I attended a presentation on ICBEMP at the Missoula Public Library the evening of 12/3/98; facilitated by Project Manager Susan Giannettino.  There were about a dozen people there.  Dale Bosworth made an appearance, albeit only 30 minutes. 





This is a summary of what I learned, with my own interpretation heavily interjected.





Some of you have seen the October 8 and 9 letters to members of Congress from Glickman and Babbitt.  The meeting was basically an elaboration on that subject matter, plus some questions and answers.





The Supplemental DEIS is due out in the Fall of 1999, to be followed by public comment period.  The FEIS and ROD expected in 2000.  They really want to get some closure on this.  They are aware that not making some decision could lead to Òinjunctions against Forest Service and BLM activities throughout the basinÓ (10/8 letter).  They are also aware Forest Plan revisions (due soon) all across the basin are awaiting guidance from the ICBEMP ROD.  The ROD will amend the Forest Plans (and of course, the BLM LRMPs). Revised Forest Plans/LRMPs will come later.





PACFISH and INFISH will be replaced when the ICBEMP ROD is signed.  





The Alternatives in the SDEIS will be fewer and recombination of the ones in the DEIS, no new alternatives outside the range of the ones in the DEIS are likely.  No surprise.





They kept stressing the only hard Standards the FEIS and ROD will put into the Forest Plans and LRMPs will be on issues that MUST be dealt with from a basin-wide perspective; saying that local decision makersÕ and specialistsÕ knowledge of local conditions should dictate what most Forest Plan/LRMP Standards should be.  For example, Standards and Guidelines for snag and green tree replacements.  Along with that, numerical standards will be relatively fewÑÒoutcome oriented directionÓ will be emphasized instead of ÒprescriptiveÓ direction.  So, for example, ROD will allow ÒthinningÓ in riparian areas instead of inviolate RHCAs, as long as actions meet Riparian Management Objectives.





Yes, this does mean business as usual.





And based upon what I've heard about proposed NFMA regulations revisions, vague "outcome oriented direction" is the wave of the regulatory future. I expect the post-ICBEMP Forest Plan/LRMP Revisions will reflect this trend.





The terrestrial science document(s) are just now going to the printers.





I still donÕt understand how, but they say there will be some decision on how implementation money will be spent, based on the FEIS.  As an example, they said how short-term health of key speciesÕ strongholds will be maintained by minimizing management actions there, instead prioritizing funding for actions for long-term ecosystem health everywhere else (i.e., Òaggressive managementÓ to achieve the ecosystem restoration the ICBEMP process has always promised).  





These ICBEMP Project people really believe in the benevolence of decision makers who will still be left with a lot of discretion.  They are in denial of the fact that hard-line extraction biased managers still dominate the ranks of the decision makers, and that such managers will continue to steal public assets for industriesÕ gains in the short term, all the while mouthing the worn-out mantra of long-term Òforest health.Ó





Which brings up another subject.  There occurred, typical of agency types, no discussion about the likelihood of political corruption messing with things.  Missoula County Commissioner Michael Kennedy recognized that good science is likely to be sacrificed in favor of ICBEMPÕs  Òsocial goalsÓ of sustaining resource extraction-based communities.  He used Lincoln County as an example, pointing out that it is probably the richest county in the state in terms of forest resources, but only ranks 3/4 of the entire Montana average (on some economic measure, I donÕt recall what parameter he used) and that MontanaÕs economy is only 3/4 as well off as the national average, making the richest forest resource county in the state only half as well off as the national average!





Of course, the FEIS will fail to make the connection that itÕs because the rich get rich off public assets (because we havenÕt eliminated political corruption from the management equation), and the extraction-based communities inevitably head towards bust as the resources are depleted.  ItÕs painfully obvious the Kootenai National Forest (most of Lincoln County) is a long ways down the road towards depletion of its timber resource.  Use of Òoutcome oriented directionÓ  will doom the Kootenai National Forest, the communities of Lincoln County, and so many other places.





Another problem with the ICBEMP crew, also typical of agency types, was the lack of recognition that ecosystems are self-sustaining, if we just give them the chance.  The air with thick with rhetoric that we MUST manage, missing the realization that management has been the major part of the problem.  





Susan DID strongly point out that sustainable economies mean sustaining ecosystemsÑat least that priority was stated correctly.  





I pointed out that monitoring of current Forest Plans has been very bad, and we couldnÕt expect them to ever know if their ÒoutcomesÓ will be achieved if a much better commitment to monitoring isnÕt included.  Susan said implementation monitoring language can be expected in the SDEIS, and effectiveness monitoring language in the FEIS.  She pointed out that actual commitment will depend on CongressÕs funding priorities.  Very bad news.





So, nothing too unexpected. As regulations and planning are re-written, less meaningful Standards to hold agencies' feet to the fire.  More trench warfare until Zero Extraction/Restoration legislation is achieved.





Merry New Millenium.





-jEFF


