with a target harvest volume
closer to biological growth” that would meet the purposes of the action. The BLM presumes that such
an alternative would be substantially similar to a “maximum timber production allowable under the
O&C Act” alternative, which would not be a reasonable alternative, as explained in the comment
above. The BLM has analyzed in detail the full spectrum of alternatives that would accomplish the
purpose of the action. That is, it would not be possible to construct an alternative with more timber
harvest that meets all of the purposes of the action.
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Comment Summary: The design of the alternatives for conservation needs of the spotted owl far
exceeds a need-based standard.

Response: For the BLM to consider alternatives reasonable, alternatives must accomplish the
purposes of the action, which include contributing to the conservation and recovery of threatened and
endangered species, including the northern spotted owl. The BLM based the analysis of the effects of
the alternatives on northern spotted owls, in part, on an evaluation of how the alternatives would
address the conservation needs of the northern spotted owl (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 746—826). The
commenter confuses the design of the alternatives with the analysis of the effects. Although the
analysis of effects included an evaluation relative to the conservation needs of the northern spotted
owl, the BLM designed the alternatives to contribute to the conservation and recovery of the northern
spotted owl, among other purposes. The purpose of the action is not to satisfy a “need-based
standard” for the northern spotted owl and no more; the purpose of the action includes contributing to
the recovery of the northern spotted owl, which the alternatives do to varying degrees. Therefore, the
alternatives presented in the Draft RMP/EIS represent reasonable alternatives to accomplishing the
purpose of contributing to the conservation and recovery of the northern spotted owl, among other
purposes. The commenter points to no legal constraint that would limit the purpose of BLM’s action
to a “need-based standard” of spotted owl conservation.

Comment Summary: The range of alternatives is too narrow and needs to include an alternative with
a larger Harvest Land Base. The BLM may have arbitrarily limited the size of the Harvest Land Base
in any action alternative to 30 percent of the forest land in the decision area (DEIS p. 246). We
recommend an additional action alternative that maximizes the size of the Harvest Land Base and
reduces reserves to the minimum necessary.

Response: The range of alternatives in an EIS for an RMP must present reasonable alternatives to
accomplishing the stated purpose and need for action. The commenter mistakenly claims that the
BLM limited the size of the Harvest Land Base and misunderstood the cited passage in the Draft
RMP/EIS. The passage in the Draft RMP/EIS describes the outcome of the design of the alternatives,
not a rule or limitation that the BLM imposed upon the design of the alternatives. The BLM designed
the alternatives to meet all of the purposes of the action, and the resultant range of alternatives
includes a Harvest Land Base that ranges from 12 to 30 percent of the decision area. Alternative C
allocated the largest Harvest Land Base that would meet all of the purposes of the action. Alternative
C allocated a Late-Successional Reserve network based, in part, on large blocks of habitat to meet
size and spacing requirements, but no larger. To reduce the Late-Successional Reserve from
Alternative C would not meet the size and spacing requirements described in the Draft RMP/EIS
(USDI BLM 2015, pp. 7, 62, 750). Alternative C would provide the least improvement in marbled
murrelet nesting opportunities and would increase the risk of nest predation compared to the other
alternatives, and would provide no protection for future occupied nest sites in the Harvest Land Base
(USDI BLM 2015, pp. 724-736). To provide less protection for the marbled murrelet would not meet
the purpose of contributing to the conservation and recovery of the marbled murrelet. Alternative C
allocated the smallest Riparian Reserve of any of the alternatives. The analysis in the Draft RMP/EIS
identified lower potential wood supply and more susceptibility to increased water temperatures than
the other alternatives (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 224-228, 232-233). To allocate a smaller Riparian
Reserve would not meet the purposes of contributing to the conservation and recovery of ESA-listed
fish and providing clean water. An alternative with a larger Harvest Land Base than the alternatives
analyzed in detail would not meet all of the purposes of the action.
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Comment Summary: The RMP should consider an alternative that would choose the 50 percent of
the moist forest landscape with the highest structural complexity weighted by the value of a
structurally-complex forest at that location. Management activities in this SC area can only promote
or enhance the structural complexity of these stands. We envision that these large blocks of
structurally-complex forest will migrate across the landscape as adjacent stands mature and become
more ecologically valuable. Structurally-complex stands that fall out of the “best 50 percent” are
available for variable retention harvest. Treat all dry forest stands that are not on a trajectory to
achieve historic fire resilience within the next 30 years.

Response: The Proposed RMP/Final EIS added discussion of this suggested alternative as an
alternative considered but not analyzed in detail (see Chapter 2).

Comment Summary: The RMP should include an additional alternative which increases habitat for
wildlife associated with early successional forests.

Response: The range of alternatives in an EIS for an RMP must present reasonable alternatives to
accomplishing the stated purpose and need for action. Habitat for wildlife associated with early
successional forests is not one of the purposes for the action. The commenter does not explain how
such an alternative would better respond to the purpose and need for action than the alternatives
analyzed. Nevertheless, under all alternatives, the amount of early successional forest habitat would
increase in abundance in 50 years. The commenter does not identify a need for a larger increase in the
abundance of early successional forest habitat than would occur under the alternatives analyzed.

Comment Summary: All alternatives fall short of the requirement of the O&C Act when it comes to
minimum harvest levels. Harvest levels and annual sale quantities (ASQs) need to be evenly
distributed throughout the entire 2.4 million acres of BLM managed territory.

Response: The O&C Act does not establish a minimum harvest level. As explained in the Draft
RMP/EIS, the O&C Act requires that the BLM offer for sale annually “... not less than one-half
billion feet board measure, or not less than the annual sustained-yield capacity when the same has
been determined and declared ...”(emphasis added). Previous BLM planning has determined and
declared the annual sustained-yield capacity, as does this RMP revision, rendering obsolete the
requirement to offer for sale “... not less than one-half billion feet board measure.” The O&C Act
does not establish a minimum harvest level in determining and declaring the annual sustained-yield
capacity or how timber harvest should be distributed within the O&C lands.

Comment Summary: Sub-alternative B should be considered as a separate alternative on the issue of
climate change because it decreases the Harvest Land Base and increases reserve areas.

Response: As explained in the Draft RMP/EIS, Sub-alternative B is identical to Alternative B with
the sole exception that Sub-alternative B included protection of the northern spotted owl habitat in all
known and historical northern spotted owl sites (USDI BLM 2015, p. 53). The Draft RMP/EIS
explained that the BLM focused the analysis of Sub-alternative B on the effects on timber production
and northern spotted owls, because the modification from Alternative B would vary the approach to
an element of northern spotted owl conservation, and the change in the sub-alternative would directly
and explicitly alter the approach to timber production (USDI BLM 2015, p. 34). Sub-alternative B is
almost identical in design to Alternative B, which is analyzed for all resources addressed in the Draft
RMP/EIS, including climate change. The BLM NEPA Handbook explains that an alternative need not
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be analyzed in detail if it is substantially similar in design to an alternative that is analyzed in detail
(USDI BLM 2008, p. 52). Therefore, Sub-alternative B need not be fully analyzed for all resources,
such as climate change.

Comment Summary: The action alternatives will open to timber harvest between 54 and 81 percent
(509,000-780,000 acres) of the existing Riparian Reserve acreage, with the amounts varying by
Alternatives A through D. The proposed DEIS alternatives will open Riparian Reserve acreage to
timber harvest, either through transfer to commercial logging lands (“Matrix” lands) or by allowing
heavy thinning (75—80 percent tree removal) in the outer zone of the Riparian Reserve.

Response: This analysis in this comment from NMFS is incorrect and fundamentally
mischaracterizes the land use allocations of the action alternatives. The commenter erroneously
assumed that all acres that would be in the Riparian Reserve under No Action alternative but not
under the action alternatives would be reallocated from Riparian Reserve to Harvest Land Base. In
fact, most acres that would be within the Riparian Reserve under the No Action alternative but are not
in the Riparian Reserve under action alternatives would be in Late-Successional Reserve or other
reserve allocations under the action alternatives, and are not “open to timber harvest.” The Harvest
Land Base in the action alternatives would range from 14 to 30 percent of the BLM-administered
lands. The data provided in the Draft RMP/EIS demonstrates the error of the commenter’s analysis
clearly. For example, the commenter claims that 555,662 acres would be “Transferred to matrix [sic]
lands” under Alternative B; Table 2-5 in the Draft RMP/EIS shows that the Harvest Land Base in
Alternative B, in its entirety, is only 556,335 acres. As noted in the Draft RMP/EIS, the Harvest Land
Base in Alternative B (556,335 acres) would be substantially smaller than the Matrix under the No
Action alternative (691,998 acres) (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 29, 47). In a December 18, 2015 letter from
NMFS to the BLM, NMFS acknowledged that these comments were in error and asked that they be
ignored.

This comment from NMFS mischaracterizes Riparian Reserve thinning in both the No Action
alternative and the action alternatives. The phrase “heavy thinning” is undefined and open to multiple
interpretations. Characterizing thinning solely by the number of trees removed— “(75—-80 percent tree
removal)”’—is not informative without additional stand metrics because of the variation in tree sizes
in different stand conditions. The BLM included management direction that required that thinning
retain both a threshold amount of canopy cover and a density of trees per acre. Alternatives B and C
include management direction that requires that thinning in the outer zone of the Riparian Reserve
must maintain at least 50 percent canopy cover and 80 trees per acre. The requirement to maintain at
least 50 percent canopy cover ensures that at least half of the canopy of the stand would remain after
thinning. Alternatives A and D include management direction that requires that Riparian Reserve
thinning in the outer zone of the Riparian Reserve must maintain at least 30 percent canopy cover and
60 trees per acre (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 946, 959, 972, 981).

The commenter erroneously characterizes the entire outer zone in the Riparian Reserve in all action
alternatives as “heavy thinning in RR allowed.” The action alternatives have specific and limited
purposes for thinning the Riparian Reserve, which would not be relevant in most stand and site
conditions. For example, given the management direction for thinning in the action alternatives, such
thinning would rarely if ever be needed or appropriate in mature or structurally-complex stands,
which currently comprise half of the acreage within one site-potential tree height of streams (USDI
BLM 2015, p. 225). The Draft RMP/EIS explained that the analysis modeled timber harvest in the
outer zone under the action alternatives only in stands 30—-80 years old (USDI BLM 2015, p. 1028).
Even in younger, managed stands, many stands would not need thinning for the purposes described in
the management direction. The Draft RMP/EIS further explained that the analysis assumed only a
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portion of the eligible acres would be thinned under the action alternatives, ranging from 15 percent
under Alternatives A and D to 50 percent under Alternatives B and C, in light of the differing
purposes for outer zone thinning in those action alternatives (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 1029-1033).
Notwithstanding these statements and analysis in the Draft RMP/EIS, the commenter mistakenly
asserts that all of the outer zone would be “open to timber harvest” under the action alternatives.

This comment from NMFS erroneously characterizes that there would be no “heavy thinning”
allowed in the Riparian Reserve under the No Action alternative. The BLM and U.S. Forest Service
implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan has routinely included thinning similar to that described
for the action alternatives over the past 20 years of implementation. As stated in the Draft RMP/EIS,
the BLM has thinned 17,461 acres within the Riparian Reserve since 1995 (USDI BLM 2015, p.
219). In fact, the modeling for the analysis in the Draft RMP/EIS reveals that the acreage of Riparian
Reserve thinning would increase from current levels if the BLM were to adopt the No Action
alternative, resulting in approximately 31,407 acres of Riparian Reserve thinning in the next decade.
Notwithstanding this empirical information and modeling results, the commenter characterizes the
entirety of the Riparian Reserve under the No Action alternative as a ‘no-cut’ area. The modeling for
the analysis in the Draft RMP/EIS further shows that the acreage of Riparian Reserve thinning would
be substantially higher under the No Action alternative than for any of the action alternatives, which
would range from 3,655 to 15,958 acres of Riparian Reserve thinning in the next decade. In a
December 18, 2015 letter from NMES to the BLM, NMFS acknowledged that these comments
misrepresented the implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan and asked that these comments be
ignored.

Comment Summary: General descriptive sections of riparian management in the DEIS assert that
tree removal in the outer Riparian Reserve will be in the upwards range of 75-80 percent removal
(e.g., 60—80 TPA retention in stands that average 316 TPA DEIS Figure 3-51) whereas the analytical
section of the DEIS indicates about 62 percent average removal (i.e., 120 TPA retention/196 TPA
removal—see DEIS Table C-12). Further, in some instances the amount of tree removal is described
in terms of canopy cover, whereas elsewhere it is described in terms of relative density.

Response: The commenter confuses management direction, which provides rules for implementation,
with analytical assumptions about reasonably foreseeable implementation used in the modeling. For
example, Alternative A includes management direction to “Thin stands as needed to ensure that
stands are able to provide stable wood to the stream. Maintain at least 30 percent canopy cover and 60
trees per acre expressed as an average across the riparian reserve portion of the stand” (USDI BLM
2015, p. 946). The restrictions of 30 percent canopy cover and 60 trees per acre are not analytical
assumptions or targets, but minimum thresholds that cannot be exceeded. The BLM described
Riparian Reserve stand thinning thresholds in the action alternatives by canopy cover and trees per
acre at the express request of NMFS staff working with the Riparian Technical Team (see Chapter 4).

The commenter misreads Table C-12 in the Draft RMP/EIS, which clearly states a modeling
assumption for the Riparian Reserve of pre-commercial thinning to 120 trees per acre. This is not the
commercial thinning resulting in tree removal from the Riparian Reserve. As explained in Appendix
C — Vegetation Modeling and in the Glossary, pre-commercial thinning is the practice of reducing
the density of trees within a stand, in which the trees killed are generally not merchantable and are not
removed from the treated area (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 889, 1012).

The commenter correctly notes that the effects analysis and management direction describe a variety
of different measures of stand conditions, but does not assert that the Draft RMP/EIS used any
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inappropriate measures or suggest any alternative measures. The Draft RMP/EIS included different
measures of stand conditions where appropriate for different purposes.

Comment Summary: The stated purpose for ‘restoration’ thinning in Riparian Reserve is to create
structurally-complex forest habitat (Alternatives B and C), to produce large wood that is of a size
sufficient to remain ‘stable’ in streams (Alternatives A and D), to reduce fire risk (Alternative A) or
the non-conservation goal of allowing for commercial harvest (Alternatives A, B, C, and D), but
specific criteria or determining when such ‘restoration’ is needed are lacking.

Response: The commenter is correct in identifying the purposes of Riparian Reserve thinning to
create structurally-complex forest habitat or to reduce fire risk in Alternatives B and C, to produce
large wood that is of a size sufficient to remain ‘stable’ in streams, or reduce fire risk in Alternatives
A and D. However, the commenter is in error in stating that the action alternatives have a goal of
allowing for commercial harvest in the Riparian Reserve. The action alternatives would allow the
BLM to make merchantable timber from thinning in the outer zone of Riparian Reserve available for
sale under some circumstances, but only as a by-product of thinning needed to accomplish the
purposes described above. The allowance to use commercial harvest to accomplish Riparian Reserve
objectives does not differ under the No Action alternative and the action alternatives, though the
specific restoration purpose of that thinning differs. Commercial timber harvest is not a goal of the
Riparian Reserve under the No Action alternative or any of the action alternatives.

The action alternatives and the Proposed RMP contain management direction that specifies when and
where the BLM would implement Riparian Reserve thinning. The BLM would determine whether a
specific Riparian Reserve stand needs thinning consistent with the management direction of the
approved RMP as part of project-level design and analysis.

Comment Summary: Fixed width riparian retention figures do not allow for adaptive management
practices that account for unique features within each management area.

Response: The Northwest Forest Plan explicitly provided for adaptive modification of Riparian
Reserve widths. This provision in the Northwest Forest Plan failed to result in adaptive modification
of Riparian Reserve widths. The Proposed RMP includes Riparian Reserve widths that vary by
classes of subwatersheds. However, neither the Proposed RMP nor the action alternatives would
allow for adaptive modification of Riparian Reserve widths without an RMP amendment. Providing a
fixed width of Riparian Reserve is consistent with the guidance for the development of the
alternatives described in the Draft RMP/EIS, which directed that the BLM develop alternatives to
provide a high degree of predictability and consistency about implementing land management actions
and a high degree of certainty of achieving management objectives (USDI BLM 2015, p. 12).

Comment Summary: The BLM failed to consider a full range of alternatives related to wildfire and
fuels management. The BLM later states, ““All of the alternatives have similar management objectives
and management direction regarding noncommercial natural hazardous fuels reduction treatments.
Therefore, the BLM assumed in this analysis that similar types and amounts of treatments that have
occurred over the past decade would continue in the future under any of the alternatives...” In
essence, this is a “No Action Alternative” and for this reason the BLM needs to revise the RMP/DEIS
because it did not consider a range of alternatives for fire. While the BLM asserts there would be no
difference between alternatives relative to wildfire response, it is ignoring that the differences are
there given the variations in Late Successional Reserve; post fire management of Late Successional
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Reserve; snag retention; and, the variations in road systems. The BLM needs to address wildfire
response both in the context of active fire as well as post fire activities.

Response: The alternatives considered in the Draft RMP/EIS do not vary the approach to natural
hazardous fuels reduction treatments or wildfire management. The BLM treats natural hazardous
fuels based on existing fuel hazards and operational constraints. The BLM has no basis for an
alternate approach to treating natural hazardous fuels that would result in different effects on stand-
level fire resistance, fire hazard, or landscape fire resilience, and the commenter suggests no alternate
approach. The Draft RMP/EIS explained that increasing landscape-level fire resilience and stand-
level fire resistance and decreasing stand-level fire hazard would increase the effectiveness of
hazardous fuels treatments, and the alternatives do consider a range of approaches related to
resilience, resistance, and hazard. However, it is not possible to determine any specific change in the
effectiveness of hazardous fuels treatments resulting from the alternatives (USDI BLM 2015, pp.
211-212).

The alternatives considered in the Draft RMP/EIS do not vary the approach to wildfire management.
The Draft RMP/EIS explained that the full range of wildfire response tactics would be available under
all alternatives, and the maintenance of fire suppression-related infrastructure would not change
among alternatives (USDI BLM 2015, p. 212). The BLM has no basis for an alternate approach to
wildfire management that would result in different effects, and the commenter suggests no alternate
approach. The commenter asserts, without foundation, that differences in Late Successional Reserve,
post-fire management of Late-Successional Reserve, snag retention, and the variations in road
systems would result in difference in wildfire management.

The BLM does not agree that the allocation of lands to the Late-Successional Reserve in and of itself
would have any measurable or meaningful effect on wildfire management, and the commenter does
not explain how they believe that the allocation of lands to the Late-Successional Reserve would
affect wildfire management.

Snag retention requirements in post-fire management in the Late-Successional Reserve that leave
snags in place could pose operational challenges for wildfire management if such stands experience
an additional future wildfire. As noted in the Draft RMP/EIS, the BLM would be able to conduct
salvage harvest for purpose of protecting human safety under all alternatives (USDI BLM 2015, p.
212). Nevertheless, any difference in the abundance of snags in a particular stand in the Late-
Successional Reserve, either because of not conducting salvage harvest or in response to snag
retention requirements, would represent a very small portion of the overall landscape. As noted in the
Draft RMP/EIS, approximately 153,500 acres of the decision area have burned in the last 44 years,
with 16 percent of the area burning twice (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 1051-1052). The acreage that has
experienced two wildfires over nearly half a century constitutes less than 1 percent of the decision
area. Any difference in wildfire management because of wildfire reoccurring in such stands in the
Late-Successional Reserve and posing operational challenges in wildfire management would be small
in extent, immeasurable, and speculative.

Finally, the commenter contends that differences in road systems under the alternatives would alter
wildfire management. As detailed in the Draft RMP/EIS, the alternatives would result very small
increases in the road network, the differences in the amount of new road construction among the
alternatives would be negligible relative to the extent of the existing road network, and the BLM has
no reasonable basis on which to forecast any difference among the alternatives in the amount of road
decommissioning that the BLM would implement. As a result, there is no basis upon which the road
system would differ under the alternatives in way that would measurably or meaningfully affect
wildfire management.
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In summary, the BLM analyzed in detail the full spectrum of alternatives that would accomplish the
purpose of the action. The BLM has no apparent basis for an alternate approach to natural hazardous
fuels reduction or wildfire management, and the commenter suggests none. Constructing a
hypothetical variation in approach to natural hazardous fuels reduction or wildfire management would
not improve the analysis of the effects of the alternatives and is not essential to a reasoned choice
among the alternatives.

Proposed RMP

Comment Summary: Recommend fish stream Riparian Reserve be defined as 50 percent of the site
potential tree height, with a suggested 70—105" width on each side. These are similar, but wider, to the
Oregon Forest Practices Act buffers, which Watershed Research Cooperative science finds
sufficiently protects fish and water. Recommend non-fish stream treed buffer be defined as 30 percent
of Site Potential Tree height, with a suggested 30°-50" width each side. These are similar, but wider,
to the OR Forest Practices Act buffers, which Watershed Research Cooperative science is finding
sufficiently protects fish and water. Riparian Reserve buffer widths should be defined as slope
distance. Active management of riparian areas should be encouraged to promote habitat diversity,
productivity and function for the designated use—fish or domestic or irrigation. Small non-fish
streams need only minimal buffering—primarily limited machine/log skid activity, wildlife tree
location, two to four wildlife trees/acre along a stream, vegetation retention, hardwood and
reforestation incentives, etc. Fish streams without salmon, steelhead or bull trout should receive a
significantly narrower Riparian Reserve buffer.

Response: Alternative C allocated the smallest Riparian Reserve of any of the alternatives. The
analysis in the Draft RMP/EIS identified lower potential wood supply and more susceptibility to
increased water temperatures than the other alternatives (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 224-228, 232-233).
The Riparian Reserve widths and management recommended by the commenter would be smaller
than the Riparian Reserve in Alternative C and would result in less potential wood supply to streams
and a greater risk of stream temperature increases than Alternative C. Furthermore, the lack of a
buffer on “small non-fish streams,” as recommended by the commenter, would result in sediment
delivery to streams that would not meet the purposes of contributing to the conservation and recovery
of ESA-listed fish and providing clean water. The 2008 FEIS concluded that even a more substantial
buffer on non-fish-bearing streams would pose a risk of increased fine sediment delivery to streams
from harvest units (USDI BLM 2008, pp. 765). To allocate a Riparian Reserve as suggested by the
commenter would not meet the purposes of contributing to the conservation and recovery of ESA-
listed fish and providing clean water.

Comment Summary: The State requests that the management practices in the RMP align with the
Statewide Riparian Management Policy that “sustain streamside and wetland riparian functions that
support desirable water quality, native fish populations, and wildlife across the state.” Those practices
may include recruitment of large woody debris to the stream channel, maintaining shade, capturing
fine sediment, thermal heterogeneity, and physical habitat complexity and connectivity.

Response: The Proposed RMP would “sustain streamside and wetland riparian functions that support
desirable water quality, native fish populations, and wildlife across the state.” The analysis in the
Proposed RMP/Final EIS concludes that the Proposed RMP would be as effective as or more
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effective than all other alternatives, including the No Action alternative, in protecting water quality,
fish habitat, and riparian habitat (see the Fisheries, Hydrology, and Wildlife sections of Chapter 3).

Comment Summary: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service supports the Riparian Reserve approach
embodied in Alternative A because it provides significant protection for stream shading, sediment
delivery and aquatic species, while providing more opportunities for restoration forestry projects than
the design in the other alternatives, including Alternative D.

Response: The Proposed RMP incorporates a Riparian Reserve approach similar to Alternative A for
streams in Class I and Class II subwatersheds, as described in Chapter 2 of the Proposed RMP/Final
EIS. The BLM developed this Riparian Reserve approach for the Proposed RMP together with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and Environmental Protection
Agency, as described in Chapter 4 of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS.

Comment Summary: The process for identifying and managing Key Watersheds should be refined.
The existing network of Key Watersheds on BLM land does not align well with those areas which are
the most important for listed fish, and also does not align well with source water watersheds (those
that provide drinking water). Watersheds containing both high intrinsic potential (HIP) habitat for
coho salmon or steelhead and critical habitat should receive specific management consideration by
being managed to minimize risk to shade, temperature, and large wood inputs, and maximize
certainty around achievable outcomes. This can be accomplished by a strategy built around the
concepts included in Alternatives A or D. In watersheds that contain neither HIP nor critical habitat,
intermittent and non-fish bearing streams should be managed to ensure the protection and
maintenance of water quality; those streams in “non-key” watersheds should at a minimum receive
protection consistent with the riparian strategy presented in Alternative B.

Response: The BLM has addressed the concept of Key Watersheds in the Proposed RMP by varying
the Riparian Reserve design and management based on the importance of the watershed to ESA-listed
fish. The BLM developed this Riparian Reserve approach for the Proposed RMP together with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and Environmental Protection
Agency, as described in Chapter 4 of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. Under the Proposed RMP, the
Riparian Reserve design in subwatersheds that are important to ESA-listed fish is based on the
management concepts in Alternatives A and D, as detailed in Chapter 2 of the Proposed RMP/Final
EIS. The BLM based this delineation on critical habitat and high intrinsic potential streams, as the
commenter recommends. Under the Proposed RMP, the Riparian Reserve design in watersheds that
do not have critical habitat for fish or high intrinsic potential streams is based on the management
concepts in Alternatives B and C for non-fish-bearing intermittent streams in watersheds, as the
commenter recommends.

Comment Summary: The FEIS/Proposed RMP should clarify how watershed analysis will be
brought forward in RMP implementation. Watershed-scale information is critical for decision-makers
to establish the contextual basis for land use activities. In the BLM’s equivalent of watershed
analysis, the FEIS should include additional detail about how watershed information will be utilized
and incorporated in the implementation of the RMP.

Response: The BLM has addressed the concept of watershed analysis in Appendix X — Guidance for
Use of the Completed RMPs in the discussion of watershed-scale information for implementation

actions.
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39. Comment Summary: The State recommends Best Management Practices related to roads specify
that new and replacement stream crossing structures will be consistent with ODFW fish passage laws
in the RMP.

Response: The Proposed RMP includes management direction and Best Management Practices that
ensure that new and replacement stream crossing structures would be consistent with both fish and
aquatic organism passage criteria set forth by NMFS and Oregon State fish passage laws (Appendix
B — Management Objectives and Direction, — Best Management Practices).

40. Comment Summary: The BLM should not conduct salvage logging after natural disturbances in
Key Watersheds, Riparian Reserve, Late Successional Forest Reserve, and designated critical habitat
of listed species. Scientific consensus on the inadvisability of post-disturbance logging largely
emerged in the years just after FEMAT, hence it is incumbent on BLM to strengthen aquatic
protections. It is incumbent on BLM to explain its rationale if it chooses to not implement such
recommendations to improve watershed, water, and fish resource protection from post-fire logging.

Response: The Proposed RMP prohibits salvage logging after disturbances in the Late-Successional
Reserve and Riparian Reserve, except when necessary to protect public safety, or to keep roads and
other infrastructure clear of debris (Appendix B — Management Objectives and Direction). This
prohibition is consistent with the management objectives of maintaining and developing habitat for
northern spotted owls and contributing to the conservation and recovery of ESA-listed fish species
and their habitats and providing for conservation of Bureau Special Status fish and other Bureau
Special Status riparian associated species, respectively. In the Harvest Land Base, including portions
of designated critical habitat within the Harvest Land Base, the Proposed RMP directs timber salvage
harvest after disturbance events, with restrictions and requirements, to recover economic value and to
minimize commercial loss or deterioration of damaged trees. The management objectives for the
Harvest Land Base focus on timber production, and specifically include recovering economic value
from timber harvested after disturbance, such as a fire, windstorm, disease, or insect infestations.
Therefore, it would be inconsistent with the management objectives to prohibit timber salvage in the
Harvest Land Base, whether it is within a watershed with designated critical habitat or not. The BLM
forecasted salvage harvest in the Harvest Land Base in the vegetation modeling. The BLM would
implement such salvage harvest in the Harvest Land Base consistent with management direction
regarding retention of live trees and snags and reforestation (Appendix B — Management Objectives
and Direction). In addition, the Riparian Reserve management along all streams would ensure that
salvage harvest in the Harvest Land Base, like green tree harvest in the Harvest Land Base, would
have no effect on ESA-listed fish.

41. Comment Summary: All alternatives of the RMP should maintain and expand the Adaptive
Management Area network. Building collaborative process into the mandates of the BLM will build
trust, encourage transparency, and create more positive outcomes from local land management
projects. More specifically, the Applegate Valley AMA should be maintained.

Response: The BLM encourages and supports collaborative processes to support local land
management projects. The Proposed RMP/Final EIS includes discussion of the adaptive management
process and how the BLM will use adaptive management in the implementation of the RMP.
However, the BLM does not believe that a separate land use allocation is needed to support such
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43.

collaborative processes. Nothing in the Proposed RMP would preclude the continued collaborative
process that has been developed associated with the Applegate Valley Adaptive Management Area.

Comment Summary: The BLM should adopt an alternative that minimizes carbon emissions and
timber harvest and maximizes forest carbon storage.

Response: The BLM has developed the Proposed RMP to be the best approach to meeting all of the
purposes of the action. Maximizing carbon storage and minimizing greenhouse gas emissions are not
among the purposes of the action. As explained in the Draft RMP/EIS, the BLM has no specific legal
or regulatory mandate or policy direction to manage BLM-administered lands for carbon storage. In
addition, the BLM has various climate-related policies, but none provides an authority for the BLM to
manage the decision area to minimize carbon emissions above the statutory mandate to manage for a
sustained yield of timber (USDI BLM 2015, pp. 79-80).

The BLM has broad authority to analyze and address through the planning process the causes of
climate change, the effects of the alternatives on carbon storage and greenhouse gas emissions, and
the effects of climate change combined with the effects of the alternatives. Nevertheless, this broad
authority does not equate to a specific mandate to minimize greenhouse gas emissions or maximize
carbon storage. Furthermore, the BLM cannot stretch its mandate to provide a sustained yield of
timber to encompass maximizing carbon storage or minimizing greenhouse gas emissions.

The Draft RMP/EIS analyzed the effects of the alternatives on carbon storage and greenhouse gas
emissions. That analysis demonstrated that there is a general trade-off between the level of sustained