The Ecology Center

801 Sherwood St., Suite B

Missoula, MT  59802

406/728-5733
ecocenter@wildrockies.org
February 10, 2000

Douglas Gober,

District Ranger

North Fork Ranger District

12730 Highway 12

Orofino, ID  83544

Dear Douglas,

I am writing on behalf of The Ecology Center in response to the 1/12/00 scoping notice for the Dog Marquette project in the lower North Fork Clearwater River drainage.  I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project.


We are thoroughly disappointed, although not surprised, to see the Clearwater National Forest hopping on the “insects and disease, oh my!” bandwagon with which the Forest Service has attempted to justify many timber sales with as of late. We are not convinced that insects and disease should be treated as catastrophic occurrences in the forests.  These factors were certainly in place long before foresters started hacking away at our forest resources.  We would argue that since these impacts have evolved in conjunction with the forests, they should not be treated as foreign invaders.  

Purpose and Need

The scoping notice insists that the project “would provide social and economic benefits to the American people.”  Why don’t we talk about the absolute failure of the National Forest timber sale program to generate social and economic benefits to the American taxpayers? 

CNF claims “action is also needed to regenerate suitable timberlands that have become under stocked due to insect disease and mortality.”  Although our example deals with the FS claims of the impacts of wildfire, please see www.wildrockies.org/teci/forestfraud/oldgrowth-a.html for a descriptive analysis of why the word of the Forest Service can no longer be trusted by the American people.  Are you sure that the under stocking is not a result of overemphasis on your failed timber sale program?  If we based our decision on your cumulative effects analysis, we would never know the answer to that question.

Speaking of cumulative effects, we ask that you include a meaningful analysis of the cumulative effects of all past, presently ongoing, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the EIS for this proposal.  A substantial analysis would include much more than the mere mention of nearby salvage sales and roadbuilding.  We request copies of all monitoring reports for other projects within the analysis area be included in the NEPA documentation for this proposal.  

The Purpose and Need section also claims that past fire suppression motivates this logging proposal.  Once again, “improve forest health” is an aim for a project which would remove enormous amounts of biomass from a forest ecosystem.  Even foresters ought to know by now that the forest does not benefit from the loss of down woody materials.  Moreover, logging is not a scientifically-defensible substitute for the return of a natural fire regime.  Logging actually increases the risk of wildfire in many cases.  

Alternative Consideration

NEPA requires that each proposal for the public land consider a range of alternatives.  We would assert that your No Action alternative is biased in order to convince the public that it is not an alternative worth considering.  Furthermore, the two action alternatives offer no significant differences in terms of their impacts to the forests.  We would encourage you to include an alternative dealing solely with forest and watershed restoration efforts.

Proposed Action

The Proposed Action claims that it is necessary to harvest 3.5 million board feet of high risk and insect-infested and diseased trees.  We request copies of the entomologists surveys which support the insect-infestation claim.  We would also like to see the reports from the arborists regarding the disease claim.

We are disappointed to see that the scoping notice includes the construction of a temporary road on the Clearwater.  We would like detailed information in the EIS regarding the methods to be employed for obliterating this road.  Please don’t refer to this road as temporary if you do not have a plan, and funding, in place to remove it.  Road closures are not effective in undoing the effects to wildlife and watersheds of unmaintained roads.

Also disappointing is this proposal’s need for a project-specific amendment due to the large clearcuts planned.  In addition to Unit 9’s 55 acre cut, Unit 7, when considered cumulatively with the adjacent Dworshak Blowdown Unit A clearcut, will also exceed the Forest Plan’s 40 acre clearcut size limit.  Please explain the necessity of creating such large openings in the forest, and describe how these units will effect wildlife and watershed resources in the proposal area.

The CNF claims that the number of reserve trees to be left in each unit would range between 3-5 and 10-15 trees per acre based on site specific needs for structural diversity, wildlife and soil stability.  Please include the monitoring reports which show that these numbers of trees per acre will provide the claimed benefits to wildlife, soil and structure.  We would also like to see the reports supporting your claim that the trees in question meet the criteria for salvage.

Forest Plan Consistency

The scoping document asserts that this action would “provide a sustained yield of timber and other outputs at a level that is cost efficient, and that will help support the economic structure of local communities.  We would like to see a detailed economic analysis of this project that factors in the costs of road building and obliteration, long-term monitoring, and administration for this project so that we can decide for ourselves if the removal of 220 acres of our forests is providing sufficient economic benefit.  Furthermore, we take issue with your local economic support claim, as this is not a part of the mission of the Forest Service as defined by the American people.  We have not bestowed that responsibility on your agency.   Besides, you haven’t explained how the creation of 220 acres of clearcuts will impact the economic health of the Clearwater Outfitter and Guide Service.

Use of closed roads

This project calls for the utilization of three roads that have been closed yearlong to motorized use for the protection of wildlife, soil, and water resources.  Are we to believe that logging in this area will further protect these resources?  Please provide documentation as to when and why these roads were closed, and monitoring support for your decision to open them to intensive, large-scale logging operations.

Roadless Area

The proposed temporary ridge top road appears to be entering the Mallard Larkins roadless area.  This is a violation of NEPA as President Clinton’s roadless initiative analysis has already begun.  Please explain why you are proposing to enter a RARE 2 area with road building equipment.

WQLS stream

Based on Dog Creek’s designation as a WQLS stream, we don’t think you should be proposing such a huge logging operation within the drainage.  We strongly disagree that logging and road building of this scale will have no significant effect on a stream already compromised by sedimentation. 

Cumulative Effects

We are consistently unimpressed with the Clearwater’s cumulative effects analysis, and insist that the analysis for this proposal go beyond merely mentioning other presently proposed projects.  You cannot satisfy NEPA’s requirements without providing the public with the big picture of all past, present, and future foreseeable projects in the proposal area.  We insist that the cumulative effects analysis for this project be significant and meaningful, including the impacts to forest health of past logging, road building, fire suppression and other ecologically-detrimental projects.

Old Growth

We are concerned with the way this proposal skips around the issue of the potential cutting of old growth.  The EIS must include a field-check of the unit in question, and must assure the public that you are not intending to cut down old growth.  

Please keep us on the mailing list for this project.

For the Forests,

Katherine Postelli

Ecosystem Defense

