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Hello Bryan,

Thank you for having a field trip for the Valley Face Fuels Reduction Project a few weeks ago. After thinking about the field trip I have a few comments and observations. 
The field trip, I thought was going to involve lands considered in  The Valley Face Fuels Reduction Project [VFFRP]. Instead 3 out of 4 stops on the field trip had nothing to do with the VFFRP. The second stop was in a past project that had much large woody debris left on the ground. This area, I understood, was a past treatment and was  projected to be in a desired condition as planned by the USFS. There seemed to be much discomfort by the USFS employees that the forest was in this condition. If this was not a desired condition, why did your project leave it in this condition?

 The fuels reduction specialist, the same one that asked at the first open house, if my neighbor and I lived in a wood house and said if so said we should shut up, was disturbed that the long dead lodge pole pine lying on the ground was a major fire hazard. I looked at the dead woody debris and could not understand that these trees were a major contributor to uncontrollable fires. This is given the fact that many of  the trees on the ground had already lost their bark.
This specialist lamented the fact this area was not in the timber base and if it was his property he would log it to make some money.

This same fire specialist expert was not too keen to use fire science in his approach to management. He minimized science by saying that fire “may” increase in speed due to opening the canopy as many of the treatments are planned to do, but held more to his “expert” opinion that this was probable not the case.
I also found it interesting that the only example on fire behavior that the expert could talk about was a fire on the Boise National Forest in Idaho in a Ponderosa Pine stand, where a fire had dropped to the ground when it hit some type of forest treartment. It seems that after all the fire activity on the Flathead National Forest in the last few years examples of fire behavior could have been given that related at least to similar conditions here in theVFFRP. I was under the impression that the FNF had done much monitoring on the very, very recent fires and could easily provide this fire behavior information at this field trip.
I also learned, before the last stop, that the last site would be an example of future conditions desired by this project. I understood that this was a recent project. Once we arrived we were told that this project was over 15 years old and that we needed to envision what this would look like because, it was in the VFFRP area and it too would be logged. I was surprised that this site was chosen. 
I also understand that the sivilculturists really did not have a clear idea of what the new terms used on tree retention levels mean on the ground and was also unclear what the future conditions were to be. The FNF has chosen these terms, but find it hard to qualify what they really will mean at the project level. I see this as affording the FNF too much latitude.

I did learn that  people on the tour did not like whitetail deer and that it was fine if they, the deer suffered population decline through this project. I also notice that the loggers present were looking for work and when one yelled “Let’s get to work!” many cheered.

All and all I thought that the field trip was not very helpful in determining what the VFRP will be. The experts were unclear or overly biased towards logging. I feel that the results of this project will be seen for many years from the valley and the greater public will not understand why it was imperative to clear cut almost 3000 acres especially when a fire does happen and it burns very fast through the lands in this project. A fire that burns quickly is harder to control than a slower moving fire. The public will also not be happy to see the whitetail deer population crash. 
It seems that roads are a major problem for many reasons on the FNF and that rebuilding 40 miles of roads and building 5 miles of new roads will only create more long term problems due to negative impacts from roads. As it is now there are no funds to maintain present roads due to budget shortfalls and this will be a chronic problem in the future. Why is there no road decommissioning component in this project?
The FNF says that there is a public desire to manage oldgrowth. I do not feel this way. What specific projects are planned in oldgrowth and how will the FNF determine public support  at the project level.

I also understood that the FNF has given up on weeds, weed spread and weed control. The steps proposed will do little in controlling weeds and instead will be a vector for weeds spread, especially do to the road building and upgrading.
How many acres and timber volume would be removed from this project if no new roads were built? Are the units that would be accessed by the new roads the most critical for public safety? Why was there no discussion of integration of projects on private and public lands? Why was there no discussion that the areas adjacent to building the most critical to treat first if the land owner chooses?
Thank you for your time,

Stephen Braun

PO Box 735

Kalispell, Mt 59903

PS if possible I would like answers to my questions here. I would be glad to come in to the office and discuss them.
