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CHAPTER VI

QONSULTATIONS AND COMMENTS OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS
ON THE DEIS AND PROPOSED FOREST PLAN WITH FOREST SERVICE RESPONSES

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the process used in receiving and responding to public
comments on the DEIS and Proposed Forest Plan. Public participation activities
and the comments received are summarized. Comment categories and a table of
respondents which indicates how individual comments were grouped are included.
Categorized comments and responses are included for most comments that were
received. Comments from govermment agencies and elected officials are reprinted
along with responses.

B. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ACTIVITIES

The process of identifying issues, concerns, and opportunities that were
analyzed and used to quide development of the EIS and Plan are discussed in
Appendix A to the EIS.

The proposed Plan and Draft EIS were filed with the Environmental Protection
Agency and made available to the public on July 26, 1985. More than 225 copies
of the Draft EIS and Plan and more than 500 copies of the separate summary of
the documents were distributed to individuals, groups and agencies during the
conment period. News releases were prepared and distributed to newspapers that
serve the area which discussed both release of the planning documents and the
schedule of open houses that were held on the Plan. Copies of the EIS, Plan and
Appendices were also available for review in public libraries in Challis, Arco,
Mackay and Idaho Falls and university libraries at Idaho State University,
University of Idaho and Boise State University.

Open houses were held in Challis, Mackay, Salmon, Pocatello, and Idaho Falls. A
mumber of discussions were held with individuals to answer questions and
clarify points. Meetings also occurred with several of those who commented on
the DEIS to answer questions and discuss concerns. These discussions and
meetings occurred with organization representatives and officials or
spokespersons for Indian tribes, state agencies and federal agencies as well as
individuals. The deadline for submission of written comments was October 25,
1985. The schedule for preparation of the Forest Plan and the final EIS was
such that it was possible to include all written comments received by November
29, 1985, even though some of the comments were received after the comment
period closed.



C. SUMMARY OF THE COMMENTS RECEIVED

The Challis National Forest received 633 separate letters on the Proposed Plan
and DEIS. Fifteen individuals also attended open houses that were held during
the comment period.

Several letters were very detailed ang expressed concern about various
resources and management proposals made in the Proposed Plan or identified in
the various alternatives in the DEIS. In analyzing the comments received it was
apparent that many of the responses resulted from Idaho Conservation League
Alerts that were circulated to league members and news stories instead of
perscnal reviews of the planning documents. Several individuals who reviewed
copies of the document summary suggested that additional information be
included in the final documents that was already contained within the full
draft documents.

Because the set of draft documents released for public review was so intense,
technical, comprehensive and voluminous, many commenters expressed
misunderstandings and confusion. Although much of the required data is by
nature very technical, many comments were used in the effort to simplify and
clairify the more confusing parts of the final documents.

Decisions made in the FEIS and Selected Land and Resource Management Plan are
based on five factors: 1) law, 2) technical information, 3) resource
capability, 4) professional judgement and 5) public input. Within the other
four factors public input influences decisions where Forest management has the
option of using one of several different emphases. Public input is an ongoing,
changing factor.

The use of public comments is not strictly a vote-counting process. The
decision-maker evaluates the content of each comment relative to legal and
technical constraints and professicnal judgement.

As described in 40 CFR 1503-4, comments about the Proposed Plan or DEIS were
treated in the following ways:

1. Comments offering technical corrections or pointing out inconsistencies
have been used to revise the final documents.

2. Comments resulting from misunderstanding of what was meant in the documents
indicated areas where the Proposed Plan or DEIS needed clarification.
Corrections were made in the final documents, or the a correction was not
made was explained in the response to the comment.

3. Comments requesting clarification or questioning some part of the analysis
process were clarified in the final document package, or answered in the
response to the comment.

4. Many comments required adjustments to the text of the DEIS and Proposed

Plan, such as typing errors, omissions, incorrect numbering and/or
statement inconsistancies.
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Comments suggesting changes in the Plan direction, outputs, and land management
prescription assignments were carefully considered by the forest management
team. Much of this input was adopted. Where feasible, management direction was
revised or added in response to the comment. The responses to comments that
follow indicate where suggested changes were made, or the reasoning for not
adopting the suggested change. Many comments requesting changes in the Proposed
Plan did not result in any modification. There are several reasons why a
favorable response was not possible in each case:

1.

2-

3.

A suggested change may be beyond the Forest Service jurisdiction or legal
bounds. For example the Forest Service cannot establish or remove
wilderness designation.

A suggested change may be beyond the scope of the EIS. The purpose of the
FEIS is to disclose the effects of emphasizing different activities on
different parts of the Forest, not to describe every detail of how these
activities will be conducted.

Fach suggested change must be considered in light of other comments
received on the same subject, as well as other needs and uses of the
National Forest. Some responses did not consider the consequences of a
requested change on other resources or interests. Multiple use management
involves a series of compromises, The intent of the Forest Plan is to
produce the best mix of uses on the Challis National Forest for all
citizens of the United States. Changes made in response to public comment
are designed to meet the established purposes of the National Forest
System.

Oral input on the draft Forest Plan was obtained from the several public
meetings and discussions with various individuals and groups. Views expressed
were:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Resentment that environmental organizations were conducting a letter
writing campaign in an attempt to sway the Forest Plan in favor of more
wilderness. Some contacts said they could have retaliated but chose not to
do so.

A perception that the Forest is being closed to motorized travel even
though ORV use 1s one of the fastest growing recreation activities in
Idaho.

There is local support for maintaining the current level of grazing and
timber harvest on the Forest in order to help retain local businesses and
stabilize the local economy.

There was some disappointment that we were proposing any additional areas
for wilderness designation. Leaving many areas in an unroaded and
undeveloped state was supported. There was also disappointment that more
areas were not proposed for wilderness designation.

Support for keeping all areas open to a variety of multiple uses. Desire to
keep the maximum area open to mineral activity.



D. OONTENT ANALYSIS

This content analysis summarizes the major subjects raised by the commenters on
the proposed Forest Plan. The purpose of this overview is to give a sense of

what is being said by the public. Summarized specific comments are included in
the public comment and Forest Service response section.

1. General

Many of the comments received expressed a desire to keep the Forest the way it
is, this came from commenters who perceived the Plan as a significant change in
management direction, rather than organized, updated, monitored resource
management. A concern was expressed that the Forest would change drastically
tomorrow if the plan was implemented. Some of the comments suggested that the
Plan was written for political reasons and does not represent adequate
protection for the Forest.

Several commenters focused on the 50 year projections that were given in the
DEIS and not on the 10 to 15 year length of the plan before a major revision
would occur. They often expressed concern over projected events in the fifth or
later decades. Comments suggested that additional information be included
especially maps showing in detail where various activities had cccurred in the
past or were proposed for the future. Some commenters interpreted direction
given within a resource activity discussion as setting an over all Forest
emphasis priority.

Concern was expressed that too much emphasis was placed on PNV as a selection
criteria. Many commenters stated a preference for an alternative other than the
Forest Service preferred alternative. Most of these expressed support for
Alternative 3 although creating an additional alternative with a "Public use
enphasis" was also suggested. Many comments also suggested that goals,
objectives, standards and guidelines be modified in a way that was perceived to
be more beneficial to a specific resource or activity.

2. Recreation

Commenters expressed a desire that those specific activities which they were
involved in should receive added emphasis. Commenters wanted both more areas
open to off-road vehicles and more areas closed to off-road vehicles. Several
conments suggested that trail maintenance be given increased emphasis. Some
were interested in having additional facilities provided for developed
recreation including on-Forest trailer dump stations. Several persons expressed
a desire that emphasis be placed on identifying and preserving cultural
resources on the Forest. A few believed that the operation of Custer and the
Dredge should receive emphasis, but were concerned that the use of a
concessionaire for operation of these facilities might lead to inappropriate
commercialization that would detract from these sites.
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3. Wilderness

Commenters supported both more wilderness and less wilderness. Some expressed a
concern that all undeveloped unrcaded areas that they now think of as
wilderness must be included in a proposal for legislative Wilderness
designation. They felt that these areas would disappear if not given a formal
Wilderness designation. The areas that had significant support for Wilderness
designations were: Boulder/ White Clouds, Lemhi Range, Pahsimeroi Mountains,
Pioneer Mountains, King Mountain, Diamond Peak and Borah Peak.

Reasons given for supporting additional Wilderness designation included:
economic importantance; need to save roadless areas; uniqueness; protect entire
ecosystems; important for wilderness type uses; for multiple uses that
Wilderness offers; protect natural scenic beauty; aesthetics; reduce recreation
pressure on currently designated Wilderness areas in the surronding area;
important for tourism and recreation uses (hunting, fishing, hiking); don't
want area ruined; protect watershed and water quality; protect key vuldllfe
ranges; valuable for a variety of wildlife and habitats; protect fish habitat
especially anadromous fish habitat; Keep area as is, in natural state; protect
for future; important to surronding communities; wild and rugged, one of the
last wild places; provides solitude; protect resources and wilderness
qualities; strong public support; meets all requirements of the Wilderness Act;
protect riparian areas; protect from damaging uses; protect from mihing
activities; and protect from logging and road building. The Lemhi Range
Roadless Area was also supported because it was recommended for Wilderness
designation in the RARE II Final EIS,

Reasons given opposing additional Wilderness designation included: restricts
access to public lands to only a few people; good areas for off-road vehicle
use are hard to find; and eliminates many resource uses including timber
harvest and potentially valuable mineral activity.

4. wildlife

Because of the values identified for wildlife related activities during the
planning process, wildlife should receive greater emphasis. Comments expressed
concerns that wildlife did not receive adequate emphasis in areas of conflict
between wildlife and domestic grazing. Riparian areas were mentioned frequently
as sites of adverse affects on wildlife habitat. It was suggested that specific
forage allocations be made for wildlife use especially in areas such as key
winter ranges. Concern was expressed about the potential for disease
transmission from domestic livestock to wildlife especially bighorn sheep.

Several commenters expressed concern over the impacts of roads on various
wildlife species. Many comments expressed the opinion that designation of areas
as Wilderness would have the greatest benefit to wildlife.

Management of habitat for threatened and endangered species was a concern of
several individuals. In areas of potential wolf recovery habitat the ability of
the Forest to provide adequate protection was questioned given the potential
for reduced budgets. Concern was expressed over the selection of management
indicator species (MIS). Some commenters felt other MIS were more appropriate
to monitor certain habitats or the methods of monitoring were inappropriate.



5. Fisheries

Many commenters expressed concerns that water i iti

. : quality and stream conditions
needed to bg protected to maintain or improve fish habitat. Comments
concentrated on the need to insure that adequate habitat was available to
support increases in the number of anadromous fish that are expected to reach
tl:le forest._ Comments also disqussed the importance of the Forest as anadromous
fish spawning and rearing habitat to meet Indian Treaty rights to take fish
both on Forest and down the Columbia River system,

6. Riparian

Many commenters were concerned about the condition of and protection of
riparian areas. The importance of these areas to the well being of wildlife and
fish was stressed. Many of these comments expressed concern over impacts or
potential impacts to these areas from grazing, mining, roads or recreation.

7. Tinber

Several commenters expressed concern that restrictions applied to timber sale
activities in order to protect other resources were tco lenient while one
respondent felt that the restrictions were much too strict. Road construction
and water quality were the two areas of greatest concern. Some commenters
mentioned past failures in regenerating timber sale areas.

Comments addressed concerns with timber sales that were offered below cost and
that failed to return all costs to the Federal treasury. The increase in
projected sale volumes f£rom 3 million board feet (MMBF) per year during the
first decade to 10 MMBF at the end of the fifth decade concerned several
commenters who mentioned that this represented more than a 3—-fold harvest
increase. Several comments stated that the values assigned to timber were old
and did not reflect costs or returns in the current depressed market.

8. Range

Several commenters were concerned with grazing administration especially in
areas of perceived conflict with wildlife and fisheries such as riparian areas
and key habitat areas. General concern was expressed about range condition.
Apparent poor appearance of certain specific areas was also mentioned. Current
levels of grazing on the Forest and projected increase in grazing levels during
the later decades generated several comrents.

The value assigned to grazing was felt to be too high relative to values for
non-commodity resources.
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9. Minerals

Some commenters felt that minerals received too much emphasis in the Plan and
that greater restrictions should be placed on mineral activities. One stated
that no mining should occur on the Forest. Several commenters were concerned
about potential impacts to water quality, potential for destroying wilderness
values, increased access creating adverse impacts on wildlife and reclamation
work not being completed because of the depressed minerals market.

10. Water Quality

High water quality was recognized as a valuable resource on the Forest. Several
commenters expressed a desire to see water quality requirements strengthened to
reduce the potential for sedimention in streams. Concern was expressed that
activities such as mining, logging, livestock grazing, road construction and
vehicle use should be controlled so that water quality will not decrease.
Several commenters viewed road construction and maintenance as major threats to

water cquality.

1l. Fire Management

A few commenters identified a need for fire management plans Forestwide.
Several commenters were concerned that fire suppression which used heavy
equipment had the potential for doing greater damage than fires which were
allowed to burn. Some stated that areas burned by wildfire should be considered

in determining the need for vegetation manipulation projects.

E. COMMENT GROUPINGS AND LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS AND AGENCIES
WHO COMMENTED

The persons, organizations and agencies that commented on the DEIS and Proposed
Plan are listed on the following pages. Because the 600+ responses received
were too voluminous to print economically, only those letters received from
government agencies and officials are printed along with individualized
responses. Rather than respond to all other letters individually, major points
from each letter were summarized along with similar points from other letters,
these points were grouped by major topic and a response was prepared for each
of the major points. The listing of responses show the topics in which each
respondents major points were discussed. Some judgement was required in
preparing the groupings. For example a specific comment which deals with
wildlife use and livestock grazing in riparian areas may be grouped under
wildlife, range or riparian. Each of the groupings identified should be
reviewed to determine how a specific comment was addressed. Copies of all
letters received are on file in the Challis National Forest Supervisor's office
and can be made available for public review during normal business hours.

In order to gain a more complete understanding of any issue, responses to
letters received from government agencies and officials should be reviewed. In
many cases a more specific or slighty different question was asked in these



- letters and the associated response provides insight into an issue that is
greater than that obtained only from the summarized comments and responses.

1. Categories Used For Grouping Comments (identified by letter code):

Category Letter Code
Wildlife and Fisheries Management (a)
Wilderness Proposals, Roadless Management
and Research Natural Areas (B)
Soil, Water and Air Management (C)
Timber Management \.(’D)
Recreation and Lands Management (E)
Roads and Off-Road Vehicle Management (F)
Fire Management (G)
Minerals Management (H)
Range Management and Pesticide Use (I)
DEIS and Forest Plan: Document Content and General Comments,
Management Direction and Monitoring, Alternative 3 {(J)
Riparian Management (K}
Hydroelectric Proposals {L)



2., List of Persons, Organizations and Agencies Who Commented

The following persons, organizations, and agencies commented on the draft EIS
and Forest Plan. They are listed in alphabetical order and indexed by
category or categories were their comments and similar comments are addressed:

CATEGORY CODE
NAME ABCDEFGHIJKL

p b e

AAKER, DONALD
ABERNETHY, PETER

ADELMAN, DONNA

ADLER, SAM

AFFOLTER, QUINCE

AHO, MARGARET

ATTKEW, BRUCE

ALBERTSON, LOUISE L.

ALLEN, EDWINA

ALLEN, JOHN W.

ALLISON, LOIS

AMERTCAN WILDERNESS ALLIANCE (FRITZ, PAUL)
AMSORGES, JOYCE

ANDERSON, PETER

ANDERSON, ROBERT M.

ANDERSON, ‘TODD W.

ANIDA, DIANA SUE

ANIMAL PLANT HEALTH INSP. SERVICE
ARGAST, GENE

ASSOCIATED LOGGING CONTRACTORS (JENSEN, DOMALD)
AUDUBON SOCIETY (COLE, PETE)
AUSTIN, BRUCE

AXLINE, KETIH

AYLWARD, PAUL

BACH, JR. WILLIAM K.

BAGGETT, JEFF

BATLEY, JEFFREY S.

BAIRD, DENNIS

BAKER, BRENT

BAKER, RAY

BALDWIN, CAROL

BARD, DONALD M.D.

BARRY, JOHN

BARRY, WARREN AND ALMA

BARTLETT, ROBERT W. II

BASHAW, CARRIE
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NAME ABCDEFGHIJKL

BATCHELDER, R. A. X
BAZOVSKY, JOHN

BEAVEN, JANE

BECKSTROM, MARIA
BELLAVANCE, MARSHA
BELIAVANCE, LEE
BEMNETT, ROBERT & JENNY
BERENSON, JANET
BERGERSON, LINDA
BERNON, BEN

BEUMELER, T. R,
BEZDEKA, STEVE

BISHOP, JEAN E.

BLAINE COUNTY COMMISSION (REYNOLDS, ALAN)
BLAIR, CHARLES
BLAKESLEE, GINNY

BLOOM, J. E.

BLOOM, REBECCA

BLOOM, RICHARD

BONLER, BELINDA
BONNEVILLE CO. SPORTSMAN'S ASSN. (HUEBNER, M. F.)
BOOMER, PAT

BOPP, KEVIN

BCWERS, CHET

BOWLER, BRUCE

BOWLER, PETER A.

BOYER, JEFFREY K.
BOYL.STON, MICHAEL
BRADEN, BYRON

BRAGGA, CHARLES

BRAY, RICHARD D.
BRITTON, JIM

BROWN, MATTHEW
BROWNING, ART
BUFFINGTON, BETSY
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (HASZIER, CHARLES J.)
BURGESS, JACK

BURKE, JOHN A.

BURNELL, PHYLLIS A.
BURNS, STANLEY M.
BURTON, ORDEN

BUSCH, JO ANNE

BUSHELL, LINDA
CACCICLONE, CARCL

CANO, JACQUIE

CAFCNE, TERRY F. H.
CAREY, RANDY L.
CARLSON, BRENT A.
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NAME ABCDEFGHIJERKL

"

XXX XX
X

CARLSON, KEITH AND MARILYN
CARLSON, KEN

CARNEY, PHIL

CARNEY, SUE

CARPER, RENICE

CARROCK, JACK C.

CARSON, M. E.

CARTWRIGHT, KATE

CASE, JOEL T.

CASEY, WILLIAM

CATHART, LINDSEY

CHANDLER, ASA & NEWLAND, WANDA
CHEVERON USA (FLESCHE, LISA)
CHISHOLM, WILLIAM K.

CHIZUM, PATRICIA

CHOU, JEREMY

CHRISTENSEN, RHONDA
CLINKENBEARD, ROBERT L.

COFUR D'ALENE WLDF FED(GAINE, V.R./SCHNIDER, CLIFF)
COFFMAN, JENNA

COLEMAN, E & V

COLLINS, JO ELLEN

COLLIS, WENDY

COLONE, TERESA

COLUMBIA RIV. INTER-TRIBAL FISH COMM(WAPATO, T.S.)
CONNOLLY, M. K.

COOK, JEFF

COOK, JR. JEFF

COOPER, ROGER L.

CORROCK, LILA J.

CRABTREE, STEPHEN

CRAFT, JOAN

CRAIG, CONNIE

CRANDALL, DAVID L.

CRANDELY,, CHRISTINE AND (25) OTHERS
CRAWFORD, DON

CRAWFORD, TIM

CROOK, JEFFREY

CROSBY, MIKE

CURRAN, JIM

CURTIS, RICHARD L.

CUSTER COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
DACKERY, JAMES S.

DARR, SHETLA

DAVENPORT, DAVID

DAVENEORT, PATRICIA

DAVEY, NANCY

DAVIS, DENNIS

DAVIS, JENNIFER
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NAME

ABCDEFGHIJKL

DAVIS, MICHELE
DAY, ERNIE
DELANEY, HELEN
DELORY, PETER
DEVERY, STEPHEN
DIXON, JERRY
DIXON, ROSS
DOAN, DONNA M.

DOE BPA BONNEVILLE POWER ADM (MORRELL, ANTHONY R.)

DOKE, GLENNA

DOWNING, GLENN RAY AND JOAN K.

DREW, CHARLES

DUDLEY, DAVE, MR AND MRS.

DUKE, BETH
DURBIN, MARLENE
DeBREE, MARK W.
DeJOHN, DOUGLAS W.
DeNIRO, ELIZABETH
EASON, ALAN L.
FASTERWOCD, BILL
EDEN, WILLIAM
BEGNATZ, ANDREA
ERLUND, KEN
ELLIS, ROBERT W.
ENGELMANN, EARL

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY R-10, (BUND, R. S.)X

ERICKSON, LILL
FENN, STANLEY
FEREDAY, JEFFREY C.
FINCH, STEVE
FISHER, ERIK
FITZSIMMONS, NANCY
FLORENCE, KRISTINE
FORD, PAT
FORSTMANN, CANDIDA C.
FOSTER, ANDREA
FOSTER, BRENT
FRANREL, THOMAS
FRAULUL, MYRNA
FRISELLA, JANET
FRITZ, JANE
FRUSTEIN, MICAH
FUNK, JAMES AND MARLOW
GALLANT, FRANK
GAMBLES, MARIE
GANTT, GAMEWELL E.
GAPAN, LEE ANN
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NAME
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GARDNER, OLIN

GAROUTTE, DALE AND HELEN

GAU, MAXINE G.

GEHRKE, CRAIG, J.

GEHRKE, PAMELA

GIBBONS, HOPE & GIBBONS, MANLEY A.
GLACCUM, ELLEN

GRAHAM, CARCLYN

GRANTHAN, STEVE

GRATTON, DENNIS

GREENE, WILLIAM AND MOERSHEL, DAVID
GREER, LINDA

GREGAS, NORMAN P.

GROBERG, JENNIFER

GROLL, STACIE S.

GUERNSEY, ROGER L.

HACKNEY, STEPHEN, CAROL, ANNIE, URSULA
HAGEN, EVERETT

HALL, GLENN E.

HALL, JULIE
HALL, TOM A.

HAMANN, WAYNE
HAMILTON, MICHAEL
HAMLYN, CINDY
HANLEY, PATTY
HANSON WES, GERTIE AND (3) OTHERS
HANSON, ROBERT D.
HAMNRIGHT, J. C.
HANWRIGHT, PATRICIA
HARDY, GARNEY
HARPSTER, DOROTEY J.
HARRIS, KENNETH E.
HARRIS, SARAH J.

HART, LOU

HARTLEY, LAURIE

HARROOD, ROBERT

HATCHERSON, MICHAEL

HAWKES, JUDE

HAYES, WILLIAM S. AND MARJORIE G.
HEEKER, BARBARA

HELLER, BARBARA

HENDERSEN, HILL, RULON AND ARDATH
HENSLEE, PAUL

HIGGINS, ALEX

HILL, ADRIAN A.

HILL, DOLORES

HINNEN, MICHAEL

HOBBINS, RICHARD

HOBDEY, C. SCQOIT

HOLLAND, DAVID J.
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NAME ABCDEFGHIJKL

HOLLY, LISA

HOLM, MARY

HOODERPYL, ARDNT

HOURIHAN, TINA

HOWARD, G. SCOTT

HUBBARD, DOUGLAS E.

HUGHES, CHRLES

HUMMEL, KAY

ID ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL (HAUSRATH, ALAN R.)

ID NAT. AREAS COORD. COMMITTEE (WELLNER, CHARLES)
ID NAT. RES. LEGAL FOUNDATION (STOCKLEY, EDWIN A.)
ID OUTFITTER & GUIDE ASSOCTATION (SIMONDS, GRANT)
ID STATE DEPT OF HEALTH & WELFARE (STOKES, LEE W.)
ID STATE DEPT. OF FISH & GAME (COMLEY, JERRY)

ID STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY (GREEN, THOMAS J.)
IDAHO CONSERVATION LEAGUE (KRIS, CAROL)

IDAHO PETROLEUM COUNCIL (ANDY ANDERSON)

IDAHO SPORTSMEN'S QCOALITION (MITCHELL, RON)
IDAHO STATE-GOVERNOR (EVANS, JOHN V.)

IDAHO TRAIL MACHINE ASSN (COLLINS, CLARK L.)
IDAHO WILDLAMDS DEFENSE COALITION

IRVING, MICHAEL J.

ISAACSON, CAROL

JACOBS, JERRY

JAHN, GREG

JAYNE, JERRY

JOCHIN, KENNETH J.

JOHNSON, CONNIE

JOHNSON, KIM A.

JONES, DAVE

JONES, PAT

JONES, TERRY

KAUFFMAN, JENNY

KEARNEY, JOHN

KEELAN, ALEXTS
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KEENER,
KELLER,
KELLER,
KELLER,

KEITH AND MARGARET
JOHN

MARK

PAMELA

KELLY, PATSY A,
KIDD, LAWRENCE A.
KIKEL, JO ANNE
KINCANNON, LINDA
KING, DON

KING, JOBN
KITTAMS, WALTER H.
KITTRICK, J. A.
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b

NAME

KLEIN, GEORGE M. X
KLENE, BARBARA J.
RKNAFPP, BRENT
KOLBRENER, RICHARD
ROSHUTA, CHERYL R.
KRANZ, JAMES W.
KRENZ, D.

KRIZ, CAROL

KROOS, ROBERT

RURTZ, GENE AND BARBARA
RUSLEIRA, LINDA
LAL.SON, AL
LAMBRECHT, KEITH
LANE, JOHN

LE MOYNE, SYLVIA
LEAVELL, JEANA
LEAVELL, WILLIAM
LEE, CONNIE

LEFNER, LARRY
LEMLY, RICHARD S.
LESLIE, AUBREY
LESSLER, EVELYN
LILBURN, BERT
LILBURN, PAMELA
LIMAN, LOUELLA
LINDBLOOM, JAMES
LINHART, CAROL
LIPOVAC, PETER
LOGSDON, HENRY, GOODNCOW, VAL
TOREN, ANDREW

LOWE, JOSEPHINE KERR
LUCAS, CLAUDIA
LUCIER, LORRAINE
LUFKIN, ELISE
LUNTEY, ROBERT S.
LYCKMAN, GREG

LYDIG, DEAN A.
MAEBOTT, CHARLES
MAKEY, GARY

MARLER, MELODY & KEMPSKI, KEITH J.
MARLETTE, AMY
MARLETTE, GUY

MARR' Bo

MARSHALL, JOHN
MATHER, KRISTINE
MATHEWS, DAVID
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NAME

EFGHIJEKL

MATTESON, MOLLIE Y.
MATTHEWS, LAURIE L.
MAXEN, A.

MAXEY, MELODY
MAYFIELD, M. R.
MEAD, STEPHEN
MEDBERRY, MIKE
MELLON, SCOTT
MIGEL, DAUCHY
MILLARD, BRUCE
MILLER, B. B.
MTLLER, LLONE
MILLER, WARREN N.
MILLER, WESTERLY
MILLIMAKE, GAIL
MINER, GREGORY F.
MINNICK, WALTER C.
MIRAMS, LISA
MLADENKA, GREG
MONGE, MARTON C.
MONNIE, S. M.
MOORE, CHRISTY
MOREAULT, AMIE
MORETINE, ELSIE
MORRISSEY, ARDIE
MOSER, KENT

MOUNTAIN STATES INVESTMENT CORP (ALLEN ?)

MULLINS, WILLIAM
MUNTER, ANDY

MURPHY, PAT

McCARTHY, PATRICK
McCUE, J. C.

MCCUE JR., J.G.
McDONALD, JOHN
MCDONALD, LOIS
McDOWELL, M. F.
MCELHANON, CLIFFORD
MCGEE, PATTI

McGOWN, JR. JOHN
MCINTIRE, MARK AND JOY
MCKEAN, THOMAS ADAMS
MCRENZIE, JAN
MCROBERTS, GLEN MRS.
MCNAMARA, DEBBY
NAUTCH, IRENE M.

NAVA, MARIA G.

NEZ PERCE TRIBE (RUEBEN J.)

NICHOLSON, BRANT
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NAME

ABCDEFGHIJKL

NICHOLSON, T. J.
NICKEL, TOM
NORDSETH, TERESA L.
NORTON, TOM

OBEE, DOLIL S.
OCHIRO, JIM
OCRCVMILEY, JANET
OILWORTH, KERRY M.
OLBUM, BINA

OLSON, DANA
OLSON-COOPER, CHRISTINE
ORB, SUZANNE
ORVILL, STU
OSBORN, CALVIN
OSBORN, JOHN
OSWALT, KAREN
OWENS, JEANNE
OYEN, PEGGY

PACE, DOUG
PACHOLKE, JAMES B.

PANHANDLE ENVIRONMENTAL LEAGUE (BUWELL, ROGER, W.)

PAR, RALPH

PARIS, RICHARD F.
PAUL, LIZ
PAYNTER, PENNY D.
PEACOCK, ERIC A.
PEMBERTON, ANNE
PENNINGION, PATTY
PETERSEN, SUE
PETERSON, BROOKE
PETERSON, LARSON
PHILLIPS, K.L.
PIGOTTETT, SARA
PLOGER, SCOTT
POMEROY, C. W.
POMERQOY, J. N. MR AND MRS.
POMEROY, TOM
POTT, NICOLA
POTTER, DEE FORD
POTTS, HALEEN
POUND, DON AND LINDA
PRESTEL, SCOTIT
PRESTON, SCOTT
PRICE, KEVIN T.
PRICE, MICHAEL
PRIMUS, HERMANN
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NAME ABCDEFGHIJKL

FRUSYNSKI, MARK XX XX X X
PULLIAM, CARLA X X
PYLE, BARBARA

RABE, FRED

RAEBER, HILDEGARD
RANDOLFH, PAUL
RASMUSSEN, KEITH

RAU, DOMALD G.
REMBELSKI, ALANE
RENZO, PETER

RIEDEL, MICHAEL L.
ROBEL, VERNON

ROBERTS, HADLEY
ROBERTS, JAMES
ROBINSON, MARY
ROBINSON, ROLAND
ROBMETT, JENNIFER
ROCKY MI'N OIL & GAS ASSN (FRELL, ALICE I.)
ROGERS, JOEL

ROLE, PHILIP A.

ROME, DAVID

ROPE, RON

ROSE, JOHN

ROSE, WESLEY G.
ROSEBERG, RALFH B.
ROSS, JOHN

ROSS, JOHN A.T.

ROTH, CHAR

ROW, JACQUEI

RUFFRIDGE, RICK

RUGGER, W.

RUNKEL, FRED

RYDALCH, ANN

SAAB MARKS, VICKI

SAS, BETH

SCALES, LAURA

SCALES, N. W.

SCALES, NICK

SCHAEFFER, BRIAN
SCHAMHARST, MARIE
SCHARNHORST, BRUCE AND HOLLY
SCHARNHORST, D. F.
SCHIFFLER, BEVERLY
SCHILLING, CHRISTINE H.
SCHNEIDER, BETTY
SCHNEIDER, SID

SCHULTE, MICHAEL L.
SCOTT, BRADFORD
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NAME

CDEFGHIJKL

SCRIBNER, SARA
SERULA, ANN

SEWELL, TOM R.
SHEEHAN, MARK

SHEEHAN, TOM AND SYDNE
SHEEN, JAY

SHERY, JOHN

SHORAL, RUTH

SHOSHONE-BANNOCK TRIBES
SIERRA CLUB (MAUGHAN, RALPH)
SIERRA CLUB-N. ROCKIES CHAPTER (JOHNSON, RICHARD)

SILAR, CHRISTOPHER
SIMMOM, DEBBI
STMMONDS, DAVID
SKINNER, RICHARD A.
SLATER, SHERI
SMART, WILLIAM
SMITH, CATHERINE P.
SMITH, RICHARD
SMITH, STEVEN H.
SNYDER, GERRY
SOLOMAN, ANNE
SORENSEN, CARCLE KING
SORENSEN, RICK
SPIEGEL, CLARA
SPRYS, TOM
STALLARD, LYN L.
STANEK, CHIP
STRONY, ROB
STAPLETON, MERT
STAPP, CATHERINE
STELLARD, JACK
STEVENSON, ELIZABETH
STEVENSON, JOHN
STEWART, MELISSA
STITZINGER, GUL
STONE, LYNNE
STOPEL, R.

STOWELL, J. S.
STOWERS, DAVID
SULLIVAN, MIKE
SUMELL, NANCY
SUMMERS, JACK P.
SWAGERTY, WILLIAM R.
SWANSON, JOHN R.
SWANSTRON, JEFF

(TIIW' K. MI)
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TATSUMO, ROD
TEIPNER, CINDY

THE NATURE CONSERVACNY (MOSELEY, BOB)
THEILE, ART

THOMPSON, JASON

TIBBOTT, EVAN J.

TINNO, FAM

TINSLEY, JOEL

TINSLEY, VICTORIA

TOBIAS, NELLE

TONSMEIRE, FRAN

TORF, MARK

TRAPEN, PAT

TRUEBLOOD, ELLEN

TUBULL, SCOTT

TULLO, DANIEL

U.S. CONGRESS(REPRESENTATIVE STALLINGS, RICHARD H.)
U.S. DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION (GREEN, M.)
U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE (SHAKE, Wm. F.)

U.S.DEPT. OF COMMERCE (EVANS, DALE R.)

U.S.DEPT. OF INTERIOR (POLITYKA, CHARLES S. )
U.S.D.A. SOIL CONS. SERVICE (HOBSON, STANLEY N.)

UNKEL, MARGOT
VAZZA, NALDO
VEGA, MARGARET
VIGELAND, TED
VISSERS, COR
VISSERS, COR
WALDEN, R. C.
WAND, ELEANCR AND JOHN
WARD, R. ELEANCR
WARD, T.

WARDWELL, ED
WATTERS, RON
WEATHERBY, BECKY
WEBB, PETER
WEBSTER, GORDON
WELERTHNER, GEORGE
WEIGOLD, THEODORE
WELCH, CHERYL
WELCH, JEANNE
WELLINGTON, CHARMAINE
WENCHE, GVELYN
WENDT, RICK
WERNEX, JOSEPE J.
WEST, NANCY

WEST, PHILLIP, B.
WHEELER, DENNIS
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NAME ABCDEFGHIJKL

— - - - —————— ¢ ———— ———r— —

WHEELER, JOHN AND SADIE XX X
WHITING II, HENRY

WIETHORN, JULIE

WILCOX, DAVID

WILDERNESS CLUB, POCATELLO H.S. (CROLY, ADRIENNE)
WILDERNESS RIVER OUTFITTERS (TONSMEIRE, JOE)
WILDERNESS SOCIETY (ROBINSON, THOMAS A.) X
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE (POCLE, DANIEL A.) X
WILKINS, CLAUDIA X
WILLARD, CATHERINE

WILLIAMS, GEORGE B.

WILLIAMS, KAREN X
WILLIAMS, RUSSEL X
WILSHIRE, THOMAS

WILSON, MARY ELLEN

WINTER, TODD

WISE, RON AND MIMSI

WITNER, SHEILA

WIZNER, SHELLEY

WOOD RIVER NORDIC (VANDERBILT, ANN)
WOOD, RUTH

WOOD-ROY, SUSAN

WOODWARD, CHARLES

WOODWARD, LINDA

WORBOIS, DEAN M.

WORCH, ELLEN M.

WRIGHT, MACHILE

WUERTHNER, GEORGE

WYATT, J. L.

WYMAN, PETE

YOST, DOE

YOUNT, STUART

ZAPPANI, CYNTHIA

ZAREMSKY, JEFFREY

ZUCKERT, JUDI

ZWEIKEL, LYNN
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NAME

ABCDEFGHIJRKL

Names on the following letters are illegible:

(Box 1769, Ketchum, ID)
(1900 Warm Springs Rd, Ketchum, ID)
{Box 1666, Ketchum, ID)
(Box 4017, Ketchum, ID)
(Box 1591, Ketchum, ID)
{Box 742, Homedale, ID)

ARN 2, STU P.{Box 3760, Ketchum, ID)
ASH ?, GARY (Box 1821, Ketchum, ID)

CaN 7?7, CLAUDIA (Rox 203, 7, ID)

F ?, WYATT (Bagle, ID)

ID ALPINE CLUB (STEVEN ?)

JEFFRY, ELRANA (Box 1822, Sun Valley, ID)
KESSLER, LX (Box 101, Bliss, ID)

MATT ?, B. J. (Box 1567, Ketchum, ID)
OT ?, TOM (Box 1827, Ketchum, ID)

PAUL ? , PAM

RAYMOND J. ? (Box 2728, Ketchum, ID)
THOMAS E., ? (Box 3912, Ketchum, ID)

VAN PA ? , RHEDTT (Box 744, Ketchum, ID)
WITT ?, RICHARD (Box 2314, Ketchum, ID)
WRIGHT ?, KAREN (Box 2403, Ketchum, ID)

F. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

1. Comments and Forest Service Responses By Category
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A. WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES MANAGEMENT
Wildlife

Public Comment: We urge the Challis National Forest to confer with the Idaho
Dept. of Fish and Game in meshing the Forest Plan with the Proposed Serious
Injury Guidelines.

Response: Serious Injury Guidelines are not in the Plan because they are
only proposals at this time.

Public Comment: The advice of the Idaho Department of Fish and Game is all
that should be necessary for the line officer to base his decision on.

Response: The Idaho Department of Fish and Game is consulted on wildlife
issues. The Forest Service has responsibility of addressing issues and
concerns voiced by other agencies and the public.

Public Comment: The Standards and Guidelines for wildlife are weak and do not
represent a high level of commitment to the wildlife resource.

Response: Wildlife Standards and Guidelines have been strengthened.

Public Comment: Maintain or improve elk habitat effectiveness to at least 75%
of optimum. Use elk habitat guidelines to determine effectiveness anu ranage
habitat properly.

Response: See Plan IV-14, g. Elk Habitat Relationships for Central TYdaho
will be utilized when making resource decision.

Public Comment: Awvoid activity near ungulate migration routes and grazing
areas or suspected wolf homesites during migratory periods (Sept. 15 to Jan.
15).

Response: This will be considered on a project by project basis.

Public Comment: Maintain 100 yard buffer between cutting units, and/or roads
near riparian areas in drainage bottoms and meadow complexes.

Response: See Plan, Iv-32, j and Plan, IV-29, 4, 2. and Road Construction
Standards and Guidelines d 2.

Public Comment: Design cutting units in an irreqular shape to reduce sight
distances.

Response: Project design is determined by an interdisciplinary team on a
project by project basis.

Public Comment: Where feasible, lay ocut roads to reduce sight distances.

Response: Refer to Timber Standards and Guidelines, item k.
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Public Comment: Use K-V dollars to conserve or improve wolf prey habitats.

Response: Plan, IV-16, q, emphasizes the use of K-V funds to enhance other
resources which, depending on the location of the sale, could be used for
wolf prey habitats.

Public Comment: Inform and educate the public in key areas through newspaper
articles, talks to school children or other interested groups, and interpretive
signs.

Response: Currently, the Challis National Forest uses various media
methods to inform and educate the various user groups. In the future, this
method of education will be utilized more to its potential.

Public Comment: Improve beaver habitat {a wolf prey species) with aspen or
willow plantings.

Response: The Forest will support the Wolf Recovery Plan, when it is
approved, which addresses this issue.

Public Comment: The Challis DEIS and proposed Plan do not reflect consideration
and coordination of anadromous fish goals and objectives with the State, other
federal, and tribal organizations.

Response: A Standard and Guideline has been added which requires that "All
management activities which have a potential to significantly affect
anadromous fish will be submitted to Federal, State, and Tribal interests
for their review and comments.”

Public Comment: Alternative 3 does not represent the mix of forest activities
which benefits wildlife most. It emphasizes other commodity resources also.
We request that you give Alternative 3 strong consideration during your
review.

Response: Strong consideration was given to Alternative 3, however
Alternative 11 better met the issues and concerns derived through the
scoping process.

Public Comment: ‘The Hanson Lakes area is prime habitat for mountain goat,
gray wolves, bobcat and lynx, and needs protection.

Response: This area is not proposed for any significant development.
Public Comment: Improve the coordination of activities with other agencies.
Response: Comment noted.
Public Comment: Because of the Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act of 1960,
wildlife and fish and four other resources are to be managed and considered in
the planning process.

Response: We agree. 'They all received consideration under each
alternative.
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Public Comment: Habitat for wildlife is shrinking.

Response: The plan does not significantly or adversely affect wildlife
habitat.

Public Comment: Wildlife are not suited to having their range fenced.

Response; Wildlife can fully utilize their habitats if ranges are fenced
correctly. Range Standards and Guidelines require that fences be
constructed and modified to allow for wildlife passage.

Public Comment: To what extent is Forest wildlife dependent on off-Forest
areas and is this a c¢ritical limitation to their success?

Response: Several big game species especially antelope and deer are
dependent on public lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management for
their critical winter range needs. In some areas this definitely can be a
limitation to their success on the Forest.

Public Comment: A 20% change in population, as shown in the wildlife
monitoring section Plan V-9, would represent serious injury and would not be
acceptable.

Response: This table has been changed to read 10-15%.

Public Comment: Technology is not available to monitor capability for the
stringent planning goals and objectives programed.

Response: Technology is available but budgets will determine levels of
execution.

Public Comment: Habitat diversity needs to be discussed in the effects,
comparisons, and environmental consequences of alternatives.

Response; Because of the low level of activities that would modify
vegetation under any alternative, habitat diversity would remain
essentially unchanged.

Public Comment: What is the present state of wildlife habitat?

Response: In Table IV-~7, (EIS, 1V-17), predicted and existing habitat
capability levels are compared between alternatives. Also see wildlife and
fish under No Action Alternative and Analysis of the Management Situation.

Public Comment: East Fork is one of your most important sagegrouse management
areas.

Response: A comment was added (Plan, IV-82).

Public Comment: Under research needs in the Plan, you might mention the
on-going cooperative USFS-BLM-IDFiG elk study in Herd Creek.

Response: This section identifies future needs not on-going studies.
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Public Comment: Mineral leases should be denied where they will undermine
important water, fish, wildlife, recreation, and range values.

Response: Where other values are extremely high stipulations on leases may
restrict or preclude any activity on the ground.

Public Comment: Non—game wildlife species need management.

Response: We agree. The management for MIS also considers non-game
habitat.

Public Comment: In Chapter 1V, add goal to follow wildlife habitat
guidelines.

Response: 'This is included in the Standards and Guidelines (Plan, IV}.

Public Comment: What is the maximum variability in funding for habitat
restoration work?

Response: Funding for habitat improvement varies substantially.
Alternative 9 with one structure and three acres of habitat improvement
would cost approximately $1400 vs Alternative 4 which has 32 structures and
1400 acres for approximately $69,000.

Public Comment: The sagebrush habitat of the Pahsimeroi is home to the
Black-throated Sparrow, where a small, disjunct population survives in the
northwest part of the sparrows' range.

Response: There are no planned activities that will significantly affect
the Black-throcated Sparrow habitat.

Public Comment: The opportunity to observe wildlife still exists in the
Pioneers, but at a distance because of overcrowding.

Response: Comment noted.

Public Comment:; The fisheries and wildlife survey (Goal 3, Objective 2) should
be described in the final documents (Plan, IV-4, Goal 3).

Response: GAWS is briefly described in the Glossary. Detailed information
on inventory procedures is too lengthy for inclusion in the EIS or Plan,
but is available at the Challis National Forest offices.

Public Conment; On page 1V-129 of the Plan, change "Refine big game...to
"Define and protect big game..." and eliminate "as needed".

Response: We corrected the statement (Plan, IV-132).

Public Comment: Plan, V-9, the decrease of 10% is unacceptable because this
would severely impact wildlife populations.

Response: The statement has been reworded.
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Public Comment: Increasing big game herds creates an illusion of management
that does not exist and the EIS should state this.

Response: We agree and have explained this in several areas including
FEIS' IV_18 »

Public Conment: In the management area descriptions, mountain lion, black
bear, and game birds should be mentioned more often.

Response: Comment noted.

Public Comment: Add Idaho Department of Fish and Game goals to Plan II-14.

Response: They are incorporated by reference.

Public Comment: No policy is indicated for snags or species which require old
growth dead and dying timber.

Response: We have established some general guidelines for snag dispersal
(Plan, IV-18, x). In addition we have included a reference to the Challis
National Forest Snag Management Plan.

Public Comment: Give priority to the protection and management emphasis of
wildlife over timber, and other commodity resources.

Response: The Forest Service manages for multiple uses, no resource
receives full emphasis Forest-wide. Wildlife and fisheries resources have
received additional emphasis in the Plan. Sufficient quality and quantity
of habitat will be provided to meet Idaho Department of Fish and Game
population objectives. Management area prescriptions, objectives, and
standards and guidelines will provide for maintenance or improvement for
wildlife habitat.

Public Comment: Wildlife provides for greater long term public interest than
marginal subsidized timber values.

Response: Timber to sustain local mills can be provided without
significantly affecting wildlife values. FORPLAN shows wildlife and fish
values much higher than livestock and timber values.

Public Comment: Wildlife is a better economic base than the livestock or
timber industries.

Response: See above.
Public Comment: Wildlife values are too low. The value used for a wildlife RVD
(game and non-game) is too low. These values should be a $50/WFUD for deer
hunting, $60/WFUD for elk hunters, $85/WFUD for small game, and $64/WFUD for
fishing. Refer to Loomis and Sorg March 1985.

Response: At the time of our FORPLAN runs, these new values had not been
formalized. Therefore, RPA values were used.
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Public Comment: If the problems on economic analysis were corrected, FORPLAN
would emphasize wildlife even more.

Response: At the time of our FORPLAN runs, these new values had not been
released for use. Therefore, RPA values were used. PNV calculations were
not used as a decision criteria.

Public Comment: We are not in favor of timbering; it 1s needed for wildlife
habitat.

Response: Timber management prescribed in the Plan has little conflicts
with wildlife.

Public Comment: Because other outputs are not varied enough, wildlife was
never allowed to increase substantially.

Response: In our FORPLAN runs wildlife was not affected substantially by
variation of other resource outputs, therefore, it was deemed not necessary
to provide a wide range of outputs.

Public Comment: The Plan only gives minor emphasis to wildlife, but increases
timber harvest three times.

Response: During the ten year planning period, we don't plan to increase
timber harvest or grazing. We are giving more emphasis to wildlife and
fish resources,

Public Comment: We do not believe you can increase wildlife with the projected
increases in livestock grazing, timber production, and road construction.

Response: See preceding response. Most big game populations will increase
in the first few years simply because animal numbers are far below the
habitats carrying capacity. Our management activities will have relatively
little effect on overall population numbers until later decades when the
habitat nears carrying capacity.

Public Comment: Recreation and wildlife should be acknowledged as outputs of
primary importance, with commodity uses maintained at current levels into
future decades.

Response: Recreation and wildlife have been acknowledged as outputs of
primary importance. Commodity uses have been maintained at current levels
in the first decade. All activities and outputs may be revised at the end
of the first planning period.

Public Comment: Consider medifications to your preferred Alternative 11 that
will better reflect an evolving emphasis on fish, wildlife, water quality,
improved range management, and dispersed recreation.

Response: Alternative 11 reflects a change from current management to an
increased emphasis on fish, wildlife, dispersed recreation, water quality
and improved range management. Specific standards and guides, objectives
and management area prescriptions will help achieve these.
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Public Comment: The Plan is heavily weighted toward livestock and timber, with
little regard to wildlife.

Response: See above response.

Public Comment: If over—grazing is reduced, carrying capacity for wildlife
would increase.

Responge: The Challis National Forest has more wildlife habitat than is
presently being used. Reduction in livestock would have little effect on
wildlife populations.

Public Comment: Livestock should be kept out of riparian areas to leave more
food and cover for wildlife.

Response: We disagree. Research conducted in the intermountain west has
shown that riparian areas can be successfully grazed by livestock. Where
current grazing systems are failing to improve important riparian areas, we
will develop alternative management methods to meet riparian objectives.
See Standards and Guidelines, Chapter IV,

Public Comment: How will AUMs be distributed between livestock and wildlife?

Response: We provide for wildlife habitat and forage needs on an
allotment by allotment basis. The allotment interdisciplinary team
determines specific objectives to meet soil and water, vegetation, wildlife
and other resource needs based on range and other information available.
See also Range and Wildlife Standards and Guidelines and Goals and
Cbjectives.

Public Comment: In Plan, IV-14, there should be utilization gquidelines
established for key wildlife areas.

Response: The extreme variability of various wildlife species needs for
various key areas and various allotments dictates that standard utilization
rates would not necessarily £it all situations across the Forest. We
encourage the Idaho Department of Fish and Game as their time permits, to
join allotment management plan interdisciplinary teams and help develop
objectives and specific utilization rates for specific key wildlife areas.

Public Comment: Management Area 9 has a significant increase in grazing use.
This Management Area supports an important elk herd. How are you going to
resolve the conflicts which are sure to arise?

Response: Grazing increases are not planned in the ten year period
covered by the Plan.

Public Comment: What guidelines will be used to mitigate livestock/wildlife
conflicts? Simply stating they will be mitigated does not state management
direction on how they will be mitigated. See Plan, IV-143
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Response: Normally an interdisciplinary team will prescribe specific
mitigation measures. Plan, IV-4, Goal 2, Objective 4, states: place
priority on improving essential fish and wildlife habitats. Range, Goal 2
states: manage all allotments to maintain suitable range in satisfactory
condition and improve suitable range that is less than satisfactory
ecological condition. Riparian Objectives will guide the interdisciplinary
team so that mitigation measures are developed that meet these objectives.
Guidelines such as the Elk Habitat Relationships for Central Idaho and sage
grouse guidelines will be used. Also see Plan, IV, Standards and Guides
section.

Public Comment: It seems that wildlife have a disproportionately small share
of forage but contribute more to PNV than cattle even with the inflated grazing
value used.

Response: We disagree. 2All wildlife habitat needed to meet Idaho
Department of Fish and Game population objectives have been provided for in
the Plan. We agree that wildlife gives higher PNV,

Public Comment: Possibly consider making allowances for winter maintenance of
wildlife by ranchers, following the increase of the grazing fees to current
market rates.

Response: Comment noted. Current laws and regulations do not provide for
this.

Public Comment: Your proposal to triple the timber harvest and to subordinate
wildlife to livestock grazing is one that any independent private analyst and
planner would reject out of hand as illogical.

Response: There is no increase in timber harvest planned in the 10 year
period covered by the Plan Wildlife has not been subordinated to livestock
grazing. The Plan provides habitat for continued increases in wildlife,
but only allows for present levels of livestock grazing.

Public Comment: Acreage burned by unplanned fires should be deducted from
acreages of identical habitat scheduled for controlled burning or spraying in
order to maintain an adequate amount of sagebrush for sage grouse, antelope and
mule deer.

Response: Natural fire occurrences are considered in meeting our
objectives.

Public Comment: Harvest timber for wildlife objectives only.
Responge: The Challis National Forest will manage approximately 96,000

acres for timber production, which may provide benefits to wildlife. Other
acres may be treated for wildlife or other resource objectives.

Public Comment: Harvesting 660 acres in Sawmill Canyon will severely impact
big game habitat. Fully implement the Elk Habitat Relationships for Central
Idaho. Reduce the size of clearcut to 26 acres.
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Response: We disagree. The Plan contains standards and guidelines
directing the use of Elk Habitat Relationships for Central Idaho. Our
management direction for Sawmill Canyon states that we will provide big
game security needs.

Public Comment: Monitoring and wildlife studies done for timber cutting should
be charged to timber budgets.

Response: Forest Service policy requires that monitoring is paid for by
the benefiting prograi.

Public Comment: Plan, IV, Wildlife Standards and Guidelines needs to be
quantified and specific. Eliminate soft and non-binding words - "weasel
words".

Response: Statements have been strengthened.

Public Comment: Improve standards and guidelines on Snag Management.
Response: Because of the very small amount of acres programed for our
timber harvest program, we prefer to have some general guidelihes with the
wildlife biologists and the silviculturists working together on the ground
to design specific snag management requirements.

Public Comment: The costs of wildlife procedure and mitigations burden the
entire timber management program.

Response: The Forest Service is required by NEPA, NFMA, requlations and
policy to use an Interdisciplinary Team to develop and evaluate mitigation
measures.

Public Comment: Wildlife should not restrict re-entries for timber harvest
with uneven-aged management.

Response: We adgree.

Public Comment: Timber harvest can help meet wildlife goals.

Response: We agree.
Public Comment: Greater emphasis needs to be placed on preserving old growth.

Response: Forest management in the first decade has little effect on
number of old growth areas.

Public Comment: With the loss of so much habitat in the west for our big game

animals every effort should be made to preserve the unroaded areas that still
exist. Areas should be managed as "Roadless" because of their wildlife values.

Response: Most roadless areas will remain essentially unchanged through
the first decade. Our proposed development activities will not have a
significant effect on wildlife habitat or populations in the next 10
years. See Appendix C, DEIS.
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Public Comment: Wildlife habitat should be protected from road building and a
travel plan should be part of the Plan.

Response: Road construction proposals will be assessed by an I.D. team
(including a wildlife biologist). Many factors and impacts are considered
and weighed prior to a decision. Impacts on wildlife habitat will possibly
occur.

The Forest Travel Plan is not included as part of a ten-year Forest Plan as
it needs to be reviewed annually and updated as needed (See ORV Standard
and Guideline 11}.

Public Comment: In Chapter III of the Plan, add a paragraph to 3 which
addresses the issue of road management vs. wildlife security areas and types
and amounts of consumptive WFUDS that can be provided under varicus levels of
road closures.

In Chapter IV add goal 6, "Develop and implement a cooperative road management
program to protect and/or improve fish and wildlife habitat, and to maintain
non-motorized WFUD opportunity”.

Response: We feel that we will be able to maintain non-motorized WFUD
opportunity and protect big game security through Standards and Guidelines
under timber and ORV's, and Objective 6, under Goal 2 in Facilities (Plan
Iv-10). We are proposing few miles of new road each year for the first
decade.

Public Comment: Use road closures to mitigate wildlife needs.

Response: Road closures, whether seasonal or year round, will be used to
mitigate wildlife conflicts with other resources. See Standards and
Guidelines for road management.

Public Corment: The Idaho Fish and Game Department should determine which
roads are to be closed for wildlife.

Response: We will coordinate closely with the Idahc Department of Fish and
Game on all road closures. See Standards and Guidelines For road
management.

Public Comment: On Plan, IV-169, you state that access will be created for
fuelwood gathering. Will there be seasonal restrictions? Access
management as it related to big game harvest is a major concern.

Responge: Fuelwood access roads, like many roads on the Forest, may have
seasonal closures to meet watershed or wildlife needs.

Public Comment: You should display to the public specific effects on wildlife
habitat if the roadless areas are developed.

Response: This information is contained in Appendix C of the EIS. Because
future mining activities are unknown and specific locations of other
projects are not known, it is not possible to describe more specific
effects on wildlife.
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Management Indicator Species

Public Comment: King Mountain roadless area offers some of the best bighorn
sheep habitat in this region.

Response: We agree.

Public Comment: Because security cover for elk is in short supply key elk
habitat should be removed from the timber base.

Response: There is ample security cover for elk except in localized
areas. The Plan containsg standards and guidelines directing the use of Elk
Habitat Relationships for Central Idaho.

Public Comment: The success of road closure policies must be proven prior to
the roading of critical elk habitat.

Response: We agree that enforcement of road closures has been a problem in
the past. Revised standards and guidelines under road management, timber
harvest, and off road vehicle use will help to address this problem.

Public Comment: Elk and antelope should have equal consideration with domestic
livestock. Currently they do not.

Response: Elk and antelope do not have equal consideration with livestock
on every acre. In some management areas, wildlife are emphasized over
livestock, in others both wildlife and livestock are emphasized.

Public Comment: What is the quality/quantity of forage remaining for elk
following the grazing season?

Regponse: This varies from year to year and area to area due to livestock
and wildlife use patterns and weather. However, there is adequate forage
to meet the needs of present and projected elk populations.

Public Comment: Regeneration of Douglas—fir with lodgepole provides inferior
habitats for elk.

Response: We generally agree, but we will meet the cover objectives as
stated in Elk Habitat Relationships for Central Idaho, before logging
adjacent areas.

Public Comment: Bighorns should receive higher emphasis in the Plan,

Response: The Challis National Forest will cooperate and coordinate
closely with the Idaho Department of Fish and Game on any bighorn sheep
transplants. We have met with the Fish and Game and agreed on transplant
sites and are preparing environmental assessments for those transplant
sites. We are encouraging the Fish and Game to transplant more bighorn
sheep into available habitat as soon as possible.
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Public Comment: Give egual consideration to elk, bighorns and goats; if we
crowd them out they will be gone forever.

Response: Habitat needs of all three are provided for in the Plan,
Public Comment: Mule deer are not scarce on Management Area 14.

Response: We agree. They are, however, much below potential habitat
capabilities.

Public Comment: Mountain goats in the Boulder Mountains need the protection of
primitive wilderness.

Response: This area has been proposed for Wilderness.

Public Comment: Mountain goats may not be below minimum viable on a
Forest-wide basis.

Response: The MVP capability level takes into account the historical range
of mountain goats on the Challis National Forest. If only current range is
taken into account, populations are not below minimum viable. This has
been clarified in the Plan.

Public Comment: There should be a different selection of Management Indicator
Species. Your Management Indicator Species do not represent species which
management plans can be built around.

Response: We disagree that management plans cannot be formulated using
these species. Our selection process for identifying MIS has identified a
group of plants and animals that are indicative of ecological conditions.
Most of our animal species are on common grounds with the state fish and
game department species management plans and can be realistically
monitored.

Public Comment: There should be an MIS identified to monitor dead and dying
timber.

Response: This is not a significant issue. See previous statement.

Public Comment: Pileated Woodpecker or any of the Idaho Department of Fish
and Game species of special concern should be chosen as MIS.

Response: Possibly the Pileated Woodpecker, or some state sensitive
species, better represents species dependent upon "old growth", or climax
coniferous forest, but it would be difficult to determine their population
dynamics with our limited resources. It would be hard to equate a
population or habitat index.

Public Comment: There should be a discussion on the trade-offs of MIS.
Response: The Analysis of Management Situation (6/15/82) discusses

trade-offs of MIS with management objectives. AMS is available for review
at the Forest Service Supervisors Office.



Public Comment: How can you increase the capability for red squirrels by 10%?

Response: O0ld growth will increase by 10%.

Public Comment: The discussion on wildlife habitat types or PACAS and the MIS
associations on DEIS III-11 through II1I1-13 is unclear.

Response: Describing the wildiife data base in only a few pages is
difficult. The Glossary describes PACA types. The Analysis of the
HManagement Situation (6/15/82) located at any Challis National Forest
office contains more detailed definitions and explanations.

Public Comment: The implication that climax coniferous forest is not deer or
elk habitat is untrue.

Response: Mature conifer stands were not necessarily classified as "climax
coniferous forest". The habitat types described were classified as
"savanna forest, spruce-fir/forest or seral coniferous forest”. One of the
assumptions of the wildlife data base is that the animal spends 90% of its
life occupying that habitat. If this assumption had not been made, it
would have been impossible to delineate habitat which is most preferred by
the species and require special management emphasis.

Public Comment: Red squirrel populations are not tracked, but in DEIS, ITI-10
you said that population cbjectives and populations can be established and
tracked for Management Indicator Species. This inconsistency should be
corrected.

Response: The statement (EIS, III-11) reads: "They are species for which
populations and habitat objectives can be established, and will be tracked
as indicators of habitat capability." Red squirrel habitat or "climax
coniferous forest" will be tracked as acres of habitat.

Public Comment: You have designed a system to use old growth to monitor
squirrel populations Plan, V-9. This violates the concept of MIS.

Response: Monitoring either populations or areas of habitat suffices the
concept of MIS.

Public Comment: Selection of MIS must include a discussion of criteria and an
explanation of how each will actually be monitored.

Responge: See Plan, II (Wildlife MIS Selection Criteria) and Plan, V,
Wildlife Monitoring Plan.

Public Comment: Add a Standard and Guideline which addresses problem of
domestic sheep - bighorn sheep disease transmission. The Challis Plan ignores
the responsibility toward restoring an Idaho bighorn population. Bighorn sheep
should have priority over domestic sheep and cattie.

Response: See new Wildlife Standards and Guidelines o, (Plan, IV-14).
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Threatened and Endangered Species

Public Comment: Further formal and informal consultation with the Fish and
Wildlife Service will be necessary on project-specific cases i1n potential wolf
areas.

Response: The procedure in dealing with projects occurring within the
Recovery Plan area is to consult formally or informally with the Fish and
Wildlife Service. This recommendation will be followed.

Public Comment: Has it been proven that wolves and intensive grazing are
compatible?

Response: No. Compatibility has not been determined.

Public Comment: Threatened and Endangered Species should be protected by
wilderness, or recovery areas should be designated.

Response: FEach T&E species will have a recovery plan developed by an
interagency team. Wilderness is not essential for the recovery of T&E
species.

Public Comment: Include language that the Forest will participate in
reintroduction programs for endangered species that were indigenous to the
Forest. The Grizzly bear should be introduced into Management Area 1.

Response: The species recovery teams will make recommendations for
relocation of T&E species to the Secretary of iInterior for approval. The
Forest Service and the specific Forests involved will participate in
decisions to relocate threatened and endangered species on Forest Service
lands.

Public Comment: Your commitment to restoring the habitat of Threatened and
Endangered Species, such as the gray wolf, hinges on sufficient deer and elk
prey base.

Response: Management direction in the Plan provides sufficient habitat and
protection measures for deer, elk and beaver within wolf recovery areas.

Public Comment: Has the Plan complied with the Endangered Species Act?
Response: Yes. The Fish and Wildlife Service has stated that our Forest
Plan "is not likely to jeopardize the existence of the gray wolf®™ and will
"not affect™ the bald eagle or the peregrine falcon.

Public Comment: Protection of Federally classified endangered plants should be
emphasized.

Response: Currently the Challis National Forest does not have any
Federally classified threatened or endangered plants.
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Public Comment: Coordinate with miners to avoid conflicts at critical times in
key wolf habitats.

Responge: This will be addressed when a wolf recovery plan is finalized.
Details will be considered on a project-by-project basis in the wolf
recovery areas.

Public Comment: Evaluate both short and long term effects of potential
developments on key wolf habitats.

Respongse: This will be considered on a project-by-project basis.

Public Comment: When feasible, lay out rcads as recommended in the Timber and
Road Management Section so that sight distances are minimized.

Response: Forest Standards and Guidelines in the Forest Plan will be
adhered to by future projects. This includes sight distances as
reconmmended within the Elk Habitat Relationships for Central Idaho.

Pubiic Comment: Inform and educate users about wolf ecology and the endangered
status of the wolf. Present information to local groups such as gun clubs,
hunter associations, hunter safety classes, and school classes that are
interested in the wolf,

Response: Comment noted.
Public Comment: Add a clause to grazing permits, timber purchase contracts,
and outfitter and guide special use permits about wolves so that these groups
will know - {(a) of potential wolf presence in their area; (b) that killing
wolves is illegal because of their endangered status; (c¢) to report sightings
to this office; and (d) to contact thais office for further information.
Response: This information will be made available as needed.

Public Comment: Close ungulate winter range with potential wolf activity to
snow machines.

Responge: Wildlife and Fish Standards and Guidelines i, Plan IV-13, has
been revised to address this concern.

Public Comment: Locate any new trails away from key wolf use areas, if their
presence becomes known.

Response: This will be considered on a project-by-project basis on the
wolf recovery areas.
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FPisheries

Public Comment: The Forest must maintain its fisheries resource for its sport
fishing value.

Response: The Forest agrees and is committed to maintaining or improving
the sport fisheries resource.

Public Comment: Please make a commitment in the final Plan to totally protect
anadromous and wild trout habitats.

Response: Management Areas that contain anadromous fisheries or important
resident fisheries have management prescriptions that emphasize maintenance
and/or enhancement of fisheries habitat.

Public Comment: Better fisheries habitat management should be a long range
primary objective.

Response: The Forest agrees. The Plan under goals and objectives indicates
the need for improved fish habitat management. Forest-wide standards and
guidelines give general direction on how to improve management with
specifics shown under individual management area prescriptions and
guidelines.

Public Comment: The Forest must protect its fisheries resource from the
impacts resulting from commodity uses such as road building, mining, grazing,
timber harvesting and hydroelectric development, as well as noh-commodity
recreation.

Response: The Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines are the basis for
protecting the fisheries resource from commodity resource impacts. Grazing,
road building, and minerals are the major commodity impacts to fisheries.
Other activities are not presently having or expected to have major impacts
to habitat on the Forest. Interdisciplinary teams evaluating activities
that may impact fish habitat will have a fisheries biologist as a member.

Public Comment: Wilderness designation is necessary to preserve fisheries
values.

Response: Wilderness will not necessarily solve existing fish habitat
problems on the Forest. Many conflicts with fisheries are tied to range
and minerals which can still continue to operate in wilderness areas but
with additional restrictions.

Public Comment: Semi-primitive designation is preferred, as opposed to
wilderness, to preserve the fishing opportunity.

Response: Comment noted.

Public Comment: Fisheries impose opportunity costs to timber and other
commodity use values.
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Response: Fisheries, along with other resources (water, soils, wildlife,
recreation, etc.), impose some restrictions on timber activities so that
their own values are not unreasonably impacted. NEPA requires that this be
done,

Public Comment: We believe you have not adequately reflected the dollar
outputs of fish in comparison with the commodity products (timber, mining, and
range). In short, fisheries present economic benefits.

Response: Dollar outputs for fish are based on values for fisherman user
days (FUD's) that were set by the Resources Planning Act (RPA). The total
output values shown in the alternatives are based on an estimate of
expected FUD's generated by resident fish on Forest and on anadromous fish,
generally off Forest. Almost 50% of the total benefits on the Forest were
derived from fishery values (see Table II-7A, Alternative 11, Page II-114
of the EIS).

Public Comment: Establish a 25% sediment threshold as it can provide a buffer
for potential problems in respect to fry emergence as opposed to the 30%
threshold hold by in the plan. The "Guide For Predicting Salmonid Response to
Sediment Yield in Idaho Batholith Watersheds" indicates that a 20% imbeddedness
fry emergence is about 78%, while at 30% it drops to 18% -- a 60% reduction.

Response: The 30% is an upper limit with the real constraint being the 2%
limit on increase over existing. Fry emergence is based on sediment levels
in the redds, not in the stream in general. Unpublished research has shown
that redd building by steelhead and salmon is quite effective in cleaning
fines from gravel. A redd created in a stream with 30% fines in the
spawning gravel, could easily reduce the fines to less than 25%, which
would provide adequate fry emergence.

Public Comment: Priority must be given to protecting anadromous fisheries
habitat. Priority must be given to protecting the fisheries resource.
Boulder/White Clouds, Marsh Cr., Bear Valley Cr., Star Hope Cr., Pioneer Mtn.
Range, Copper Basin Area, Iron Bog Lake, Smiley Mtn., Herd Cr., Ross Fork and
Ross Fork Basin, East Pass Cr., Bowery Peak, Jersey Peak, Big Lost River Basin,
Lemhis, Pahsimeroi Mtns., and Borah should be protected in their entirety for
the purpose of salmon, steelhead and resident fisheries habitat preservation.

Response: Anadromous fisheries are heavily emphasized in four management
areas (1,3,4,5) and are emphasized along with other resources in four
others (6,7,8,9). We are also emphasizing the anadromous fish resource
through the goals and objectives and standards and gquidelines.

The Forest is committed to maintaining or improving the sport fisheries
resource,

The Plan under goals and objectives identifies the need for improved fish
habitat management. The Forest wide standards and guidelines give general
direction on how to improve management with specifics shown under
individual management area prescriptions and guidelines.
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Public Comment: Table II-7 shows an increase in allotted AUM's beginning in
the first decade and continuing through decade 5. This may lead to a direct
conflict with fish,

Response: There is no increase in grazing in the ten year planning period
and there is no anticipated increase in impacts to fisheries. Forest
direction should work to reduce impacts. Projections shown through the
five decades can change in the next planning periocd.

Public Comment: Address the unconscionable act of landowners drawing off water
for agricultural purposes, leaving salmon and trout high and dry.

Response:; State law requires that all new diversions be screened and allow
for water needs of fish. At present there are only a few minor diversions
on small streams that are a problem.

Public Comment: The Forest Service must be careful not to ask more of a
mitigation measure or technique than it can give.

Response: We agree and plan to monitor the effectiveness of mitigation
measures to see if they accomplish what we expect.

Pubiic Comment: Explain how fish habitat capability can increase in spite of
expected increases in sediment production from mining.

Response: Site specific increases in sediment from mining should be offset
by onsite mitigation and decreases in sediment from other sources because
of improved management techniques and sediment reducing projects. This
should result in an increase in overall habitat capability.

Public Comment: Why were resource "benchmarks" developed for only three
outputs (timber, grazing and wilderness), but not fish, wildlife and
recreation?

Response: These benchmarks were not required.

Public Comment: Has the Forest adopted Idaho's Anadromous Fish Geoals
(1984-1990) or has it conducted its own surveys and determined these to be
reasonable targets?

Response: Habitat will be provided under the Plan to meet or exceed the
State's goals.

Public Comment: Why is the present habitat so much lower than maximum habitat
potential?

Response: Existing populations of anadromous fish are low in comparison to
habitat potential due to past and present impacts from dams on the Snake
and Columbia Rivers, commercial fishing and onsite degradation of habitat.
As these problems are solved numbers of fish should come much closer to
predicted habitat potential. The preferred alternative predicts habitat
capability to reach 90% of potential by the end of the 50 years.
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Public Comment: The final EIS should present more information about fish
habitat and water quality conditions.

Response: A general habitat condition rating for each stream or lake on
the Forest has not been done. Information on many areas is available in
Forest fisheries files. All streams meet state water quality standards.

Public Comment: Heavy fines should be imposed to companies equal to the price
of restoration as commensurate with the destroyed product.

Response: The Forest Service does not have the authority to impose fines.
We document damages and the courts determine responsibility and may impose
penalties.

Public Comment: The Forest should adopt a monitoring plan to evaluate mining,
timbering and grazing impacts on fisheries habitat. Also show how information
derived will be used. What types of “"change in management direction"?

Response: A monitoring program will be set up to evaluate and monitor
sediment levels on priority streams that are being or could be impacted by
resource activities. Information collected will be used to update
direction in Allotment Management Plans, help schedule timber harvest and
help plan habitat improvement projects. See new Objective 1 under Wildlife
and Fisheries Goal 4.

Public Comment: Area analyses should be performed for any area in which
development or resource use is contemplated near important aquatic resocurces or
other sensitive habitats. These should also receive public review as drafc
EA's or EIS's,

Response: Existing policy provides for draft review of an EIS and for a
review of an EA prior to making a decision.

Public Comment: BPA projects should be clearly identified because they are
intended as mitigation for effects on anadromous fish that occur "downstream",
off CNF lands, and should therefore not enter into evaluations of habitat
impacts that occur on the Forest.

Response: The Forest has not identified at this time any fisheries
projects in the Plan for BPA funding. BPA money is available to the Forest
to evaluate and accomplish projects to increase anadromous fish production
as mitigation for downstream problems created by the dams. BPA funding
will not be used to mitigate on Forest activities.

Public Comment: Delete the weasel phrase "where feasible" in "Protect
anadromous fish spawning areas from disturbance by laivestock and other
activities where feasible." State that such areas will be fully protected in
this clause,

Response: The Standards and Guidelines have been strengthened.
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Public Comment: The EIS should state that values associated with anadromous
fisheries are influenced by provisions of the Northwest Power Act, and are not
the result of any manipulation by the Forest Service.

Response: The final EIS recognizes the Northwest Power Planning Act. As

the fish are re-established in Forest habitat the value of the Forest
contribution to the runs will greatly increase.
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B. WILDERNESS PROPOSALS, ROADLESS MANAGEMENT AND RESEARCH NATURAL AREAS

Wilderness Management-Roadless Management

The Forest received many comments on its draft management plan. Most of these
comments supported more wilderness acreage in addition to the 160,000 acres
proposed. The comments primarily addressed five areas that were not proposed
as wilderness in the draft management plan: The Northern Lemhis, Diamond Peak,
Pahsimerci Mountains, King Mountains, and the Herd Creek area of the
Boulder/White Clouds. There were a variety of reasons given as support for
wilderness designation, most stressing the undeveloped nature of the land and
its suitability for wilderness. Without doubt, each of the areas is of
sufficient size, of undeveloped character and of inherent quality to meet the
standards of the wilderness act. Each area has no deficiencies that would
preclude management as wilderness.,

There also exists a strong opposition to any more wilderness from local
communities, and commodity and motorized user groups. There are also many who
want to see the roadless areas remain undeveloped but without a formal
wilderness classification. Opposition to wilderness from these groups has
remained strong from the RARE II process to present. They want the areas to
remain open to all multiple uses. Their perception is that Idaho has provided
its fair share of wilderness and the resources of the remaining lands will be
needed for future generations.

The proposed land management plan for the Challis National Forest projects
little development in these five areas. Four of the areas, the North Lemhis,
Diamond Peak, the Pahsimeroi Mountains and the Boulder/White Clouds will remain
essentially unroaded and undeveloped. King Mountain will be managed to provide
a mix of resource activities and opportunities. Most of each of these roadless
areas will still be suitable for formal wilderness designation in the next
planning period.

While the forest does not propose activities in its plan which would seriously
impact the wilderness characteristics of these five roadless areas, some
perceive a serious threat to the integrity of them and prefer wilderness
designation as a guarantee of protection. There evidently exists both'a
distrust of Forest Service plans and a fear of mining, ¢il and gas exploration
and hydroelectric development that may occur in addition to Forest Service
activities. There appears to be little that can be done in the short term to
solve the distrust problem or to reach a fully acceptable balance of wilderness
to nonwilderness.

Part of the North Lemhis and Diamond Peak roadless areas have been assigned a
management prescraption for a semiprimitive non-motorized recreation
experience. A few trail corridors have been left open to accommodate trail
bike use.

Establishment of these 5 roadless areas as wilderness would not significantly
increase the very low level of wilderness type use that exist now. However, it
would increase trail maintenance and administrative cost to the Forest Service
as well as eliminate the motorized recreation use which is occurring now.
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The Forest Travel Plan provides the Forest Service with a means of closing
areas that receive significant damage from motorized vehicles.

The roadless areas on the Challis NF were broken into groups based on
wilderness values and public input throughout the planning process.

The groups are:

1, Those areas with the highest wilderness character and strongest public
support. They have been recommended for wilderness. There is also
opposition to this recommendation. The areas are: Borah Peak, portions of
the Pioneer Mountains, portions of the Boulder/White Cloud roadless areas.

2. Those roadless areas with high wilderness character, but both strong
support for and strong opposition to, proposing them for wilderness. These
areas were not supported for wilderness by the Governor, nor the Idaho
Congressional Delegation. There are very few intrusions planned into these
areas. They will remain virtually unchanged and will be available for
wilderness consideration in the next round of Forest planning. A
semiprimitive/non-motorized recreation prescription has been assigned to
parts of two areas. These areas are: North Lemhis, Diamond Peak,
Pahsimeroi, King Mountain, and portions of the Pioneer Mountains and
Boulder/White Clouds.

3. Those roadless areas with moderate to low wilderness values and low
public support for and strong opposition to proposing them for wilderness.
Most of each of these areas will also remain unroaded and undeveloped and
will be available for wilderness consideration in the next round of Forest
planning.

The numerous public comments receaved on wilderness were summarized into the
following issues:

Public Comment: Want consideration of more wilderness classification
especially in: Lemhi Range (Northern), Pahsimeroi Mountains, Diamond Peak,
King Mountain, Boulder/White Clouds Peaks, and Pioneer Mountains.

Public Comment: There is a need for more wilderness.

Response: The Plan proposes an additional 201,000 acres for Wilderness
designation. This is in the Borah Peak, Pioneers and Boulder/White Clouds
areas. This would designate approximately 39% of the Challis National
Forest as Wilderness.

Public Comment: Wilderness classification is needed for protection of
watersheds and water quality.

Regsponse: Little activity is planned in the listed roadless areas that
would affect these resources.
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Public Comment: Your analysis does not comply with the California vs. Block
decision. You do not present a wide range of wilderness alternatives or
adequate site specificity.

Responge: A wide range of alternatives was developed in the Forest Plan
FEIS. Table II-4 in the DEIS shows the range of wilderness alternatives on
a forest-wide basis. The 1l alternatives have a percentage range from 0 to
100% and the wilderness benchmark is 100%. Each roadless area was
recommended as wilderness in at least one of the alternatives. If only a
portion of a roadless area was recommended for wilderness in an
alternative, 1t was recommended for wilderness, in total, in one of the
other alternatives.

Data in the Forest Plan FEIS shows the projected 10-year changes for
resource outputs, activities, benefits and costs. These changes measured
from the first decade of the current situation are shown for each
alternative.

The planning documents were developed with full public participation. They
include sufficient information to advise the decision maker, Congress, and
the public concerning what will happen if the area is recommended for
wilderness or assigned to other management options through the 10-15 vyear
planning period. Information indicating what activities are scheduled,
when and where scheduled impacts can be expected for the planning horizon,
and which lands are capable of and suitable for being assigned a timber
prescription, is available in the planning documents and the Forest record.

When complying with 36 CFR 219.17 in addressing the concerns described in

Decision have corrected the indicated deficiencies. Appendix C includes
site specific discussions of the effects onh roadiess areas by alternative.

Public Comment: Wilderness will provide additional recreation.
Response: Alternative 11 indicates that Primitive Recreation is the main
objective for these areas. The same type that would occur under
Wilderness. ORV use in these areas is not presently significant.

Public Comment: Wilderness provides better economics, more revenue for the
area and is cheaper to manage.

Response: Differences in management costs and revenue are insignificant
between designated wilderness and management under Alternative 1l.

Public Comment: Wilderness will protect the land for future generations.
Response: Planned activities in Alternative 1l through the first planning
cycle, ten years, will not preclude the vast majority of these areas being
eligible for wilderness.

Public Comment: Wilderness will protect the areas from timber harvest.
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Response: The timber harvest in the 10 year planning cycle is only 2,500

acres within the management areas that include the listed roadless areas.

Only part of the harvest is within the roadless area. Appendix C indicates
roadless areas where timber harvest will probably occur.

Public Comment: Wilderness protects the areas from oil and gas development.

Response: Projected ground disturbing activity in the next ten years is
low. Stipulations listed in the Forest Plan protect or mitigate these
activities.

Public Comment: Wilderness protects geologic features.

Response: Little or no activity is planned in the listed roadless areas
that would affect geological features.

Public Comment: Wilderness protects unique scenery.

Response: Little or no activity is planned in the listed roadless areas
that would affect these resources.

Public Comment: Wilderness provides unique solitude.

Response: Alternative 1l provides for management of these areas in their
present undeveloped state.

Public Comment: Wilderness protects Indian use and rights.

Response: The preferred alternative will not adversely affect Indian
rights.

Public Comment: Wilderness provides better wildlife habitat.

Response: Little or no activity is planned in the listed roadless areas
that would significantly affect wildlife habitat.

Public Comment: Wilderness prevents hydroelectric development.

Response: Economics of accessibility will limit this activity to the edge
of roadless areas. Demand for this type use is not high at the present
time. Hydroelectric development in the first planning cycle is estimated
to be insignificant.

Public Comment: We have too much wilderness. We need more wilderness. We
support the Moody/Kostmayer Idaho Wilderness Act of 1985.

Response: Comments noted.
Public Comment: There is a magnificent wilderness resource concentrated on the

Challis National Forest and it should be protected. There is no compelling
reason to do otherwise.
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Response: We agree. Including the proposals in the Plan, 39% of the total
Forest would be within designated Wilderness areas. In addition, more than
70% of the entire Forest outside of these designated areas will retain its
wilderness values through the 16-15 year planning period.

Public Comment: The Idaho public has officially spoken out in favor of the
conservationist proposal as shown by RARE II records and hearing records.

Response: Comment noted.

Public Comment: Why did you propose fewer acres for wilderness designation
than proposed under RARE II? Why were the North Lemhis proposed for wilderness
under RARE II and not in the Plan?

Response: At the time RARE II was conducted, the North Lemhis were in the
Administration's Wilderness proposal; however, at the time of the McClure
wilderness hearings, the current administration testified against including
this area.

Public Comment: Demand for wilderness will dramatically increase in the
future,

Response: At the end of this 10-15 year planning period more than 70%
(approximately 1.1 million acres) of the Forest outside of designated
Wilderness will be available for consideration as additions to designated
Wilderness.

Public Comment: Wilderness would provide economic stability into perpetuity.

Response: The Plan provides for a variety of outputs and activities,
including Wilderness use, that provide economic stability.

Public Comment: The value of 0il and gas potential is inconsequential and
cannot be used to support a no wilderness recommendation.

Response: Detailed evaluation of ¢il and gas value has not been
conducted. A variety of factors was considered in making the decision to
propose or not propose an area for Wilderness designation.

Public Comment: The preferred alternative does not do a good job of protecting
wildetrness values.

Response: We disagree. Including the proposals in the Plan, 39% of the
total Forest would be within designated Wilderness areas. In addition more
than 70% of the entire Forest outside of these designated areas will retain
its wilderness values through the 10-15 year planning period.

Public Comment: A Federal court decision requires an analysis of nonwilderness
management of roadless areas.

Response: A comparison of the effects of management under each alternative
is shown in EIS Appendix C.
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Public Comment: The value of each roadless area as wilderness must be
evaluated, including the benefit to state and local economics, and conservation
and protection of wildlife, vegetation, soils, water, land stability and air

quality.

Response: The value of each roadless area for wilderness, as displayed in
Appendix C, meets the requirements.

Public Comment: The economic, aesthetic and spiritual benefits of wilderness
would easily offset the minimal opportunity cost.

Response: Comment noted.
Public Comment: Maximum wilderness is the economically superior alternative.

Response: Our analysis shows this; however, more than economics was
considered in selecting the preferred alternative.

Public Comment: It appears your wilderness recommendation may be mostly based
on Senator McClure's rabid anti-wilderness position. Nowhere in the Plan is a
good argument made that supports such a small wilderness recommendation.

Response; Our wilderness recommendation is based on wilderness values of
the roadless area and public input.

Public Comment: Creating a wilderness area on the east side of the Forest,
near the population centers, would be significant from a recreational, social
and economic basis.

Response: We believe that Borah Peak proposal meets this concern.

Public Comment: Wilderness offers a variety of multiple uses.

Response: Although wilderness offers a variety of uses, it does not
provide as many multiple use options as non-wilderness designation.

Public Comment: Protect current "defacto" wildernesses.
Response: This is consistent with our current management strategy. The

Plan will not affect most of the currently unrcaded areas. Slight to
moderate effects will occur on less than 5% of these areas.

Research Natural Areas
Public Comment: Include a stipulation in the Standards and Guidelines about
protecting RMA's from grazing.
Response: Light grazing occurs in some of the proposed RMA's. Whether or

not this continues, will be decided in the Committee's establishment
report, after consultation with all involved parties.
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Public Comment: RNA's need specific Standards and Guidelines to protect them,
prior to establishment.

Response: See the Forest-wide Management Direction Standards and
Guidelines on page IV-12, e. Special Areas.

Public Comment: The management direction and Standards and Guidelines for the
proposed Smiley Mountain RNA is a good model for all proposed RNAs.

Responge: All proposed RNA's have now been recommended for establishment
in the management direction section for each management area.

Public Comment: Acreage figures for proposed RNA's are inconsistent in the EIS.

Response: Corrections have been made. These acreage figures may be
adjusted in the establishment reports.

Publi¢ Comment: Lime Creek was incorrectly added to the list of proposed
RNA's. It should be Middle Canyon.

Response: The correction has been made.

Public Comment: Stop illegal wood cutting up Middle Canyon, which is nhot
compatible with RNA status.

Response: We have provided direction in the Plan to protect proposed
RNA's. We are monitoring that area to ensure that this activity is not
repeated.

Public Comment: Designate “"Jaggle Peak Ramp" (in the heart of the King Mtn.
roadless area) as an RNA.

Responge: This proposal has been referred to the Idaho Research Natural
Area Committee for evaluation.

Public Comment: A provision should be made to recommend additional areas to
fill the needs suggested by the Idaho Research Natural Area Coordinating
Committee.

Response: The Forest Service and other interested parties are continuing
to locate areas to fill those needs.

Public Comment: The Challis NF is required to follow the National Rivers
Inventory in designating Wild and Scenic Rivers.

Response: No waters on the Challis National Forest are on that inventory.
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C. SOIL, WATER AND AIR MANAGEMENT

Public Comment: The Forest should develop the non-market values (Soil, Water,
Air) and give priority over the Market Values.

Response: Resource priorities for site specific areas may be established
on a project by project basis.

Public Comment: Protecting water quality should be a major long term
management objective and stated in the Plan.

Response: The Plan does emphasize water quality. Statement 5a (Plan IV-20)
in the Standards and Guidelines section of the Plan has been modified to
read "Ensure that all management-induced activities meet state water
quality standards, and Forest water guality goals, including sediment
constraints.”

Public Comment: The Forest should develop a stream classification system. The
stream classifications under the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) contract
should be adopted.

Response: The Forest will adopt a stream classification system. An
addition was made to the Goals and Objectives section (soil, water and air)
of the Plan. BPA stream classification has not been completed.

Public Comment: Instream flows are planned. Will this methodology only
measure present: surface flows? Will diversion of water be considered? Will
reduction in surface flow due to channel disturbance by cattle be considered?
This activity can result in changes in surface flow due to soil compaction and
evaporative losses of water from channel widening and riparian cover reduction.

Response: The methodology used for instream flow quantification is not
limited to only measuring present flows. Expected flows are developed for
ungaged drainages using flow duration characteristics of nearby gaged
streams in a dimensionless form. Actual instream flow needs are determined
through regression technicques on channel characteristics, regardiless of
active or planned diversions.

The concern of reduced surface flow due to channel disturbance by cattle is
valid. Since there are no provisions to consider the effects of grazing
activity on evaporative and seepage losses under the current instream
methodology, it will be incorporated into the channel stability inventory
program so potential problem reaches can be identified.

Public Comment: Management needs to develop a detailed water quality
monitoring system (program).

Response: The Forest has an approved water quality monitoring plan which
is referenced in the Monitoring and Evaluation section of the Plan (v-12).
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Public Comment: Management needs to show current water quality conditions.
Also, existing habitat quality conditions need to be presented. Show the
management prescriptions to be applied to each. Conduct a study of the impacts
of pollution to waters such as Ralph Cavanaugh's of the Natural Resources
Defense Council.

Response: Water quality data is limited Forest-wide to project related
activities in which representative projects are monitored to determine Best
Management Practices effectiveness. Funding has been inadequate in the
past to perform any baseline monitoring and there is no indication that
future budgets will increase substantially. Consequently, water quality
conditions Forest-wide are assumed to be better than the monitored water
quality conditions located immediately downstream of potential sediment
delivery points. To adequately cover this concern, the statement has been
changed (Plan, IV-21, 5, i).

Public Comment: Conduct a study of oxygen levels in streams in relation to
seasons of the year, temperature, stream discharge volume where the waters
studied would be in their natural condition before being materially altered.

Response: Oxygen content, like any other parameter, will be incorporated
into the water quality monitoring program when warranted after monitoring
objectives are established.

Public Comment: How can fish habitat capability increase and water quality / .
improve when sediment also increases? If sediment yields are expected to

increase under Alternative I (DEIS, II-135 paragraph 4 [FEIS, II-136]), how can

water quality improve (paragraph I)?

Response: The sediment levels that appear in the EIS show the potential /...
for rpducm,on,, amogg_(altematzves. So when water quality improves and
sediment inéreases together; &% in the RPA alternative, more funds will be
“available for improvement, administration and mitigation which will
probably reduce the sediment output below the projected level.

More importantly, the sediment output related to range and mineral
activities are assumed not to change significantly among alternatives.
Consequently, the sediment values projected for each alternative does not
necessarily reflect the watétr quality improvement that may be realized with
an increased emphasis in range administration and improvement programs.

Overall, the Forest-wide water quality will be improving for the
alternatives that emphasize range, water, and fishery improvements while
constraining commodity outputs.

Public Comment: Have the Clean Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Amendments
been fully addressed in this Plan?

Response: The Plan has been modified. A new provision in the Standards and \
Guidelines section (Plan, 1I-28, IV 10, a, 5) addresses the maintenance of
drink;.ng water systems on the Fores"f:“"."‘“““’ T

Publlc Comment- Address the risk of impacting domestic water supplies from
Forest management activities before this resource is contaminated.
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Response: This concern is addressed in Management Area 13 of the Plan.

Public Comment: The Watershed Condition Inventory referenced in Plan, Iv-18
should be included or summarized in the FEIS or Final Plan.

Response: A description of Watershed Condition Inventory has been included
in the Glossary.

Public Comment: The Forest should regulate activities to prevent stream
contamination or develop mitigation measures.

Responge: See Plan, IV-20, 5a and Plan, IV=-22, 6¢c and 6e.

Public Comment: Describe the procedures which the Forest uses to protect water

quality. The present procedure is fragmented. Discuss cumulative impacts of
mining on watershed.

Response: Protection of water quality is accomplished through Best
Management Practices (BMP's) and water quality provisions. Earth
disturbing activities must meet the applicable BMP's to reduce impacts on
water quality. As an assurance that water quality will not be impacted,
selected management activities will be monitored and evaluated to determine
the effectiveness of BMP's. Cumulative impacts will be analyzed for
construction activities within a watershed, primarily associated with
sediment production.

Public Comment; To protect streams, watersheds, and water quality, lands
unsuitable for timber harvest should be excluded in the timber base.

Responge: Lands unsuitable for timber production have been excluded (See
EIS, II-126).

Public Comment: The DEIS should contain a thorough discussion of the adverse
impacts to the pattern and timing of water runoff, impacts to stream drainages

and its flow pattern as a result of timber harvesting which alters the physical
characteristics of these areas.

Response; The timber harvesting program for the Forest will not

significantly impact the pattern and timing of runoff, relative to normal
seasonal variations.

Public Comment: It is satisfying to see that harvest activities are planned
using actual sediment data as opposed to using exclusively the model (DEIS,
IV-33). However, should y-axis of Figure IV-2 read 0.1 percent, etc? We expect
you mean 10 percent, etc.

Response: The y-axis of Figure IV-2 is correct on identifying 0.1 percent,
etc. As explained in the text (FEIS, IV-32), the sediment yield values are
much lower than would naturally occur at a critical reach because the
sediment yields are projected Forest-wide. Consequently, the expected
sediment levels such as 10 percent, etc., over natural in a watershed
setting are diminished when related to total Forest output.
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Public Comment: Protect streams, water quality, soils, streambanks, and fish
from cattle impact.

Response: See Forest Plan, Standards and Guideline section.

Public Comment: Will mitigating grazing damage be effective along streams?

Response: Modification of grazing practices alone are not the complete
answer for improving damaged streams. Stream improvement projects and
exclosures may be required to effectively improve sections of damaged
streams.

Public Comment: Protection of riparian zones is of great importance in stream
management.,

Response: Standards and Guidelines for water resources and riparian areas
of the Plan adequately address this concern.

Public Comment: The opportunity costs of water quality are a burden to the
market values.

Response: The opportunity costs of water quality are relative to demand,
both local and downstream. The Forest does not feel the opportunity costs
of water quality is a burden to market values.

Public Comment: Management should maintain clean, wild and scenic rivers
(streams) for recreation and aesthetic purposes.

Response: Rivers such as the Middle Fork of the Salmon River which are
designated wild and scenic are maintained for recreation and aesthetic

purposes.

Public Comment: Activities producing sediment beyond existing levels should be
prohibited.

Response: We disagree. See Plan, IV-13, 2, c.

Public Comment: Reduce sedimentation by protecting the water quality from
motorized traffic.

Response: See ORV Standards and Guidelines (Plan, IV-29, 4, 2.

Public Comment: Management should classify stream level sediment beyond which
a company may not go.

Responge: Standard and Guidelines (Plan, IV-13, 2, ¢) establish a sediment
threshold limit.

Public Comment: Do not use computer programs to derive estimates of sediment

to be added to water. This is using incomplete data. Streams need to have
sediment monitoring systems.
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Response: Computer—derived sediment levels will be used in conjunction to
actual sediment values established in the field. Standard and Guideline 2,
b, (Plan, IV-13), requires that sediment levels be monitored for anadromous
fish and important resident fish streams.

-~ Public Comment: Challis National Forest's preferred alternative with the third
highest sediment yield raises some gquestions regarding your commitment to water
quality and fisheries resources. T

Response: The commitment to water quality is demonstrated in the support
given to a progressive water quality monitoring program in the Plan.

Also, specific standards and guidelines are established in the Plan which
™ set sediment threshold limits that may affect earth disturbing activities.

Public Comment: Why did you have outputs for sediment from timber harvest and
road maintenance, but none for road construction/reconstruction?

Response: Projected sediment outputs included road construction and
reconstruction activities on arterial and collector systems. This explains
the higher sediment output projected for alternatives that schedule higher
levels of construction/reconstruction of arterial and collector systems.

Public Comment: Why are there four low (55, 57, 58, 59) sediment groups?

Response: These low sediment groups were developed for different
geographic areas on the forest but they all used the same value in the
FORPLAN model.

/ Public Comment: Present a sediment model depicting the combined effects of
b road building, timber, mining, and grazing.

Response: At present, the Forest does not have the capability of modeling
sediment associated with grazing activities. Until this happens, the
Forest will have a problem in projecting an accurate account of sediment
production by model alone.

Public Comment: The Forest should address the concerns expressed for
streambank stability and monitor those activities which impact this delicate
area.

Response: This has been included (Plan, IV-6, Soil, Water and Air, Goal 2,
Objective 1).

Public Comment: The Salmon and Pahsimeroi River drainages should have a stream
improvement program to provide benefits in recreation, fishing and fish
habitat.

Response: Projects for that portion of the Salmon and Pahsimeroi River
drainages on the Forest are included in the Forest Watershed Improvement
Needs Inventory (refer to Management Area Direction).

Public Comment: Management should make streambank stability a priority and
provide for its protection in the future.
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Response: This is consistent with Forest Plan direction.

Public Comment: Protecting air quality should be a major long term management
objective and stated as such in the Plan.

Response: A management objective has been added to the Soil, Water, and
Air section of the Plan, which addresses the protection of air quality.

Public Comment: Management needs to address impacts to air quality resulting
from prescribed burning.

Responses Seo Plan, IV-9, Goal 3, Objective 4.

Public Comment: Shifting slash disposal from burning on-site to the same
volume of use in woodstoves can increase the net air quality impacts for the
following reasons: timing of burning is changed to when temperature inversions
are more likely, the location to woodstove burning is in concentrated areas,
thus becoming a human health concern in addition to being a visibility issue,
and finally, these smoke particles are small enough to penetrate Geep into the
respiratory tract where they might also be carcinogenic.

Response: This issue is outside the scope of the Plan since air quality
standards associated to woodstove burning should be established and
regulated by the State.

Public Comment: It is requested, in an effort to educate the public, that
pamphlets be distributed to discuss the association between woodstoves and air
pollution in relation to health concerns, and tips on woodstove operation.
These could be distributed when issuing wood permits.

Response: This comment is noted, but is outside the scope of the Plan.

Public Comment: The discussion on page II-135 of the DEIS regarding the effect
of alternatives on sediment and water quality is vague.

Response: The discussion (FEIS, II-136) has been modified.

Public Comment: There is inadequate discussion of the effects of mitigation
measures. These are frequently used and listed, but there is not thorough
discussion of why the measures in fact mitigate against the damage that
otherwise would be caused.

Response: A more specific discussion on mitigatioq@asures is not
possible because the Plan is not capable of addressing the exact location
and schedule of most projects during the planning period. Mitigation
measures are determined during an environmental andlysis of specific
projects.

Public Comment: Protecting soil quality should be a major long-term management
objective and stated in the Plan.

Response: Emphasis is placed on soil quality. See Plan, IV-6 Goals and
Objectives.
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Public Comment: The Plan should present a thorough discussion of hazardous
soils and slope conditions.

Response: Hazardous soils (properties other than slope or mass
instability) are not specifically identified at this time, due to a lack of
detailed soil inventory information on the Forest. See Plan, II-38 or EIS
II1-40.

Public Comment: When dealing with two watersheds in implementing a management
technique, spatial distribution of the sensitive soils should be considered
which would dictate different management programs for each drainage using
professional judgment.

Response: This statement is correct. The implementation of the Forest's
Progressive Soils Inventory, along with detailed soils evaluations on site
disturbing activities, will help refine the process.

Public Comment: How is natural soil productivity evaluated for an area and how
are changes measured?

Response: Natural soil productivity is the inherent capability of a soil
to produce a natural vegetative cover. On rangeland the unit of measure is
pounds per acre; on timberland it is based on site index.

A component of the Progressive Soils Inventory is the identification of
model soil series sites (as close to the natural state as possible), and
determination of their productive potential. Once this information has
been obtained, Best Management Practices can be developed through the
monitoring of resource activities.

Public Compent: The DEIS contains inadequate information on soils. EIS,
III-33, 34 lists the four major soil groups; cites the Forest's objectives, but
lists only one source of documentation: Analysis of the Management Situation,
August 1982, The reference to other documents is inadequate. The DEIS should
contain the criteria and process used to assign "permissible soil loss values"
since the Plan gives assurance there will be no irreversible damage to soils.

Response: This section was rewritten (FEIS, I1I-40).

Public Comment: It is not possible to tell from the DEIS or proposed plan
whether soil disturbing activities will take place on highly erodible soils.
The statute requires assurance in this area.

Response: The Plan provides that timber harvest is restricted to slopes
less than 45 percent. Mass instability areas have been mapped and
commercial timber occurring within these delineations removed from the
timber base. Best Management Practices will be implemented to prevent soil
loss on highly erodible soils. Conducting detailed soil inventories,
within project areas, will alsc assist in identifying highly erodible soils
and defining mandatory mitigation measures,

Public Comment: What are Order II vs III soil inventories? Are these done
before roading or logging activities?
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Response: A detailed Soil Survey (Order II) will be conducted prior to
soil disturbing activities such as roading or timber harvest. Definitions
are included in the Glossary.

Public Comment: Is soil productivity change due to cattle use accounted for?

Response: The Modified Soil Loss Equation was used to develop sediment
yield tables from rangeland impacts. The sediment model mainly displays
impacts from timber harvesting and roading activities; grazing impacts, due
to the lack of an acceptable methodology, have not been thoroughly
displayed. We addressed the issue through monitoring, Best Management
Practices and Standards and Guidelines.

Public Comment: Prevent soil compaction due to timber harvest.

Response: A standard or guideline addressing prevention of detrimental
compaction has been developed and incorporated into the Soil, Water and Air
Standards and Guidelines. See Plan, page IV-22, 5, s.

Public Comment: The Plan fails to analyze dirt bike impact to soils.
Response: See Off-Road Vehicle Standards and Guidelines.

Public Comment: Productivity is lost when erosive or shallow soils are
disturbed. It is more cost effective to not develop these sites. Unstable
batholith soils are unsuitable for timber harvest.

Response: Mass instability areas were identified and commercial timber
stands within these areas were removed from the timber base.

Implementation of the Standards and Guidelines, b., c¢., d., and h. under
Soil, Water and Air (see Plan, V-20-21), along with the development of Best
Management Practices will help assure that sensitive soils are not
disturbed.

Publjc Comment: The Forest should prohibit timber sales on steep slopes which
result in higher risk of erosion and mass failure.

Response: No timber harvest is planned on steep slopes or areas of high
risk of mass failure. See Plan, IV-16, ¢.

Public Comment: “Worst case" scenarios should be presented for proposed timber
sales on steep slopes and their impacts on soils in terms of stability.

Response: "Worst case" scenarios are not a requirement for the Forest
Plan. They will be used where needed on a site specific project analysis.
Timber Standards and Guidelines (Plan, IV-16, g) restrict tractor logging
to slopes less than 45 percent.

Public Comment: The DEIS should be revised to include analyses of known
mitigation techniques resulting from soil disturbing activities.
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Response: The DEIS is not the document to analyze mitigation technidques
for soil disturbing activities. These measures will be displayed within
each project's Environmental Assessment. The number and type of mitigation

technique are dependent on the nature and complexity of the various
projects.

Public Comment: The Forest should address the opportunity costs burdened on
the market values due to soil values.

Response: If soils information is carefully utilized in the initial
planning steps of a project, the burden on opportunity costs would have
little or no effect due to the need for less expensive mitigation measures.

Public Comment: The following are suggested measures for reducing opportunity
costs: allow for entire drainages to be prescribed at one time to save on the
costs; do not allow the sediment constraints to become finalized in the Plan;
allow for increased road gradients to 10-15 percent on acceptable soils; use
vertical cut banks and allow for some sloughing on permanent road closures and
delete the fertilization standards and guidelines.

Response: In drainages where significant timber lands are located, an
Environmental Analysis will be done to evaluate cumulative impacts and to
identify opportunities to reduce costs. Sediment constraints are needed to
protect fish spawning areas and are being retained in the plan. Road
gradient and construction standards will be detemmined on a case-by-case
basis. We have no fertilization standards and guidelines.
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D. TIMBER MANAGEMENT

Public Comment: Why harvest timber in Morgan. Creek?

Why harvest timber in Management Area 37?

Why harvest timber in Sawmill Canyon?

Why is there timber management in Furnace Creek?

Harvest timber only around the fringes of the Lemhis, Diamond Peak, Pahsimeroi
Mountains, and King Mountain.

The timber program ignores the National Interest, RPA and NFMA.

Response: Both the Multiple Use~Sustained Yield Act of 1960, and the
National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA) confirmed the long-standing
direction contained in the Organic Act that the Hational Forests are to be
managed for continuous production of timber. These areas have suitable
timber lands that can be reasonably harvested and managed for timber on a
long term sustained-yield basis in harmony with other resource objectives.
The law directs that the sale of timber from each Hational Forest must be
on & sustained-yield basis.

Public Comment: The Forest Service has abandoned multiple use for logging.
Harvest timber only to help other resources.

Harvest timber only to enhance wildlife habitat.

There is a lack of coordination between timber and other resources.

Timber harvesting is shortsighted.

Manage federal lands for all folks, not just timber interests.

Response: The Challis National Forest is managed for all multiple use
values. Only 7,000 acres (or less than .3 of 1 percent of the total forest
acres) are programed for harvest during the 10-year planning period. This
harvest provides for diversity of age class of conifer stands which is
beneficial to wildlife.

Public Comment: Remove the Challis National Forest from the timber base.
Don't reduce the timber harvest. Don't harvest any timber.

Response: Other harvest options were considered in various alternatives
but were not selected because they would not meet the local demand for
sawtimber products.

Public Comment: Don't subsidize the timber industry with deficit timber
sales.

Response: A deficit sale simply indicates that under particular market
conditions the costs for the average operator may not allow him to make a
profit on the harvesting and processing of the trees included in a
particular sale. The sale is offered for competitive bids. Forest Service
conpetitive sale procedures assure that the public receives the market
value of the timber.

Public Comment; The Plan and/or the Forest Service over—emphasizes timber. The
Challis National Forest is logging at the maximum sustained-yield.
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Response: Maximum sustained yield is estimated at 57 million board feet
per vear. The planned annual harvest for the ten year planning period is
only 3 million board feet. The preferred alternative does not
over—emphasize timber.

Public Comment: The Lemhis, Pahsimeroi Mountains, Pioneers, King Mountain,
Diamond Peak, Boulder/White Clouds, Basin Creek, Borah Peak, Mackay Front,
Antelope Creek, and Thompson Creek shouldn't be logged. They have low timber
values.

Response: The Forest Plan, which programs timber management for the next
ten years, excludes most of these areas of concern except for small
acreages in King Mountain, Sawmill Canyon, and Pahsimeroi Mountains,
Timber to be harvested in these areas can be harvested economically and in
balance with other resources.

Public Comment: Fuelwood values in the Plan are too high.
The timber values in the Plan are too high.

Response: Fuelwood and timber values were used in determining present net
value (PNV). PNV was not a factor in selecting the preferred alternative,
it was only used in comparing the alternatives.

Public Comment: Timber harvesting only benefits a few people.
The Plan and EIS should show what values the timber program creates or
enhances.

Timber harvesting is multiple use and serves more people than wilderness.

Response: The communities where the National Forests are located also
benefit from timber harvesting. Twenty-five percent of the receipts for
the timber sale are returned to the counties where these lands are located
to be used for schools and roads. Timber harvest also provides local
employment opportunities, creation of healthy, viable vegetative
conmunities, and contributes to local and regional demands for timber
products.

A study based on 1972 data showed that timber increased in "value added"
nearly 17 times between the stump and delivery of finished timber~based
products to final consumers. This means that every $1 million in National
Forest timber sales generates additional economic activity worth $17
million.

Public Comment: An atcelerated timber harvest will lower the costs of roads.
Timber harvesting results in roads.

Timber harvesting is a gquise for building roads.

The Forest Service should look at road c¢osts in terms of the needs of other
forest resources, and not just the viability of timber sales.

Previous timber harvesting may have helped elk habitat, but this was offset by
the roads.
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Response: Roads are charged as a cost against the inmediate timber sale.
These roads will provide access to later harvest on the sale area and to
other timber sales in the vicinity. If their costs were amortized over the
total volume of timber to be hauled on them, the "monetary profitability"
of the initial sale would be improved. These roads can be managed as open
or closed, depending on other resource needs.

Publijc Corment: The timber industry is on the decline in Idaho and other

resources (especially tourism) can offer a better value and replace the losses
in the timber industry.

Response: Comnment noted.

Public Comment: Recognize the Timber Sale Modification Act of '84 in
determining allowable cut.

Response: The Federal Timber Contract Payment Modification Act has no
significant impact on the Challis National Forest. Only one sale on the
Challis was turned back under this program. This Act does not determine
the calculation of allowable harvest levels.

Public Comment: Remove unsuitable timber lands from the timber base.
Identify unsuitable timber lands in this Plan.

Identify lands unsuitable for timber harvest, but necessary to meet Forest
objectives.

Identify suitable timber lands in the Plan.

The Challis National Forest has little commercial timber so where will the
proposed triple harvest come from?

Response: Timber Management Land Classification is displayed in Table
Iv-2, Page IV-37 of this Plan. Unsuitable lands have been removed from the
timber production base through the land suitability screening process.
There is no increase in timber during the ten-year planning period.

Public Comment: Plan needs to include a map and/or schedule of the 10-Year
Action Plan.

The Plan should identify insect and disease infestation areas.

The Challis National Forest needs a pest management program.

Regponse: A schedule of the 10-Year Timber Sale Action Plan is included in
the Plan, Iv-221. A map showing this great a detail would not be feasible
(due to physical limitations) to include in the Plan. Annual aerial
surveys identify areas of insect and disease populations and plans are
developed from these surveys.

Public Comment: Charge for fuelwood permits.
Response: In most cases the Challis National Forest charges for fuelwood.
Public Comment: In the Management Prescription for the Marsh Creek MA, you say

that there are 5175 acres of suitable Douglas~fir timber lands; yet on the
Preferred Alternative Map, there are 8175 acres.

Response: There was an error on the map. It has been corrected.

vVi-6l



Public Comment: Logging harms wildlife.
Remove the elk habitat areas from the timber base.

The Plan should clearly state that there are trade—offs with wildlife when
timber is harvested.

Are there any wildlife improvements in timber?
There is not enough data to show the impacts of logging on wildlife.

Response: In most instances, temporary displacement of some wildlife
species during the actual logging operations is offset by the long-term
benefit derived from the diversification of the habitat created by logging.

Wildlife habitat may also be improved following timber sales using RV funds
(Plan' IV""].?, q) .

The design of many timber sales improves wildlife habitat. The costs of
these sales are most often counted against the income from the timber and
not against the benefit to wildlife or other resources. Because of concern
for other resources, lower volumes are taken from any given area at any one

time and smaller areas are harvested within given drainages to help protect
wildlife and other resources.

Public Comment: Diversity is a poor reason to justify timber harvesting.
Timber harvesting accomplishes age class diversification.

Response: Diversity is but one of many indirect benefits of timber sales.
Such benefits include vegetative management, investments in future timber
growth, insect and disease contrel, access for recreation and firewood
gathering, wildlife habitat improvements, employment, and income from both
commodity and non-commodity products.

Public Comment: Timber/logging is secondary to wildlife and fish and/or soil
and water.

Response: With proper mitigation, they are not mutually exclusive.
Public Comment: Logging harms streams and/or fish.

Response: With proper mitigation and today's logging practices, sales to
be offered will not degrade streams by any significant amount. See Soil,
Water and Air Standards and Guidelines a, (Plan, Iv-20).

Public Comment:: The Challis National Forest has been planting lodgepole pine
in Douglas-fir sites. Will you also plant Douglas-fir on lodgepole pine sites
or where you have had regeneration failures?

Response: Planting of lodgepole pine as a nurse crop for the eventual
natural establishment of Douglas-fir may be practiced on some harsh
Douglas-fir sites (Plan, ITI-23). Sites where regeneration failures of
Douglas-fir occurred are being successfully regenerated with lodgepole pine
which serves as a nurse crop to aid in establishment of Douglas-fir.

Public Comment: ILogging is incompatible with recreation.
An aggressive timber program will benefit developed recreation.
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Response: Roads constructed for timber sales often provide access for
additional recreation opportunities.

Public Comment: Logging impacts are unscenic.

Response: The short term impact of logging may detract from visual
quality. Visual quality is a consideration in timber sale analysis
preparation.

Public Comment: Logging degrades air quality.

Response: Degradation of air quality is very minimal and of short
duration,

Public Comment: On what economic factors is the future triple timber harvest
based on?

Response:  Projections for increase in timber harvest in future decades
was based on potential economic growth of the area and projections of the
capability of the commercial timber lands.

Public Comment: The range of alternatives is restrictive in timber output.
The timber program creates disincentives for future timber aindustry
development.

Response: The range of alternatives allows for a low of 1 MMBF to a high
of 9 MMBF annual harvest in the first decade. This is a reasonable range
based on projections for the next 10 years. The Forest Plan is responsive
to the public issues of meeting the needs of the local dependent industry.
See Plan, IV-5, Timber Goal 1 and Objectives 1 and 2.

Public Comment: Clearcutting is a major concern.
Response: Only a 10 year period is now displayed in the Plan. The long
term management allows for more cutting in later decades. Clearcutting is
the preferred silviculture treatment for lodgepole pine.

Public Comment: Economics of precommercial thanning should be evaluated.

Response: Precommercial thinning according to the stand development
projections does show an increase in growth of the resident stand, whi
an increased volume production basis, makes it an economically sound
practice on good sites. The acres displayed in the Plan will be thinned D
K-V financing {a cooperative fund collected from timber sale receipts).

Public Comment: . Why use shelterwood or even-aged management?
Response: The silvics of Douglas-fir require partial shade for natural
regeneration. Shelterwood harvest is used in the Plan to demonstrate
yields. The silvics of lodgepole pine require openings for natural
regeneration. Those openings (clearcut) are created naturally by fire,
insects, disease or other catastrophe which result in even-aged stands.
Individual stands will have stand specific silvicultural prescriptions
wrltten to utilize the full ramgé” of“cultural management treatments.
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Public Comment: Timber values are too high. Use '85 RPA values for timber.
Use the GAD '84 accounting methods for timber values.

Response: The values for timber used were from actual sales data for the
1973-82 period. This data reflects an average of high and lowering timber
values. The value used is of little importance with the very low annual
harvest level of the preferred alternative. Timber value is only one of
many factors used to evaluate alternatives and was not a decision criteria.

Public Comment: Don't log old growth.

Manage 10% of each drainage for old growth.

Put more emphasis on old growth.

01d growth and over-mature timber are not the same thing.

Response: Only 95,916 acres of 792,500 acres of forested land will be
managed for timber production. This leaves the balance of 792,500 acres of
Forest land primarily in over-mature and/or old growth stands. Distribution
of old growth timber is guided by Standards and Guidelines J (Plan, IV-17).

Public Comment: Keep the timber harvest at the status quo.

Response:; The Plan maintains present harvest levels during the 10 year
planning period.

Public Comment: Logging needs good mitigation and/or monitoring and/or firm
guidelines and the Plan should identify those.

Logging mitigations are a myth.

The timber program is burdened by mitigation costs.
Follow Elk Relationships in Central Idaho closely.
Silvicultural needs are ignored.

Utilize slash for firewood to improve the air quality.
Maintain 100 yard buffer strips between cutting unit.

In Morgan Creek coordinate timber harvest with elk needs.
Close logging roads after logging is done.

Avoid logging in riparian areas.

Don't log along the Salmon River.

Leave buffer strips around riparian areas.

Response: The Standards and Guidelines for timber harvest on the Challis
National Forest were developed by an Interdisciplinary Team and also
directed by the National Forest Management Act (NFMA)}. Many of the above
public comments are incorporated into the Standards and Guidelines. Timber
Standards and Guidelines start on page IV~16. Other resource Standards and
Guidelines further direct timber management.

Public Comment: Follow Fish and Game recommendations when logging.

Response: The Idaho Department of Fish and Game personnel are asked to
review and provide input into timber sale activities on a sale by sale
basis.

Vi-64



Public Comments: Low logging rate will not protect the Forest from pest
infestations. The main value of timber on the Challis National Forest is for
cover, soil and watershed. Selective logging is preferable to clear cutting in
order to protect soil and water. Coordinate logging roads with mining roads.

Response: Conments noted.
Public Comment: There are too many fuelwood permits.

Response: We disagree. Permits are issued to meet public demand. There is
an adequate supply of fuelwood available on the Forest.

Public Comments: Establish a public awareness program on the value of old
growth. The timber harvest in Sawmill Canyon can be lived with. Timber data are
vague or weak. Timber can be harvested from already roaded areas.

Regponse: Comments noted.

Public Comments: The Forest is approaching National Park standards, guidelines
and objectives. The FORPLAN runs are questionable.

Response: We disagree.

Public Comment: Offer timber sales of short duration in areas where a
significant chance of resource conflict exists.

Response: There are no long term {over three years) sales planned on the
Challis National Forest.

Public Comment: Timber management is run by mathematics and non~thinking
computers instead of professional judgment.

Response: We disagree. Computers and mathematics are simply tools used in
the management analysis of resource uses and activities and are invaluable
in identifying the most biologically, economically and socially acceptable
mix of management opportunities. Professional judgment of an
interdisciplinary team is used in the development and selection of
silvicultural prescriptions for all management activities.

Public Comment: Lower the standards for logging, raise the allowable skidding
gradient; remove more basal area on the first cut.

Response: Gradients in excess of 45% limit the maneuverability of skidding
equipment which results in more damage to the residual stand needed for
natural regeneration. Removal of more basal area in the shelterwood
harvest of Douglas-fir would compromise the ability to naturally regenerate
these stands.

Public Comment: Public timber harvest conflicts with private timber harvest.

Response: There is very little private timber land in the surrounding
area.

Public Comment: There is an ample supply of timber left in Alternative 3.
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Response: We agree.
Public Comment: Don't harvest timber in roadless areas before classification.

Response: No timber harvest is planned in the areas recommended for
wilderness and several other roadless areas with high wilderness values.
Only part of the 7000 acres programmed for timber harvest during the 10
year planning period extends into the edge of other roadless areas. The
unroaded and undeveloped areas will remain virtually unroaded.

Public Comment: Timber management is short-changed in Starhope and
Wildhorse.

Response: We disagree. The Plan identifies 3000 acres of suitable lands
in management area 11 which includes Starhope and Wildhorse.

Public Comment: Timber is a renewable resource which should be harvested for
the shelter and benefit of all.

Response: Timber is a renewable resource which can be harvested where the
public benefits outweigh the impacts on other resources, uses and
activities. The Plan provides for a level of timber harvest to meet
present and projected demand for the next 10 years.

Public Comment: Wilderness proposals eliminate timber harvest which eliminates
a potential tax base.

Response: We agree.

Public Comment: The economically attractive lands have all been cut.

Response: We disagree. Our Analysis has identified 95,216 acres of
economically feasible lands for timber management of which only part have
previously been harvested.

Pubiic Conment: Why is the timber level lower under the constrained budget
than under the reduced budget?

Response: To be able to continue the amenity programs at a more viable
level and still be able to meet minimal local demand for sawtimber.

Public Comment: What are the cumulative effects of mining, grazing, and
logging?

Response: See EIS, Chapter IV-1 through IV-60.

Public Comment: Use fuelwood "production" in timber base.
Response: There are presently two classifications of timber accounted for

in the timber base, Live and Dead. Dead volume offerings does not offset
the offerings of live timber.
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Public Comment: Timber harvest evaluations reflect the mill price of lumber
instead of the preparation costs.

Response: Timber preparation costs are included in the analysis.

Public Comment: The Challis Community is not dependent on logging.
Response: We agree; however, the local timber industry adds diversity to
the economy, provides a product locally and can be a valuable tool in
maintaining health vegetation communities and meeting other resource
management objectives.

Public Comment; There are too many fuelwood roads.

Response: To date, less than 8 miles have been constructed for fuelwood
access.

Public Comment: The Plan understates the ability of the forest to produce
timber.

Response: The EIS shows a wide range of ability to produce timber.

Selecting a low output (Alternative 11) now does not preclude the
possibility for increased outputs in subsequent planning periods.
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E. RECREATION AND LANDS MANAGEMENT

Public Comment: Roadless areas have intangible benefits.

Response: Appendix C of the EIS, Roadless Area Evaluation, displays
tangible, as well as intangible, benefits for all roadless areas on the
Forest.

Public Comment: The Challis National Forest should recognize the economic
potential of recreation in the state of Idaho, and should manage the lands with
the tourist industry as a priority influence.

Response: The Plan provides recreation opportunities to meet the present
and expected demand.

Public Comment: Provide more developed recreation.

Response: For the level of visitor use predicted, the Plan will meet the
demand.

Public Comment: When will the Knapp Creek Road be closed?

Response: The Knapp Creek Road will be closed when we revise our travel
plan.

Public Comment: Change items i and j (Plan, IV-30, II Riparian). In item i,
("Discourage camping along streams, etc..."), change "Discourage" to
Restrict". In item j, ("Restrict grazing and trampling by recreational stock,
etc..."), strike out "grazing" and "trampling by".

Response: Rather than restrict, or limit, recreational livestock use and
camping in riparian areas {even problem areas), forest-wide, we choose to
manage area-by-area. If significant resource damage begins to occur in an
area, we can prohibit, limit, or take whatever action is necessary, to
eliminate the problem, i.e. restrictions on recreational livestock in the
Wilderness. We have reworded the statement about recreational livestock.
{Plan, Iv-32, h and i).

Public Comment: Recreation activities may damage riparian wildlife habitat,

and the Plan should address future recreation effects on anadromous fisheries.

There was a concern expressed about hunter/hiker pressure on wildlife habitat.
Response: See respohse above.

Public Comment: Provide an adequate discussion of environmental consequences.

Response: We have adequately discussed environmental consequences in
chapter IV of the FEIS.

Public Comment: Substantiate the recreation monitoring process, or plan.
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Response: We are confident that the program outlined will meet our needs
(Plan' V-6_8) -

Pubiic Comment: Provide a detailed analysis of the outfitter industry.

Response: A detailed analysis of the outfitter industry is outside the
scope of the Plan.

Public Comment: Minimize or eliminate ORV use, specifically dirt bike use.

Response: Off—-road vehicle use is a valid use of National Forest land.
Restrictions or closures will be applied where unacceptable resource damage
occurs. Specific direction is included in ORV standards and guidelines.

Public Comment: Wilderness areas should start at trailheads in order to
discourage ORV violations.

Response: Proposed wilderness boundaries in the Pioneer Mountains have
been moved to the trailheads to aid administration. ORV restrictions at
other trailheads will be considered where conflicts with wilderness use
occur.

Public Comment: Leave some roadless areas roadless rather than designhate them
wilderness.

Response: Currently roadless areas, which are not designated as wilderness
areas will remain in an essentially unroaded and undeveloped condition.

Public Comment: The Plan does not show enough recognition of the outfitter and
guide industry's needs.

Response: We feel that the outfitter and guide industry has been
adequately considered.

Public Comment: The Forest Service should maintain wilderness guard stations.
Response: The Management Plan for the Frank Church——River of No Return
Wilderness directs us to evaluate intermittently-used administrative sites,
and maintain needed sites in a manner which harmonizes with wilderness
environment on the Challis National Forest.

Public Comment: Develop RV dump stations on the Forest.

Response: This is not appropriate for the low level of campground use and
dispersed use occurring on the Forest. This service is commercially
available in surrounding communities.

Public Comment: Why is there no WFUD multiplier used in IMPLAN?

Response: The high cost of data gathering prohibited determination of a
multiplier.

Public Comment: Reduce available WFUD's to reduce animal harassment.
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Response: The Forest Service has little control over WFUDS. We only
manage habitat.

Public Comment: A drift fence is needed around Iron Bog Research Natural Area.
Response: The fence is planned for construction.
Public Comment: Balance dispersed and developed recreation on the Forest.

Response: Outputs for dispersed and developed recreation in the preferred
alternative meet anticipated demands.

Public Comment: There is a need for drinking water and developed sites for
Borah climbers. Presently, people are developing their own web of side roads
and campsites at Birch Springs.

Responge: Development in the Birch Springs area is not presently in our
recreation development plans. Direction for Management Area #16 is to
monitor use at the trailhead, and evaluate the need for development.

Public Comment: The Water Trough Timber Sale is not a good idea with regards
to recreation.

Response: This sale is scheduled to be offered in FY 1987. Prior to this,
the sale proposal will be subjected to an environmental assessment. Any
issue or concern with its impact on recreation will be fully evaluated.

Public Comment: Dispersed recreation emphasis should be placed in
semiprimitive areas.

Response: Dispersed recreation is emphasized on the Forest.

Public Comment: Continue interpretation and maintenance of Custer, the museum,
and Yankee Fork Dredge, as examples of Idaho's natural and cultural heritage.
Develop a Plan for five years and ten years management. Budget more money for
staff and for maintenance. Employ a person year round to oversee the area.
Continue Forest Service management to prevent possible commercialization (food
and beverage sales) by concessionaires, which would result in loss of character
and public appeal.

Response: We will continue to maintain and display Custer, and the dredge,
following direction in the Yankee Fork Composite Plan (Plan, IV~-76).
Reduced Forest Service budgets have made it necessary to seek concessioners
to manage these facilities (Plan IV-1). Operation will comply with the
management agreement.

Public Comment: Condition of Boulder Creek, Fall Creek, Summit Creek and Kane
Creek Trails in the Pioneer Mountains, is deteriorating from overuse and lack
of maintenance.

Response: We have strengthened the Standards and Guidelines (Plan, IV-11,
b, 2), in the Forest Plan by adding the following: As a minimum keep system
trails open, remove significant hazards, and correct conditions resulting
in serious resource damage.
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Public Comment: The current visual quality (beauty, pristine quality, natural,
spectacular, unspoiled condition) of the Forest should be maintained, because
of economics associated with recreation and tourism, and future generations'
needs. People come to the Forest because of beauty (clean mountains, pristine
conditions).

Response: Visual Resource Management is a part of planning and the
implementation of any project on the National Forest.

Public Comment: Protect the visual quality of North Lemhi, Boulder/White
Clouds, Pioneers, Pahsimeroi, Diamond Peak, King Mountarn, Borah Peak.

Response: There are no planned activities that will affect the visual
qualities of these areas.

Public Comment: Slash burning may reduce visual quality.
Response: True, but it is short term.

Public Comment: Visuval impacts resulting from timber harvests were not
discussed,

Response: The effects of timber harvest, as well as other forest uses, are
summarized in EIS, IV-4 and IV-5, Table IV-3.

Public Comment: Emphasis on visual resources is too great. So much so that it
impacts other resource activities and costs.

Response: Visuals are an integral part of resource management and may
constrain or add to the cost of carrying out other uses or activities.

Public Conment: Activities should be mitigated to meet visual resource needs,
not prohibited, if conflicts occur.

Response: We agree.

Public Comment: Concern over visual quality eliminates jobs. Timber shouid
not be required to pay the extra cost of timber sales caused by meeting visual
quality objectives. The benefiting activities should pay these costs.

Response: Visuals are an integral part of resource management and may
constrain or add to the cost of carrying out other uses or activities.

Public Comment: It might be better to designate the Borah Quake Area as a
geologic area rather than an RNA, though either would probably be appropriate.
Add direction for Borah Earthquake Area in Management Areas 16 and 17.

Support a Borah Quake National Natural Area, and a plan to prepare for
anticipated recreation increases there, with visitor information facilities and

area guides.

Response: The Forest wall recommend the Borah Earthquake area as a
Geological Area. An Earthquake Interpretive site is presently being
planned for this area. See Plan, IV-137 through 138, Management Direction
for Management Area 16.
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Public Comment: The Arco Pass Arch should first be designated a geologic area
and then evaluated for recommendation as a National Natural Landmark.

Response: The Forest anticipates no activities or projects that could
affect the Arco Pass Arch; therefore, no special interest area designation
will be pursued at this time. The Forest will consider such designation if
the need arises.

Public Comment: The Challis Forest has so many areas of special interest that
designation of a few of these as Special Interest Areas would add to the
interest and enjoyment of visitors to the Forest. Suggestions:

a. Landslide area in Management Area 16 (presently used as examples with
aerial photos in at least two geclogic text books).

b. The head of RKane Creek and Rane Lake in lManagement Area 1l.

Response: The Forest anticipates no activities or proposals that could
affect the landslide area near Carlson Lake; therefore, no Special Interest
Area designation will be pursued. The Forest will consider such
designation if the need arises.

The headwaters of Kane Creek and Kane Lake will not be considered as a
Special Interest Area. These geologic features are within the proposed
Pioneer Mountains Wilderness and need no further special designation.

Public Comment: The archaeological and historic properties along the Middle
Fork of the Salmon River should be nominated to the National Register of
Historic Places in the next two years, as they are clearly eligible. This
should be added to page IV-46 in the management prescription of Management Area
1. Section 10 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended,
required federal agencies to nominate eligible properties to the National
Register of Historic Places.

Response: The Forest Plan recognizes the cultural history of the area as a
component of the Wilderness resource and provides for appropriate
protection, interpretation, and additional research. See Frank
Church—River of No Return Wilderness Plan. The Forest Plan, IV-49, AO3
contains additional management direction.
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Public Comment: The statement, page IV-33, that "other historic sites will be
allowed to deteriorate naturally and prehistoric sites would receive no special
protection except on an emergency basis" needs to be clarified so it will
indicate sites not eligible for the National Register will be allowed to
deteriorate naturally. Otherwise, you will need to seek the comments of the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (following Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966) because this policy would be
considered an adverse effect (see CFR 800) on National Register properties.

Response: The Forest will continue to pursue the option of managing
significant historic VIS sites (i.e., Custer, Bonanza, and the Yankee Fork
Gold Dredge) through Memorandums of Understanding with the State Historic
Preservation Officer, the Forest Service, and interested
concessionaire~type organizations or companies. Other non-significant
(sites not eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic
Places) sites and some significant historic sites may be allowed to
deteriorate naturally. Prehistoric sites will be avoided, but otherwise
would receive no special protection/mitigation, except as the need becomes
apparent. In cases where significant sites are adversely affected through
neglect or adverse effects are expected, the Forest will seek comments f£rom
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (following section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966). See Plan, IV-34, d. Cultural
Resources for revised statement.
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F. ROADS AND OFF-ROAD VEHICLE MANAGEMENT

Public Comment: Future road building should be prevented.

Response: Road building in wilderness areas is prohibited. Roads may be
constructed in areas designated for multiple use management as required to
support resource management needs.

Public Comment: Restore lands to their original condition by rehabilitating
roaded areas.

Response: See Plan, IV-29, c Road Management 4-6.

Public Comment: Maintain and enforce seasonal or year-long closures where
appropriate. Enforce Road Management Plan; close old roads and seed as needed.

Regponse: Plan IV-29 ¢, Road Management 2,4,5,6 and Plan Iv-12, Off-Road
Vehicles, 3 addresses the Forest's direction concerning road management
which includes temporary and permanent closure as options.

Public Comment: Roads open up wilderness areas, exploit the land, and open
wildlife habitat areas to the masses.

Response: Roads are not constructed, operated or maintained to “exploit
the land and wildlife", etc., but to provide access for users and managers
of National Forest System Lands. The National Forests belong to the
masses.

Public Comment: Although by comparison the actual number of miles of new road
on the Challis under the preferred alternative appears small, the impact of
construction and reconstruction would be, as suspected, very large.

Response: We disagree. The impacts of constructing the numbers of miles
or road identified in the Plan are very small. A road constructed on a 30%
or less sideslope creates an earth disturbance 22 feet or less wide; this
translated into 2.7 acres per mile. The planned construction of 3.0 miles
per year would disturb a total of 8 acres.

Public Comment: Pristine forested areas outweigh any so-called economic
benefits of road building. Such road building to reach the scattered, low
profitable lumber 1s economically prohibitive. Also, "deficit road building"
is opposed.

Response: "Deficit road building" will not be required to harvest the
level of timber identified in the Plan.

Public Comment: How are funds generated to maintain roads?

Response: Road maintenance funds come from the Federal Highway Trust Fund
which is appropriated by Congress, and partially financed from gas taxes.
Additional road maintenance funds come from shared maintenance agreements
with special users such as tamber operators, miners, commercial haulers,
etc., paying a share commensurate with their use.
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Public Comment: Roads will hasten the loss of fishing, hunting, recreation,
aesthetics, water quality, soil quality, habitat quality, riparian areas,
watershed, wildlife security areas, vulnerability of T&E species,
salmon/steelhead resources, sediment production and its impact to fisheries and
gray wolves and their prey.

Response: The resource values listed are considered in the Environmental
Analysis preceding any design or construction of a new road.

Public Comment: Protect the Salmon River drainage by prohibiting future road
construction for timber, mining, etc.

Response: The small amount of planned road construction for timber harvest
in these drainages will not create a significant enough impact to warrant
prohibition. The Forest Service does not have the authority to prohibit
road construction needed for valid mining operations. Any road
construction in these drainages will be done with full consideration of
water quality.

Public Comment: ILeave the access to Kent and Ryan Peaks in the Boulder
Mountains, in its primitive state or else this beautiful area will open up to
the "Winnebago" masses.

Response: There are no plans to build roads into the Kent Peak or Ryan
Peak areas. This area is recommended for wilderness.

Public Comment: Road development in the unsuitable timber-producing areas of
Basin Creek, Thompson Creek, Pioneer Mountains, Borah Peak, Mackay Front, North
Lemhis and Antelope Creek would be unprofitable and envirommentally damaging.

Response: Roads will not be constructed into these areas if they are
unprofitable and/or environmentally damaging. There are suitable timber—
producing lands in these areas.

Public Comment: Protect White Clouds, Diamond Peak area, Lost River Range,
Bellas Lakes and Broad Canyon from road building.

Response: Part of these areas are in proposed wilderness areas and will be
protected from roading. The amount of road in the cther areas is very
small.

Public Comment: Disagree with the Plan's assertion that to accommodate dirt
bike traffic, areas in the Pioneers will not be designated as wilderness.

Response: The Plan does not make this assertion; however, bikers represent
a legitimate sector of the public and an effort is being made to
accommodate their needs and recreational desires. The highest quality area
of the Pioneer Mountains is recommended for wilderness.

Public Comment: The Challis National Porest should permanently c¢lose and

rehabilitate the washed—out road from Wildhorse Creek up to the proposed
Wilderness at Fall Creek.
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Response: The trailhead in Fall Creek is scheduled for relocation and
rehabilitation. The road will not go beyond the trailhead. The proposed
wilderness boundary has been moved to the trailhead.

Public Comment: Since the Plan does not show location of the sale or the
proposed roads in the Buck Canyon areas, it cannot be supported.

Response: Proposed road locations are project specific details and are not
included in the Forest Plan. This information is available to the public
at the District Office in Mackay, or the Supervisor's Office in Challis.

Public Comment: Roading plans should be included in the Management Area
Section of the Plan. The road miles planned in the Preferred Alternative map
is very vague.

Response: Specific roading plans are not available at this time. The miles
planned for the preferred alternative are estimates. The actual miles may
vary as the specific timber sale activities are refined. Specific project
plans are outside the scope of the Forest Plan.

Public Comment: Low quality, high sediment producing fire roads can be
hurriedly bulldozed into roadless areas, which once cut, cannot be or simply
aren't closed to traffic. Therefore, you should identify intended methods of
fire suppression and indicate for each management area, where bulldozers will
and will not be used in the control of fires.

Response: As a matter of policy, fire lines and fire roads are closed,
scarified, water-barred and seeded immediately after the fire is declared
controlled. Intended methods of fire protection cannot be identified until
an "Escaped Fire Situation Analysis” is completed, which is an analysis of
what potential a given fire has considering the existing fuel types, fuel
moisture, present and predicted weather conditions and the terrain
conditions. After the prediction of the fire behavior is made, then an
analysis is done to determine suppression strategies, which could be any or
a combination of several strategies which include fconfinement',
‘containment', or 'control'. Considerations in determining suppression
strategies include environmental issues, economics, availability of
fire-fighting resources, the resource and property values at stake.
Considering all the parameters involved in this process, it would be
impossible to write a scenario for each area on the Forest where f£ire might
occur. There are just too many variables to consider.

Public Comment: In the Plan, IV-10, 1l. Facilities, Goal 2, Objective 3,
change statement to read "construction of new roads will be to standard
necessary to service identified needs and protect resources, with emphasis on
water quality®.

Response: Additional wording is not required. Water quality i1s always an
issue during the project Environmental Analysis process whenever it
applies.

Public Comment: In the Plan IV-28, c. Road Management, 7, change statement to

read "Do not allow sidecast of eroded materials from road construction or
maintenance to enter a stream channel”.
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Response: Inserting the word 'eroded' mekes the meaning of the sentence
less clear,

Public Comment: Plan, IV-29, the road construction guideline regarding design
speed should be reworded to eliminate "compromise". The design speed will be
determined by the speed the terrain will permit within the necessary
environmental constraints.

Response: The wording was changed.

Public Comment: Road and site restoration costs and road maintenance through
the next rotation associated with logging should be presented more clearly.

Response: These are project specific issues, which are not addressed in
the Plan. These activities are governed by the Standards and Guidelines
(Chapter IV).

Public Comment: Stable and unstable soils are said to be highly intermingled.
How is this dealt with relative to logging and road building?

Response: The more unstable soils are avoided as much as possible for
timber harvest and road building. Scils inventories and classifications
are done on each road and timber project. If a road is located through an
area of poor soils, then better soils are imported for surfacing to reduce
soil losses through erosion, wear and weathering. (See Plan, IV-20, 5
So1l, Water and Air, b & h.)

Public Comment: Are soil inventories done before roading is started?

Responge: Yes,

Public Comment: Challis National Forest should implement corrective actions
from past road failures to enhance anadromous fish habitat.

Response: The effects of past road construction and maintenance activities
on anadromous fishery habitat is a priority concern on the Forest. One of
the purposes of the road reconstruction program 1s to make road
improvements such as more stable surfacing and improved drainage in order
to protect and improve fishery habitat.

Public Comment: The Plan states that no roads will be designed without an
approved EA or EIS but that exceptions will be made by the Forest Supervisor.
What, specifically will be the standards for making exceptions? How can the
public evaluate the reasonableness of even this road construction program
without knowing where they will be built and on what soils and slope?

Response: Reference to exceptions to the Environmental Analysis process

being made by the Forest Supervisor has been deleted {see Plan, IV-29, c.
Road Management 3).
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Public Comment: Special road construction location and limitations on the
quantity allowed in any one year cause development cost and amortization
periods to become astronomical in addition to the opportunity costs burdened on
mining and timber due to these limitations.

Response: The miles shovn are estimates of miles needed for timber sales,
these are not limitations. Actual miles may vary. There are not any
estimates in the Plan for miles of new road construction for mining.

Public Comment: Road location constraints reduce timber outputs and income.

Response: This is true. Without constraints significant environmental
damage can and has occurred.

Public Comment: Road costs identified for the max timber run of $220/MCF
($49/MBF) new construction are related on a 8 MBF/acre and .02 miles/acre
harvested for new construction cost of $19,600/mile. The 9 MBF/acre and .02
miles/acre harvested are assumptions. However, this cost per mile is for local
roads which should be low standard. Obviously, past construction has not been
to these low standard specifications, or has failed to lcocate the road in the
least costly locations. Reconstruction costs of $54/MCF ($12/MBF) accelerate
this overall cost to cause the "below cost" issue to raise its head again.
Road costs could be drastically reduced if you would: Reinstigate flag line
road location, Fully implement low standard road specifications, Implement
permanent road closures following timber sale activity, Reduce the clearing
limits to minimums, Use natural vegetation stabilization, Reduce road widths,
Allow for increased road grades, Waterbar and outslope roads, Use vertical cut
banks, Use road closures, Augment timber sale roads which are built to
accommodate other uses, Insure all users of roads maintain the roads, Delete
the fertilization standards and guidelines.

Response: Many of the suggestions are already being used. These
suggestions for reducing road costs will be considered in the future timber
sales and road construction planning. Some of the recommendations may be
used and some may not depending on the circumstances at each site. The Plan
does not include fertilization standards and guidelines.,

Public Comment: Roads and trails should be maintained.

Response: We agree.

Public Comment: Challis National Forest should build more roads to make areas,

including wilderness, more accessible to those unable to hike into such

areas.
Response: The Plan calls for reconstruction of approximately 120 miles of
road. Much of this involves roads that accesses the wilderness such as the
Sleeping Deer Road and the Beaver-Loon road. The only roads planned for
construction are associated with timber sales or fuelwood harvest. Some of
these may be left open if there is a specific public need. Any new roads
associated with mining will normally be closed to the public.

Public Comment: The Forest Service's intention to coordinate mineral with
timber transportation in an effort to minimize road impacts is supported.
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Response: Comment noted.

Public Comment: Recreation areas should have designated rights-of-way of
sufficient width to allow bridge replacement, roadway widening, or elimination
of safety hazards such as bad curves. Roadway improvements within a defined
corridor designated for highway use do not require a "4(f) determination".

Response: There are no 'designated rights-of-way' for Forest roads within
National Forest lands.

Public Comment: In the Plan IV-29, Road Management, 2, include provision of
quality hunting as a reason for seasonal road closures.

Response: Roads will be closed where quality hunting is a management goal.

Public Comment: The final EIS and Plan should identify and separate dispersed
recreation areas according to motorized and non—-motorized use. This is because
certain trails must be identified for upgrading. The trails must be designed
for motorized use, that is: hardened, regraded and recontoured te prevent soil
erosion. Dedicated State funds are available for this purpose.

Response: We do not plan to separate motorized or non-motorized trail use
in all areas. Wilderness, proposed wilderness, areas managed for a
non-motorized recreation experience and other areas closed in the Forest
Travel Plan are closed to motorized vehicles. A few trails are being
constructed or upgraded for motorized use with state funds. However, most
trails are general purpose trails open to all uses., Trail maintenance
funds are not large enough for trail hardening.

Public Comment: The statement that all roads will be closed for which there is
no "present or foreseeable use" is c¢learly inadequate. It provides no
specificity that can be measured or evaluated.

Response: See revision in Plan 1v-29, c, 4.

Public Comment: Instead of reviewing management alternatives, including
closure, if roads fall below the lowest acceptable level of maintenance, such
road in disrepair should be closed first and then alternatives reviewed which
could include reopening the road under acceptable standards.

Response: Road closure decisions are made as a result of a number of
management concerns, including disrepair.

Public Comment: Certain roads should be maintained exclusively for logging as
suggested by IDF&G. This provides secure areas for wildlife, reduced erosion
from traffic and alsc does not allow the expansive road system to be justified
by tourist use when there is no need for this activity.

Response: A decision to build new roads is based on the management
objectives for a given area. In most cases this results in a "single use"
road such as for timber or minerals. In other instances, the road is
needed for a variety of uses in combination such as minerals, timber and
firewood gathering. Tourist use is a legitimate road use.
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Public Comment: Road closures should be better enforced.

Response: Stronger Standards and Guidelines have been included in the Plan
which are intended to provide better enforcement of road closures and
off-road use violations.

Public Comment: Semiprimitive motorized designation offers the best balance
for all concerned.

Response: 'i‘he Plan provides for a mix that best meets the needs of the
public.

Public Comment: Challis National Forest needs a stronger commitment to road
management.

Response: The Plan carries a stronger commitment to road management than
has been practiced in the past. This includes higher budget requests for
road maintenance and a commitment to a program for road closures.

Public Comment: Challis National Forest should consider Roadless Management as
this will ensure recreation growth and hold down deficit timber sales.

Response: In several management areas, the direction is to maintain the
unroaded and undeveloped character of the area.

Public Comment: If roads must be built, listen to the recommendations of the
Fish and Game Department and propose reference to their suggestions in the
Plan.

Response: Part of the Environmental Analysis process for evaluation of
proposals for new road construction is solicitation of public issues and
concerns to the proposal. The concerns of the Fish and Game will be
considered, along with any other concerns of the public or other agencies.

Public Comment: The best goal for access management on the Challis National
Forest should be no increase in open—-road density as proposed by Idaho Dept. of
Fish and Game.,

Regponse: This goal would be inconsistent with other management goals in
the Plan.

Public Comment: Add to Plan IV-4, goal 6 which states "Develop and implement a
cooperative road management program to protect and/or improve fish and wildlife
habitat and to maintain non-motorized WFUD opportunity". Maybe this should be
in Plan, Iv-10-11, Pacilities, Goal 4.

Response: The concern is covered under Plan, IV-10 Goal 2, Objective 6.

Public Comment; Idaho Dept. of Fish and Game strongly supports, and will
actively cooperate in implementing Plan, IV-28, c., 6 on road closures.

Response: Comment noted.
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Public Comment: Idaho Dept. of Fish and Game recommends Challis National
Forest specify how they will resolve vehicle/wildlife conflicts. The Plan
IV-169 states more access will be created for fuelwood gathering., Will there
be seasonal restrictions? Access management as it relates to big game harvest
is a major concern of Idaho Dept. of Fish and Game.

Response: The design criteria and environmental constraints for new roads
for fuelwood access will be developed through the E.A. process.

Public Comment: Best Management Practices for high hazard lands require very
expensive road construction in order to reduce mass failure risks. There is a
concern that in the past many Forest Service roads have not been built to
appropriate standards. If during period of budget restrictions, poor roads are
constructed on unstable soils, the mass failure risk will be greatly

increased.

Response: We agree.

Publi¢ Comment: Budget enough money to hire enough enforcement officers to
police road closures.

Response: A more aggressive policing of road closures is planned throuch a
more thorough training program for present employees involved in other
activities,

Public Comment: Budget enough money to implement a public education program to
explain the reasons for road closures, and to announce their locations and time
periods.

Response: See Plan, IV-29, c., 6.

Public Comment: Establish a system that assumes that all roads are closed,
unless they are posted "open". This system discourages vandalism of closure
signs, and is much more enforceable than the posting of "closed" signs. It has
proved effective in eastern Oregon.

Response: The Challis National Forest is not heavily roaded; therefore, we
have few road closures. Signing open roads would greatly increase our
signing cost. Our present policy is compatible with the four adjacent
Forests.

Public Comment: Build roads for single purpose use and never open it for
general public use unless a need is demonstrated.

Response: Some roads are built for a single purpose use and not open to
the public, Examples are some mining roads, some timber roads, and some
special use roads. The determination of what a rcad is to be used for, 1is
the result of a project envirommental analysis.

Public Comment: Institute area closures where necessary and make them
year-around and permanent.

Responise: See Plan, IV-29, c., 4.
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Public Comment: Employ seasonal closures during times of soft roadbeds, elk
calving, hunting season, etc., to provide security for big game.

Responge: See Plan, IV-29, c., 4.

Public Comment: ORVs not staying on designated trails are the ones who spoil
the sport for their colleagues and create the demand or wish to ban vehicles
from pristine lands. Flagrant disregard for signs posted "No Motorized
Vehicles Beyond This Point" has been observed.

Response: The Plan provides direction to enforce ORV closures.

Public Comment: The Plan fails to analyze adequately the potential impacts of
dirt bike use on wildlife populations, soil and fisheries in the Pioneer
Mountain area and elsewhere. In general, motorized vehicles create adverse
impacts including damage of resources, degradation of ecosystems, damage to
watershed, fish habitat, trails and disturbance of wildlife. They are noisy
and smelly, they ravage and roar, impact other users, and detract from
solitude, They leave oil traces, deep tracks in wet areas, cause erosicn and
visual impacts. If more roads are made into the Challis National Forest, more
and more bikes, etc., will be ruining these roads and scaring wildlife. Give
more importance to riparian quality than to motorized use. Motorized use 1s
incongruous with wilderness character.

Response: ORV use 1is a valid use of Forest lands. The Forest has
developed standards and guidelines for ORV use, Road Closures, and Riparian
areas. See Chapter IV of the Forest Plan,

Public Comment: "The most damage is expected under Alternative 2 since it
makes the most area available for ORV usge". What facts is this statement based
on?

Response: This alternative maximizes commodity resources, and developed
(motorized) recreation over dispersed recreation resulting in more
potential roading and subsequent resource damage.

Public Comment: We question the DEIS assumption that if you make more land
available to ORV use, you will have an increase in ORV use. Good areas for
motorized users are becoming hard to find.

Response: ORV use depends more on the quality of the land and trails than
the acreage. ORV trail users seem to want the same type of back country
experience as backpackers and horsepackers. Where the Forest has trails
into quality back country, they are heavily used.

Public Comment: What are the RVDs due to ORVS since enactment of the 1964
Wilderness Act?

Response: This information is not available.

Public Comment: Mgmt. Area 16 — Management directions A01, A02 and BOl need to
be implemented =oon, as a number of wheel tracks are beginning to appear on the
open slope faces of the Lost River Range. In late September, I noticed this
was beginning to be a particular problem near the earthquake scarp.
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Response: Comment noted.

Public Comment: For Dry Creek and Long Lost Creek, we strongly support Al2,
The trailhead should be at the old Dry Creek dam. However, closing the Dry
Creek jeep road to ORVs also means ¢losing the Long Lost Creek jeep road too,
doesn't it?

Response: The Long Lost and Dry Creek jeep trail will be closed to
motorized vehicles. Both drainages are within the proposed wilderness.

Public Comment: Land designations vs. user percentages do not reflect an
equitable balance (31% of public lands have been set apart for the exclusive
use of only 6% of the users; only about 39% of the trails in the Challis
National Forest are open t£o ORVs).

Response: The mix of wilderness vs. non-wilderness areas, and open vs,
closed areas, is appropriate to meet present demand.

Public Comment: ORVs require far more miles of trail on a per capita basis.

Response: Comment noted. Large areas have been designated open to ORV
travel in the Forest Travel Plan.

Public Comment: Portions of the proposed Pioneer Wilderness would prohibit
loop access for several of the fine trails which have been built using Idaho
State ORV funds on your Mackay District in the Copper Basin Area.

Response: No Idaho State ORV funds have been spent on trails within the
proposed Pioneer Wilderness. We recognize that this Wilderness proposal
will limit where these funds can be spent in the future.

Public Commen’:: Peadless protection is inferior to wilderness as it fails to
protect from ORV intrusions. There are very many more miles of dirt road open
to motorcycles in the Challis National Forest than there are trails for
non-motorized travel.

Response: Wilderness designation does eliminate ORV use; roadless
management does not. Roads do not meet the needs and desires of many trail
bike users.

Public Comment: ORV trails are substantially more expensive to construct and
maintain than horsepacking or hiking trails. ORV trails are more damaging to
other resources than horsepacking or hiking trails. Motorized vehicles create
adverse impacts including dust and degradation, particularly from early season
use in wet meadows.

Response: Comments noted.
Public Comment: Bellas Gulch, Broad Canyon and Bear Canyon Trails are already

built. They should be nonmotorized to provide easy access for wilderness users
who only day hike.
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Response: Bellas Canyon, Broad Canyon and Bear Canyon Trails are all
within the Pioneer lMountain Proposed Wilderness and will be closed to
motorized vehicles.

Public Comment: Protect Arrowhead, Angel, Goat, Bellas, Boulder, Iron Bog,
Golden, Big, Rough and Long Lakes.

Response: Arrowhead, Angel, Goat, Bellas and the Boulder Lakes are within
the Pioneer ttn. Proposed Wilderness and will be closed to motorized
vehicles. Iron Bog Lake is not in the proposed wilderness, but the trail
to the lake is quite primitive and is presently closed to ORV use. Golden,
Big, Rough and Long Lakes are within the Lake Creek drainage. The trail to
Lake Creek has been totally reconstructed for trailbike use, and will be
managed for their use.

Public Comment: Within the Boulder/White Cloud area protect Herd Peak, Jerry
Peak, Bowery Peak, Hunter Creek Summnit, Meridian Peak, Sheep Mountain, Pass
Creek, Herd Creek and L.akes Basin.

Response: All of these areas except Lakes Basin are within the
Boulder/White Cloud Proposed Wilderness or are within areas closed to
motorized vehicles.

VIi-84



G. FIRE MANAGEMENT

Public Comment: Fighting fires in essentially roadless areas with no timber
values is not cost-beneficial and cannot be justafied.

Responge: Timber is not the only value at stake when fighting wildfires,
Life, property, watershed values, wildlife values and the threat of the
fire becoming a major conflagration are all major concerns for any
wildfire. A fire may be: allowed to burn where natural barriers would
contain it confined to a general area with minimal suppression and
monitored; or controlled. It may also be allowed to burn within
prescription if it 1s in an area covered by a Fire Management Action Plan.

Public Comment: Past fire suppression policies have led to the present insect
and disease infestations, by not letting fire remove susceptible and diseased
stands.

Response: There is a relationship between fires and insect and disease,
but allowing all wildfires to burn would not eliminate insects or disease.

Public Comment: The Forest needs to burn 10-20 thousand acres a year instead
of the planned 1000 acres to correct past abuses created by suppression
activities. Hence the need to eliminate some livestock grazing and plan for a
reduction in AUMs.

Response: As fire area management planning continues, more areas will be
designated to receive limited suppression action for wildfires. One of the
issues to be considered in fire area management pianning will be range
conditions and fuel conditions.

Public Comment: The Forest should explain in detail how they plan to manage
wildfires and escaped controlled burns with methods of supression.

Response: This is based on escaped fire analysis for each fire.

Public Comment: When rehabilitating burned areas, seeding mixtures shouid
benefit wildlife.

Response: This is one of the goals the rehabilitation planning team
considers.

Public Comment: We support the Forest's intention to develop plans for the
use of naturally prescribed fire in the Frank Church—River Of No Return
Wilderness. We strongly urge the Forest to provide for the use of "man-ignited
prescribed fire" where necessary to maintain ecosystems.

Response: The Fire Management Plan for the Frank Church--River of No
Return Wilderness has been completed and approved. It contains these
provisions.

Public Comment: We support the Forest program to implement "let burn”

policies and agree that natural processes will play the most important roles in
affecting forest diversity over time.
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Response: The Forest Service does not have a "let burn" policy per se; all
fires receive an appropriate response. However, this could be monitoring
the fire to verify that it is burning within the planned prescription,
established in the Area Fire Management Action Plan. Currently the only
action plan that has been developed is for the Frank Church—-River of No
Return Wilderness.

Public Comment: Forest fires are handled in a casual manner in the DEIS. The
potential for a very large and costly fire exists. We submit that fire
suppression costs, and the loss of the timber resources to fire, is completely
unacceptable, when a strong timber management program can drastically reduce
the risk of fire while providing our nation with its demand for wood products.

Response: The preferred alternative does not have what is considered a
strong timber management program. The most significant issve here is that
the merchantable timber on this Forest is located in areas of very low
historic fire occurrences. Therefore, fuels reduction is not a legitimate
reason for intensive timber management on this Forest.

Public Comment: The claims shown in the DEIS, of fire control, should be
substantiated.

Response: Estimates of fire effects, fire control and suppression costs
are based on "Level II Fire Planning”, which is a program used throughout
the Forest Service for making these projections.

Public Comment: The DEIS does not provide for fire policies tailored for the
individual alternatives. The concept that four very general plans can cover
all the alternatives is not realistic. In each case, the plan is to put out
all fires as quickly as possible, regardless of whether the cause is by man or
of natural origin.

A fire policy which merely seeks to minimize the size of the burned area is no
policy at all. It will only meet the objective of utilizing the funds
available for fire suppression.

Response: The Plan does not require all fires to be put out as quickly as
possible. It requires a suppression action which is cost effective and
protects life and property. The suppression action could include any one
of a number of responses (confinement, containment, control or
monitoring). See Plan IV-8, Goal 2. As far as the policies are concerned,
they are the same for all alternatives. The cost effectiveness and ability
to detect and respond are the variables.
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H. MINERALS MANAGEMENT

Public Comment: The draft EIS favors the minerals industry over wilderness
and/or other non-commedity resources.

Response: By law, exploration and development of minerals is a
"statutory right® rather than an opportunity such as grazing or timber
harvest, and so it is treated differently than other resource values. It
is not the intent of the Challis National Forest to "favor" minerals over
other resources,

Public Comment: Anadromous fish, wildlife and freshwater habitat (riparian
areas) must be protected and given priority over mineral activity.

Response: See Plan, IV-7, Minerals, Goal 2.

Public Conment: Require complete bonding and reclamation. Take action to stop
noncompliance. Require removal and safe disposal of hazardous wastes resulting
from mineral activity.

Response: Wording in the Plan has been changed. Plan, IV-7, Goal 2,
Objective 3 addresses this issue.

Public Comment: Mining operations are generally short~term economic ventures
or outright get-rich—quick schemes that seldom benefit future generations or
the long term economic potential of the state or nation. Tourism and
recreation, which depends on unspoiled wildlands and wildiife habitat, will
ultimately provide economic stability for Idaho.

Response: Comment noted.

Public Comment: Ban all mineral activity on all current proposed and/or
potential wilderness areas; ban all forms of mineral actiwvities on the Forest,
and ban extensive oil and gas exploration activities in areas wath marginal or
low potential capabilities. Keep mineral activities at current levels.

Response: Banning minerals activities or controlling the level of mineral
activities is outside the authority of the Forest Service. Only Congress
can ban mineral activity since it is a right granted by the 1872 Mining
Law. The Forest will recommend that the BLM not issue new leases within
the proposed wilderness areas.

Public Comment: There 1s no apparent conflict between mineral exploration
activities and establishing designated Wilderness or managing an area as
wilderness. In a national emergency, Congress could allow development of
strategic minerals in proposed or established Wilderness.

Responses Comment noted.
Public Comment: The DEIS provides no rationale for not conducting coordination

efforts between proposed mining activities and other resources, especially
fisheries, wildlife, soil and water.
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Response: Coordination of mining activities with other resource concerns
is done through the NEPA (Environmental Analysis) process, on every
proposal.

Public Comment: Contradiction exists between maintaining water quality,

fishery habitat and riparian habitat and allowing proposed or potential mineral
activities.

Response: These are not mutually exclusive activities and goals. We can
have both. Minerals are to be developed in envirommentally acceptable ways
and in concert with other resources. (see Plan, IV-6, 7 Minerals.)

Public Comment: The DEIS also suggests that these resources are to be
sacrificed in favor of minerals in Star Hope and Wildhorse Creeks,

Response: Plan, IV-11il states that because of the mineral values in these
areas the potential exists that investments made in surface resources may
be lost or the value of the investment may be reduced if mineral
development occurs. This is intended as a caution that investments may be
more cost effective in other locations.

Public Comment: There is a concern that sediment production and potential
ampacts to spawning gravels result from minerals activities. The DEIS needs to
explain how anadromous fisheries and minerals benefits could both increase
together when past history has shown the opposite.

Responge: The Forest shares this concern. The most significant issue for
any Environmental Assessment process in response to mineral activity
proposals in anadromous fishery watersheds is water quality. Approval of
such proposals is contingent on mitigation and/or prevention of siltation
of spawning gravels. The mineral regulations (36 CFR 228, published in
1974) provide a framework for the Forest Service to ensure better
protection of surface resource:s from degradation by mining activities that
was not available before. The Standards and Guidelines in the Plan were
developed to safeguard anadromous fish. (see Standards and Guidelines,
Chapter IV, Minerals, Soil and Water, and Wildlife).

Public Comment: Scars from mining activities (open-pit mines, dumps,
exploration roads, etc.) are not recreationally or visually pleasing. Access

roads to pristine areas are overused by the mining interests which contribute
to unsafe conditions.

Response: The Forest Service 1s also sensitive to visual scars left from
mining activities. Every reasonable effort is made to minimize and
mitigate these impacts in any new proposed mining activities (See Plan,
IV-22, 6 minerais, d, 1-5). The Forest is not aware of situations where
excessive mining traffic is creating a safety problem.

Public Comment: Political and industry pressures force the Forest Service to
sell off entire ecosystems to mineral interests.
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Response: The Forest Service, by law, responds to industry proposals to
explore for and extract minerals on National Forest System Lands. Through
the interdisciplinary Environmental Analysis process, the surface resources
are protected as much as possible.

Public Comment: DEIS intentionally attempts to eliminate or reduce commodity
(minerals) outputs and jobs by (1) proposing additional wilderness, and (2), by
proposing more restrictions and costly mitigation measures.

Response: The areas proposed for new wilderness designation have very few
acres with high mineral potential. There was no attempt to reduce mineral
outputs and jobs. The Forest Service is committed to a Multiple Use
management. There are no proposed restrictions and mitigation measures 1in
the Plan that are any more restrictive than are currently being used. The
restriction and mitigation measures the Forest will i1mpose on a given
mining activity are for the protection of the environment, and in keeping
with the minerals laws and regulations.

Public Comment: Minerals, oil and gas exploration and development activities
are needed to promote industry and jobs in Idaho.

Response: Comment noted.

Public Comment: Maps are needed showing known locatable resources with acres
of high, medium and low potential available under various management criteria.
The Plan also lacks tables and specificity on acreage with potential and
possible operating restrictions. Summarize recent and on-going mineral
projects, including any past "accidents" on the Forest. This summary should
include: 1) a brief synopsis of mining history, 2) an economic breakdovn of
mining activities, and 3), a list of presently exploited minerals.

Response: Claim maps showing the locations of all recorded mining claims
on the Forest and mineral potential maps are available for viewing in the
Forest Supervisor's Office in Challis. A general map and table showing
locatable mineral potential have been added (EIS, III-31-32 and Plan,
IT1-28-30). FEIS, IV-23, Table IV-10 shows general levels of restriction by
potential for oil and gas. Specific operating restrictions are determined
at the time a Notice Of Intent for a mining activity is submitted.
Restrictions for small mining activities are contained in the Forest-wide
Small Mining Environmental Assessment which is on file in any Challis
Forest Office. The current situation is included in Chapter II of the
Plan. 1) A brief synopsis of mining history is shown in Plan II-26 and 27.
2) The Forest Service does not keep track of the economics of mining. The
U.S. Bureau of Mines does have some production records for mining
activities. 3) A list of minerals that are being mined or have been mined
on the Forest is on page II-26 of the Plan.

Public Comment: Industry approves of the Forest's effort to include energy and
minerals in the planning process; however, the method used is misguided and
inaccurate, thereby constraining possible mineral activities. Industry also
supports intention to coordinate transportation needs (roads) for both minerals
and timber to minimize road construction related impacts.
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Response: The comment about the method used refers to the $ 1.00 per acre
value for oil and gas leasing, which is the current amount returned to the
treasury for lands leased for oil and gas exploration. This is the best
value available under the current conditions., To date, there has been no
drilling activity on any lands leased on the Challis National Forest for
o0il and gas exploration. For the foreseeable future, it must be assumed
that the only value of the leases is the $ 1.00 per acre per year. If, by
the next round of planning, there is activity on these leases, then the
values will be modified to reflect the activities taking place at that
time. These values are used in estimating the PNV {present net value) for
each of the alternatives considered in the Plan. The PNV was not the basis
for selection of the preferred alternative but a common base to compare
alternatives.

Public Comment: The DEIS does not adequately address overall or cumulative
impacts of all the land disturbing activities within the Columbia River Basin,
especially as those impacts relate to anadromous fisheries habitat and
production.

Response: This is outside the scope of the Challis National Forest Plan.,

Public Comment: FORPLAN does not allow for trade-off analysis, in terms of
minerals, as required by NEPA and NFMA.

Response: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement process is a "trade—-off
analysis". FORPLAN is one of the tools used in the process.

Public Comment: The Forest must assess the impacts of prescriptions on
subsurface resources and associated activities, as well as determining what the
best and highest use of an area is, and should consider waiving certain
stipulations if it is demonstrated that certain mineral operations can be
conducted in such a way which would eliminate the need for such restrictions.

Response: This is accomplished through site specific Environmental
Analysis at the time that activity is proposed on a given lease. However,
when a lease is applied for, there is no way of telling what kind of
operation will be proposed, if any. Therefore, the Forest will recommend
the stipulations that fit the conditions that are apparent at that time.

Public Comment: The plan goes into detail outlining the mandates of the 1872
mining law, but does not outline the mandates of the Clean Air Act, the Clean
Water Act, the Endangered Species Act, NEPA, and other laws which mandate
environmental protection.

Response: When compared to other resource discussions in the EIS, Chapter
III, we do not believe that one sentence on the 1872 Mining Law is a
detailed statement. The intent of the plan is not to restate all the rules
and regulations governing the operations of the Forest. However, minerals
is a special issue in that certain "Rights" are guaranteed to miners and
prospectors, hence the reference to the mining laws and regulations.

Public Comment: The Forest cannot relegate responsibility for environmental
problems caused by mining to other agencies.
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Response: The Forest does not relegate its responsibility to other
agencies. However, there are other agencies that have overlapping charges
for protecting the environment such as EPA, the Idaho State Department of
Water Quality, etc. Where these overlaps occur, the agencies work together
to ensure compliance. By cooperative agreement one agency may assume the

"Lead" role, but the other agencies do not give up their responsibilities
and authorities in the process.

Public Comment: Without a definition of "“conservative use of overly

restrictive surface use stipulations and management direction" (Plan IV-7) Goal
1 and Goal 2 appear to present a conflict in terms. Delete Goal 1.

Response: These goals are not in conflact, but are both goals that guide
the Forest in responding to minerals applications to lease or explore for
o0il and gas or prospect for, develop and mine locatable minerals.

Public Comment: Mineral withdrawals should be made in order to protect soil,
recreation, wildlife, f£ish, scenic values and watersheds.

Response: Some areas on the Forest have been withdrawn from mineral entry
(EIS, III-24 and Plan, II-23) to protect developed recreation sites. Other
types of withdrawals that were suggested would require speclal

legislation. Surface resoursces in other areas can be adequately protected
within the plan of operations or lease stipulations and permits.
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I. RANGE MANAGEMENT, PLANTS AMD HERBICIDE USE

Range Management

Public Comment: Overgrazing is a concern especially in Squaw Creek and Morgan
Creek.

Response: This concern is noted. The Plan sets firm direction to improve
the administration of these allotments and to insure that management plans
are followed. Refer to Range Goal 2 and Riparian Standards and Guides,
Chapter IV of Forest Plan.

Public Comment: Range policy is striking a poor barcain for the Government
which charges an AUM fee one-third that charged on the open market. It is
noted that the permittee can even afford paying the penalty for overgrazing.

Response: The method of calculation (formula) for grazing fees is set by
legislation. The fee is derived from that calculation.

Public Comment: Two comments stated that helping the ranchers is important,
but shouldn't be the dominant consideration.

Response: The public issue the Plan is responding to is maintaining the
locally dependent ranching community, which includes economic diversity and
stability. Maintaining the ranching econcmy is not the dominant
considerataon,

Public Comment: Why was $14.06 used for the value of an AUM when the treasury
usually gets less than $1.40 per AUM? Do not increase fees but increase
protection of the resource.

Response: The economic data used in the Forest Plan is based on the
estimated value of the use and not the amount collected or returned to the
Treasury. Uses such as wildlife and wilderness were assigned high values,
although in these cases no money returns directly to the Treasury. The
Plan directs an increase in administration of grazing allotments.

Public Comment: Trade—offs between incremental increases in AUM's (with
associated management efforts and range improvements) and loss of wildlife and
fish production were not adequately presented.

Response: There are no planned increases in livestock during the ten-year
planning period. Based on current Idaho Dept. of Fish and Game population
projections, wildlife and fish needs will be met.

Public Comment:s Protect streams to benefit fish habitat, reduce sedimentation
and maintain water quality. Bank sloughing a concern also. How will State
water quality standards be maintained when cattle produce sediment and bacteria
loads in streams? Are municipal water sources protected from this type of
activity?
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Respense: The Forest Plan states that all water will meet State water
quality standards (See Forest Plan, page IV-20, 5, a). Maximum allowable
sediment standards have been set in the Plan. These sediment standards
will guide the Forest in meeting State water quality standards.

The Garden Creek Municipal Watershed is currently being evaluated to see if
it can be grazed.

Public Comment: Areas threatened by livestock are a major concern. Does
emphasis given to protection of riparian types in V-shaped drainages imply more
frequent inspection, different forage removal standards, lower AUM's, reduced
use, etc? Could water trough location without fencing aid in improving
distribution of cattle and prevent riparian damage?

Response: Emphasis to riparian area could be one or more of the items
mentioned. The exact needs will be determined on a case-by-case basis and
included in the Allotment Management Plans.

Water troughs could aid livestock distribution; however, cattle prefer
riparian areas because of lush forage, water, shade, hicher humidity and
moderated temperatures.

Public Comment: Increased livestock use adversely affects anadromous fish
habitat and reduces a food source for bald eagles.

Response: Bald eagles are very infrequent users of the Forest. Only one
or two sightings are known in the past several years. They are primarily
winter residents along the Salmon River. There may be some roosting on the
Forest during winter, but none have been observed. The Fish and Wildlife
Service biological opinion states that the proposed plan will not affect
the bald eagle.

Public Comment: Maintain non-use of vacant allotments adjacent to wolf habitat
areas as possible.

Responge: Comment hoted.

Public Comment: Identify alternate allotments to transfer use in case of
conflicts in key wolf habitat when possible.

Response: Presently, there are no open allotments near the wolf recovery
area.

Public Comment: Consult informally with Fish and Wildlife Service on allotment
management plan update, livestock class changes (e.g., sheep to cattle), or
grazing period extensions.

Response: This is normal operating procedure when dealing with an area
within a Recovery Plan.

Public Comment: Inform permittees and their riders or herders of the possible

presence of wolves and their endangered status. Emphasize that it 1s illegal
to kill wolves in Idaho.
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Response: This information will be incorporated into the Allotment
Management Plan.

Public Comment: Recommend weekly monitoring of the distribution of cattle.

Response: Monitoring frequency of cattle distribution is dependent on the
complexity or sensitivity of the allotment; past permittee cooperation and
performance.

Public Comment: Encourage permittees to follow husbandry programs that do not
result in cows calving or sheep lambing during summer grazing period. Very
young calves or cows calving may invite wolf predation losses.

Response: Comment noted,

Public Comment: Remove or destroy livestock carcasses to avoid potential
habituation of wolves to livestock as food.

Response: Comment noted.

Public Comment: There needs to be better cattle - range management
("regulation and enforcement equal management") and momitoring, etc.

Response: The Plan provides management direction for improving range
management. An additional item has been added to the monitoring section
{Plan, V-10}.

Public Comment: Need to implement cattle rotation to reduce impact to any one
area.

Response: The Plan directs that rest-rotation or deferred grazing systems
be used wherever possible (see IV-14, 3, d).

Public Comnment: Specify forage ratios for wildlife and livestock in range
plan.

Response: The Plan directs that allowances for wildlife forage, water, and
breeding or reproduction needs, will be made (see IV-15, 3, y).

Public Comment: Provide clear classification of the following:

- stream types

- present state of range bordering these streams

- past levels of AUM's

- efforts made to improve range

- present prescriptions and anticipated benefits (from this examination
upward trends can be determined to be either slow or fast)

Response: Some of this information is contained in the Analysis of the
Management Situation on file in the Challis National Forest offices.
Stream data and vegetation condition along all streams is hot available.
The Plan provides direction to obtain this information.
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Public Comment: Range activity should be maintained at current levels.

Response: Plan allows for grazing to continue at present level during the
ten year planning period.

Public Comment: Issue grazing permits that are of shorter duration where
resource conflicts exist (such as near spawning areas).

Response: Specifics for dealing with resource conflicts and seasons of use
will be determined on a case-by-case basis by an interdisciplinary team and
will be included in the allotment management plan.

Public Comment: List the major ranching operations and AUM use by each.

Response: This information is available at the Forest Supervisor's
Office. This information is not necessary to evaluate the effects of the
proposed action, or alternatives.

Public Comment: Include maps of AUM distribution on watersheds and
distribution of deer and elk during cattle grazing seasons and after cattle are
withdrawn.

Response: AUM's for each management area have been added to the management
area description. Estimated number of deer and elk per management area are
shown in Plan, Appendix C, and the AUM's in local forest offices.

Livestock use generally occurs from 6/15 to 10/15. Deer and elk are on the
allotments for much longer periods of time. For elk it may be year long.

Public Comment: Provide a breakdown of the present condition of range
resources. How does Challis National Forest intend to allocate AUM numbers and
address condition in areas of poor, good, fair range condition?

Response: Present range condition is shown in the Plan (II-20).
Distribution of AUM's by allotment is shown in Plan, Appendix B.

Allocations are based on carrying capacity of an allotment, not on the
basis of range condition. Allotment management plans set the management
direction for the allotment, including specific areas of concern such as
those in poor condition.

Publac Comment: Provide site specific plans for rehabilitation of range lands
which are not in good or better condition.

Response: Site specifics are included in the allotment management plans.

Public Comment: Forest-wide management direction, standards and guidelines are
difficult to interpret. Suggest having the Standards and Guidelines summarized
in one place and perhaps duplicated elsewhere because of the relation between
wildlife/fishery topics to grazing and timber.

Response: Standards and guidelines apply Forest-wide and across all
resource uses and activities. We believe it is not necessary to group by
resource.
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Public Comment: EIS should indicate total grazing fee receipts for each
alternative together with a breakdown of all associated costs. Public and
permttee need to be advised of true grazing costs and benefits.

Response: Grazing fees may vary from year to year and are determined from
a Formula set by legislation. It would only be appropriate to show
collections vs. administrative cost if it was done for all uses.

Public Comment: Environmental consequences of converting a sagebrush-~dominated
community to a grass—dominated community need to be discussed more fully. What
habitat will be lost? What will be the effect on species that use the habitat
that will be lost? What replacement grasses will be used? What will be the
effect of these grasses?

Response: There are little, if any, adverse environmental consequences
when changing a sagebrush-dominated community to a grass/forb-dominated
community. Sagebrush is not eliminated from the site. The amount of
sagebrush removed is based on the objectives of the area determined in the
Environmental Analysis process.

Public Comment: Can any ccordination with BLM and private owners be achieved
in range management?

Response: Yes. See Goal 4, Objective 1, page IV-5 of the Forest Plan.

Public Comment: If any range improvements are made, will any benefit wildlife
also or will additional production be consumed by cattle?

Response: The management direction in the Plan provides for wildlife needs
in range improvements.,

Public Comment: Considering the value of Herd Cr. to anadromous fish runs, why
is grazing so intensive here and why is a 60% riparian forage level set as a
standard?

Response: The Herd Creek Allotment has improved under the present
management system and stocking rates. However, riparian areas need more
attention. Present emphasis is to improve the condition of these areas.
Maximum use levels of 40% are allowed for riparian areas in this management
area.

Public Comment: Are cattle removed soon enough from ranges for significant
prewinter regrowth to occur?

Response: No. The cool season bunch grasses of our ranges grow primarily
in the spring and early summer while there is ample soil moisture. Very
little, if any, regrowth occurs in the fall.

Public Comment: What is implied by the statement that there will be an
emphasis on allotments with grazing plans? How many allotments have plans? Has
range inventory been done on other pians so that proper levels of grazing are
established? Does money for improvement go only to allotments with plans? How
many allotments require cost-sharing for improvements?
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Response: Some allotments have had management plans developed and
intensive management systems initiated. DMoney has been expended on the
development of these allotments and specific management objectives and
monitoring requirements established., Our emphasis on these allotments is
to ensure that the management plans are being followed and management
objectives are met. Range inventory has been done on all allotments;
managerent plans have been completed on 45 allotments. The remaining 31
are scheduled to be completed by 1995, Range improvement money is spent
primarily on allotments with management plans. Range improvements on all
allotments require cost sharing by the permittee.

Public Comment: What is the range FRES strategy and how does intensive vs.
extensive range management work?

Response: See Glossary for definition.

Public Comment: What is the difference between range and watershed
improvement?

Response: Range and watershed improvement are synonymous when the project
improves vegetative cover. However, some range improvements are structures
like fences, water developments, etc. Watershed structural improvements
are terraces, waterbars, riprapping streambanks, etc.

Public Comment: Decreasing range funding while AUM's increase appears to be a
contradiction. An increase in funding should be needed for allotment
administration to assure proper levels of grazing. Decreased use would result
in improved range condition.

Response: There is no increase in AUM's during the ten year planning
period. The 50~year projections shown in the EIS were in error. See
Corrections on II-129 of the EIS.

Public Comment: Grazing livestock on public land is a privilege, not a right.
The Plan inappropriately gives existing allotments priority and absolute
viability in violation of NEPA and NFMA,

Response: Neither the DEIS or Plan suggests that a grazing permit is a
right. Livestock grazing on National Forest System lands is a privilege
issued by permit,

Public Comment: All other resource areas {watershed, riparian and water
quality needs) have suffered funding shortages except range.

Response: Appropriations for range administration and management have
undergone funding reductions comparable to other resources.

Public Comment: There is a need for more intensive livestock management to
protect other resources.

Response: We agree. Allotment Management Plans are being written or

updated by Interdisciplinary teams to improve management, reduce conflicts
and adverse impacts on other resources.
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Public Comment: The rate of improvement .rather than trend should be specified,

Response: The "trend' concept has long been established as commonly used
principle in range management.

Public Comment: It 1s questionable whether enough mitigation measures can be
used to overcome wide spread watershed disturbance.

Response: Where management and mitigation practices are unable to correct
watershed problems caused by a physical activity, the physical activity
causing the watershed problem will be curtailed.

Public Comment: Establishment of an upward trend as a guideline for range
conditions is questionable, in that if range conditions are already severely
degenerated, a slow upward trend may delay essential relief to dependent
fisheries and wildlife.

Response: Our goal is to improve rangeland to fair or better condition.
After establishing and initiating a grazing system, trend of the soils and
vegetative community is used to determine effectiveness of our management
actions. Trend is not a guideline for range condition. The values are
independent of one another.

Public Comment: Do not use range improvements requiring mechanical equipment
in wnroaded areas.

Response: Range will not make roads into unroaded areas for purpose of
range wmprovement work. There may be situations, however, such as
anstalling pipelines, digging ponds and airlifting supplies where
mechanical equipment may be used, provided the effects on other resources
from getting the equipment to and from the site is minor.

Public Comment: The management direction for East Fork stresses the range
resource. This is major anadromous fish habitat.

Response: It also stresses protection of wildlife and fish habitat.
Please refer to Plan, IV-82-84 and Forest-wide standards and guidelines for
Fisheries and Riparian Areas.

Public Comment: Range values are threatened by allowing mining.

Response: Mining is a legitimate use of the National Forest just as other
multiple use activities. Mining activities to date have not removed
substantial acreage from range. Our policy directs the rehabilitation of
mining sites upon termination of the mining activity.

Public Comment: In respect to range, Alternative 3 is essentially identical
to Alternative 8. Comparatively speaking, there is relatively little
difference between the alternatives. This suggests alternative grazing levels
were not seriously considered.
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Responge: The major differences between Range in Alternative 3 and 8 are:
(1) range administration dollars drops to $236,000 in Alternative 3 and .
$277,000 in Alternative 8, (2) Range improvement dollars in Alternative 3
is $73,000 and Alternative 8, $40,000, and (3) permitted AUM's start out at
112 M in first decade for both alternatives, then drops to 106,000 in
Alternative 3 and to 96,000 in Alternative 8., Refer to page IT-130-131 of
the EIS.

Plants

Public Comment: There is a need to protect the ecosystems of the Boulder/White
Clouds area.

The Challis National Forest has done a commendable job in recognizing the
importance of status surveys in rare plant conservation.

Acknowledge in the Plan that future research and study is needed to ensure
protection of viable populations of sensitive plants.

Does the Forest plan for the future of the plant guality?
What are the range habitat maintenance effects on native plants?
What is being done to protect sensitive plants from grazing?

Wildlife habitat can, in some cases, be improved by prescribed burning on
non—endangered plants.

The east side of the King Mountain roadless area is unigue for its plant
communities.

Response: We believe that the standards and guidelines contained in the
Forest Plan, the monitoring and evaluation program, establishment of
several research natural areas and mandated management of Federally
classified plant species adequately addresses these concerns.

Herbicides

Public Comment: It is not economically sensible to implement herbicide use as
people's health and long term consequences to the enviromment outweigh its
monetary value.

Herbicide spraying presents long term environmental consequences and this
practice should be discontinued.

If water quality is of high priority to the Forest, then herbicide use should
be discontinued.

Herbicide or pesticide use requires more extensive environmental analysis which
would warrant a separate EIS.
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The final plan should provide specific information as to what types of
herbicides will be used and in which locations.

The Forest is not carefully handling and correctly labeling its herbicides.

The DEIS and Plan do not evaluate the impacts of potential herbicide use in the
noxious weed control program. Will such use be evaluated with site specific EA
or EIS?

Challis National Forest needs to address the effect of herbicide use on native
plants.

Response: The Intermountain Region is currently preparing an EIS, which
will address the issues raised through our public involvement process.
Management direction for herbicide use identified in the EIS, will be
1ncorporated into our Forest Plan direction. Site specific Environmental
Analysis will be done for Forest projects.

Public Comment: The Forest Plan should contain an integrated pest management
program. As outlined in 36 CFR S219.27(a) (3), this requires the utilization of
principles of integrated pest management in all management prescriptions in
Forest Plans. The regqulation provides, "Under this approach all aspects of a
pest-host system should be weidghed to determine the situation-specific
prescriptions which may utilize a combination of technigues including, as
appropriate, natural controls, harvesting, use of resistant species,
maintenance of diversity, removal of damaged trees, and judicious use of
pesticides. The basic pranciple in the choice of strategy is that in the long
term, it be ecolegically acceptable and compatible with the forest ecosystem
and the multiple use objectives of the Plan". The proposed Forest Plan and the
DEIS do not adequately set forth such a pest control plan,

Response: We use integrated pest management on a continuing basis at the
project level to prevent, minimize and monitor pest activities.
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Jd. DEIS AND FOREST PLAN: DOCUMENT CONTENT AND GENERAL OOMMENTS, MANAGEMENT
DIRECTION AND MONITORING, ALTERNATIVE 3

Document Content and General Comments

Public Comment: Mitigation measures assumed or identified in the DEIS and
Forest Plan should be analyzed to determine their effectiveness in neutralizing
the problem.

Response: Mitigation measures identified in the Forest Plan will be
monitored to insure that they are meeting their intent.

Public Comment: We are skeptical of "vague promises of best management
practices and the implementation of the Standards and Guidelines".

Response: The Forest Plan will be the working document for the management
of the Challis National Forest. All other Plans will be modified to
conform to it. The Management Direction, Standards and Guidelines are the
most essential part of the Plan.

Public Compent: The Forest Service should manage to "protect"™ instead of
managing to "harvest”.

Response: The laws pertaining to National Forests require the Forest
Service to manage for multiple use, which includes both protection and wise
use of our natural resources.

Public Comment: The DEIS should consider and evaluate that timber harvest will
result in irreversible resource damage.

Response: Properly managed timber harvest will not result in irreversible
resource damage; in fact, it may benefit other resources.

Public Comment: The DEIS is not specific enough to determine environmental
consequences and affected environment.

Regsponse: The EIS evaluates alternatives which are Forest-wide in scope
and have cumulative Forest-wide effects. More specific information will be
evaluated in specific project analyses as the plan is implemented.

Public Comment: The Plan should track the changes in roadless acres throughout
the planning period.

Response: Appendix C, table C for each roadless area shows the acres to be
affected by alternative.

Public Comment: The DEIS and Plan are too complex for reviewers to capture
everything.
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Response: We agree that the documents are complex. During the public
review period we were available to assist reviewers in understanding the
Plan. We will continue to work with the public in this regard.

Public Comment: There is not a broad range of alternatives/outputs.

Response: The range of alternatives is adequate considering resource
capabilities and the range of options available. This range includes all
reasonable alternatives which were rigorously explored and objectively
evaluated, as well as other alternatives which were eliminated from
detailed study with a brief discussion of the reasons for eliminating them.
The range of alternatives is reasonable, based on the nature of the
proposed action.

Alternatives were developed to adequately address the issues identified
during the analysis, and are relevant to the decision being made.
Alternatives considered in detail were developed and discussed fully and
impartially. The range of alternatives does not foreclose prematurely any
option that might protect, restore and enhance the environment (FSH
1909.15, 23.2).

For some proposals the possible number of reasonable alternatives is very
large, or even infinite. For example, the proposal to designate wilderness
areas within the Natiopal Forest involves an infinite number of
alternatives, ranging from 0 to 100 percent of the Forest's roadless
acreage. When the possible number of alternatives is very large, only a
reasonable sample covering the full spectrum of alternatives must be
presented in an EIS. For the above proposal a reascnable range of
alternatives included allocating an additional 0, 3, 9, 12, 14, 18, 56, 75,
or 100 percent of the Forest's roadless acreage to wilderness. With
currently designated wilderness areas these alternatives included 31, 33,
36, 38, 39, 41, 62, 73 and 86 percent of the total Forest as wilderness.

The range of alternatives and outputs associated with dispersed recreation,
wildlife and fisheries were controlled by influences independent of Forest
Service activities., Primarily, recreation is influenced by disposable
income and free time, while game populations, season length and licenses to
hunt and fish are controlled exclusively by the state. Secondarily, habitat
capability is considerably higher than current fish and game populations,
and most of this habitat is located in areas of unsuitable range and areas
that are unsuitable or unscheduled for timber harvest. Increases in
wildlife populations during the next decade will occur independently of
other Forest activities.

Public Comment: Plan and DEIS do not comply with NEPA and NFMA.

Response: The Plan and EIS both comply with NEPA, NFMA and Forest Service
planning regulations.

Public Comment: Best management practices do not necessarily mean compliance
with water quality standards.

Response: The Porest Plan states that State water quality standards will
be met.

vIi-102



Public Comment: The DEIS does not analyze the mitigative measures in detail.

Response: The Forest Plan provides management direction, standards and
guidelines for establishing mitigation. The details for site specific
activities will be included in environmental analysis and project plans.

Public Comment: The DEIS does not address the cumulative impacts in detail.

Response: The DEIS addresses cumulative impacts on a Forest-wide basis; it
is not intended to evaluate site-specific details except for roadless
areas. The Plan is broad in scope. Details are addressed at the project
level.

Public Comment: The DEIS does not address catastrophic failures or events.

Response: This was not a specific issue as such and therefore was not
evaluated.

Public Comment: Action schedule for construction/reconstruction of roads is
not ciear.

Response; The action schedule on Plan, IV-221 shows the miles of roads to
be constructed and reconstructed with each timber sale for the first five
years and estimates the miles for the second five years. Plan, Iv-222
shows the schedule for reconstruction of the arterial and collector roads
during the ten year period. This is as specific as presently possible.

Public Comment: Because specific data is not displayed for range management,
it is difficult to decide if the preferred alternative is the same as the
current situation.

Response; The level of grazing for the ten-year planning period is the
same as the current situation. However, the direction for managing the
rangelands has been strengthened.

Public Comment: The EIS and Plan should discuss the need for deferring or
eliminating livestock grazing on particular allotments for other resource
reasons.

Response: These decisions are made in individual allotment plans.
Public Comment: Values or benefits assigned to range are unrealistic.

Response: The values assigned to livestock grazing were developed by the
Agriculture Research Service for the Challis area.

Public Comment: Identify rangelands in poor condition and address
rehabilitation plans.

Response: Acres of range in unsatisfactory condition are shown in Plan,
II-20. There are no specific rehabilitation plans for any area. It is
anticipated that improvement can be obtained through management. Site
specifics are addressed in allotment management plans.
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Public Comment: The DEIS does not make an adequate review of roadless areas.

Response: A detailed review of each roadless area is contained in Appendix
C to the EIS.

Public Comment: Factors which could affect roadless acres such as small
hydroelectric development, mining, and other feorest land uses need to receive
more discussion in the EIS.

Response: Table C in Appendix C for each roadless area shows the estimated
impacts to each roadless area during the ten-year planning period.

Publjc Comment: Management areas are too large in size to identify
implications of specific management direction.

Response: The size of the management areas were selected because of broad
level data base and to simplify the Version II FORPLAN model.

Public Comment: The DEIS does not display the existing situation. More
narration is needed.

Response: The existing situation is summarized in Plan, Chapter II and
EIS, Chapter III. A more detailed description is contained in the Analysis
of the Management Situation, a several hundred page document, available for
review at the Forest Supervisor's Office.

Public Comment: Existing land inventory information should be summarized in
the Final EIS.

Response: Summaries of existing land inventory information are not
required or appropriate for the EIS.

Public Comment: Final EIS and Plan should identify and manage potential mass
failure areas.

Response: Mass failure hazards mapping has not been completed for the
Forest. The mapping will be completed and used in evaluation of project
level activities.

Public Comment: Exploitation of commodity outputs wastes the taxpayer's money
and does not contribute to the long-term stability of the surrounding
community.

Response: The Plan does not exploit commodity outputs. It provides for
multiple use of resources, as required by law. The long-term sustained
yield of the resources provides for long term stability of the surrounding
commpunities.

Public Comment: Dispersed recreation should not be broken out between
motorized and non-motorized use.

Response: Evaluations in the EIS have been based on the total dispersed
recreation. In an attempt to reduce use conflicts, portions of the North
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and South Lemhi management areas have been identified for non-motorized
recreation. Most other areas outside of Wilderness or proposed Wilderness
are open to all types of dispersed recreation.

Public Comment: The Challis National Forest Plan 1s a "plan to plan", rather
than a "plan to act".

Response: The Plan is a plan to act that provides management direction,
standards and guidelines. Where information was lacking, the Plan provides
direction and a schedule to obtain it.

Public Comment: The preferred alternative overwhelmingly favors grazing,
timber, and mining at the expense of wildlife, fisheries, and amenities.

Pesponse: The preferred alternative provides for increases in wildlife,
fish, recreation and wilderness, and for the present levels of grazing and
timber harvest. It also provides for improved management of timber and
range to reduce impacts on other resources. It allows for mineral
exploration and development.

Public Comment: The Plan should specifically adopt and describe The Area
Analysis Process and consider: 3rd Order Drainages, period of time between
projects, all activities producing sediment and multiple ownership drainages.

Response: The area analysis process 1s in the development stage. When it
is fully developed, it will not be described in the Forest Plan. This
process is more appropriately covered in separate handbooks that provide
guidance.

Public Comment: Much of the information required in the EIS exists, and can be
reasonably included in the final documents.

Response: It is neither possible nor required to include all available
information in the EIS. The EIS is supposed to be analytical rather than
encyclopedic (40 CFR 1500.4).

Public Comment: Management prescriptions that provide compllance with the
Interim Primary Primary Drinking Standards should be specified in the final Plan.

Response: See Plan, IV-10, 1l. Facilities, Goal 3 objective 4.

Public Comment: The rationale for increasing commodity outputs should be
documented or justified in the EIS.

Response: No commodity outputs are increased in the ten-year period
covered by the Forest Plan. At the end of the first planning period,
output levels will be reevaluated and may change when the Plan is revised.
It is possible that mineral production (including oil and gas), which is
beyond the direct control of the Forest Service, may increase depending on
mineral discoveries and market conditions. Output projections for five
decades were used to compare long-term trends of alternatives. They show
increases in timber and range in some alternatives. The FORPLAN model
shows the Forest has the capability of increasing commodity outputs and
still allows for increases in recreation, wildlife, fish and wilderness.
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Public Comment: In compliance with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
of 1976, the EIS and Plan must address existing future utility and
transportation corridors and long range corridor windows.,

Response: See EIS, IIT-42 and Appendix D.

Public Comment: The Plan should identify management direction for
communication facilities.

Response: See Plan, IV-28, 10. Facilities, b. Communications.
Public Comment: The appendix document needs a master table of contents.
Response: Table of contents has been added.

Public Comment: The cooperative USFS-BLM-IDFG Elk Study is worth mentioning
under research needs.

Response: The section on research needs only identifies the need for new
research.

Public Comment: Calculation of PVB for Alternative 10 is incorrect.
Response: It has been corrected.

Public Comment: Current budget trends may constrain the Forest from achieving
the stated goals and objectives.

Response: Reduced budgets will at least delay achieving the goals and
objectives.

Public Comment: On Plan, IV-1l, C, 3, you should delete "mitigation"”.
Regponse: We disagree.

Public Comment: The Challis National Porest Plan should be coordinated with
the Bureau of Land Management and their Management Framework Plans.

Responsie: This has been done.

Public Comment: Criteria for selecting the preferred alternative should be
identified in the EIS. Bow was the preferred alternative selected? Protection
of ecological systems, Amenity vs. commodity emphasis, Recreation emphasis,
Economics, Wilderness values, Future demands for wilderness, Proportion of
wilderness to non-wilderness, Wildlife, fish, and T&E species, Water quality,
Current use and demand for use of Forest System Lands, Tribal rights, FORPLAN,
Multiple Use, RARE II and/or Politics should be used as decision criteria.

Response: The preferred alternative (Alt. 1l) was selected using the
Trade-off Evaluation Process (TEP). The criteria used in that process were
derived from the 14 issues which were generated from 800 public comrents at
the beginning of our planning process.
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The rationale used in selecting Alternative 11 as the preferred alternative
was stated in the Record of Decision in the EIS.

Public Comment: To what extent will the Forest address tribal treaty rights?
The United States Federal Court interpreted tribal rights to include not only
fishing, but also the right to have the environment upon which the fish depend
protected from degradation.

Response: The Forest Plan provides for maintenance of the environment, and
recognizes the right of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribe to fish and hunt on
their usual and accustomed places on the Forest. It also provides for
maintenance or enhancement of anadromous fish habitat that supports the
Columbia Tribes fisheries.

Public Comment: To what level will treaty rights be managed for:

a. Wildlife enhancement/protection?
b. Anadromous fisheries erhancement/protection?
¢. Trout and other fresh-water fish enhancement/protection?

Response: The goal of the Challis National Forest is to manage fish and
wildlife habitat to meet the Idaho Department of Fish and Game's population
goals. This will meet Treaty Right needs.

d. Non-game species, such as eagles?
Response: The Forest does not presently manage any habitat specifically

for eagles. Bald eagles are rarely seen on the Forest, and we are not
aware of any problems with Golden eagle habitat (condition or amount).

e, Gathering rights?

Response: The Forest recognizes the right of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
to gather traditional items such as plants, roots, and small animals.

Public Comment: There is a need for formal censultation between the Challis
National Forest and the Tribes on the effects of the Plan and other activities
on tribal needs.

Response: We have consulted with the Indian Tribes potentially affected by
our Forest Plan.

Public Comment: Forest needs to upgrade natural resource data base as much as
possible during the next decade.

Response: We agree.

Public Comment: What method was used to evaluate mineral resources and was a
trade-off analysis used to determine how energy and mineral resources are
affected by surface resource allocations and prescriptions?

Response: Geologic reports and maps, reports of present and past mineral

activities, industry interest, claim and lease locations and other
information were used to evaluate mineral resources. Table IV-10 (EIS,
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IV-23) shows the results of the trade-off analysis for oil and gas leasing
actions. Locatable mineral activity may occur in any area that is not
withdrawn from mineral entry. Wilderness designation is the primary type
of withdrawal which precludes many types of mineral activities to protect
surface resource. Other than in withdrawals (legislative and
administrative), mineral entry may occur anywhere on the Forest. A final
trade-off analysis must be made at the time a specific mineral activity is
proposed. These trade-offs are a function of location, size and type of
the operation and are evaluated as part of the project Environmental
Analysis process. The minerals trade-off analysis was conducted outside of
FORFLAN,

Public Comment: Why was a constant number of total recreation visitor days
(RVD} used for all alternatives?

Response: The RVD increase on the Forest was predicted using information
from local, State and Federal agencies. Because of limits placed on
certain types of recreation, such as river floating permits and some
hunting licenses as well as a lack of new major recreation developments, we
assumed that the total number of RVD's would remain constant between
alternatives. As the emphasis shifts among alternatives the total number
of RVD's is unchanged but shift among developed, dispersed and wilderness
recreation. Use levels are a result of peoples' free time and available
money, not as a result of change in our management direction. Present
recreation opportunities far exceed present use levels.

Public Comment: You need to prepare a worst-case analysis where data is
incomplete or where there is scientific uncertainty. Worst-case analyses
should be prepared to evaluate effects of: sediment in water on resident fish
populations, roads and cattle on elk populations, or lack of available funds on
funding of certain programs.

Response: We feel that the scientific data we had to base the decisions
on was adequate and that the evaluation conducted in preparing the EIS on
the Forest Plan did not require preparation of a worst-case analysis as
defined in 40 CFR 1502.22. It will be done on a project-by-project basis,
where needed before implementing a project.

Public Comment: The roadless area analysis needs to show exactly what the
impacts are to fish numbers and habitat under each alternative.

Response: Table C for each roadlegs area in Appendix C provides this
information.

Publi¢ Comment: Trade-off between increases in AUM's and loss of wildlife and
fish production is not adequately shown.

Response: The Maximum Range Benchmark adequately shows this effect when
compared with the alternatives.

Public Comment: Throughout your analysis of roadless areas, you discuss the

position of interest groups, the Governor, Senator McClure, etc. Why don't you
discuss the Moody-Kostmayer Bill that is currently in Congress?
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Response: The Moody~Kostmayer Bill represents the same position as the
environmental interest groups.

Public Comment: The Forest failed to provide the public with a Section 6K
analysis under NFMA. You have not identified uneconomic timber lands and
removed them from the timber base.

Response: They are included in those acres that are not available, capable
and suitable,

Public Comment: The Forest makes no attempt to describe PNV of managing each
roadless area for either wilderness or development. This makes it impossible
for the public to make an informed analysis of and decision on how the Forest
should be managed.

Response: We are only required to determine PNV for each alternative. It
is not necessary to describe PNV for each roadless area as there will be
very little development occurring in them.

Public Comment: The Plan should contain a detailed analysis of the guiding and
outfitting industry.

Response: The Forest recognizes the importance of the guiding and
outfitting industry to the local and state economies; however, this was not
an issue identified during the planning process. The Plan will not
adversely affect outfitting and guiding. A detailed analysis is not needed
for an understanding of the Plan.

Public Comment: Economic efficiency analysis cannot be completed because of
lack of ability to assign values to certain outputs.

Response: PNV was used to compare alternatives. The EIS discusses some
outputs as being nonpriced and recognizes that they are qualitative and are
considered outside of economic analyses.

Public Comment: There is confusion about the category for some outputs ie.
wilderness is valued because of relation to enhanced recreation or fish and
wildlife,

Response: We agree that some of the outputs are related. An attempt was
made to separate these influences.

Public Comment: How non-priced or semi-quantitative rationales for management
affected the selection process or mixes of imputs to a FORPLAN run is not
clear.

Response: Non-priced outputs of alternatives were not included in FORPLAN
runs. They were considered in the trade~off evaluation used to select the
preferred alternative.

Public Comment: Expenditures during the first decade for later possible
increased timber harvest are not justified.

Response: The Plan does not provide for large expenditures during the
first decade for possible increases in timber production in later decades.
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Public Comment: Agriculture is cutting back so investing considerable time and
money in intensively managing range to increase AUMs is not justified.

Response: Investing to intensively manage range is for improved rangeland
condition and benefit to other resources.

Public Comment: 16 USC 1604(g) (3) (E) (IV) and (F) requires that economic
impacts on each advertised sale area be assessed - the plan decision for
even~-age management was made without doing this assessment.

Response: Economic impact analyses of individual sales will be done before
the sale is advertised.

Public Comment: Congress intended for determination of timber land suitability
to identify lands where managing for timber production was economically unwise,
these lands are to be designated as not suited for timber production until the
next Plan is developed at which time the designation can be reconsidered.

Response: This was done in determining timber lands as available, capable
and suitable,

Public Comment: Provide a map that identifies: lands which are not cost
effective also lands where direct cost as identified in 219.14(b) (2) exceeds
direct benefits [219.14(b) (1)] but which will be harvested under the Plan (this
will show the public which lands do not meet economic tests but will be managed
for timber production).

Response: These lands have not been mapped in detail at present.

Management Direction and Monitoring

Public Comment: Management direction in the Plan is not c¢lear enough.

Response:  Some clarification has been made, however, the purpose of the
Plan is to give broad level direction across the Forest. This is refined

for management areas and in standards and guidelines which apply to site

specific situations.

Public Comment: Standards and Guidelines sound good, but no real direction or
commitment is made.

Response: The Management Direction, Standards and Guidelines, are the
Forest commitment for management of the Challis National Forest.

Public Comment: There should be Regional and Inter-Regional guidelines to

resolve differences and inconsistencies between Forests with riparian standards
and guidelines.
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Response: We have added Management Direction to the Plan that provides for
development of more specific Riparian Habitat Standards and Guidelines
which will be coordinated with adjacent Forests.

Public Comment: Adjoining Forests should coordinate management direction in
common drainages.

Response: Coordination of management with adjacent Forests is an on-going
process.

Public Comment: Goals in Appendix B should be referred to as prescriptions.

Response: This portion of Appendix B discusses technical information about
the FORPIAN model. The goal statements (Appendix B-23 and B-24) are
general narrative statements that apply to FORPLAN Coordinated Allocation
Choices. 1In this case the name goal is consistent with the usage in
FORPLAN.

Public Comment: Objectives should be more specific.

Response: A number of the objectives have been rewritten to be more
specific.

Publjc Comment: There i1s no management direction for RNA's.

Response: Standards and Guidelines for existing Research Natural Areas are
contained in direction for the Management Area where they are located.

Public Comment: Management direction is often too vague to understand what
sort of protection is to be given.

Response: Activities occurring within a Management Area must follow the
appropriate management direction Standards and Guidelines as outlined in
the Forest Plan. Further reguirements may be applied when a particular
project is proposed depending on its complexity and the potential
environmental consequences.

Public Comment: Management direction for timber in Management Area 20 is
unacceptable.

Response: During the ten-year planning period, no scheduling of sawtimber
sales and subsequent road construction will occur. Post and poles will be
harvested from existing roads.

Public Comment: Management direction for timber in Management Area 22 is
unacceptable.

Response: We disagree. Management Area 22 is one of the most productive
timber areas on the Forest. Timber harvest can occur in harmony with other
resources and objectives.

Public Comment: We support management direction of Management Area 25.

Response: Comment noted.
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Public Comment: We generally support the rest of your management directions,
although there are a lot of details about grazing with which we are unfamiliar.

Responge: Comment noted.

Public Comment: Expand Standard 11 £ to read: "Discourage livestock
concentration in riparian areas and within 100 feet of lakes and perennial
streams; restrict or prohibit livestock grazing in identified problem areas and
near critical aguatic resources (such as anadromous fish spawning or rearing
areas and domestic water supplies)”.

Response: See revised statement Plan, IV-32, 11, f.

Public Comment: The rationale for the sediment standard of 2% and 30% for fine
sediment (Plan, IV-21, 5, f} should be explained further.

Response: The Guide for Predicting Salmonid Response to Sediment Yields in
Idaho Batholith Watersheds, (Aug. 1983), indicates that anadromous fish fry
emergence is greatly reduced if fine sediment within the redd exceeds 20%.
Redd construction cleans the spawning gravels and reduces fine sediment
within the gravel by more than 50%. Redd design keeps the gravel clean
until the fry emerges. The 30% standard applies to fine sediment in
spawning gravels at the tail of pools before a redd is constructed. Redd
construction will reduce the fine sediment to an acceptable level. For
activities proposed on the Forest, expected sediment vield is calculated.
If the projected sediment yield from the activity would exceed 2%,
modification of the proposed activity or mitigation will be required to
reduce the projection to less than 2%. The 2% standard is intended to
limit the rate of fine sediment increase, while the 30% standard is a total
fine sediment limit. A sediment producing activity that could not be
totally mitigated would not be allowed where sediment levels are at or
above 30%.

Public Comment: The Plan should emphasize modifying standards as warranted by
better information. Many streams in near-pristine condition (20% sediment
imbeddedness) may be allowed to deteriorate to 30%, if the S&G is implemented.

Response: See preceding response. As Forest-wide inventories, monitoring,
and best management practices are developed and tested on the Forest (along
with further research findings) standards and guidelines will be modified
to better reflect these findings. A stream will not be allowed to
deteriorate more than 2% from new activities.

Public Comment: Plan, IV-9, Goal 3, Objective 1, delete "Emphasize® and change
to read, "Enforce compliance in the administration of special use permits®™.

Response: Emphasizing administration of special use permits includes
enforcement.

Public Comment: Change sentence #3, Plan, IV-23, f., in General Program

Guidelines toend " . . . ,» in the Plan and EIS if the applicant has provided
an adequate site-specific environmental support document".
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Response: We disagree. At the time of leasing, a site-specific proposal
has not been made. Stipulations can be identified for individual leases
and geophysical exploration permits using this EIS as guidance. An
Environmental Analysis will be conducted and documented as appropriate on
any earth-disturbing proposals when they are received. Site-specific
requirements will be determined at that time.

Public Comment: The most important resource value of the Challis is perhaps
watershed, followed by fisheries, wildlife, and recreation.

Responge: All resources are important, however some receive greater
emphasis in specific areas.

Public Comment: BMany of the Management Areas discussions do not address
cultural resources. The fact that the total Forest lies within Aboriginal
Indian lands, makes this not acceptable.

Response: See Plan, IV-3, Goal 7, Objectives 1-4, and Plan, IV-1l, c.
Cultural Resource guidance pertains to all management areas and will be
adhered to.

Public Comment: Describe how results of monitoring will be made known to the
public.

Response: If monitoring results are outside of acceptable variability that

will require a plan ammendment the public will be notified as part of the
normal public involvement process.

Public Comment: Reporting periods are too long.
Response: We believe the reporting periods are adequate.

Public Comment: Add a variation criteria of +5% for budgets to the monitoring
and evaluation program on page V-6 of the Plan.

Response: Monitoring of resource activities and outputs will determine if
budgets are adequate to meet Forest management direction.

Public Comment: Periodic monitoring should be identified for potable water
that is provided for public use.

Response: State law and Forest Service regulations require that water
supplies must be periodically tested if they are made available for human
consumption.

Public Comment: Monitoring will require monies which have not been
forthcoming in the past.

Response: Monitoring will receive additional emphasis under the Plan to
ensure that the program is implemented.

Public Comment: Because of crude monitoring methods and lack of funds for

frequent monitoring a stream with 20% imbedded fine sediment could degrade to
40% before you knew it.
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Response: We believe that the monitoring technique is adequate. The Plan
makes the committment to conduct monitoring. Areas where activities may
produce sediment will receive more frequent monitoring than other areas.

Alternative 3

Public Comment: Alternative 3 will still sacrifice 66% of remaining wilderness
to save some.

Response: During the ten-year period covered by the Plan very few of the
areas currently eligible for Wilderness designation will be affected by
management activities. Roadless areas not currently proposed for
wilderness designation are not being sacrificed. They will be reconsidered
for wilderness designation in future planning cycles.

Public Comment: Not selecting Alternative 3 maintains grazing at expense of
Indian and non-Indian fishermen.

Response:  Better management and more range, water, and fishery
improvement, as is emphasized in the selected alternative {Alternative 11),
will reduce impacts to the streambanks and aquatic environment. This will
result in improved fish habitat.

Public Comment: Why so much road construction in Alternative 32

Response: Much of the road construction and reconstruction in this

alternative results from improving access to meet the needs of recreation
users.

Public Comment: Fish outputs appear to have been deliberately adjusted so
Alternative 3 would not look too good.

Response: No outputs were adjusted to benefit any alternative.

Public Comment: It is strange that Alternative 3 was not selected, given the
overwhelming importance of non-commodity outputs.

Response: If non-commodity outputs were the only issues considered,
Alternative 3 may have been selected. However, in considering all outputs,
commodity and non-commodity, as well as the way each alternative addresses
issues, concerns and opportunities, Alternative 1l was selected.

Public Comment: How can riparian conditions deteriorate under Alternative 3?2

Response: They don't (See EIS, IV-35).

Public Comment: Why is the increase in game so very modest in Alternative 3?
Response: Game populations are controlled by Idaho Dept. Fish and Game
administration. Although the Forest conducts activities that improve

habitat quality, this does not significantly affect population numbers in
any of the alternatives presented in the EIS.
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Public Comment: In Alternative 3 bighorn sheep should have priority over
domestic stock.

Response: Alternative 3 does not give priority to either livestock or
Bighorn Sheep. This alternative allows for increases of Bighorn Sheep and
contains a slight reduction in domestic livestock AUM's.

Public Comment: Add Hanson Lakes to the Wilderness proposal in Alternative 3.

Response: The portion of the Hanson Lake roadless area on the Challis
National Forest has relatively low wilderness values and was not included
in the wilderness proposal.

Public Comment: Change Alternative 3 to greater emphasis on recreation similar
to the Sawtooth National Forest's Public Use Emphasis.

Response: We feel that the range of alternatives is adequate.
Public Comment: It appears that the emphasis placed on recreation in
Alternative 3 is not consistent with the recreation outputs listed in Table
II-7.
Response: The number of recreation visitor days of use is not a result of
our management emphasis but the amount of free time and money people have
to spend on leisure activities. The total RVD's of developed, dispersed
and wilderness use is the same for each alternative. Based on FORPLAN
modeling, the alternative with more wilderness or emphasis on dispersed
recreation show increased RVD's in those areas and reduced RVD's in
developed sites.
Public Comment: Alternative 3 is financially realistic.
Response: Comment noted.

Public Comment: It does not seem reasonable that bighorn sheep and elk habitat
needs would not be met with lower levels of livestock grazing in Alternative 3.

Response: Table II-11 (EIS, II-139) has been changed to correct this error.

Public Comment: If grazing and timber were maintained in Alternative 3,
commodity resources would be de-emphasized.

Response: We feel that this concern can be considered as a possible
modification of the selected alternative.

Public Comment: Why are administrative and road costs so high in Alternative 32
Response: Errors in EIS, Table II-7 have been corrected.

Public Comment: Alternative 3 has minimal costs, is economically important,
best for growth of business and the economic future of Idaho.
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Response: This is not consistent with the Social and Econcmic Impact
Analysis conducted in the EIS Appendices, B-44, relative to the
non—commodity values listed in B-49.

Public Comment: Alternative 3 is the only alternative that would adequately
protect wildlife and anadromous fish, benefit wildlife the most, and provide
the greatest increase in wildlife and £ish habitat capability.

Response: The preferred alternative along with others adequately protect
wildlife and fish. Alternative 3 does provide the greatest increase in

habitat capability.
Public Comment: Adopt Alternative 3, except delete wilderness proposal for
Diamond Peak, Pahsimeroi and King Mountain and change to the number of acres
proposed for Wilderness designation in the North Lemhis to those shown in RARE
II.,

Response: This is not consistent with the objectives of Alternative 3.
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K. RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT

Public Comment: Allow grazing where it doesn't affect riparian areas.

Response: Most riparian areas can be managed to allow for grazing and
other uses. Where the management objectives cannot be met they will be
given protection.

Public Comment: Can Challis National Forest clarify how increased forage
production would be attained to offset the impacts on riparian zones?

Response: Increase in forage production (AUM's) will be attained through
vegetative manipulation practices such as burning or herbicide application,
structural improvements (fencing, water development) to make unused or

light use areas more available and general improvement of range forage
condition.

Public Comment: Install permanent fencing or other range improvements to
protect riparian areas.

Response: It 1s not feasible to fence all riparian areas. Both temporary
or permanent fencing will be used to protect sensitive areas. 2Also some
riparian pastures will be fenced to better regulate use. Other
improvements such as water developments will be used to reduce impacts on
riparian areas.

Public Comment: Stock driveways should be closed in riparian areas, not as
stated "if possible".

Response: Mountainous areas are highly intersected by riparian areas,
especially streams. There are situations where it is impractical or
impossible to avoid some riparian areas. This is not a serious problem on
the Challis National Forest since we only have two sheep stock driveways.

Public Corment: There is a need to mention riparian improvements in allotment
management plans., Grazing on public lands must be balanced with careful
stewardship of a critically important riparian habitat.

Response: Allotment management plans are developed on an individual
allotment basis. They are developed within the scope, direction and
guidelines of the Forest Management Plan. Riparian areas will be
specifically addressed. An interdisciplinary team consisting of wildlife,
fisheries, range, watershed, soil, visuals, recreation and archaeology
discipline (or combinations thereof) are used to formulate alternatives and
trade—offs associated with each alternative and recommend specific
management objectives for the allotment.

Public Comment: The f£inal plan should include a commitment to exclude grazing
in riparian areas which host trout and anadromus fish.

Response: With proper management, these resource activities can be
compatible.
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Public Comment: There should be specific goals and objectives regarding
riparian area management to protect the fragile riparian areas.

Response: See page IV-1l, 1 General, Goal 3 and Management Direction
Standards and Guidelines on page IV-31, 1l Riparian, in the Forest Plan,

Public Comment: There are numercus examples of streambank erosion along Broad
Creek and degradation due to grazing in Broad Canyon (Betty and Goat Lakes),
Iron Bog Creek and Lake area.,

Response: Additional Management Direction and Standards and Guidelines
have been added to management areas to improve these conditions.

Public Comment: The income from timber sales should help to repair the past
degradation of salmonid streams.

Response: Special K-V funds collected from timber sale receipts can be
used for resource improvement within the sale area.

Public Comment: Special consideration should be given to erosion control in
areas where timber sales are in close proximity to riparian areas.

Response: We agree. Our policy is to exclude timber harvest from riparian
areas (Plan, IV-32, 11, j).

Public Comment: The Challis National Forest should ensure that timber will be
harvested only where protection is provided for wetlands and other bodies of
water in which a myriad of detrimental events could happen, i.e., water
temperature changes, temperature blockages, water course blockages and sediment
deposits.

Response: Wetlands management is adequately covered in Management
Direction Standards and Guidelines (Plan, IV-11-32).

Public Comment: Use of buffer zones around riparian areas should be standard.
Response: See Plan, IV-31, 1l Riparian.

Public Compent: It is necessary to select an indicator species to reflect
habitat changes in riparian areas.

Response: This is a complex issue with a great variety of vegetation and
ecosystems involved. Selection of indicator species to fit all community

types is not practical. We believe that the current management indicator
species are adequate.

Public Comment: Protection of riparian areas needs to be emphasized.
nse: Refer to chapter IV, page 1, 31 & 32 of the Forest Plan.
Public Comment: Rate of improvement rather than trend should be specified.
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Response: The 'trend' concept has long been established as commonly used
principle in range management.

Public Comment: There should be more baseline riparian data collected on
condition and then compared by Alternatives.

Response: This information is not presently available. The Plan provides
direction to inventory, monitor and evaluate physical and biological
conditions within these communities. The collected information can be used
in future planning processes.

Public Comment: Development in wetlands or flood plains should not be allowed.

Response: We disagree. Refer to chapter IV, page 30, 11 £, of the Forest
Plan.

Public Comment: There is a need to be more specific about improvements of
riparian areas.

Response: Site specific management direction will be developed by an
interdisciplinary team as individual range allotment plans are updated or
developed.

Public Comment: In the management prescriptions for the various Management
Areas, you say you will emphasize riparian habitat, but are not specific on how
you will accomplish this management direction.

Response: In Chapter III of the Forest Plan under Issue 2 the Forest has
committed itself to conducting "an intensive effort to inventory, monitor,
and evaluate physical and biological conditions within these vegetative
communities. Following the evaluation process, specific direction
concerning riparian management would be developed. In the interim,
riparian Standards and Guidelines have been developed and will be
implemented within Allotment Management Plans.

Public Comment: There appears to be a lack of significant long-term
improvements in the riparian areas. Damage to these areas, including stream
banks, has greatly accelerated.

Response: 1In the last 50 years there has been significant overall
improvement on our rangelands, primarily due to improved management. The
riparian areas have also benefited. The new plan direction will result in
continued improvements of riparian areas.

Public Comment: The final plan should conscolidate and establish management
direction that will be taken regarding riparian zones.

Response: See standard and guideline outlined in IV-31 of the Plan.
Public Comment: It is suggested that jointly funded projects to improve

riparian areas in upper Salmon drainage (Marsh Creek-Bear Valley) would be
beneficial.
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Response: We agree. We are presently attempting to identify co-op
projects with the Bonneville Power Administration, Idaho Department of Fish
and Game and Shoshone-Bannock Indian Tribe.

Public Comment: What are the consequences of damage that is occurring within
riparian zones? The DEIS does not adequately discuss this.

Response: Forest-wide data is not available, so effect cannot be
discussed. The evaluations will be handled on a case-by-case basis.

Public Comment: You should allow no more than 20%-30% use of new leader
production.

Response: Research has determined that browse plants can sustain a maximum

of 50% use and maintain proper vigor and reproductive potential. Specific
allowable use rates will be set by an interdisciplinary team in the

Allotment Management Plan based on objectives of each allotment.
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L. HYDROELECTRIC PROPOSALS

Public Comment: The Northwest Power Planning Council, Proposed Work Plan
Pacific Northwest Hydro Assessment Study (Aug.l, 1984)... will be published in
1986 and will be used to identify areas and stream reaches that, due to their
value to fish, should be protected from hydroelectric development.

Response: Comment noted.

Public Comment: It is the Forest Service's duty to impose terms and conditions
that will assure adequate protection for National Forest lands from harmm
resulting from hydroelectric development. Consideration of necessary terms and
conditions should be a part of each Forest's planning process.

Response: The statement regarding the duty of the Forest Service in
responding to applications for hydroelectric projects on the Forest is
correct. Hydroelectric projects are handled through the special use permit
process. Terms and considerations for these permits are contained in the
Forest Service Manuals. Special considerations such as minimum instream
flow requirements are resolved in response to a project specific proposal
through an interdisciplinary Environmental Analysis.

Public Comment: Plan IV-25, Lands, a. Special Uses, 1, change to read "Give
priority to permits needed to protect public health, safety and provide
community service." Delete the phrase "...and are energy related". Members of
the Northwest Planning Council stated "the region will not need new
hydroelectric power projects until well into the 2lst century." Based on this,
placing hydropower permits in a "priority" status would be difficult, if not
impossible, to justify.

Response: The statement will remain unchanged. The Forest Service has 60
days to respond to the Federal Energy Regqulatory Commission for application
for Hydroelectric Development, so priority must be given to the related
special use permit applications. The Forest Service does not evaluate the
need for additional hydropower projects, this is one of the functions of
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. The Forest Service is only
concerned with the effect of the proposal on the forest environment.

Public Conment: Are seasonal flushing or bankfull flows required by the
Forest Service in special use permits for hydropower projects ?

Response: Yes, see Plan, IV-21, 5, e.
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2. Letters From Govermment Adgencies and FElected Officials With Forest Service
Responses

This section of Chapter VI contains copies of letters received from other

government agencies and elected officials. Each letter is accompanied by a
response.

The following letters are printed in this section:

Government Agencies Page
Environmental Protection Agency VI-123
U.S. Dept. of Transportation Vi-l34
U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management VI-135
U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Office of the Secretary VI-136
U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service VI-142
U.S. Dept. of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin. VI-149
U.S. Dept. of Energy, Bonneville Power Administration VIi-152
State of Idaho Department of Health and Welfare VI-154
Idaho Department of Fish and Game vVIi-160
Tribes

Shoshone-Bannock Tribe VI-187
Nez Perce Tribe VI-189

Elected Officials

Governor John Evans VI-193
Congressman Richard Stallings VI-196
State Senator Ann Rydalch Vi-199
Commissions

Columbia River Inter—-Tribal Fish Commission vi-200

vi-122
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US ENVIRGNMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
051 REGION 10
) X 1200 SIXTH AVENUE
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101
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artor W/S 443
Your BO-2 ratang of our Forest Plan 1s based on expectations of detailed
information that 1s more specific than 1s appropriate for Forest planning.
Much of the mmformation you are requesting is not available. The level of
Jack Griswold, Forest Supervisar analys1s of wmpacts you desire to see will be done in Environmental Analysas of
Challis National Forest site speciflc projects.
Forest Service Building

P.0. Box 404 A brief description of surveys and inventories has been added to the Glossary.
Challis, Idaho 83226

Dear Mr. Grisweld

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft
Envivonmental Impact Statement (OEIS) and proposed Land Resource
Management Plan for the Challis National Forest, Idahe, prepared by
your staff. The DEIS presents several alternatives for management of
the Forest's 2.5 million acres while the proposed Plan expands on the
DEIS preferred alternative. Our detailed comments on both documents
are enclosed. Our review was conducted 1n accordance with our
responsibility under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act to determine
whether the mpacts of proposed federal actions are acceptable 1n terms
of environmental quality, human health, and welfare

We wish to thank you for provading us with additional time for our
review The Forest Plan/ElS 15 a major plamning document which
deserves both the efforts put 1nto 1ts development by your staff and
the close attention of the public and of other agencies.

Based on our review and in consideration of the enclosed detailed
comments, the DEIS and proposed Plan are raced E0-2 (Environmental
Objections - Insufficient Information}. A summary of the EPA rating
system for draft E1Ss 1s also enclosed for your reference. This rating
primarily reflects our concern for potential water quality wmpacts
associated with livestock grazing, minerals exploration and
development, and twwber harvesting, 1n some cases, we were unable to
dertermine the extent of mpacts from the information presented. OQur
detarled comments touch on several other issues as well, and are
intended to provide constructive input to the Challis National Forest's
ongoing planning efforts.

We believe that much of the information and analyses that were not
in the draft documents exist or can be made available, and can
reasonably be 1nciuded in the final documents. We are confident that
we will be able to work together effectively during the revision
process 50 that the Final EIS and Plan will be the adequate planning
documents we all desire.

Thank you for the opportunity to reyiew the OEIS and Plan. 1If you have
any questions, please contact Brian Ross of our EIS and Energy Review
Section at (206) 442-8516 or FTS 399-8516. Once you have had a chance to
consider these comments, Mr. Ross will contact you to offer our assistance
during your revision process.

Sincerely,
/4 , [’// re

Robert S. Burd
Director, Water Division
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USEPA REGION 10 DETAILED COMMENTS
ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
AND PROPOSED LAND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
FOR THE CHALLIS NATIONAL FOREST, IDAHO

General

The Forest Plan 15 meant to be a document which outhnes the direction for
management of the CNF's resources It 15 designed to estnbhish the framework for
planming, we recogmize, however, that Forest Plans typically do not provide the detmiled
pltanmng for individual protects One of the Plan's majer purpeses 1s to provide detailed
descriptions of the standards and processes that will be used for planning specific
activities on the CNF during the next 10 to 15 years Given the projected outputs of
the EIS preferred alternative, the Plan describes how these outputs may he achieved
The key, however, 15 that the outputs are targets The standards presented in the Plan
{both forestwide and management area-specific) are wmterpreted as the the primary
"rules " The EIS describes the affected environment and analyzes the environmental
consequences of implementing alternative management schemes The EIS, then, 15
meant to support the reasconableness of the Plan in terms of the potential for its
implementation to result o adverse 1mpacts

In order to determine whether the standards and planming framework n the
proposed Plan will sufficiently protect environmental quality, public health, and
welfare, the associated EIS should imclude more detatled descriptions of the affected
environment and environmental consequences In general, too lttle information
regarding exasting conditions on the CNF 1s presented Without adequnate descriptions
of existing conditions (including any current degradation) an adequate envirenmental
consequences analysis is difficult to perform Simulacly, it 15 difficult to determine
whether any impacts that are evaluated may be acceptable, or whether the proposed
standards sufficiently avord or mmumize mmpacts

Many of the following discussions should be read with thus background, additional
diseussions of existing conditions and the processes the Forest Service will utihze
durng ymplementation of the CNF Plan will help provide the necessary support for later
speeifie planmng decisions  We belhieve that much of what we suggest for inclusion 1n
the Fmal EIS and Plan 18 readily avmlable or can be ressonably obtained We are
optimistie that the fmal documents will be adequate for decisionmaking and for
planming future activities on the CNF that are environmentally sound

Fisheries and Water Quality

The Fmal EIS should present more information about existing fish habitat and
water quality eonditions For example, the DEIS and Plan discuss anadromous fish as
beimng below mummum wviable population levels on the CNF Is thus terue for hoth
steelhead and chinook salmon? Estimated numbers of fish that represent mummuom
wviable populations for each species should be presented in the final documents

Crtical habitat areas for anadromous fish and species of special concern (as
designated by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game) should be 1dentified on maps 1t
would be most useful for these maps to be indexed by management area designation
We beheve that critical fish habitat areas on the CNF should include those having any
spawnung or rearing habitat for anadromous Fish (especially chinook salmon)
Designated beneficial uses for specific streams, as histed in the Idaho Water Quabity
Standards, wcluding restrictions on achvities which may occur (e g, discharges to
Special Resource Waters) should be summarized in the Final EIS For many activities
that will occur on the CNF the "serious wjury" standard will apply, this standard shounld
be relerenced in the final documents

(Page 1, paragraph 1) Outputs shown in the plan are projected outputs based on
the 1nformation used in the analysis. Because of broad level data used and
other factors, the outputs may vary. For example the Timber Output of an
average of 3 million bf per year was the projected need to meet local dependent
mlls. If the actual demand is lower, less will be offered. The 30 mmbf per
decade 18 the maximun allowable harvest, and not a target.

(Page 1, paragraph 2) We have described thas in general as 1t relates to
potential Forest—wide wmpacts. Because of lack of specafic proposals we cannot
evaluate further.

{Page 1, paragraph 3) Most of the data you are asking for 1s not available or
too voluminous to be included. A general habitat condition rating for each
stream or lake on the Forest has not been done. Information on many areas 18
available in Forest Fisheries files.

{Page 1, paragraph 4) Both steelhead and salmon are considered to be below MVP
even though the EPA hatchery program has greatly increased steelhead runs in
the Salmon Raver which is outside the Challis National Forest boundary.

The MVP information was developed based on an average of 10 pounds per acre.
These figures are office estimates only. We do not have factual information
concerning MVP of each species.

{Page 1, paragraph 5) The Forest Service and Idaho Department of Fish & Game
do not have the critical stream reaches identified. All anadromous fashery
streams are considered to be critical by the Department of Fish & Game. A
small map has been included on page II-15 of the Forest Flan showing the
location of each of the anmadremous fishery streams.

Idaho State Sericus Injury Guidelines are presently only in dratt form.
However, the Standards & Guidelines are designed to prevent seriouds injury.
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9.

The exasting habitat quality should also be presented This could be accomphshed
by presentmng, for example, a List of Specific Streams and Assigned Standards as an
appendix to the Final Plan The appendix eould include the existing hahtat condition of
each stream measured either as percent fines by depth (to correspond with the CNF's
proposed sediment standard) or as percent of bioiogical potential (to be similar to the
discussions presented in many of the other Forest Plans for Nafional Forests in ldaho)
Once the Fmal EIS has identified these watersheds and descmbed their existing
conditions, this appendix would show the management prescriptions which would be
appled to these important aquatic habitats This mformation would aliow the pubhe to
see how the Plan will take existing eonditions tnte aceount, it would also help to better
describe both the basis and the need for such management decisions as deferring
partienlar dramages from timber harvesting

Fishery Standard The DEIS and Plan propose & fishery standard that would
"Prolibit or mitigete activities that will, or have a potential to, merease sediment
spawmng gravels 2 percent over existing levels or to a maximum of 30 percent”
{proposed Plan, p IV-12) This standard 1s extremely unportant in that it can directly
affect planning for a vamety of activities on the CNF including grazing, minng and
timber harvesting Because it would be such a key aspect of planmng, implementation,
and momtormg of activities, it should be discussed in more detail m the Final EIS and
Plan

The mecrement portion of the standard {two percent over existing levels) would
appear to be appropriately protective of aquatic resources in genera! assunung 1) that
the baseline for evaluation doesn't change with each new zotivity, 2) that all sediment
produeing activities in a watershed be taken into account in the analysis, and 3) that
consideration 1s given to critical habitats and degraded areas which should be managed
for recovery or for no degradation If the baseline against which mncreases i percent
fines by depth are measured 15 allowed to change after each projeet, or if all seciment
producing activities 1n a watershed are not considered, the effect of the meremental
standard would be to allow all dramages to approach the overall standard of 30 percent
fines by depth This should not be the intent of the standard While necreases
exceeding two percent fines by depth may not cause sigmficant effects to agquatic
resources mn some dranages, those in other drarages may require more protection We
beheve that anadromous fish i particular should be managed for no effeet so that thewr
population has every opportumty to increase above the miumum viable level

The proposed overall standard of 30 percent fines by depth would seem to be too
high, 1ts techmeal basis should be supported and decumented i the Final EIS & Plan
For example, the DEIS states (p IV-32) that "fry emergence sigmficantly dimimshes
when the fine sediment by depth approaches 30 percent” Actually, the relationships
presented m Appendix E of Stowell, et al {1983)" (admittedly based on Limited data)
show that above 20 percent fines by depth steelhead fry emergence success declines
ramdly and chinook emergence suceess becomes more variable at best In both cases,
no apparent differences in emergence success oceur between the levels of 0 and 20
percent fines by depth. Thirty percent fines by depth therefore does not represent a
threshold beyond which effects may occur, but 1s a level which cavses impaets  On the
other hand, a 20 to 25 percent overall standard would appear te he defensible for the
bathohth portions of the CNF, a similar standard would be reasonable for other aress as
well.

Guyde for Predicting Salmomd Response to Sediment Yield in Idaho Batholith
Watersheds US Forest Service, Northern and Intermountam Regions, August, 1983

(Page 2, paragraph 1) A habatat quality index has not been developed for our
anadromous or resident fish streams. Information is presently beang collected
and summarized in the Northwest Raver Study. A table digplaying the percent
fines for those streams which have been sampled 15 contained in the Forest AMS.

{Page 2, paragraphs 2-3) The 30 percent sedmment threshold 1s a point at wiich
we will not allow any new activities to take place in a drainage unless it can
be shown that the actaivity will not ingrease sediment or could even reduce it.
The 2 percent constraint 15 the guideline that will stop majer sediment
wcreases from management activities from occurring. This says that no
sedwrent level i1n any stream can be increased more than 2 percent over existing
levels (1.e., 1f existang 1s 22 percent then maximum level would be 24
percent}. Existing levels of sediment (greater than 1/4") have been and will
be determined by core samples and future momitorang wall be done using core
samples or by newer methods 1f they are more reliable, Impacts of proposed
activities will be determined using the R1-R4 model and monitoring will be done
as needed to validate the results and refine the model.

{Page 2, paragraph 4) Thirty percent 1s an upper limt with the real
constraint being the 2 percent limit on increase over existing. Fry emergence
15 based on sedhiment levels in the redds not in the stream in general.
Unpublished research has shown that redd building by steelhead and salmon 1s
quite effective in cleaning fines from gravel. A redd created in a stream with
30 percent fines could easily have less than 25 percent fines and provide
adecuate fry emergence.
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Deferrals, We recogmze that the status of anadromous fish populations on the
CNF 15 due largely to "downstream” effects, and that fish habitat 1s not the primary
factor hmiting recovery However, the remaming populations are so reduced that any
additional avoidable 1mpacts to them caused by land management activities would be
extremely difficult to justify. This position 15 supported by recogmtion of the
considerable publie resources being committed to enhancement of anadromous fish
habitat in the Salmon River basin (e g., BPA-funded prejects for off-site mitigation of
"downstream” effects), and the concern of resource agencies for mantannng potential
habitat, as well as that which 1s presently utihized The CNF obviously recogmizes these
concerns, as evidenced by the proposed deferral of several watersheds for timber
harvesting in the first decade Similar consideration does not appear to be given to
other sediment producing activities, however Indeed, timber harvestiyr will affect
much less land than will livestock grazing an the CNF  The Final EIS and Plan should
therefore discuss the need for deferring or elminating Livestock grazing on particular
allotments (see Riparian Ares Management, below)

Once the EIS has adequately described the critical fish habitat areas (or other
protected uses such as drnlung water suppbes) and their existing conditions, the
acceptahty of grazing in these areas can be judged based on the feasihility of
mitigation measures that could be applhied. In other words, iIf the EIS identifies a
entical fish habitat area, and full mtigation of grazing-related effects on that habitat
area 15 not feasible, consideration should be given to deferring use of or eliminating
that grazing allotment. If such an allotment were not proposed for deferral or
eh;nmg.é%n. its use should be thoroughly analyzed and the analysis open to public review
under A

Stream Recovery The assumption is that currently degraded habitat will recover
mn & decade if deferred from timber harvest activities This assumption 15 theoretical
at present The Final Plan should discuss how recovery will actually be measured and
taken mto account before new activities are permiutted to occur Stream recovery
eventually becomes an existing conditions issue, and the Plan 15 the appropmate
document to disclose the process that wall be used to determine exasting conditions, now
or m the future (1 e, after recovery has been allowed) If exasting eonditions are only
wdirectly eons:dered "serious mnjury” could result mcrementaliy

Meeting Water Quality Standards Because of 1) the lack of diseussion of existing
conditions, 2) the use of a fishery standard which may cause rather than mimmize
umpacts, and 3) the uncertainties associated with stream recovery, the DEIS and Plan do
not establish that water quality standards can be met under the preferred alternative.
We are confident that, by addressing our concerns and comments, the CNF wall present
& Final EIS and Plan which eclearly show that water guahty and umportant aquatic
resources will be adequately protected, while providing CNF personnel with the
necessary flexability to manage day to day activities on the ground We recogmze that
in downg so, some of the output levels presented in the DEIS and Plan may have to be
revised {e.g., for streams where the Fual Plan presents a standard of "No Effect,”
sedument producing activities such as hvestock grazing may have to be restricted move
than was discussed i the proposed Plan)

(Page 3, paragraph 1) We have not identified any allotment where livestock
grazing needs to be deferred or eliminated because of adverse sediment
production. Grazang will be wanaged on the basis of site specific objectives
developed in an Environmental Analysis and Allotment Management Plan.

(Page 3, paragraph 2) See Page 1 paragraph 5.

{Page 3, paragraph 3} That 15 not our assumption. Timber harvest or other
earth disturbing activities that through modeling show an increase of sediment
in streams already exceeding threshold limts will continue to be prohibited
unless sediment impacts can be mitigated completely. Restoration work on
existing sediment producing sites could reduce the bedload level to a point
where other activaties could be resumed.

(Page 3, paragraph 4) State water quality standards are presently met on all
streams based on water quality data collected, New Standards & Guidelines and
Best Management Practices should insure that streams will continue to meet
state standards. Monitoring will continue to insure that best management
practices are maintaining water quality. Fishery standards have also been
established requiring impacts to be minimized.
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Riparan Area Management

The mmportance of rparian zones to water guality and fish and wildlife halatat
guality greatly exceeds the actual area occupied by riparian vegetation Any evaluation
of the cost effectiveness of production of other outputs in these areas should reflect
this fact It 15 essential to carefully constder how activities such as timber harvest and
hvestock grazing can be made compatible with other riparian area resource goals (e g,
protecting and enhancmg water quality and fish hahitat potential), i activities are to
oceur, they should eceur 11 such a manner that 1mpacts are mummized [In our view, the
most appropriate management for riparian areas adjacent to critical or important Fish
habitat would be their classification as unsuitable for disturbance

The intent of the proposed Plan i1s to promote long-term improvement In riparan
area guality while providing other outputs We are concerned, however, that the
exasting condition of specific ripaman areas relative to critical aquatic rescurces has
not been adequately addressed The propesed Plan {p [[-13) states that "most of ths
(riparian) habitat 15 n less than satisfactory condition " The relationship between thus
statement and that on page 11-1B, “The percentage of mpaman (areas) i less than
satisfactory condition are, Dry meadows 13 percent, wet meadows 7 percent, aspen L
percent and willow 3 percent,” should be elarfied To the degree that they are known,
degraded riparan areas should be specifically identified in the EIS along with the
degree of degradation (e g, relative to the ripaman standards adepted n the final
Plan} Once ths information s presented 1t will be possible to determine whether
appropriate standards have been developed

From the DEIS and Plun, ¢ne can determune that some substantial amount (most?)}
of the rpaman areas on the CNF are degraded, that hvestoch grazing 1s the major
problem 1n ripaman arveas, and (proposed Plan, pII-18) that "Current grazing
management has not resolved all mparien conflicts and deteriorating rparman conditions
continue 1o some sites ¥ Are presently degraded and/or detemorating aveas causing
mmpacts to {or slowmg recovery of} any critical habitat areas tor anaaromouns fish or
specles of special concern? If so, and if mitigation cannot feasibly be provided, the
final documents should consider deferral of grazing on these allotments until momtoring
shows that recovery has taken place and that grazing would not adversely effect the
fish habitat The statement 15 made on page [I-18 of the proposed Plan, that “Such
(determorating nparian) conditions will probably continue until further technical
knowledge s achieved and management systems are refined to deal with problem
areas * 1t 15 difficult to accept this statement The USFS Intermountain Forest and
Range Experiment Station 1s a leader m developing ripartan management strategies
which allow grazing to occur 1n an environmentally acceptable manner Where grazing
cannot be made compatible with other resources using presently available methods, it
should be deferred We suggest that the wording regarding riparan area management
be revised m the Final Plan to better protect eritical aquatic resources on the CNF A
possible way of doing this would be to expand Standard 1ld on page IV-30 of the
proposed Plan to read as follows (underhined portion added),

"Discourage livestock concentrations in ripaman areas and within 100 feet of lakes
and perenmal streams, restrict or prohbit hvestock grazing in identified problem
areas and near emtical aguatic resources (such as anadromous fish spawmng or
rearng areas and domestic water supphes) "

(Page 4, paragraph 1) Most riparian areas can be managed to allow for grazing
and other uses and protect anadromous and other fish habatat. Where management
objectives cannot be met they will be given protection.

{Page 4, paragraph 2) The issue of riparian areas has come into focus in the
last 3 to 5 years. They have not been the enphasis of Challis Natiomal Forest
Management over the past 2 decades. Emphasis has been on improving vegetative
cover and watershed condition of all range areas.

Range analysis studies that have been taken in most of the larger riparian
areas show the vegetative and soil conditions in good to excellent condition.
The percent of areas i1n less than satisfactory condition 1s shown in Plan
TII-20. Most of our riparian areas are narrow strangers along streams that are
so small that no range studies have been established in them, Studies in
riparian areas did not take into account stream bank stability, overhanging
vegetation needs, stream shading or the aquatic envairorment. Consideraing all
aspects of riparian areas and their relationship to water gquality and
fisheries, many are not rn the condition we want them.

Riparian areas have improved over the past 30 years due to discontinuance of
common use grazing {use by both cattle and sheep), shortening of grazing
seasons, imtiation of improved management systems and some reduction in
livestock numbers. How fast these areas are amprovang or 1f some are not is
not known because of the lack of trend studies.

The Forest Plan for the first time, sets management direction Standards and
Guidelines for riparlan areas.

The Plan has been reworded. We do not have condition and trend information
which show riparian areas are deteriorating. Some of our riparian areas are 1n
low ecologrcal status, Ecologrcal status cbjectives have only beenh established
for a few areas.

(Page 4, paragraph 3) There are localized areas where degraded riparlan habitat
1s not allowing for adequate recovery of anadromous fish habitat. These areas
are being wdentified and corrective measures are being planned.
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So1l/Slope Hazards

The Final EIS should present & thorough discussion of hazardous soil and slope
conditions on the CNF Exasting land inventory information should be summarized n
the Final EIS n such a way that readers can overlay this information (along with
information on crtieal fish habitat areas, for example) on the Forest Plan maps that
show management area designations In this manner potential large scale resource
confhets would be 1mmediately spparent, as would the CNF's mechanism (management
area designation) for dealing with them

BMPs for high hazard lands requre very expersive road construction or timber
harvesting techmques n order to reduce mass fallure msks We are concerned that, in
the past, many Forest Service ronds have not been bmit to appropmate standards If,
during periods of budget restrictions, poor roads are constructed and sonl disturbing
activities occur on steep, unstable slopes the mass failure risk will be greatly mcreased

The effort to 1dentify specific areas having a sigmficant mass falure msk, and to
dentify special management direetion for those lands, 1s important for twe primary
reasons First, one large mass fallure can result 10 more water quality and fish habitat
degradation than a wiade varety of other activities occurring 1n a watershed over a long
period of time Second, to the extent that hugh hazard areas are known and ean be
managed appropriately, mass failures resulting from planned activities on the Forest
would have to be considered avoidable We bebeve that sufficient mmformation 1s
available for these discussions to be meluded m the Final EIS and Plan

Minng

The DEIS presents hittle information regarding umpaects of past and present miming
activities The DEIS does state that mumng activity on the CNF 15 expected to
sigmificantly inerease in the future Several important questions that are raised by the
la.ek of speeific information presented n the DEIS should be addressed in the Final EIS

. Has water quality monitoring been used in the permutting of mimng
activities up to the present, 1 e, does specific \nformation exist so that
the Forest Service could determine whether and where problems may
have occurred?

N Is there existing degradation that 15 of an extent that violations of
water quality standards are occurring at or below mine sites and muming
operations?

¢ Is any existaing degradation due to non-compliance with operating plans,
and are current operating plans adequate for sufficient environmental
protection®

° Where there 1s ongomng degradation due to past munng activities, what
options exast for remedial measures to be taken?

° How will exasting degradation be taken mnto account when planming for
other types of actrvities in the affected watersheds?

{Page 5, paragraph 1} Hazardous soils (properties other than slope or mass
instability) were not specifically identified at this time, due to a lack of
so1l imventory information on the Forest. See Chapter II of the Forest Plan
and Chapter III of the FEIS under Scils. A discussion of hazards is only
appropriate where project activities are proposed.

{Page 5, paragraph 2} We agree. Some roads have not beenh constructed to what
we would determine appropriate standards today- Standards & Guadelines for
road construction will be followed at any budget level.

{Page 5, paragraph 3} Preliminary, potential mass failure hazards have been
identafied on 7 1/2 munute quads. More detailed inventories will be done on a
site specafic basis for evaluat:ion of propesed projects and actavities.

(Page 5, paragraph 4) Water quality monitoring 1s used to monator mrning
activities. It has been an ongoing program for active mines for the past 10
years on a monthly basis. Momitoring of macroinvertabrates is alsc used to
datect effects on contaminates that could have been released, but have not been
detected 1n the monthly water chemistry sampling. There have been instances
where violations (primarily sediment) have been detected through the monitoring
program, and corrective action taken.

Current operating plans are adequate for significant environmental protection.

Management Area & has the greatest concentration of past miming activity. The
management direction for this area provides for an evaluation of past activity
to determine reclamation needs. There are ho known serious problems.

The pramary option for reclamation 1s to negotiate with the present ¢laim
holder to correct the problem when an operating plan 1s submitted., The pramary
1s8ue wath both past and present mining activity is sedimentation.
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wWill water guality monitoring i relation to future mumng activities be
sufficient to detect serious water quehty degradation, and to trigger
timely modifieation of operating plans if necessary?

The last two questions should also be addressed in the Final Plan, especially
i Chapter ¥

Cumulative Effects of Planned Activities

The DEIS and Plan do not specifically mention the use of area development
analyses; through conversations with the CNF planmng team staff, we understand
that they are being considered (e g, 1 the Morgan Creek watershed) We have
discussed the use of area analyses with other naticnal forests in idahe and strongly
support thewr use It would appear that much of the detailed analysis we teel to
be necessary, but which the Forest Plan cannot provide and s often missed by
mdividual project evaluations, would be meluded i this new level of study For
example, ares analyses would be the most appropriate mechamsm for evaluating
the cumulative effeets of many simlar activities, and the combined effects of
different types of activities, 1n a fawrly large area and over a period of time

Because detailled and specific analysis of these impacts are extremely
importart, the Final Plan should specifically adopt and deseribe the area analysis
process For example, the following pomnts should be discussed On what level
(3rd order dramages®) would such analyses be performed” What peried of time
between projects would be considered? Would all activities producing sediment 1
the area to be analyzed be mnecluded (e g., timber harvests, plus roads, munes,
grazing, etc)? How will multiple ownerstup dramnages fit into these analyses”
Will documents be prepared and avaiiable for pubhe review and comment®

There 1s potential for resource confhets to occur on portions of the CNF, for
example because important fish halntat areas are in some mstances surr ounded by
grazing atiotments, lands designated 2s smtable for timber harvest, or lands Likely
to receive mmeral exploration/development nterest Area analyses would be
appropriate t¢ perform for any area in which development or resource use 1s
contemplated near umportant aguatic resources or other sensitive habitats We
believe that area analyses should generally reeewve public review as draft EAs or
EISs, depending upon the resource confliet potential of the projects

Air Quahty

The DEIS and Plan indieate that 2 25 million board feet per year of fuelwood
will be offered from the CNF The documents also imply that ar guality
degradation m local communities due to wood smoke may be offset by decrease m
slash burning needs on the Forest However, smfting skash disposal from burmng
on-site to the same volume of use 1 woodstoves ean merease the net air quabty
mmpacts for several reasons

[RESPONSE |

(Page 6, paragraph 1) Yes, momitoring of signaficant mining projects will be
sufficient to protect water quality.

(Page 6, paragraph 2) Envirommental Analysis will be conducted for tamber
harvesting on large drainage areas. They are also being done for grazing
allotments which cover large areas. Objectives for all resources are developed
for these areas so accumulative impacts can be assessed. This :nformation can
also be used for other project proposals in the area.

Area analysis will be conducted where 1ssues indicate the need to evaluate
cumulative effects of linked actions.

{Page 6, paragraph 3} The regular N.E.P.A. process 15 applied on an area large
enough to assess accumulative mpacts.

(Page 6, paragraph 4) The Forest Service N.E.P.A. process does not provade for
*praft Envirormental Assessments®. Public conments are solicited on proposed
actions. When an envirormental assessment 15 prepared 1t can be made available
to the public for review before the decision notice 1s prepared.
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First the timing of burning 15 changed so that it occurs when colder air and
temperature nversions are more hkely The loeation of burning 15 also changed
from generally higher in altitude, more favorable to dispersion, and removed from
other air pollution sources te hkely ocewrring at lower elevations, in less
dispersive conditions, and m proximity to other sources of pollution Next, the
potential impacts may be of a different nature in that slash burming usually occurs
in remote locations and i1s thus primarly a visihality ssue, use 1n woodstoves is
more likely to also be a human health concern since people are more directly
exposed to particulates Smoke particles emutted from incomplete combustion of
wood are small enough to penetrate deep into the lower respiratory tract when
inhaled, these particles may have relatively high concentrations of compounds
that are known and suspected carcinogens The FEIS and Plan should more
accurately address air quality impacts 1n consideration of these pomnts

Forest land managers have a umque opportumty to advance the public's
edueation regarding fuelwood vse and air pollution  This 1s because unmique aceess
to the woodburming pubhe 1s provided through the permit process Pamphlets
discussing the association between woodstoves, air pollution, and health concerns,
or providing tips on efficient woodstove operation, for exampie, eould bhe
distrbuted with each wood cutting permit 1ssued If appropriate Literature s not
readily available, we would be happy to provide examples that are bemng used
elsewhere

Hertiewde Use

The DEIS and Plan do not evaluate the impacts of potential herbicade use 1n
the noxaous weed control program  Will such use be evaluated with site specific
EA or EIS? We would appreciate being wnvolved 1n the review of any evaluations
of herbicide use on the CNF

Monitoring Plan

At various places throughout the DEIS and Plan, comments are made which
emphasize that montorng 15 an essential aspeet of the planmng and
immplementation of activities on the CNF (eg, pages MI-2 and IV-2 in the
proposed Plan) We agree with these statements The Momtoring end Evaluation
Program discussed imn the proposed Plan (Chapter V) includes appropriate and
laudable goals 1t should be expanded in the Final Plan in order to show the Forest
Service's capability to adequately meet those goals

In general, the momtorng plan appears to address nformation that s
necessary to determine whether activnities that will occur on the CNF will oceur
as planned and evaluated in the EIS and Plan However, more specifics need to be
meluded in this chapter regarding momtoring the environmental impacts of new or
ongowng activities, and recovery from effects of past activities Environmental
monmtoring should emphasize the standards that CNF activities must meet
(whether federal, state, or those adopted in Chapter V of the Plan)

The momtoring program outlined in the proposed Plan should be expanded to
melude more specific discussion of how momtoring wmformation will be used For
example, for any particular activity, what sort of "further evaluation” could be
performed and what types of “change in management direction” would be
possible? If a multi-year timber contract were at issue, could changes be
implemented tmmediately? [f multi-year contracts cannot be medified, we would

(Page 7, paragraph 1) We agree wath your discussion about the timing of
burning. The wood stove issue is outside of our awthority.

(Page 7, paragraph 2) This 1s outside the scope of the Plan.

(Page 7, paragraph 3) The Intermountain Regron 1s currently preparing an EIS,
which will address the 1ssues raised through our public involvement process.
Management direction and the use of pesticides identified in the EIS, will be
integrated into our Forest Plan. Site specific applications will be evaluated
following MEPA procedures. A copy of the Regiocnal EIS has been sent to you for
comments. You will alse be notified when we began our Forest analysis.

(Page 7, paragraph 4) We have made the commtment to follow the momtoring
plan and will mmplement needed changes in management as they are adentaif:ed.

(Page 7, paragraph 5) Specific monitoring requirements will be developed on a
site by site or project by project basis.

(bage 7, paragraph ) See statement in the Forest Plan, page V-4 B.
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suggest that the Forest Service consider offering timber sales or issming grazing
permits that are of shorter duration in areas where a sigmficant chanee of
resource cenflict exists (such as near anadromous fish spawning areas) Also, how
will momtorng actiities be prioritized” For what percentage of cmtical fish
streams will sediment and stream channel stabiity be measured, and what would
be the mntensity of this memtoring?

On page V-12, reference 1s made to an "approved Forest Water Quality
Monitoring Plan “ This, and any other specific momtoring programs already mn
place or planned, should be added te or outhned mn Chapter V. We believe that
domng so would address many of the guestions put ferth above

Under Fish and Wildihfe momtoring on page V-9, momtoring for "MIS
population trends,” a 20 percent change mn population is the proposed criterion
which would necessitate turther evaluation This item does not specifically
exclude anadromous fish, 1t should do so, because a 20 percent reduction n
population for species already below the mmmmum wiable level 1s inconsistent with
the goals and objectives of the Plan, 1t would represent “serious injury” and would
not be acceptable.

Regarding munerals (page V-13), it 15 stated that the adequacy of lease and
operating plan requrements to meet multiple resource needs will be evaluated,
how this evaluation would be performed 15 unclear We beheve that it would
requre farly speeific "before, durmng, and after” momtoring of resources,
habitats, and water quabty Such evaluations should be performed for some
representative muneral exploration and development asctivities, and for all
mmnerals activities with 2 sigmficant potential for confheting with other
umportant resources {(such as critieal fish habitat) Along these hnes, we are
concerned that, under measurement frequency, "Evaluate One" 1s hsted Would
this cover the entire planning period®

Simibar considerations regarding specificity, frequency, and priority should
be gaven to all items 1 the momtoring plan

The adeguacy of the monitoring plan for enviconmental mmpaects 1s the
cornerstone for EPA's ability to determune whether activities propesed for CNF
lands adjacent to critieal aquatie resources, for example, can be achieved without
sigmficant environmental degradation We recogmze that the type of momtormg
we suggest might not be possible for the Forest Service to undertake m
eonjunction with each activity on the CNF We would encourage s Forest
Servnice-led effort at coordmating the work of all agencies, trbes, and other
groups who may momtor speeifie impacts on CNF lands To the extent that
methods and parameters can be agreed upon and samphng stations and timing be
coordinated, a forestwide data base can be developed that can be effectively used
for decisionmaking  Until such coordinated momtoring ocewrs, the Forest Service
ean still maximize the usefulness of 1ts own efforts by focusing its environmental
momtomng on activities and in areas which are most likely to result in sigmficant
resource conflicts For exemple, we would not suggest undertaking major
monitormg efforts in undeveloped dramnages that are so umportant to fish species
of special eoncern that the dramnages have been deferred or exciuded from the
timber harvest base Simalarly, where other resources of concern do not occur or
are not hughly sensitive, the highest degree of momtorng would not be requred
Momtoring should play its key role where planned sctivities could be in direct
confhct with other important resources.

(Page B, paragraph 1) Monitorang needs will be determaned on a case by case
basis. Pracrity and intensity will be set based on need and funding level.

{Page 8, paragraph 2} Broad level direction 13 set in the Plan. Detarled

action plans will be revised to comply with the Forest Plan and are included by
references.

(Page 8, paragraph 3) We have identified a 10 to 15 percent change in
populations as a peint where habitat on the Forest would be assessed to
determine if our management is a significant factor in the decline.

(Page B, paragraph 4) Measuring frecuency has been changed to annually.
{Page 8, paragraph 5} See paragraph 1 above.

(Page 8, paragraph 6} There 15 no baseline monitoring. e are momtoring
representative resource activities to determine effectivensss of best

management practices. Our primary monitoring is in areas with potential
significant resource conflicts.
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We are confident that the Final Plan will provide adequate consideration of
these pomnts, we know the CNF staff recognizes the mmportance of momtoring to
implementing the Forest Plan, and to ensuring that resource conflicts are avoided
to the maximum extent possible

Other Specafic Comments

DEIS, Chapter I Section D (Comparison of Alternatives) Raparian
resources are not separately discussed, nor effects of different altermatives
compared, except within Tabie [I-11 To present a clear comparison, and to be
consistent wath other sections m the DEIS & Plan, a separate subheading and
diseussion for Riparan Management would be useful

DEI§, p HI-11. Reasons for selection of Management Indicator Species (MIS)
for aquatic ammals were not provided The FEIS should inelude these reasons, and
expand the discussion somewhat to better exiain how each of these species will be
momtored and evaluated. For example, steelhead trout and chuinook salmon should
be discussed and treated separately in the final documents because the status of
their populations differs sigmficantly Is this also true for the resident [ish
histed® As for macromvertebrate MIS, they are not diseussed in the DEIS or Plan
at all What are they separate mndicators of, and how will they be momtored?
The momtoring program in the Final Plan should separately discuss each MIS
(These eomments apply to the proposed Plan, page [I-11, as well)

DEIS, plli-12. Key Hahitats These should be mapped or otherwise
identified for each MIS

DEIS, p TV-32 Table IV-11 should show the watershed improvement backlog
(in acres) for comparison among alternatives Is it mdeed 2000 acres total, as the
table imphes® The general areas most in need of mprovement should be mapped
or identified Sinee ebminating this backlog 1s "essential for reducing sediment
and mmproving water guahty and watershed contition," the FEIS should discuss
why the needed improvements cannot be completed for 20 years The possibility
of ongoing activities adding to this backlog should also be addressed here

DEIS, p IV-33 We are giad to see that harvest activities on the CNF are
planned using aetusl sedument data as opposed to relying exclusively on the
sediment yield model. As the DEIS recogmzed, forest-wide sediment predictions
do not reflect whether effects in individual dramnages are acceptable (althongh
such predictions are useful for generally comparmg alternatives) Forest-wide
averaging 1s, of course, inappropriate when discussing meeting standards s the
y-axis of Figure IV-2 meant to read 0 1 percent, ete? We expect that 1{ percent,
ete , was mtended

Plan, p I1-14 Goals and Objectives of Other Agencies and Landowners We
are glad that tins seetion was included. It should help the public to :dentify some
of the opportunties and problems involved with managing the CNF Tmbal
concerns/goals should be Listed here as well

Plan, pIV-4 The General Aquatic Wildhfe Survey (Goal 3, Objective 2}
should be descmbed somewhere 1n the final decuments Also, under Range, the
specific goal and objectives regarding miparian area management should be
presented

(Page 9, paragraph 1) Envirommental wmpacts on riparian areas along with
mitigation measures are discussed in Chapter IV of the EIS.

(Page 9, paragraph 2) See page 1, paragraph 4 of your comment.s.

(Page 9, paragraph 3} This information 15 mapped on 7 1/2 minute
orthophotoquads. They are part of the planming files and are available for
review at the Forest Supervisor's office.

(Page 9, paragraph 4) The watershed backlog 15 programmed over 20 years based
on obtainable funding levels.

(Page 9, paragraph 5) The y-axis of Figure IV-2 does read 0,1 percent, etc.

As explained in the text (EIS, IV-32), the sediment yield values are much lower
than would naturally occur at a critical reach because the sediment yields are
projected Forest-wide. Consequently, the expected sediment levels such as i0
percent, ete., over natural in a watershed setting are diminished when related
to total Forest output.

(Page 9, paragraph 6) Tribal concerns have been added.

(Page 9, paragraph 7) General Aquatic Wildlife Survey 15 defined in the
Glossary.
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Plan, pIW-8 Goal 3, Objective 2 Is Gavden Creek the only commumty
water supply watershed on the CNF? Also, the management prescriptions that
provide the necessary protection for domestic water supphies and assure
comphance with the Intemm Primary Drinking Standards should be speeified in the
Final Plan

Plan, pIV-12 Are improvements resulung from BPA projects on the CNF
me¢luded i the discusstons of habitat improvement efforts presented elswhere
the DEIS and Plan® BPA projects should be clearly 1dentified as they are intended
as mutigation for effects on anadromous fish that occur “dewnstream," off CNF
lands, and should therefore not enter inte evaluations of habitat impacts that
oceur on the Forest

Plan, p [V-16 We suggest that "averaging” be deleted in Standard 4g

Plan, pIV-16 The Watershed Condition Inventory referenced should be
wmeluded with or summanized in the FEIS or Fanul Plan as a part of the existing
condition deseriptions discussed above

Plan, p1V-20 The Order I and OQrder Il mventores referenced should be
described in the final documents

Plan, pIV-24 Regarding mamntenance of mummum mstream flows below
diversions, are seasonal Flushing or bankfull flows requred by the Forest Service
n Special Use permits for hydropower projects® Of course, the sediment yield
and fish response models assume natural flow eenditions and would not be directly
applicable to diversion projects that do not provide for flushing flows

Pl IV-28 The road construction gmdeline regarding design speed should
be reworde& to eliminate "compromise " The design speed will be determined by
the speed the terramn wall permit within the necessary environmental eonstraints

{Page 10, paragraph 1} Garden Creek is the only municipal watershed on the
Forest. Compliance Standards & Guidelines have been added.

(Page 10, paragraph 2} No BPA projects have been done on the Challis Natiopal
Forest. They will only be used to enhance existing habitat and not for
mitigation on the Forest activities.

{Page 10, paragraph 3) Averaging has been deleted.

(Page 10. paragraph 4) See response above.

(Page 10. paragraph 5) These are described under soil survey in the Glossary.

{Page 10, paragraph 6) Seasonal f£lushing or bankfull flows are required with
all hydroelectric projects special uses.

(Page 10, paragraph 7} The statement was reworded.
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1 S DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
REGION TEN
koom 312 Mohawk Building
708 5. W. Thard Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

October 11, 1985
IN REPLY REFER TD

HPP-010,3

Mr. Gorden Reid, Forest Planner
Challis National Forest

Forest Service Building

P.0. Box 404

Challis, ID 83226

Dear Mr. Reid:

Federal Highway Administration, Region 10, has reviewed the draft
environmental impact statement for the Challis NRational Forest Land
and Resource Management Plan and offers the following comments for
your consideration:

Idaho highway routes 93 and 75, which are on the Federal-aid

highway system, are within Challis National Forest. Quite often such
highways in Rational Forest areas do not have delined right-of-way.
To make highway amprovements with FHWA funds on any of the above
routes, or any Forest Highway System routes which may use any lands
designated as recreation, reguires a determination by FHWA that there
1s no other feasible and prudent alternat:ive than the selected
proposal, Without an adegquately defined right~of-way, this has, in
similar sitnations, caused considerable delay in project implementa-
tion and i1ncreased taxpayer expense.

We suggest the final EIS acknowledge that when right-of-way for
Federal-aid highway routes or forest highway routes are not defined, a
management effort will be made to work out such details with the
government officials having operating respons:ibilities for that route.

Ideally, in any area desagnated recreation by you, the designated
right-of-way should be of sufficient width to allow bridge replace-
ments, roadway widening, or elimination of safety hazards such as bad
curves. Roadway improvements within a defined corridor designated for
highway use do not requaire a 4(f) determanation. NEPA action will
apply to all highway improvements.

Sincerely,

M. Eldon Green
Regional Admanastrator

BY: /J. Valach, Director
fice of Plannang
7/ & Program Development

Idaho Highway Routes 93 and 75 pass through the area but do not cross any
National Forest lands administered by the Challis National Forest.

It is the policy of the Forest Service to work with State and other Federal
agencies 1in response to requests for rights-of-way. This 15 a nationwide Forest
Service policy and does not need to be restated in the Plan.
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

IN REFLY

Jack € Griswold, Forest Supervisor
Challis Wataional Forest

P 0. Box 404

Challis, ID 83226

Deat Hr Graswold

We have reviewed your draft Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Land
and Rescurce Management Plan  Your staff has assembled a fine plan and should
be commended

Management of the Publae Lands adjacent to Management Area 25, Antelope, ig
guided by our Sun Valley Management Framewerk Plan (MFP) approved in December
of 1981 We found nothing an your draft plan that would interfere with
amplementation of the Sun Valley MFP I understand that the offacaal
Departmental comment on your draft plan iz "no comment  However, I have
included the following information as a means of interagency coordanataion
You may find this anformation useful in formulating your final plan

The Friedman Creek Wildermeses Study Area (WSA} 1s adjacent to the south end of
Management Area 25, Antelope The draft Wildermess EIS for the Sun Valley
Planning Unit relessed in 1982 recommended the WSA nonsuitable for wilderness
designation This recommendation would be consistent with your propesal for
the Antelope Management Area The final Wilderness EIS that ancludes this WSA
15 currently under preparation

If you have any questions about this information please give me a call

Sincerely,

Uboorsins & Horece

Charles J Haszier,
District Manager

Shoshone Distict Office Thank you for your comment., The Final EIS and Porest Plan 18 unchanged in this
400 West F Strest area.
REFERTO Shoshone idahc 83352
1797 October 11, 1985
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United Stales Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

PACIFIC NORTHWEST REGION
500 N E Mulinomah Strect Suite 1692 Portland Otegon 97232

November 4, 1985

ER B5/1165

Mr. Jack C. Griswold
Feorest Supervisor
Challis National Forest
Challis, |daho 83226

Dear Mr Griswold.
We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Statement (DES) and Land Management Plan

for the Challis National Forest, ldoho (ER 85/1 £65) and offer the following comments for
your consideration-

Minerals Resources

We believe the DES document to be deficient with regard to munerals. On paoge xi,
minerals do not receive the most faveroble management under the preferred alternative
or the current alternative. The minerals sections on pages xi, =131, and 11-23 explore
the effect of the alternatives on minerals through the amount of land formally withdrawn
from minerel entry through the establishment of wilderness. n no section of the report
are management policies of access of operating permit restrictions acknowledged
Enclosed 15 a table copied from the Beaverhead National Forest Revised DEIS. Are there
any restrichions on operations by the Challis Forest that would compare with categories
B and C on the enclosed table?

On page 11-7 1t 15 indicated that the forest 1= doing a complete mventory of 1ts cultural
resources, many of which are mines or mining-related items. Nowhere in the DEIS 15 an
inventory of known rmineral resources mentioned. The closest attermpt to addressing that
paint 1s the listing of the potentia' for o1l and gas by acres within monagement units on
pages 1V-24 through 1V-29. For locatable minerals, nothing exist with the exception of o
brief comment on page 1l1-2 of the Forest Plan.

Most forest plans presently have tables and maps that compare acres of high-medium-low
locatable mineral potential with the acres available under various menagement criteria,
Enclosed are example tables of these comparisons from the eaverhead ond Helena
National Forest DEISs. We strongly suggest that comparable tables be included in a
revised DEIS

The text of the report lacks tables and specificity on ocreage of potential (particularly
locatable minerals) and possible operating restrictions We suggest the Challis Forest
personnel review DEISs from Region One, We believe the Beaverhead, Helena, and Deer
Lodge DEISs are especially good examples to consider

RESPONSE

(Page 1, paragraph 2} The Forest Service manages for multiple uses. No
resource receives full emphasis (most favorable management) Forest-wide.

For all lands not withdrawn from mineral entry, locatable mineral operators
have a statutory right of reascnable access. Reasonableness 1s determined on a
case by case basas and is based on the type of operation proposed, previous
work, size and tamang of operation, location, exasting access as well as other
resource values. Details of access, operations and needed reclamation are
extremely variable and can only be adequately addressed in a project
environmental analysis. One operation that does not meet the reguirements of
reasonableness may be perceived as highly restricted; while another well
planned reasonable operation at the same lecation may be virtually
unrestricted., Tables similar tc those mentioned were considered. EIS table
I1I-6 and figure III-2 were added to display maneral potential by management
area; however, ho attempt 15 made to dasplay this by level of restriction because
restraction 1s a function of the type of operation.

{Page 1, paragraph 3~4) This 15 part of the detailed informataon contained in
the Analysis of the Management Situation that is available for review in
Challis Natiocnal Forest offices. This document contains maps identifying
mineral potential and locations of mining claims on the Forest. General maps
and tables displaying potential for both locatable minerals and o1l and gas are
in EIS, II1-31-33.

{Page 1, paragraph 5) Restrictions are determined for specifac projects and
are a function of project proposal and location. A project adjacent to
anadromous fish streams or on an unstable slope will normally require greater
mitigation measures and reclamation than a simlar project on a less sensitive
site. Also please refer to responses above.
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Fish and Wildlife Resources

Comments concerning Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act are being forwarded
directly to the Forest Service under separate cover.

A majer concern of the Fish and Wildiife Service (FWS) 1s how proposed activities may
affect the spawning, incubation, and rearing habitat of anadromous fishes. Habitats of
chincok salmen and steelhead trout have been identified by the FWS as Resource
Category [ under the Service Mitigation Policy (Fed. Reg. 46(15), Janvary 23, [981).
These habitats are of gh value for those species and are urique and irreplaceable on o
national and ecoregion basis, The mitigation goal for Resource Category | habitats 1s no
loss of existing habitat value The FWS recemmends that all losses of existing habitat be
prevented

Given the milhions of ratepayer dollars presently being funded to protect, mitigate, and
enhance fish and wildlife resources under the Northwest Power Planning Council's
Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program, the FWS encourages the Forest Service
to nsure that their proposed actions are consistent with these efforts This will help to
insure that overall hatitat enhancement under the Fish and Wildlife Program s not
negated by habitat loss or degradation under authionized federal actions eisewhere

Soil, Water, and Air

Monitoring programs should provide for periodic monitering of potable water provided for
the public,

Indion Affairs

No menfion 15 made of the fact that the Chalkis National Forest 15 aboriginal territory
for the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Because of this the Tribes have significant treaty
rights under the 1968 Treaty of Fort Bridger, Article IV. (Copy of Treaty 1s enclosed )
Enclosed 15 a map of the Challis National Forest {(east half, Challis and Lost River Range
Districts) with the northwest boundary of the 1968 Treaty area marked.,

The Bureav of Indian Affairs (BIA} has no knowledge of a formal consultation having
taken piace with the Tribes concerring past or planned activihies in this regard This
consultetion 15 not only logical, 1t is clear that Indian Tribes are Tribal Governments
because they retain all respects of their original sovereignty not otherwise given up or
taken away by Congress. The President has recognized that tribal organizations are
gevernment rather than interest groups and that the admitustration will deal with indvan
Tribes on a government-fo-government basis The BlA suggests both the plan and final
statement be revised to include such a formal consultation process and to consider the
beneficial results thereof.

Specific Comments DES Appendices

1l Consultahion with Qthers - Page A-2, 2nd Porcgraph

14 15 correct that “there are no Indion reservations within the boundartes of the Challis
Notional Forest.,” However, this should inciude that the Fort Bridger Treaty of 1868

2

(Page 2, paragraph 1) We have received your comments.

(Page 2, paragraph 2) Chapter II of the EIS compares the effect of
alternatives on habitat capability for anadromous fisheries.

The EIS table IV-7 compares habatat capability. Altermative 11 (the Plan) has
anadromous fish habitat capability above the exaisting level and has the second
highest level of habatat capability for anadromous fish.

{Page 2, paragraph 3) We have clarified the Forest's intenticns to cocperate
with the Northwest Pewer Planning Council’s Columbia River Basin Fash and
hldlafe Program and have added an ohiective to wildlife and Fish, Goal 5.

(Page 2, paragraph 4) Our regulations mandate that potable water systems will
be monitored, or facilities will not be opened.

{page 2, paragraph 5) The final EIS and Forest Plan has acknovledged native
Ameglca;x treaty rights of the Shoshone Banncck and the lower Columbia River
Tribes. The Forest y- rommitted to maintainang a high level of wildlife and
fish 1n support of their Treaty rights.

{Page 2, paragraph §) The forma) consultation process, as directed in CFR
219,7, has been included in this chapter of the FEIS.
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recognizes the rights of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort MHall Reservation in all
of southeast ldcho, ncluding portiens of the Challis National Forest.

The above referenced paragraph states that, "Personal contacts were made with the Fort
Hall Reservation to solicit their input for the plon and conform to conditions stated in
the treaties.® The United States Federal Court interpreted the tribal rights to include
"not only fishing but also the right to have the environment upon which the fish depend
protected from degrodation”, {United States v, Washington - Phase Il, Ciwvil No. 9213,
W.D., Wa. decided September 25, . e fishing rights of the Nez Perce Tribes, as

well as the rights of three other tribes in the Columbia River were affirmed in United

States v. Oregon - Civii No. 68-513 Since the Forest Service's proposed action may
affect fishing subject to these tribal rights, 11 must be evaluated relative to the Federal
trust responsibility for the protection of the Indian fishing rights, Since the Salmon
River Basin 1s one of the primary spawning ond smolt production areas for the Columbia
River fisheries and the Nez Perce Tribe of ldaho was not consulted directly, 1t can only
be construed that the Federal trust responsibtlity has not been fully exercised As stated
in NANCE v. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, U.5 Court of Appeals, Ninth
Circuif, decided May 18, 1981, 7. Indians-6, "Trust obligation owed by the United States
to Indians must be exercised according to the sirictest fiduciary standards.", and 8.
Indians-2, "Any federal government action 15 subject to the Umited States' fiduciary
responsibility toward the Indian tribes™ The Proposed Land Resource Management Plan
for the Challis National Forest ts such an action,

Specific Comments-Proposed Land Resource Management Plan

Chapter IV

Page V-4, Goal 5, Objective 2 - Changs to read, "In cooperation with the ldaho
Department of Fish and Game, maintain ins*ream flows necessary to support goals stated

in Objective |

Page IV-4, Goal 5 - Add "Qbjective 3", to read "Protect riparian habitot and water
quality through use of management B.M P 's ©

Page V-5, Goal § - Add Obiective 2" to read "Riparian pratective B.M.P.s in place by end
of first decade,"

Page IV-6, Goal |, states "Provide moximum land base for minerals and energy
prospecting, leasing, and development through conservative use of overly restrichive
surface use shipulations and constroining management direction The followsng Goal 2,
states "Ensure that locatable, common variety, and energy minerals are developed in
environmentally acceptoble ways ond in concert with other resources and in complionce
with current laws and regulations ™ Without a definition of "conservative use of overly
restrictive surface use stipulations and monagement direction, Goal 1 and Gogl 2
appear to present a conflict 1n terms Delete Goal |,

Page V-9, Gaal 3, Objective |, delete "Emphasize", change to read, "Enforce compliance
In the admimistration of special use permits ™

Page IV-9, 1l. Facilities, Goal 2, Objective |, change to read "..., n order to ensure
safefy, provide a maintainable road system and protect water quality.”

3

(Page 3, paragraph 1) We have acknowledged native American rights mn the final
EIS and Forest Plan.

(Page 3, paragraph 2} See response to paragraph 5, Page 2.

{Page 3, paragraph 3) We have reworded the objective to include maintaining
instream flows necessary to support State population objectives.

(Page 3, paragraph 4) See Plan, Iv-6, 501l & Water Goal 2; objective 3.
(Page 3, paragraph 5} We have rewritten goal 2.

(Page 3, paragraph 6) See changes in goals. Goal 1 1s intended to keep areas
of mineral withdrawals to the minimum needed to protect other facilities
(campyrounds, administrative siteg, etc.) and eliminate stapulations that do
not serve a real resource protection need.

{Page 3, paragraph 7) Enforcement 1s part of emphasizang compliance.

(Page 3, paragraph 8) The statement was changed,
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1 Page V-9, 11, Facilities, Goal 2, Objective 3, change to read “construction of new roads

will be to standord necessary to serve idenhified needs and protect resources, with
emphasts on water quaiity."

2 Page IV-12, Wildlife and Fish, 2c., change to read "Prohibit activities that will, ..."

% Page IV-12, Wildhfe and Fish, 2e., change to read "...by livestock and other activities "

4,Page 1¥-20, 5. Soll, Water, and Air, liem | , change to read "Ftling on water rights wilf be
done prior to the actual construchion of the development,”

5 Page 1V-20, 6. Minerals, o _Resource Protection, |), change to read “"Enforce orderly
exploration and development of mineral and energy resources "

Page W-2i, é. Minerals, e. Contarmination Control, 1}, change sentence #! to read "...
confominants treated in @ manner that will Not..., change sentence #2 to read "All waste

{ storage areas shail be adequately fenced..." The words "disposed of" and "disposal”, as
used n item 1), place the V.5, Government in the position of managing a multitude of
small hazardous waste sites that fall within the operator's responsibilities.

Page 1V-22, 6. Minerals, e. Contamunation Control add item 5) to read "Prior to
abandonment or long-term absence from any operation the operator will remove
contominants, solid ond liquid wastes and any evidence thereof and provide the
Administrative Officer proof of deposition at a licensed disposal facility."

Page 1V-22, {. General Program Guidelines, I), change sentence #3 to end ",..in the Plan
B ‘and EI5 If the applicant has provided an adequate site-specific environmental supporting
document.”

Page IV-24, Lnn::l_s, a. Special Uses, 1), chonge to read "Give priority to permmis needed to
protect public health, sofety, and provide commumity service, Records indicate that
idaho Power Company has filed a Motion for Intervention with FERC on o mimmum of |8
small hydroelectric proposals in [dohe. At Jeast one of the motions was based on the fact
that the power was not needed. Mssrs. Roy Hemmingway and Don Godard testified
before the Oregon State Legislature's Joint Committee on Water Poliey during April
1985, These members of the Northwest Power Planning Council stated that "the region
will not need new hydroelectric power projects untitl well into the 2ist century.
Moreover, 11 would be much more cost-effective and demand-effective to spend hydro
tax credits, state smol] scale energy loan funds, and utility ratepayer dollars promoting
conservation rather than expanding the region's hydro potential. The above information
was taken from an ecitorial appearing in the Friday, Apnl 19, [985, edition of the
Portland, Oregon, Oregonian. Based on these considerations, placing hydropower permits
in a "pricrity" status would be difficult, if not impossible, to justify. This 1s especially
true when coupled with the adverse impacts and risk placed on the resource base.

Page IV-24, 7, Lands, o. Special {Jses, add 1tem 8) 1o read "Issue no permits whose
execution would cause or allow adverse impacts on the natural function of anadromous
andfer resident fisheries or riparion habstat,!

1 Page 1V-28, ¢. Road Management, em 7, change to read "Do not allow sidecase or

eroded rnaterials from road construction or maintenance to enter a stream channel."

(Page 4, paragraph 1) Emphasis was added.

(Page 4, paragraph 2) We disagree. Managements options are greater 1f we have
the cpportunity to mtigate activities.

{Page 4, paragraph 3) Correction was made.

(Page 4, paragraph 4) Unfortunately, this cannot be followed in all cases.
There are times water developments are exploratory in nature and actual flow
determunations are not possible until project completion.

{Page 4, paragraph 5) We have changed to "reguire”.
{Page 4, paragraph 6) Correcticn was made.
{Page 4, paragraph 7) Standard was added.

(Page 4, paragraph 8) We disagree. It i1s our intent that the FEIS and Forest
Plan will suffice along with lease stipulations therein for issuing o1l and gas
leases and most permits for geophysical exploration. Applications to Drill
{APDs) will require additional environmental analysis.

{Page 4, paragraph 9) The statement will rema:in unchanged. The Forest Service
has 60 days to respond to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission for
application for Hydroelectric Development, so priority must be gaven to the
related special use permit applications. The Forest Service does not evaluate
the need for additional hydropower projects, this 15 one of the functions of
the Federal Energy Requlatory Commssion. The Forest Service 1s only concerned
with the effect of the proposal on the Forest environment,

{(Page 4, paragtaph 10} We have established sediment constraints and other
Fishery and Soil and Water guidelines which will reduce umpacts to anadromous
and/or resident fisheries or riparian habitat. These reguirements will be
mcluded 1n all special use permits that are issued for areas where they apply.

{Page 4, paragraph 11} Inserting the word "eroded” makes the sentence less
clear.
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! Page 1V-28, d. Road Construction, 2) Lecation and Design, change sentence #& to read "A
vegetative buffer strip...”

Page 1V-30, 11. Riparian, rtem e,, change to read "Establish forage utilization at levels
2 which will yield 70 percent inherent bank stability where streams or other bodies of
water are involved."

E! Page 1V-30, 11. Riparian, item f., change to read "Prevent livestock concentrations...”

Page 1V-30, |l. Riparian, 1tem q., change to read "Do not lecate developments in
4 wetlonds or floodplains '

Page V.30, {|. Riparian, itern h., change to read "...away from riparian or strearnside
5 areas.”

A Page 1V¥-30, |[. Riparian, 1item 1., change to read "Restrict camping along streams and
within 100 feet of lakes in problem areas.

Page 1¥-30, |1, Riporign, item |, change to read "Restrict recreational stock in
7 wdentified problem areas.”

B Page 1V-31, !1. Riparian, item k, change sentence #3 to read " ..within 50 feet of
streambanks and within 100 feet of lake or wetland perimeters *

Page 1V-33, d Cultural Resources, sentence #3, change to read "These sites will be
9 avoided, and wtll thus add to the total number of unevaluated cultural resource sites on

the Forest."

Page 1¥-33, d. Culiural Resources, paragraph 4, this section should be rewritten to
IO provide assurance that the U.5. Forest Service will comply with cultural resource laws

and regulations.

11 Page V-4|, 5 Soul ond ‘Waler, poragroph |, odd sentence #6 Yo reod “Soit and water

quality degradation resultant of munmg activities will be eltminated,"

Page IV-4], 5. Soil and Water, Lands, paragraph 2, sentence #1, change to read "Permits
12 will be adrmimistered to ensure permit compliance.”

(3 Page IV-41, 5. Soil and Water, Lands, paragraph 2, sentence #2, change to read "New
applicahions for energy related mineral projects will take priority over other."

In Chapter IV, 25 Management Areas are dentified and Monagement Directions have
been written for each one, along with Standards and Guides, pages IV-45-190. While

{4 many of the Management Dhrechions ond Stondards ond Guides addressed cultural
resources, many did not. A preliminary examination of this section indicates that a total
of 1,502,606 acres falls in the ietter category. In view of the fact that the total Forest
lies within Aboriginal Indion lands, this 15 not acceptable,

Wilderness

{5 1t would be helpful to include @ map which delinectes the Borah Peck Wilderness, the

{Page 5, paragraph 1) 'The buffer strip may not always be vegetation. In some
places 1t could be rock talus slope.

(Page S, patagraph 2) The "trend toward" is needed for streams or other water
bodies which do not currently meet the desired criteria., Within the 10 year
period, 1t may be immpossible to obtain 90% inherent bank stability for all
areas on the Forest.

{Page 5, paragraph 3) Your suggestion would be impossible to enforce.

(Page 5, paragraph 4) This standard 1s withain policy and allows flexability.
The option not to develop always exists.

{Page 5, paragraph 5) Mountainous areas are highly intersected by riparian
areas, especially streams. There are situations where it is ampractical or
mmpossible to avoid some riparian areas. Thls 1s not a serous problem on the
Challis NF since we only have two sheep stock driveways.

(Page 5, paragraph 6-7) Rather than restrict, or lim:t, recreational livestock
use and camping in riparian areas {even problem areas), Forest—wide, we choose
to manage area by area, If significant resource damage begins to occur in an
area, we can prohibit, lxmt, or take whatever action is necessary to eliminate
the problem, i.e. restrictions on recreational livestock in the wilderness. We
have reworded item "1." to read, “Control recreational stock in adentified
problem areas.”

(Page 5, paragraph 8) We disagree. We want the option to clean up blown—down
or disease infested trees within the 50-100 foot area.

(Page 5, paragraph 9) Prehstoric sites will be avoaded, but otherwise will
receive no special protection/mitigation, except as the need becomes apparent.
In cases where significant sates are adversely affected through neglect, the
Forest will seek comments from the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation;
following section 106 of the Mational Historic Preservation Act of 1966.

{Page 5, paragraph 10) The Forest Service 15 required to comply with cultural
respurce laws & requlations, It is not necessary to document assurance that we
w1ll comply with laws & regulations governing our activities.

(Page 5, paragraph 11} This 15 anappropriate. "Degradation® may occur, but
will not be allowed to fall below acceptable standards defined in our plan.

{Page 5, paragraph 12) Change was made.

{Page 3, paragraph 13} We disagree. New applications for energy related
projects will have prioraty over others, including minerals,

(Page 5, paragraph 14) Forest Management Goals and Ferest-wide Management
Direction, Standards and Guidelines apply to the total Forest. Additional
specific direction 15 contained 1n andivadual management area discusgions.

(Page 5, paragraph 15) The FEIS and Plan pertains to management of Challis
National Forest System Lands only. To include a map showing the BIM's, WSA's
would be an additional cost, and may add additional confusion to the public,
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y Boulder/White Cloud WSA and where the BLM's Burnt Creek, Borah Peck, Jerry Peak,
and Jerry Peak West WSAs adjoin

2 Page C-~79, paragraph 5, BLM's Burnt Peak W5A should read Burnt Creek WSA.

We appreciate the opportunity 1o rewiew and comment on the Draft Envirenmental
Statement and Management Plan.

Sincerely,

Clala SN
Charles S. Polityka
Regional Environmental Officer

Enclosures

(Page 6, paragraph 2)

Correction was made.
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Unated States  Fish and Wildlife Service

1 Lloyd 500 Butdding, 5 1692
Department of the Interior Loy 300 Buldiog Sue i

Portland, Oregon 97232

ey RERCSE Tl

¥evember 7, 1985

{Page 1, paragraph 1-3) We agree, in a broad level plan it is difficult to
analyze many site specific effects because of the lack of site specifics

Mr. J.5. Tixier (project level). We can anly analyze the potential effects based on the level
Regionnl Forester of data present,

U.S5. Forest Service

324 25th Street

Ogden, Utah B4401

Subject Formal Endangered Species Consultat:ion, Challais
Natironal Forest Plan (1-4-85-F-42)

Dear Mr. Tixier-*

Thas 1s the Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) biological opinion
1h response to your June 5, 1985, request for formal consultatzon
on the proposed Challis National Forest Plan and the subsequent
impacts on the bald eagle (Hslimeetus leuscocephalus) peregrine
falcor (Falco peregrinus} and gray wolf (Capis lupus). Because
Wwe concur with your birolog:ical assessment that the plan will not
f effect the bald eagle or peregrine falcon, the major scope of
thas opanion will deel with the gray wolf. The complex nature of
the proposed Forest Plan has made 1t difficult for the FWS to
enalyze all potential site specific and cumulative impacts e
have reviewed the proposal in sccordance with the Section 7
Interagency Cooperation Regulations (50 CFR 402, 43FR B70) and
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 [ESA), &8s sanended. This
Biological Opinion refers only to the potential effects of the
Flan on threatened and endangered species and not the overall
environmental or ecomomical acceptability of the proposed actien

On August 30, 1885, we completed our review of the Forest Plan
the DEIS, and Biological Assessment (BA - Appendix G} that
you provided to uws with your consultstion request, as well as
2 additional information obtained by us or already avsilable in our

files, In the course of this review, the follewing people were
contacted end contributed additional informationm used 1n this
opihion,

Jerry Hagen, Chall:s Netional Forest

Alice W-Smith, Challis National Forest

Timm Keminski, Montana Cooperative Wildlife Hesearch Unit
Butch Welch, Idaho Department of Fish and Game

Jack Conley, Idaho Department of Fish and Game

A 1list of documents used in this consultation 1s included as
5 Appendax I
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BIQOLOGICAL OPINION

It 18 our biolegical copinion that i1mplementation of the Challis
National Foreat Plan (Plan), submitted to our office on June 28,
1985, and subsequently discussed with members of your staff, and
others, 13 not likely to Jeopardize the continued existence of
the gray wolf Background information on your proposed Plan and
biclogrecal information pertinent to this determination follow

Further informal or formal consultation will be needed on project
specific cases as the Forest implements the Plan

PEOJECT DESERIPTION

The proposed Plan sets forth Forest-wide goals and objectives,
land use sllocations, management area prescriptions, standards
and guidelines, and monitor:ing and evaluetion requirements to
establish direction for management of the Challis NF over the
next 50 vyears The Plan will be revised on a 10 to 15 year
cycle. The Plan 1s based on Preferred Alternmataive 11, whach 1s &
modification of the Forest's share of the 1380 Resources Flanning

Act (RPA) progranm It includes a reconmendat:on of wrlderness
ereas and & less 1intensive timber management program than
proposed i1n the 1980 RPA preogram A stated goal of the Plan 1s

to provide habitat to ensure viability and recovery of Threatened
and Endangered and Forest Service Sensitive plants and animals

SPECIES ACCOUNT

One hundred years ago, wolves rosmed over vast areas of the Gresat
Plains and forests of North Ameraca, including most of the state
ef Idaho (Goldman 1944). Durang the latter half of the 19tk
century, buffale hunters, settlers, and others decimeted the
buffalo herds and other ungulates that provided prey for wolves
roaming the northern Rocky Mountains (Northern Rocky Mountain
Wolf Draft Revised Recovery Plan, 19B3). Aleng with the declane
in buffaele and other prey, came an increase in livesteck, whach
some wolves begen to include a2n their diets Stockwmen and
governnent trappers began an 1ntensive campalgn to eradicate the
wolfl By 1930, wolves were essentigelly gone from the west The
last of these animals were believed to have been extirpated from
the mountainous regions of Idaho 1n the late 1530°'s Because a
99 percent reduction 1n wolf distribution has occurred in the
centiguous United States withan the past 100 vears {Jergensen
1970), the MHNorthern Rocky Mountain wolf was listed as endangered

in 1573 under the Endangered Speciles Act In 1978, the entare
wolf species throughout the lower 48 states was listed as
endangered, except in Minnesota where the lasl wviable woif
population i1n the contiguous 4B states was listed as threatened

2]

(Page 2, paragrarh 1} We appreciate your concurrence that the Plan wall not
jecpardize the continued existence of the Gray Wolf.

(Page 2, paragraph 2-3)

Comments noted.
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The Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf (NRMW) Recovery Plan wes approved
by the FWS ain 198B0. The primary objective of the plan ecalled for

securing and mainteining, where feasible, viable populations of

wolves within thear former range. The central Idahe area,

encompasging two wilderness areas and adjacent national forest

lands {including Chellais N.F lands), 18 one of three eareas

selected as having potential for 1ts recovery Reports of wolves

have persisted 2n central Idaho from the esarly 1940's to the

present {Kaminsk: end Hensen 1984),

On the Challis NF, 22 of 31 reports of wolves received since 1874
were rated as probabie (Keminsk: and Hansen 1984) Hineteen of
the 22 probable reporis siance 1974 have invalved single animals,
while the other three reports referred te pairs. Based on color
differences described in probeble reports end widespread exist-
ence of wolf observations including three reports of peairs (1980-
82), apparently three to six wolves have periodically ranged over
the Chellis NF during the past ten years (Kaminsk: and Hansen
1984}

ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS

As the propesed Challas National Forest Plan 1s implemented, the
FWS Dbelieves that most impacts on the gray wolf will be the
result of incremsed human asctivity across the forest, and the
subsequent 1increase in the potential for human caused wolf
mortality.

Trmber harvest 1is projected to increase from 2 million board feet
(MMBF) 1n decade one to 7 MMBF by decade five Roads constructed
into previously roadless areas will increase the amount of
activity (grazing, miniug, recrestion) and disturbance 1n areas
previously provading secure cover for wolves and their prey
Because activities (timber harvest) 1in roadless areas are only
projected through 1990, long term impacts of Plan implementation
on the gray wolf are hard to determine

Keminski =and Hansen (1584) 1dentify arees around the Seafoan
Resource Station, Cape Horn Summit, Loon Creek, and the Yankee
Fork of the Salmon River as important to wolves on the Challis NF
at the present. All of these areas are adjacent to or lie within
the Frank Church--River of No Return Wilderness (FCRNRW). The
importance of the west side of the Challis Forest i1s influenced
greatly by ungulate wintering areas slong the Middle Fork of the
Salmen Raver and major tributaries including Rapird River, Loon
Creek and Camas Creek Mapnagement strategies 21in key wolf areas
were discussed during a September, 1984, field trip involving FWS
and Challis NF personnel

{Page 3, paragraph 1-2) Comments noted.

(Page 3, paragraph 3-5) The Plan covers management for the next 10~15 years.
Planned management w1ll provide for increases in the wolf prey base. We feel
that the Frank Church--River of No Return Wilderness and the Cape Horn area 18
the most important area for wolf recovery during the period covered by the
plan. Yankee Fork may be important for future recovery.
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A key to wolf recovery in central Idaho 1s the meintenance of
large blocks of contiguocus roadless or near roadless areas. The
FCRNRYW and Selway - Bitterroot Wilderness form the eore of the
wolf{ recovery area

Because the Seafoam (2), Marsh Creek (3), Valley Creek (4}, Basain
Creek (65), and Yankee Fork (6) management areas (zones) are
adjacent or close to the Idaho wirlderness areas, they are key to
wolf recovery in ldahe Increesed human activity in these five
nanegement areas will have the most potential to adversely impact
the gray wolf as the proposed plan 15 implemented

A stated management preseraption i1n the Seafoam (2), Marsh Creel
(3), Valley Creek (4) and Basin Creek (5) management areas 1s to
emphasize nmanagement of Threatened and Endangered Species where
appropriate Although the BA prepared for the gray wolf mentions
that portions of the Yankee Fork management area should consider
wolf recovery during land use activities, the Plan does not
mention any kind of Threatened and Endangered Species emphssis
for this area (Plan IV-72) We feel this should be stated under
the wmanagement prescriptions for the Yankee Fork (6) management
area

¥ith the understanding that the Challas NF will follow management
recommendations 1n the gray wolf BA proposed for the FCRNRW, the
Seafoam, Marsh Creek, eand Velley Creek mansgement areas, and
portions of Basin Creek and Yankee Fork management areas,
implementation of the proposed Plan should have manimal aimpacts
on the gray wolf However, because long term impacts on the gray
wolf from implementation of the proposed plan are difficult to
ident1fy &t this time, further formal or informel consultation
with the FWS wi1ll be required on project specafiec cases

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects are those impacts of future state and private
actions that are reasonably certain te occur prier to completion
of the subject federal =action A non-federal action 1s
reaschably certain to occur 1f the action requires the approval
of a state or locals resource or land use control agency, and
such agencies have essentially approved the action. Activities
that do not require local agency approval must be essentially
ready to proceed

There are no State land school inholdangs in this forest to our
knowledge A few small private ranches and mining inholdings are
found on the Challas NF, and could cumulatively affect gray
wolves 1in the future due te increased human related activities
However, future plans in these aremss are not well known et this
time.

(Page 4, paragraph 1-4) In addition to the goal stated in the Plan to ensure
the recovery and viabulity of TSE species, habatat wall be maintained in the
areas referenced to allow for increase in the prey base for the wolf. We have
added the statement to Management Areas 5 and 6 that “Future wolf recovery

needs will be considered and provided for, as needed, on all proposed project
evaluations".

{Page 4, paragraph 5-6) Comeents noted.
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It 18 our biological opinion thet implementation of the <Chall:zs
National Forest Plan, submitted te our office on June 5, 1985,
and subsequently discussed with members of vour staff and others,
18 not likely to Jeopardize the continued existence of the gray
wolf. Kowever, for recovery of this species, we stress the
importance of including our Conservetion Recommendations in 1in
future management direction of the Challis NF

Section T(m)(l} of the ESA requires Federal agencies, in
consultation with the FWS, to utilize their asuthorites to carry
out preograns for the conservation of listed specles A goal of

this Forest Plen is to provide habitat to ensure viability and
recovery of Threatened and Endangered plants and animals (Plan
Iv-3)

Because of the precarious nature of the current welf population
in Idaha, and besause the Chall:a NF 1s a pert of the central
Idaho walf recovery area, we offer the following conservataon
recommendations for the continued conservation of the wolf in
central Idaho. That the Forest

A. Include the management recommendations provided :in the gray
wolf BA as Standards in the Challis Forest Plan. At a minimum,
these Standards should provide management direction for the
Seafoam (2), Marsh Creek (3), Valley Creek (4) management areas
and portieons of the Basin Creek (5} end Yankee Fork (8}
management areas north and west of the main Yankee Fork of the
Ssalmon Raiver Further formal or informal consultation with the
FWS w1ll be necessary on project specific cases 1n these areas

The menagement recommendations from the BA (Appendix G) follow

1 Merintaan nmnon-use of vacant allotments adjacent to wolf
habitat areas es possible.

2. TIdentify aslterpate allotments to transfer use in case of
conflicts 1o key wolf habitat when possible

3 Consult i1nformally with FWS on ellotment mepagement plan
updates, livestock e¢lass changes (e g , sheep to cattle), or
grazing period extensions

4 Inform permittees and their riders or herders of the
possible presence of wolves and the:r endangered status
Emphasize that 1t 25 1llegal to k211 wolves ain Idaho

5 Recommend weekly monitoring of the distribution of
cattle

{Page 5, paragraph 1} Comment ncted.

{Page 5, paragraph 2 through Page 8, paragraph 4) We will consider
conservation recomendations in preparation of the NEPA documents and as part
of the analysis process on a site specific basis.
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6. Encourage permittees to follow husbandry programs that
do not result 1» cows calving or sheep lambaing during summper
grazing period. Very young calves or cow calvang may 1nvite wolf
predetion losses.

7. Remove or destroy livestock carcasses to eveid potentanl

habituation of wolves to livestock as food.

8. Livestock should net graze elk calving or nursery areas
from May 15 to July 15.

9. Establish wutilizetion atendards for livestock on key
ungulate ranges to provide eadequate forage for increasing
ungulate populations.

1b. Livestock should not graze ungulate winter range from
Novemrber 15 to April 15.

1. Mainteain or inmprove elk habitat effectiveness to at least 75%
of optimum. Use elk habitat guidelines to determine
effectiveness and manage habitat properly

2 Maintain and enforce esessonal or year~long road closures
where appropriate.

3. Avoid actaivity within one mile of ungulste calvang/Tawning or
pursery areas, and known or suspected wolf homesites from March
15 to July 15.

4, Avoid activity near ungulate migration routes and grazaing
areas or suspected wolf homesites during migratory periods
(September 15 to January 15).

5 Maantain 100 yard buffer between cutting units, and/or roads
near riparian areas in drainage bottoms and meadow complexes.

6. Design cutting units 1n an 1rregular shape to reduce sight
distances.

7. Where feasible, lay out roeds to reduce sight distances.

WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGEMENT

1. TUse K-V deollars to conserve or improve wolf and prey
habitats

A. Enforece road management plan,

B. Close old roads and seed es needed

€., Inform and educate the public i1n key areas through
1. Newspaper articles
2, Talks to school children or other interested groups.
3. Interpretive signs

D. Improve riparian areas.

E. Improve beaver habitat with aspen or willow plantings.

1. Encourage ainformation and education of miners and thear
employees about wolf ecelogy and the status of wolves as an
endangered species.

2. Coordinate with mapers to avoid conflicts at eritical times
an key weolf habitets

3. Evaluate both short and long term effects eof potential
developments on key wolf habitats

4. When feasible, lay out roads as recommended 1n the preceding
Tinber and Road Management Section such that sight distences are
manimized.

5. Follow recommendations of the preceding Timber and Rosd

Manegement Section on timber salea whaich occur due to mining
actaivaty.

1. Inform and educate users about wolf ecology and the
endangered status of the wolf

A. Present ainformation to lecal groups interested in the
wolf For example

1, Gun clubs, hunter associations
Z. Hunter safety
3. School children

B Add a cleuse to outfaitter and guide special use permits
sbout wolves so that outfitters know

1 of potential wolf presence in their ares,



8YT—-IA

2. that killing wolves 1s 1llegmnl becanse of thear
endangered status,

3. to report sightings to this office, &nd
4, to contect this office for further informetion.

2. Close ungulate winter range with potentianl wolf actavaity to
snow machines

3. Locate any new traeils away from key wolf use areas, :f their
presence becomes Known

4 Close trarls and roads that are not designated roads to
motorized vehicles

B. With respect to the bald esgle and peregrine famlcon, follow
management guidelines 1in the BA prepared by Challis National
Forest personnel. These gu:rdelaines i1n should be ancorporated as
standards steted more directly For example, the phrese "Forest
managers should consider peregrines " needs to be changed to
"Foreat managers will consider peregrines”, In addition, stipu-
late that & site specafic beld eagle nest mapagement plan be
developed which maxim:izes the continued productivity of that
si1te. The plan should follow general guidelanes established an
the dreft Pacific Stgtes Bald Eagle Recovery Plan {U.S. Fish apd
W1ldlife Service 1984) and be developed within two years after
dascovery.

This concludes formal consultation en this progect If the
proposal 15 significantly modified i1n a manner not discussed
above or 1T new information becomes available on listed specaes
or impacts to listed species, rernitiation of formal consultation
1s required We would appreciste notificatien of your intent im
lxght of th:s Opinion,

Sincerely yours,
\nl n i. NN

S;Z' William F hake

Assistant Regional Director
Federal Assistance

Enclosures

Page 5 ragraph 2 through Page 8, paragraph 4) We will consider
éongerva'tfgn ?ecmrendat:.ons 1n preparation of the NEPA documents and as part

of the analysis process on a site specific bagis.

delines as
(Page 8, paragraph 5-6) As above, we will utilize the mahagement guil
1dent1f;ed in the "Biological Assessment" for the Bald Eagle and Peregrine
Falcon as part of the analysis process and 1in preparation of the NEPA documents

on a site specific basis.

e w1ll change the word ghould to will.

wWe will develop and umplement a site specific Bald Eagle nest management plan
when 1t 15 known we have such sites on Mational Porest System lands within the

Forest boundary.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Nstional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIDNAL MARINE FiSHERIES SERVICE

ENVIRGNMENTAL & TECHNICAL SERVICES DIvISION
847 NE 18t AVENUE SUITE 350

PORTLAND OREGON 97232 2279

1503) 230 5300

Octobeyr 28, 1985 F/NWR5.733

Mr, Jack C. Graswold
Forest Bupervisor
Challis National Forest
Challis, Idaho 83226

Re- Challis National Forest Plan DEIS
Dear Mr. Graiswold

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS} has reviewed the
Draft Envaronmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on the Challis
National Forest Plan. Our review has concentrated on the
technical anformation as it relates to anadromous fish and broad
policy aspects of the DEIS.

General Comments

The Challis National Forest has dealt effectively with an
extremely complex task. Alternative 1l appears to be a
reasonable course of action We do, however, wish to suggest
some points of clarafication and present thoughts that should be
addressed an future planning efforts.

We suggest that the document contain more specific information
and/or references to substantiate the summary values listed for
anadromous f£ish, As an example numerous tables and a portion of
the text refer to anadromous f£ish an terms of dollar value per
pound, WFUDS', or pounds of fash. f*These values should be listed
as pumbers of anadromous fish by species to allow a more
meaningful evaluation. The Plan and DEIS list anadromous faish
goals for the Forest. It is unclear whether the Forest has
adopted the State of Idaho's Anadromous Fish goals (1984 to 19%0)
as their own or whether the Forest has conducted 1ts own surveys
and determined these to be reasonable targets within their own
management system. Waithout a description of the key anadromous
fish streams, the species present, estimated numbers present and
minimum viable populations vs. population potential, evaluation
of the DEIS's projected goals 1s not possible,

We would suggest, 1f the data 15 available, that the anformation
suggested above be included in the final EIS or as a supplemental
DEIS. If the data i1s not available then a strong commitment to
collect and analyze the data should be inserted in the plan.
Without the base data or a commitment to obtain and analyze the
data {in the near term) we believe it would be very difficult for
the Forest to manage toward or realistically meet the goals and
objectives as specified in the Plan and DEIS

Items identified as General Comments are addressed in the Specific Comments.
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NMFS believes the planning effort is a continuing process which
1s upgraded and modified as new technology or administrative/
legal changes occur. It 1s probable that current land use
demands on the Forest, not directly assccaated with tamber
harvest, will increase and that thear impact will become
increasingly sagnifacant. Puture planning efforts should address
such issues as the impact of minang {recreational or commercial)
on fish, a firm economac value for anadromous fish, and special
management practices {(sediment traps, etc.) designed to reduce
impacts of hoth taimber harvest and maning activities on
anadromous fish. Factors such as small hydro development,
minang, and other forest land uses need to receive more
discussion and be broader elements in future planning processes.

We offer the following specific comments on the DEIS,

Specafic Comments

Summary, Page VIJI The second paragraph, top of page VIII, makes
the statement that salmon and steelhead are amportant waithan the
Columbia River drainage. In recent years, with the passage of
the Northwest Power Planning Act, the chain of court decisions
regarding Indian Treaty rights and the recently negotaated Salmon
Treaty with Canada, salmon have acquired both a national and
internataonal importance. We would suggest the statement be
modified to reflect the National and Internataonal amportance of
this resocurce.

Page II-9 Section 5, Item 3, states "Biologacal potentials were
determined for each Forest rescurce". We would suggest that the
potential for anadromous fish be lasted by species and general
gecgraphlic area or major raver/traibutary. If the information
£i1ts more appropriately in the supporting documents a reference
to that source should be included an the DEIS.

Page II-19 The value for "Anadromous Commerc¢ial Fishing® i1s
listed as $2.45 per pound. It 1s unclear whether this value
refers to chinook only or includes commercially caught steelhead
{Indian fishery). The total value of the commercial salmon
resource listed in various parts of the DEIS would be a product
of estimated numbers of salmon (and steelhead?) produced on the
Forest times the average weight for that species and run segment
times the listed per pound value. & reference as to the source
of the summary numbers listed in the DEIS or the calculations
used to arrave at the numbers would help verafy the values gaven,

Page II-87 A series of general statements are made under the
"Wildlife and Fish" section relatang to the Forest's intent to
meet Idaho Department of Fish and Game's objectives for fash and
game. These statements explain that habatat capacity for
anadromous f£ish will be maintained and improved and that
anadromous fish would have the potential to increase due to
mitigation on Columbia River dams, increase production from

(Page 2, paragraph 2) See change in statement.

Change resds--"The Forest administers spawning and rearing habitat for salmon
and steelhead that 1s important in the Celumbia River Drainage. This resource
has also gained national and international importance with passage of the
Northwest Power Planning Act, the court decisions regarding Indian treaty
rights and the recently negotiated Salmon Treaty with Canada”.

(Page 2, paragraph 3) The AMS, which is available at Challis Forest offices,
shows values for anadromous fish by management area and forest files break this
down by species for each management area.

(Page 2, paragraph 4) The $2.45/pound value was provided by the Resources
Planning Act and was applied to both salmon and steelhead that were produced
from forest habitat that might be caught in a commercial fisheries. Specifics
on formulas used are found in forest files.

(Page 2, paragraph 5) See paragraph 3 above and the change cnh EIS II-88

" ial to increase because of mitigation at Colimbia River dams,
increased hatchery production and improved overall coordination through the
Northwest Power Planming Act."
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hatcheries and improved (agency) coordination. We would suggest
two improvements to this sectaion

1 The objectives should be listed by species and river or
major tributary, includang habitat capacity by species.

2. Broaden the statement in this section, pertainang to
"potential to increase," to define the Forest's
proposed actions for habitat protection or enhancement
and relating these actions to specific management
areas.

The long term stability of the anadromous fish resource will
depend on the protection and management of the major blocks of
habitat as well as fish passage, harvest management, and hatchery
production.

Page II1-9C¢ The table lists "anadromous Fish Commercial™ and
"Anadromous Fish Sport" it 1s not possibie to separate specles
or derave numbers of fish from this approach. We would suggest
using common values (preferably numbers of fish) by species when
profiling trends or describing populations This concern and the
concern listed under our Page II-19% comments would also apply to
pages II-102, I1-113, III-13 and IV-55.

Page 11-94 The first paragraph under "Alternat:ive 11" states
that "Anadromous fisheries and mineral benefits would increase.”
Past history suggests that in a number of instances, these two
factors bhave been inversely related. Witb close and very
specific controls, this may not be the case an the future.
However, ain light cf the discussicn on pages I1I-23 through
III~-26 and Page IV-23, an explanation of the relationship
allowing both to increase simultaneously would help clarify the
basis for the conclusion.

Page IT13-16 The first four statements on this page lists general
objectives for anadromous fish. The DEIS states that the Idaho
Department of Fish and Game Plan does not list specific numbers
We would suggest you refer to Idaho "Anadromous Fish Management
Plan 1984 to 1990" which does specify population levels. We
believe the Forest has the opportunity, Dy assessing available
habitat, to compute projected populations levels by species and
area. Without target cbjectives tied to available habitat,
evaluations of program success is not possible

If you have any questions on our comments or would like more
information on the points discussed. Please contact Mr Roliie
Montagne of my staff at {(503) 230~5425

Your continuing coordination efforts are appreciated

Sincerely,

RESPONSE

{Page 3, paragraph 1) Comment noked.
(Page 3, paragraph 2) See response to page 2 paragraph 3.

(Page 3, paragraph 3} Anmadromous fish benefits barring some unforeseen
calamity, will increase even if mihing increases because existing habitat 1s
significantly under-used and there is heavy emphasis on rebuilding the runs
(1.e. MWPPA, Indian Treaty Rights Issue, Sport and Commercial Fisheries,
programe at dams and new hatcheries coming on line).

(Page 3, paragraph 4) The Idaho Department of Fish and Game Plan for
"Bnadromous Fish Management for 1985-1590" does nct have fish objective numbers
that can be related to specific streams on the Challis Mational Forest. Their
numbers are for drainage areas that in many cases include private, state, BIM
and other forest lands. The Challis National Forest 1s presently working with
the Idahe Dept. of Fish and Game on this problem and hope to have more detailed
objectives for future planning efforts.
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Department of Energy

Bonnewlle Power Administration
PO Box 3621
Pordand, Cregon 97208

November 15, 1985

¥r. Jack Griswold, Supervisor
Challie Nationel Porest

USDA Forest Service

Poreat Service Building

FO Box 404

Chellip, Idahe 83226

Dear Mr. Griswcld-:

Our Office of Eugineerang and Construction has reviewed the Draft Enynren-
mental Impact Statement {EIS) on the Challas National Foresi=Pfoposed Land and
Repource Management Plan, and they effer the followang comments.

Proposed Land Resource Mensgement Plan

1. The Panagement Flan is incomplete, as 1t does not asddress denigneted
tranemiession corridors or corridor windows, Avoirdence and exclusion areas
are mentioned only to the extent thet they are a constraint in & gaven
management area, We recommend thate

o The Management Plen goals (Chapter IV-i) should include a corri-
dor planning goal. This goal should emphasize the darection
being given by the Forest SBervice at both the Washington, DC,
end Regienal Office levels in respomse to the requirements of
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976

o A management ares should be established to specifically amddress
existing utility and transportation corridors ané long-range
corridor windows.

2 2. The Pian should provide mensgement direction on communication faeili-

ties and hydromet sites.

3. Also, ithe Plan should provide mmanagement directfon on any renewable

4 energy resources found on the Forest, such as hydroelectric, small hydro-

electric, geothermal, biomasa, or wind.

Maps

5 Both the Plan and EIS meps should show exasting transmission corridors and

corridor windows as specific manegement areas.

(Page 1, paragraph 2) Management direction has been added to "Cooperate with
and assist 1n evaluation of transportation and utality corridor proposals when
specific proposals are received. Ensure that both the needs of the proponent
and potential effects on other resources are given adequate consideration.”

Appendix D to the Forest Plan discusses current utilaty rights-of-way on the
Forest. Because these all supply small needs of on Forest consumers and ate not
used for transmission across Forest, corridors were not designated in these
locations. Windows are discussed 1n general tepms because specific corrider
proposals have not been made.

(Page 1, paragraph 3) Management direction, standards and guidelines for
1ndividual management areas with existing or probable communications facilities
provide direction. The Plan recognizes the importance of stream flow
monitoring. We will continue to cooperate wath State and other Federal agencies
1n the establishment and continulang operation of stream and snow monitoring
facilikies on the Forest as needed.

{Page 1, paragraph 4} Direction for small hydroelectric proposals has been
added. No interest has been expressed in developing the other types of energy
resources mentioned.

{Page 1, paragraph 5) Ko transmission corridors or specific corridor windows
were designated in the Plan or EIS.
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Draft EIS

l. Any existing transmission corridors om the Challas National Foreat
should be desagnatied in the EIS

2. We feel that the discussion of corridors an Appeadix D of the EIS does
not adequately sddress Bonneville Power Admimistration’s {EPA's) or the
Weetern Utility Group'e concerns on retention of long-range energy corri-
dore for future use It is our position that corrider windows should be
reserved as constrained areas.

The 1977 Long-Range East-West Corridor Study (by BPA and the Forest Ser-
vice} determined thaet thers were only sever technically femsible east-west
corridora through the Rocky Mountain Renge. Sance the study, many land
use changea have affected these corridors. The enclosed table ldentifies
the corridors and their present status. You will note that only five
corradors remain. Of the five, Corridors IIJ snd VII are presaently
restricted by roadless area atudy classification ard potential wilderness
designation, Corrider II is currently under comstruciion for a mejor
500-kV trsnsmiesicr line, end the two remaining, Corraders V and VI,
require use of corr:zdor segments on the Challis Nationsl Forest.

Not being able to use the Salmen River or Snake River Plain Corrigors (¥
and VI), whick cross the Challis Neticmal Forest, could eritically reduce
the number of ¢rces-mountain corridors to cnly cre that is noi presently
threatened (Corrador II). At $2 mllion & mile for s hagh capac:iy trana-
mission lane (or perhaps even more for coal slurry, oil or gas pipeline),
detours wonld be exiremely expensive Greatly incressed line lengths,
due to deiours, and the extemsive use of the remaiming corridors, could
s1gnificantly increase environmental impacts and cauwse project delays
Suck limxtations would substantially reduce the West's sirategic options
for hendling long-range energy requirements, Reducang the number of
available corridors could mean thet each corrider would have to sccommo-
date greater tranemission capecity. This could lead to reduced reliabil-
a1ty of service or more severe impaecte such as outages.,

3. We recommend that corridor windows be designated in the EIS and that
the EIS present an analysis of the effect of management plan alternatives
on long-renge corrador windows as well as on exasting righta-of-way  The
effects of maintairing corridor windows as management arees should be
analyzed, and, converasely, the effects of foreclosure of windows due to
lend wse designaiion should also be anmlyzed. It would be useful af this
anformation, along with information om other important issues, were pre~
pented in the EIS in summary form ag & decisionmaiing aid.

4, We suggest that the EIS address the effects of different management
alternatives on renewable energy resources and communicaticn facilities.

Preferred Alternative

1. We feel we cennot support Alternative 11, even though 1t appears to
have less environmentsl aimpact than some of the other slternatives,
because it faile to meke provasion for exasting or potential energy trans-
mission corridors

Membere of our Divisiorn of Land Resources, 0Office of Engineering and Comstruc-
tion, would like to meet with you to diseuss their concerns. They will con~
tect you directly. In the meantime, if you have questions on these comments,
please call Tam Murray at FIS 429-3298, or 503-230-3298.

Sincerely,

Anthony ;Eb Horrgll E
Envaro tal Maneger

[ RESPONSE |
(Page 2, paragraph 1) There are no existing transmssion corridors on the
Challis National Forest.

(Page 2, paragraph 2-4) We have recognized preliminary BEA and other groups'
interest 1n possibly developing additional transmission capabilities in the
future. We believe that our general discussion of future needs as well as
constraints associated with windows 1s adequate at the present time.

(Page 2, paragraph 5) We recognize that in the future there may be a naticnal
need to construct major energy transmssion facilities that cross Idaho between
Yontana and the Pacific Northwest. Other facilities will also be required to
interconnect existing and future facilities. Same of the alternatives to meet
these needs may inclede routes across the Challis National Forest. At the time
specific proposals are made, whether or not facilities are sited on the Challis
National FPorest will depend on a separate EIS which will evaluate the various
alternatives and associated impacts. Consideration of the management direction
contarned in this Porest Plan and EIS will be part of the process. If necessary
the Forest Plan can be amended as outlined in the planning regulations.

(Page 2, paragraph 6) We believe that the present discussion 1s adequate now,
(Page 2, paragraph 7-B) See responses above.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENT _
AND WELFARE Al | RESPONSE |
October 29, 1985 (Page 1, paragraph 3) As explained in the Envirommental Consequences section

of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS), improved conditions in
habatat and water quality can be expected to occur as a result of emphasis
placed on range, water, and fisheries improvement programs. In conjunction
with an intensive improvement program, a broad spectrum of standards and
guidelines have been established in Chapter IV of the plan to minimize
management induced impacts on the resources.,

Jack C Griswold, Forest Supervisor We acknowledge that improvement trends are dependent upon adequate funding for

Challis National Forest scheduled projects. Despite possible periods of low funding for resource
improvements projects, the management intent 1s to maintain the resource

PO Box 404 emphasis addressed in the Forest Plan. So as funds are reduced, resources with

Challis, Idahe 83226 esphasis will be funded to a level that will maintain a budget prioraty over
other resources. We welcome a review of future budget programming, relative to
the plan direction.

Dear™Mr Griswold

We have reviewed the Propesed Land and Resource Management Plan for the
Challis National Forest and the draft EIS and have the following comments

! inreiation to State water and air quality standards We have examined the
draft Plan in relation to the wmpacts of timber harvesting, mining, and
grazing on beneficial uses

WATER QUALITY & FISHERIES INFORMATION

The ldaho ‘Wwater Quahty Standards and Wastewater Treatment
Requirements (1985) require protection of existing beneficial uses of
State waters The beneficial use which has the highest potential to be

Z impacted by Forest activities is cold water blota and salmonid spawning
Therefore, we have examined the draft Plan closeiy from the standpoint of
protection of fisheries habitat

Forest-wide goals and standards for fish and wildlife are described n
Chapter iV In addition, Management Direction and Standards and Guides are
listed for each management area There are a number of general
statements regarding water guality and fisheries habitat These

2 statements generally wndicate an increase in the population of indicator
species and an improvement in habitat Unfortunateiy there 1s
insuffictent information presented 1n the Plan and EiS to understand how
the Forest arrived at these conclusions

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Jack C Griswold
Gctober 29, 1985
Page 2

Tao evaluate the Plan in relation to protection of fisheries as a beneficial
use of water, additional information needs to be included in the final Plan
and EIS

To understand the effect of the proposed Plan on fisheries habitat the
exrsting stream habitat guality needs to be displayed Without this
information it is impossible to understand what effect the Plan will have
on fisheries as a beneficial use This should nciude

1 Identification of specific watersheds or stream segments in each
management area This would correspond to the planning untt stze used
in the Forest model, probably third to fourth order drainages

2 Designation of the indicator species for the watershed

3 The existing watershed condition of these unit watersheds Since the
Forest standard refers to percent fine sediment, this parameter should
be listed for each watershed or stream segment The quality and
completeness of this data or other habitat measures should be
displayed

Given this information, the effect (either improvement or degradation) of
the proposed Plan and other alternatives should be clearly displayed In
the present draft this information is scattered throughout the EIS and is
incomplete The discussion on Page 11-135 of the EIS regarding the effect
of alternatives on sediment and water quality is extremely vague There
is no way to understand the magnitude of potential impacts or
improvements based on the EiS The requested information could be easily
dispiayed 1n table form in the Plan with detailed information shown in an
appendix or made available to interested parties by request

T¥Y-F RIES NDARDS

Standards for water quality and fisheries are listed in Chapter |V The
standard which retates to sediment and water quality is

(Page 2, paragraph 1) We believe that the final documents provide information
that 1s adequate to analyze the proposed action.

(Page 2, paragraph 2-3) General stream habitat quality was displayed in the
wnitial Analysis of Management Situation (AM's) package. More detalled
information concerning specific stream segments and associated indicator
speCies can be obtained from the Forest Fisheries Brologist. Likewise, percent
fine sediment levels are available through the Fisheries Birologist for only a
Ixmted nunber of watersheds on the Forest.

Since there are program limitations on identifying all project locations and
schedules in a geheral planning package, more emphasis was placed on
strengthening the Standards and Guidelines section of the plan for application
cn future site-specific projects. Tt is not the intent of the Plan to last
sate specific data, such as percent fine sediment, 0. to descrabe techmical
methodologies. The DEIS is as specafic as the available data and analysis
capabilities allow 1t to be. More specific information will be included in
subsequent environmental analysis and project plans.
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Jack C Griswold
October 29, 1985
Page 3

¢ prohibit or mitigate activities that witl, or have the potential to,
tncrease sediment in spawning gravels 2 percent over existing
levels or to a maximum of 30 percent

This is an important standard since it reiates directly to tnterpretation of
State water Quality Standards with respect to preventlon of serious tnjury
to a beneficial use The rationale for developing the specific percentages
tn the standard and and the way that it will be used shouid be fully
explamed 1n the Plan as discussed below

The R1-R4 " Guide for Predicting Salmonid Responses To Sediment Yields
In |daho Batholith Watersheds™ shows curves for Percent Fry Emergence
versus Percent Fine Sediment Inspection of these curves indicates the
threshold level for steelhead trout occurs at approximately 20 percent
fines At 30 percent fines the curve shows a drastic reduction in fry
emergence The curve for chinock salmon 15 less distinct, but also shows
a threshold at 20 to 25 percent fines If the Forest has collected data
which modifies these curves it should be discussed and referenced
Without an explanation, selecting the 30 percent level appears to be
arbitrary and without basis

From the brief narrative standard it 1s not clear what 15 meant by existing
level and how the 2 percent hmit will be used Does existing level refer
to the baseline at the time of the Plan (1e, 1985), or to the existing level,
before an activity Is evaluated? It appears that the standard would allow
streams that are now below the 30 percent level to rise to 30 percent
fines as each activity is evaluated This should not be the intent, and
shoeuld be clarified th the final Pian

Special regard for interpretation of this standard should be given to
anadromous fishery streams The goal and intent of the Forest should be
to assist efferts at restoration and enhancement of this tmportant
resource, rather than to allow further degradation down to some limit

(Page 3, paragraph 1, through Page 4, paragraph 2) The 30% fine sediment level
15 an upper limit, with the real constraints being the 2% limit on increase
over existing. Fry emergence 1s based on sediment levels in the redds and not
1n the stream in general. Unpublished research has shown that redd bualding by
steelhead and salmon is quate effective in cleaning fines from qravel. A redd
created in a stream wath 30% fines could easily have less than 25% fines and
provide adequate fry emergence.
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Jack C Griswold
Qctober 29, 1985
Page 4

There should also be an ndication in the Plan to revise the standard as
warranted by better information As more research 15 completed on this
subject and better monitoring tools are devised a different standard may
be appropriate

To summarize, we find the approach to defining the standard is reasonable,
however, we have some concern over the specific numerical standard and
feel It needs to be better justified and documented in the final Plan

0 WATER SUPPLY

The risk of impacting domestic water supplies from Forest management
activities has not been addressed n the draft Forest Plan  Although the
number of systems which depend on surface water from the Challts
National Forest may be small, this issue should be addressed

Sediment 15 the primary pollutant of concern associated with Forest
management activities Excess sediment in raw water decreases the
effectiveness of treatment which may result in an unnecessary economic
burden on the commumity and increased risk to public health Increased
emphasis has been placed on achievment and enforcement of minimum
standards for public water supply systems in idaho due to the federal Safe
Drinking Water Act

The final Forest Plan should list public water supply watersheds on the
Forest and identify management goals and standards which are in
compliance with the Idaho Regulations for Public Drinking Water Systems
(1985) We will be happy to work with you in identifying these public
water supplies prior to drafting the final Plan

MINING

Management direction for minerals 1s listed n each Management area in
addition to addressing specific areas we believe there is a need to address

{Page 4, paragraph 3-5) Only one public supply watershed exists on the Challis
National Forest. During a four year mon:toring period, water data collected in
the Garden Creek municipal watershed showed excellent water cuality. Water
quality momitoring will resume in the near future because management direction
has changed. We will need to coordinate with your office to review the
ranagement goals and standards for Garden Creek Management (Unit 13). Also, a
storage reservoir was breached recently which may affect the sediment load of
the stream by reducing sediument retention. The reservoir had acted as a
catchment basin for delivered sediment from unstable areas located upstream.

Other public water supply systems consist of small spring developments and
hand-pump wells which supply drinking water to campgrounds and guard stations
onh the Forest. All drinking water systems cpen to the public are in compliance
with the Idahe Requlations for Public Drinking Water Systems, including the
required periodic bacteriological and chemical evaluations.
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Jack C Griswoid
Octeber 29, 1985
Page S

the overall impacts of mining in the final Forest Plan and describe the
procedure which the Forest uses to protect water quality  We are
concerned that the present procedure is fragmented and dees not address
the cumulative impacts of mining in a watershed This should include a
complete fnventory of abandoned and active mines which pose an
environmental {mpact and a list of needs for reclamation

[IONITORING

Monitertng and evaluation are briefly summarized in Chapter V of the draft
Plan The brief treatment of water quality monitoring in the table
indicates that 1ittle detait on this Important aspect of the Plan has been
put together

The table refers to an approved Forest Water Quaiity Monitering Flan Is
this document available for review as part of the Plan? If so, we would

like to review the document and provide input.

The monitoring plan should be approved as part of the Forest Plan The
monitering system should provide data with sufficient precision and
accuracy to aliow the manager and the public to determine if the Forest
standards as well as State Water Quality Standards are being met
throughout the 1fe of the Forest Plan

Existing and past National Forest monitoring that we are familiar with has
been incomplete tn documenting if Forest management activities are
impacting or protecting water quality This has been documented in als
Forest Service report for the Northern Region, Summary Report-waterghed
Policy and Program Review, January 1984 We believe that this evaluation

apples equally to the Intermountain Region  This report contains
recommendations which should be considered in developing a menitoring
plan

The Forest planning process provides an excellent opportunity to critically
examine the Forest's water quality monftoring program and associated

(Page 5, paragraph 1} The Forestwide direction applies to all areas, Direction
in ndividoal menagerent areas 15 additional direction specafic to that
management area, Additional information about mines on the Forest 1s available
at Challis Rational Forest offices.

{Page 5, paragraph 2) We believe that the monitoring program is
the activity occurring on the Forest. g prog adequate for

(Page 5, paragraph 3-4) The referenced Forest Water Quality Momitoring Plan is
00 lengthy to be included an the Forest Plan, but will be available for review
by your office when it 1g vpdated this spring. We agree that the momitoring
system should provide accurate data to determine the effectiveness of watershed
protection measures. Your wnput into this process would be appreciated,
particularly regarding your ideas on qualaty control.

(Page 5, paragraph 5) The existing momtoring plan was prepared wath the
direction of the "R4-Technical Guide for preparing Water Quality Plans®. If
you are not famaliar with this document, a copy is available through our office
for your review.




65T1-1IA

Page 6

budget Monitoring needs to be considered an integral part of the
management program and funded accordingly The monitoring plan should
address the water quality impacts from mtining, timber harvest, and
grazing, and nclude evaluation of impacts on fisheries habitat and
domestic water supply

The sentence on Page V-4 in the draft Plan regarding preciston confuses
the meaning of prectsion and accuracy  Precision and accuracy are
separate descriptors of data quality [t is important that the Forest
describe the data-quality of environmental measures that will be sampled,
including specific procedures which wiil be used to measure precision and
accuracy It is this type of ambiguity which causes the public to doubt
that standards and quidelines will be met during 1mpiemention of the Plan
A well planned and funded monitoring program will help alleviate these
problems

AIR QUALITY

The draft Plan and E)S meet the requirements of the RBules and Requlations
for_the Control of Air Pollution in idaho (March 12, tS9B5) and the idaho
State Implementation Plan However, we recommend that the final Plan
address the following additiona) air quality 1ssues

T The air quality impacts from prescribed purning activities resuiting
trom unplanned ignitions should be discussed

2 Toreflect current Afr Quality Bureau regulations, the Plan/E1S should
state that the Forest will coordinate with the Ar Quality Bureau on the
development of a "Smoke Managernent Plan for Prescribed Burning in
Idaho™ and will abide by the Plan when it is implemented

3 The protection of air quality values, including visimlity, n Class |
areas should be addressed

We appreciate the opportunity to review the proposed Forest Plan and
draft EIS Our intention is to provide constructive comments which will
assist you in developing the final Plan In finalizing the Plan, please
contact Steve Bauer, 334-4230, regarcing the 1ssues identified above
which will require coordination between our agencies

Sincerely, %
| et
"

Lee W Stokes, Ph D
Administrator

(page 6, paragraph 1) We believe that the Forest Water Qual:ty momtaoring plan
does address potential water quality impacts from management activities such as
muning, timber, range, and recreation. Macroinvertebrate analysas has been
ancorporated into the water guality monitoring program since 1978 and has
proven to be a valuable tool in evaluating ampacts to water quality.

(Page 6, paragraph 2) Comment noted.

(Page 6, paragraph 3) Preplanned areas will be allowed to burn only when
specific prescriptron conditions are met. These conditiong will vary by area,
When a fire 1s discovered, an evaluation will be made to determine 1f the
prescribed conditions exist. If prescribed conditions do not exast,
suppressicn action will be taken. Impact on air quality 1s one of tha
prescription conditions that will be evaluated.

The Forest 1s receptive to coordinating with the Avr Quality Bureau
on the
development of a "Smoke Management Plan for Prescribed Burn{ng in Idaho". Once

the plan 15 agreed upon by both parties and 1s mplemented
of the Forest management policy. TP, r 1t w1ll become part

A management objective has been added to address the prot
values in the Plan. protection of air qualaty
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IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
600 South Walnut » Box 25
Boise » Jdaho » 83707

October 11, 1983

Mr. Jeck Griswold
Supervlsor
Chaliis Hetional Forest

Box 247
Challls, ID 83226

Ra: Draf+ Forest Plan and DELS

Dewr Jack.

We appreciate the opportunity to review these important documents and
provide our input on behaif of the flsh and w1ldl Ife resources.

ble
CNF 15 4o be commended for producing ® generally roadsble,
understandabie document. You dId an excaellent Job of Identifying
issues. Your emphasls on the Important flsh and wildlite rescurces on

CNF Is commendable.

We do have some concerns regardlng data used, [nterpretetions and
Implementation. IDFG's specitic comments are anciosed. Pie?sa
serlously consider our suggestions. | belleve our suggestlons will
jmprove your documents end beneflt flsh and wildlIfe wlthout any
adverse effects on other forest usefrs.

Thank you for thls eppertunity for Input into the management declslons
on CNF.

Sincarely,

JMC:CNH:t v

Enciosure

- - - TP B LA TR LAY

|NTRODUCT ION

Our comments on the Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan (RMP)
and the Draft Envlronmental Impact Statement (DEIS) are divided [nto
four sectlons, Under General Comments and Major Concerns, Idaho
Department of Fish and Game (IDFG or we) elaborates on areas which we
beileve must be more adequately addressed by +he Challls Natfonal
Forast {CNF or youw) In the flinal documents. In the next sectlon we
provide speciflc comments, by page number, for the Summary, DEIS,
Appendicas, and RMP, respectively, Third, we !ist socme errors we
found. Finally, we reemphaslze some polnts and conclude with some
recommendatlons that we belleve can be implemented with substanttal
benefits to fish and wildlife and the assoclated recreation without any
detrimental Impact on other resources.

in generai, we think CNF dld an excellent Job of ldentifylng the major
Issues and putting together a RMP and DEIS that addressed those
Issuos. Please take our comments as belng constructive In nature and
be assured that we appreclate this opportunity, and prevlious ones as
well, %o provide Input inte your planning process. We believe the
close working relationship between IDFG and CNF personnel In the past
Is a major reason why we can generalliy support the RMP, wlth some
modiflcations.

Your presentatton s generally clear and understandable. In
particular, we appreclated the fact that you Included a substantlal
sectlon on standards and guidellnes, a detalied schedule of actlvitles
and monltoring requlrements. incliuslon of graphs, summary tables and
an lndex was a signlflcant ald to our reviewers. The "summary" was
very useful %o anclliary revlewers and for quick reference to sallent
polnts.

IDFG reviewed the Summary, DEIS, Appendlces and RMP In that order; but
wa concentrated on the RMP, Our "Speciflc Comments" are presented [n
this same order below. Gaenerally, we trlied to avold duplication In our
comments by mantloning a polnt the flrst time we encountered, or
noticed, 1§t and not repeating that polnt when subsequently
encountered, The exception o this [s the Summary which we read first
primarlly for Informatlon., This means that many of our Speclflc
Comments on the DEIS also apply to the approprlate sectlion of the
Appendlces and/or RMP where there Is repstition between documents. We
did not ¢ross-reference these comments.

IDFG recognizes the complexity of the task Involved In developing these
documents and understands that they must be relatively genaral In
nature. We hope CNF recognlzes that [IDFG 1s, therefors, unable to
respond In detall regarding habltat conditfons and proposed treatments
or uses which Influance these habitats. Thys, IDFG must reserve most
of our comments on speciflc Impacts on fish and wild)Ife wntli spaclfic
proposals, In the form of project EAs, are developed by CNF.
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We also request a mesting with CNF staff prlor to your developing the
final EIS and Plan. Such a meeti~g would allow our two agen¢les to
explore and answer, In detall, the concerns we have expressed below as
wel|l as CNF's response to those concerns. We may have mlsunderstood
some things you propose. Or, we may have missed catching some
important point. The slze and complexity of the DEIS and RMP make It
Impossible for our revlewers to have "captured™ everything. For
example, the Index Indlcates that range [s mentlionad on 76 pages, roads
on 43 pages, riparian areas on 28 pages, and wildlife and fish on over
100 pages.

GENERAL COMMENTS AND MAJOR CONCERNS

The goals and dlrectlon outlined In the RMP, as they apply to wlldllte
and flsheries, are good. Your recognition of the Impacts that roading,
sadIment and riparlan management can have on wlldélife and fisherfes is
oncouraging and we commend CNF for incorporating those concerns. In
particular, the goal of meeting state water quality standards Is
excel lent,

I+ CNF can tndesd meet the goals and obJectives outlined for these
resources, a slgniflicant benefit to fisherles and wildllfe will occur.
We are concerned, however, that the goals may not be realistic because
of budget prospects and other concerns we express below.

Lack of Speclflcs

Evaluation of CNF's proposals in the RMP was, at best, very dlfflcult
because of a lack of speclflcs. Rather than belaber the point, we
mentlon only a few sallent examples.

First, management areas are very large. How the prescriptions and/or
proposed acticns lle on these large areas Is basically Impossible to
determine because they are not mapped. {One exceptlon Is your
Wilderness proposall.

Second, you reference development and/or use of BMPs In several
places. No specifics are provided beyond this general reference.

Third, the range management porflons of the DEIS and RMP ara most
notable for what they do not say. There |s no breskdown of the present
condltion of the range resources on CNF and no dlrection on how AUMs
will be distributed between domestlc |lvestock and wildllfe. Without
the missing Informatlon, we can learn !ittle of how CNF Infends to
allocate the range resource and the condition of the range.  The
directlon s to Increase AUMs of Ilvestock use as Informatton indlcates
ranges Improve. What part of the Increase In AUMs will go to wildllfe
and what part to |ivestock? There are no 5&4Gs for {lvestock use on key
wildli1fe winter ranges. There s no map showlng sultabie and
unsultable ranges.

& Fourth, deta are notlceably absent +hroughout the documents.

_2_

{Page 2, paragraph 3) See response to page 3, paragraph 2-4 of your letter,

{Page 2, patagraph 4) The DEIS 1s as specific as the data we have allows it to
be. The more specific information will be 1in the project work plans.

(Page 2, paragraph 5} Management Prescriptions apply to management areas which
are large in size, The exact location of proposed acticns or activities in a
management area have not been mapped.

(Page 2, paragraph 6) Best Management Practices are being developed.

{Page 2, paragraph 7} We do nct have current range conditions for all
allotments. Plan IT-20 summarizes ocur present range condition informatioh. We
provide for wildlife habitat and forage needs on an allotment by allctment
basis. The alletment interdisciplinary team determines specific cbjectives to
meet so1l and waker, vegetation, wildlife and other resource needs based on
range and other information available. See also Range & Wildlife 5&G's and
objectives. A maxymum of 50% utilization of grasses will be allowed on key elk
winter ranges, until specific use rates are developed 1n allotment management
plans. Range analysas suitabilaty maps (2"/milej were completed for all
livestock allotments. At the time of the survey the majority of allotments (if
not all) were under season long grazang and only reflects the surtability under
that system of grazing.

{Page 2, paragraph 8) Summaries of existing land inwentory information are
wncluded in the documents. More detailed information, such as the analysis of
the management satwation, 15 incorporated by reference.
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Last, many of our "Spacific Comments" relate dlrectly to the lack of
speclflcs In the DEIS ana RMP.

Budgets vs. Goals

Some of +the antlcipated beneflts to flsherles and wlldlife are
attributed +o habitat Improvement projects which wlll require an
Increase 1n funding. In addltlon, malntalning flsh and wlildlife
habitats [s partially dependent on mitigative measures and road
malntenance and closuras which cost monay.

Because you recelve line-ltem budgeYs, you could have funds to
Implement the timber or rcad constructlon or range program but not the
flsh and wlldllfe programs, CNF clearly recognizes this possiblllty
when you state that ", ., .dIfferences between the approprlated funds
and the planned costs of achleving the Forest Flan. . .may adjust the
fmplemantation schedule.? (11-140, DEIS),

IDFG belleves CNF wlll have substantial difflculty obtalning the budget
necessary Yo carry out the RMP. You clearly recognize that budgets
could significantly alter your Implementation schedule and your ablllty
to meet goals and objectives (V=16, RMP}, The budgeting precess could
essentlally kill your most well-Infenticned efforts to coordinate
resource management and to reduce the impacts of other programs on flsh
and wltdlTfa. Thereforo, we belleva a "warfkatlon® criterla should be
added for budgets on page V-6 (RMP} IDF5 recommends 15 percent, by
| Ine Item, In any 2 years.

Seml=Prlmitive Prescrlption

This prescription provldes many of the beneflts of wllidarness (securlty
areas, resarvolr populatlons, roadless hunting and fl1shing opportunlty)
without some of the detrliments (restricting habltat [mprovements). We
belleve your "Goal 7- Undeveloped Emphasls™ (B-24, DEIS) Is such a
prescriptlon. Howevar, It was very difflcult %o determine how this
prescrlptlon, or any other, wii! be appliled on the ground. 10FG
belleves that much of the unroaded portign of CNF showld remakn
unroaded but not be classifled as Wilderness. We urge you to add
shading to the Preferred Alternative Map to designate which areas will
ramaln roadless. We also request that you meet with our Salmon Offlce
personnel to ldentlfy areas which should be managed under thls
prescription because of thelr t1sh and wildlife values.

Roads and Road Management

Roads and the management of them are an Important factor on CNF. Roads
are a concern to IDFG because of the Increase In standards
traconstructlon) projected and betause of entrles Into areas that are
currently roadless.

Our four maln concerns regarding roads and road management on CNF are

(1) sediment productlon as If relates to fish habitat, (2} loss of
security for T3E species, (3) decressed elk, and to a laesser extent

-3

(Page 3, pararagraphs. 2-4) We realize that budget levels will probably vary
from year to year. A general discussion of the budgeting process and Plan
mmplementation 15 contained on page IT-141 of the Draft Envirormental Impact
Statement and page V=1 of the Proposed Land and Rescurce Management Plan. BAs
explained there, 1f differences occur between the planned costs and the
appropriated funds the Forest Supervisor may adjust the implementation
schedule. These adjustments in the schedule will impact the intensity or
degree of wanagement activities rather than the acres to be managed. The areas
scheduled to produce goods and gervices will not change but the timing and
quantaty of the production may be adjusted. These adjustments are considered
to ba wathin the scope of the Plan and would not require preparation of a new
EIS.

In many cases, the level of a planned activity could change without affecting
outputs from the Forest. One exanple would be road or trail maintenance that
could vary without affecting the number of recreation visitor days, although
the ease of travel might be affected. Depending both on funding levels and
purchaser nterest, the rate at which scheduled timber sales are advertised
could be increased or decreased.

By adjusting intensaty of management and rate at which some activities oceur,
most outputs would meet the projected averages for this 10-15 year plan.

{Page 3, paragraph 5) The Coordinated Allocation Choice "Undeveloped
Emphasis®, (Goal 7) will be applied to portions of Management Areas 14 and 20.
The term, General Management Prescriptions, has been changed, They are
Coordinated Allocation Choices that were used in FORPLAN to develop
Alternatives. Most of every unroaded and undeveloped area wall remain as 1t as.
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deer, habitat effectlveness, and (4) loss of security areas ([.,e.,
Increased vulnerabllity) for big game which could cause population
deciines and will reduce WFUDs that can be provided.

IDFG 15 concerned about the Impa.ts of roads en future blg geme hunting
opportunity in CNF. Less secure habltats provide less hunfing
opportunlty per anlimal. Roads are a major factor of habitat security.
IDFG has rapeatedly found !t necessary Yo resirlct hunting opportunity
as vulnerabll{ty [s lIncreased by added road access. Security Is a
critical factor 1n determining habitat effectivensss and the kinds and
amounts of consumptive recreation that the herds can provide.

Because of this concern, we request that CNF  implement a more
aggressive road management program to ensure that improved access does
not detrimentally impact fish and wlldliife. Also, we recommend that
CNF and 10FS enter Into a cooperative access management program on
CNF. Such a cooperatlve program should be based upon:

1, Designing roads for single-purposs use unless a noed for other
uses |s clearly shown. Such roads would never be open for
general use. Thls prescrlption would bo especially appiicable
to areas belng entered for the flrst time.

2, Ares closures if #1 1s not possible. Such closures should be
year~round and “permaneni".

3. Seascnal closures [f #2 Is not possible. Such closures should
be designed to reduce sediment and provide securlty durlng
critical tlmes f{calving, hunting season, when roadbeds are
soft, ete.t.

4, A strong education program to explaln that closures make It
possible to reduce resource damaga and achieve multlple
outputs.

5. A clear willingness to enforce viclations of closures.

IDFG belleves the goal of access management should be "No Increase In
the dens(fy of open roads on CNF,

Economic ¥alues

it is essential that all economic values {11=-19, DEIS) used by CNF be
equltable. If equltabllity Is not achieved, declsions on resocurce
tradeoffs wlll be blased bhecause FNV [s a decislon criterlon. {DFG
belleves that the values you have applied to flsh and wildlife
resources are low, whlle thosa appllied to tlimber and range are high,
for several reasons.

First, we ara very pleased that you used a non-game economic value.
However, as explained below for game specles, thls value Is low,

Second, the base value of $4/RVD you use 1s about half of the $8/RVD
clted by Loomls and Sorg.

RESPONSE

{Page 4, paragraphs 1-2) We feel that we will be able to maintain a
nonmotorazed opportunity and protect wildlife and fish habitat and bag game
security through Standards and Guidelines for tamber, ORV's and road
management. Also, see Object 6 under facilities.

{Page 4, paragragh 3) 1) Some roads are binlt for a single purpose use and not
cpen to the public. Some examples are some mining roads, some timber roads,
and some special use roads. The determination of what a road 1s to be used
for, 1s the result of a project envirommental analysis.

2) See Plan, IV=27, c.4.

3} See Plan, IV-27, c.4.

4) See Plan, IV-27, c.6.

5) Stronger Standards and Guidelines have been included in the Plan which are
:l.ntendedi to provide better enforcement of road closures and of road-use
viclations,

This goal woild be inconsistent with other management goals for the preferred
alternative.

(Page 4, paragraph 8) See response page 4, paragraph 1-2 of your letter. PNV
was not a decision criteria.

(Page 4, paragraph 9} Comment noted.
{Page 4, paragraph 10) See response page 5, paragraph 1-2 of your letter.
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Third, you use a value for fuelwood that [s about twlce the cost of a
permlt but $14.06/AUM when you get less than $1.40/AUM (factor of 10).

Fourth, 1DFG urges that CNF yse the economlc values establlshed by the
recently completed I[daho study. These values are $50/WFUD for deer
hunting, $60/WFUD for elk hunting, $85/WFUD for small game and $64/WFUD
for fishing. Detalis are avallable from Lou Nelsen [n our Bolse offlce
at 334-2920,

Fifth, the stumpage values you use may be Inapproprlate In Light of the
substantlal decreese In prices recently. This decrease Is probably due
In part fo the changes made In the mortgage loan Industry in
1981-~changes that are "permanent",

Sixth, relylng on PNY estimates as a decislon crlterla may not be
rellable as you recognize (B-42, DEIS).

Seventh, assumlng non-elastlc prices (B-30, ODEIS) could introduce
relative blases because commod!ty outputs tend +o demonstrate price
etasticlty to a greater extent than do Mamenlty" resources.

IDFG belleves that FORPLAN outputs would be different and emphas|ze
flsh and witdlIfe more If these problems with the economlic analysls yau
used were corrected. Also, the Importance of the contributfon of
racreatlon, flsh and wildllte to PNY would be even more dramatfc than
your reference in the second paragraph of page [1-9, DEIS, or than Is
shown by Table 11=-6 {11-91, DEIS). You recognize serlous probiems with
your economic analysls (e.g. B-42 and 43) but 1t Is stitl an Important
declslon criterlon and, In spite of the problems, should be done as
correctly as possible.

FORPLAN

We have already expressed some concorn about the economic values uwsed
in FORPLAN. IDFG has other concerns about the appropr lateness of the
model .

You placed a large number of constralnts on FORPLAN. But, apparently
the only constralnts which varled among alternatlves were those for
Wilderness, tlmber and budget (B-123, DEIS). Thls could have made It
Impossible to arrlve at an optimum solutfon or realistic benchmark,
(We alse note that no benchmark was run for maximum £ish and
wilidlIfel. Thus, It Is possible +hat the final solutlons would not
vary much among alternatives. if so, the constralnts applled rather
than the objJectives stated for that alternative could be what
determined the flnal "solutlon®.

On balance, I|DFG would not be surprised to find that +he FORPLAN
outputs bear Ilftle resemblance to reality. This concern Is the
primary reascn we dld not dwell on projected outputs as much as on
standards, prescriptions, goals, schedules, etc. of the RMP and DEIS.

(Page 5, paragraph 1) The economic data uzed in the Plan 1s based on the value
of the use and not the amount collected or returned to the Treasury. There are
uses like wildlife or wilderness where hich values were used, but no money is
returned to the Treasury.

(Page 5, paragraph 2} At the time of our FORPLAN rans, these new values had
not been formalized. Therefore, RPA values were used.

{Page 5, paragraph 3) The Challis Nataonal Forest utilized the information
avajlable on Forest to determine stumpage values. During the alternative
evaluation process, the Forest did take this problem (the value of timber now
and in the future compared to what it historically had been) into account.
Within the first decade, PORPLAN suggests economical timber harvesting could
occur above the 3 MMBF/year level yat tamber harvest schedules were held at the
current level within our preferred alternative. We feel there presently 1s a
halance, which the taimber industry demand reflects, as low level harvest
occuring from the Challis Rational Forest. This supports a small local demand
and vartually no regional demand. Until demand for timber products from this
Forest ancrease, it 15 doubtful increases in timber sale scheduling will
occur. This will continue to be reevaluated every ten years.

(Page 5, paragraph 4) PNV was not used as a decision criteria.

(Page 5, paragraph 5) The Challis National Forest used prices and values
avallable at the time we developed our alternatives and these may not reflect
today's prices or trends.,

{Page 5, paragraph 6) See responses above.

(Page 5, paragraphs 8~9) The constraints listed on pages B-123 and 124 relate
only to alternatives. Pages B-59 thru 81 discuss benchmark constraints, We
believe the FORPLAN alternative and benchmark solutions provided valuable input
during the alternative development and evaluation process. We fully understand
that FORELAN 1s not a perfect resource allocation model, if there is such a
thang, and that portions of our model are probably flawed. Nevertheless it was
used to assist uUS 1R our process to compare a varlety of management

strategies. It did not provide the Forest's final solution 1n whole.
Constraints applied to each FORPLAN run were important in determining the run
solution as was the cbjectave.
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¥Wlliderness Recommendatlons

On May 18, 1984, the Idaho Flsh and Game Commlsslon passed a motion
detailling thelr support for wilderness areas In lIdaho. A letfer from
the IDFG Dlrector to +the CNF Supervisor, dated November 21, 1984,
reaffirms thls position cencerning these critical flsh andfor wlidllfe
habitats.

The criterion used by the Commission in choosing areas to recommend for
wlldarness classiflcatlon was conservative. They reccmmended only
those areas where wllderness was deemed the only way to meet IDFG
management objectives for the anlmals occupying these critical areas.

The Cemmlsslion's recommendation included roadless areas 06-012 (Borah
Peak), 06~915 (Hanson Lakes}! and 06-921 (Ploneer Mountalas). I+ Is not
ossential that these areas recelve offlcial Wilderness classltication,
only *that they remaln In a roadless condition. Therefcre, we have
avaluated the alternatives on the basfs of whether you propose
development In these areas. On this basts, IBFG can support
Alternative 11 with the modiflcations suggested here We would prefer
that 06-915 be recommended for Wllderness but no development is
minlmal ly acceptable. We recommend that +the Borah Peak proposal be
Increased to Inciyde all of the currently undeveloped area {In
particular, we do not understand your rationale for excluding the small
strip along the scuthwest boundary nor the areas on the northeast
corner.) ALl of 06-921 between Star Hope Creek and Wildhorse Creek
should be Wilderness.

Standards and Guidellnes

IDFG was very pleased that CNF Included a detailed sectlon on standards
and guldelines (58G)., These 5&Gs, along wlth the monitoring program
outllned, are generaltly good. However, we were disappointed that many
wore badly weakened by the use of qualiflers (essenflally, where
possible, etc.}. We strongly urge CNF to edlt such qualiflers out of
the finzl decuments.

Many of the S54Gs refer to Improving or malntafning wlidlife habitats
but don't Indicate where or how this will be accompl!shed--they sound
good but no reat direction or commltment Is made. We found the
recreatlon, timber and range guldellines to be speciflc and quantified,
this was not frue for wildllife. ({An example from IV-181, RMP, wll|
suffice to Illustrate the polnt. You say "Allow for flsh habltat
improvement" when, to be consistent with the recreation directions
above, you should say "Improve fish habltat ™) We do not feel this Is
because of a lack of quantliflable S&Gs for wildllte, many are avallable
for sage grouse and alk, for example.

We noted many slignificant differences In S§Gs beitween adjolning
natlonal forests relating to rlparlan management. It seems apparent
that Reglonal and Inter-Reglonal guldelines need to be established
within the Forest Service for riparfan management. It makes |ittle

{Page 6, paragraphs 1-2) Comments noted.

{Page 6, paragraph 3) Roadless Area — 06-915 ~ The only planned project 1s 32
acres of wildiife habitat improvement.

Roadless Area — 06-012 - Some additicns have been made (see map). The south
west boundary was put above the water diversion strucktures, transmission pipes
and ditches and access rcutes to these areas which are needed for maintenance.
It also excludes the area easily traversed by off road vehicles which makes the
boundary easier to adminaster.,

Roadless Area — 06-021 - Some additions have been made in these areas (see

map) .

(Page 6, paragraph 4) The qualifiers have been eliminated.

(Page 6, paragraph 5) Several Standards and Guidelines have been clarified and
strengthened.

{Page 6, paragraph 6) We have added Management Direction to the Plan to
provade for development of more specific Riparian Habitat Standards and
Guidelines which will be coordinated waith adjacent Forests.
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sense to us to have dlfferent goals for stream bank stablllty (for
example) In the same dralnage Just because +wo dlfferent natlonal
forests are involved.

Stream and Riparian Classltication

IDFG belleves CNF should adopt a stresm and rlparian classiflcatlzn
system to protect the important fish and wildlIfe resources assoclated
with these systems. Certaln streams are more impertant then others and
should be treated accordingly. Wlthout a classiflcation system, [t Is
lmpossible for IDFG fo really understand how well your RMP will meet
the needs of these systems. Also, [t Is Impossible for CNF or IDFG fo
detarmine (f "serious Injury? will occur withowt a clessificaiion
system. Thus, your statement ‘that "Water quallty would meet State
standards under all alternatlves.” {11-135, DEIS) cannct be evaluated
and/or supported.

IDFG Tn cocperation wlth USFS and others 1s currently classlfylng all
streams In ldaho under a2 BPA contract. This effort will be compieted
In late 1985. We hope you wlll endorse and use the results of this
cooperative effort ta gulde CNF*s menagement In the future,

Regonarating Forests

IDFG has some serlous questlons regarding the prospects of CNF belng
able to get adequate regeneratlon, especially of Douglas-fir, on much
of CNF, but especially In the drler sites. (DFG personnel are famiilar
with several examples of past fallures. We request that CNF proceed
very cautlously.

Fire Managoment

Flres, both natural and man-caused, piay an Important role in the
ecosystems on CNF, Pollcles and phllosophles of CNF regarding flre
suppression and rehabllltation will have a major effect upon the fufure
condltion of CNF. IDFG belteves CNF should explain, In more detall,
how they plan to manage wildflres and esceped controlled burns. We
request that wildlife seeding mixes be I[ncluded when rehablilitating
such flres. IDFG also requests acreages burned by unplanned fires be
daducted from acreages of similar habl¥at subsequently scheduled for
coentrol led burns or other treatments. Thls phllosophy of substitution
Is espacially impartant In sagebrush habltats.

Best Management Practices (BMP)

You mentlon BMPs In several places.

IDFG cautlons that use of BMPs in no way guarantses that RMP goais or
state water quallty standards w11l be met. We are wil)ing to work with
CNF to develop & stream classlfication system which will interface with
the proposed Serlous Injury Guldelines of ldaho Department of Health
and Wel fare.

(Page 7, paragraph 1-2) Forest Service has a stream classification system for
fisheries called the GMMS (General Aquatic Wildlife System) program. Raparian
classification for central Idaho is currently evolving through several studies,
Lhe most wvportant of which was done by Muttz and Quiroz on the Scuth Fork of
the Salmon River. Also the study by Tuey and Jenson in the Stanley Basin area
15 helping to refine our methodologies. The Challis Hational Forest 1s in the
initial stages of conducting Forest-wide Soil and Water Resource Inventories.
Incorporated within these processes will be a riparian area classification
scheme. Currently, the Fish and Wildlife Service methodology of riparian
class:ification 15 being considered. The Forest would appreciate working with
IDF&G to develop an acceptable methodology.

{Page 7, paragraph 3} Comment noted.

(Page 7, paragraph 4) The primary cbjective in rehabilitating wildfires is to
protect watersheds from unnatural soil erosion. A statement has been added to
fire management standards and guides which states, "Ensure waldlife seed mixes
are considered when rehabjl:tating wildfire®.

2) ¥atural fire occurrences are consadered in meeting our chbjectives.

{Page 7, paragraph 5) The Forest streams presently meet state water quality
standards. Our Management Standards and Guidelines and Best Management
Practices should ensure that we will continue to meet state standards as well
as meeting our water cuality goals.
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The Hinth Circ¢ult Court of Appeals, 1n MNorthwast Indlan Cematery
ProtectlIva Assoclatlon wvs. Peterson (CA No. 83-2225), found that

"Adherence fo the BMPs does not automatically assure compllance {(with
water quallty standards}." We belleve that CNF should examlre this
declslon In detall to ensura that thelr intenued use of, rellance on,
and reference to BMPs 1s In keeping with this declislon.

We also urge you to make sure your RMP and DEiIS address mitlgative
measures adequately to comply with sald declsfon. They ruled that the
EIS ", ., .must analyze the mitlgative measures In detall. . ' and must
explaln *, . .how effective the measures would be "

L1kewlss, have you adequately addressed cumulative Impacts? They ruled
that the Blua Creek EIS dldn't adequately address cumulatlve effects
because ". . .the effects were Judged as "average" Increases In
sedIment over a perlod of years.™ |If we Interpret your RMP correctly,
CNF also places conslderable emphasis on averaging.

Finally, does your sedlment medel, or other [mpact estimates, consider
the Impacts of catastrophic fallures or events? The court found that
", . .risks must be revealed If they appeer substantial. . .(and}
fallure to disclose such risks In the EiSs renders them inadequate.”

Sales Below Cost

IDFG 1s indirectly concerned about this general subJect because such
sales are often on poorer timber sites (slower recovery, less baneflt
to wlldilfe from overstory removal, etc.), In steeper areas (more
chance for eroslon and mass failure), In current roadless areas
(tmproved access, loss of security areas), stc.

However, |DFG belleves that CNF should carefully examine thls Issue In
l1ght of the recent decislon by Deputy Asslstant Secretary MacCleery
which orders a rewrlte of management plans for the S%an Juan, Grand
Mesa=Uncompabgre and Gunnison Matlomal Forests because ". . .the plans
provide lnadequate economi¢ Justification for selllng fimber at deficit
prices." Does the CNF DEIS and RMP comply with thls declslon?

Categorical Excluslons

IDFG urges CNF to make auster use of categorical exclusions rather than
the rather ITberal use you appear fo propose on page V-1, RMP. We
helleve the |iberal use you have allowed for [s [napproprlate because
{1} of possible cumulative effects, (2) of a lack of goed Inventory and
other data for some resources, (3) the DEIS and RMP provide primarlly
genoral and/or philosophical guldance rather than speclflcs, (4) you do
not adequately cover exlstlng condition and trend of rangelands, and
{5} It 1s very difficult to tell how the proposals 1n the RMP wlill "lle
on the ground" since so few speclflcs are Included.

RESPONSE

(Page 8, paragraph 1)} See previous response.

(Page B, paragraph 2) M:itagation measures identified in the Plan will be
monitored to insure that they are meeting their intent. The Plan provides
management direction, standards and quidelines for establishing mitigatioh.
The details for site specific activities will be evaluated in envirommental
analysis and included in project plans.

(Page 8, paragraph 3) The plan is broad in scope. Details are addressed at
the project level.

{Page 8, paragraph 4) This 15 outlined in the scope of the Plan.

{Page 8, paragraph 5) We must manage habitat today for chjectives that may not
be yeached for 50-100 years. Our management directaicn as to concentrate our
timber management activities on the most productive and economic sites.

(Page 8, paragraph 6) Goal 1 for tamber says that we will provide volume to
5 logal mills or approx, 3.0 MMBF per year. Cost vas not our primary
cgﬁggégrag%gn. If localpgemand drops, wge can reduce the volumes offered for
sale.

(Page 8, paragraph 7) If issues and/or concerns are raised on a project that

are not covered adequately by the Plan, an Environmental Analysis will be made,
and the project modified 1f necessary.
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Range of Qutputs

You state that CNF 1s required, under ". . ,Washington Office
Guldellnes. . ™ {li~3, DEIS} to develop ". . .alternatives that. .
.retiect a broad range of resource outputs, , ." (l1-4), However, the
range of outputs among alternatlves for sowme resources Is deflnlfely
not broad. For example, there is only an 8 percent dlfference between
the high and low outputs for WFUDs. In contrast, Alt. 2 proposes 20
timas the tlmbar harvest of Alt. 7, ¢learly a broad range.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Symmar

9; We suggest you Include the allocated and actuai use AUM numbers In
this dlIscussion.

14. The values glven on the last two lines of thls table are the
actual flgures, not the differences from Alt. 1 as the heading states.

15t Sactlon G should also address the adverse effects of increased use
on wlldllfe securlty, the probabillty that IDFG reguiations wlil have
t¢ become more restrictive to compensate for Increased human activity,
and the Increased chances for confllct among users as use levels
[nerease,

25+ Under 3. Goal 1, shouldn't CNF have obJectlves for tha other 2 T4E
specles?

25: The reference to IDFG plans In the next to fast line should be
changed. We recommend omltting the date. At the least, the dates
should be changed to be current, l.e., 1986~90.

27- The wording of #7. Goal 1 Implles that minerals have top prlority
on CNF rather than belng integrated wlth other uses as per Issue #1
(pg. 18).

Praft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

1§=1: You have a confllct between statements (n the next to last
paragraph. Tha #irst sentence states +that "Non-priced components. .
contrlbute to NPB. , LU, However, sentence #3 states '"These
components do not contribute to NPB, . .M.

1l1-4. Why were YResource benchmarks" developed for only 3 outputs
(timber, grazing, wilderness) but not for others (flsh, wfldilfe,
recreation)?

11-7+  In the last sentence of fg., you have reversed the order of
reference to PVC and PNY from the previous comparisons. Such
Inconslstencles unnecessar(ly compllcate the reviewer's job.

1)-16:  Your W!llderness recommendatlons seem low consldering the high
PNV of this benchmark.

-

(Fage 9, paragraph 1} The range of cutputs of Some resources are not broad
because some outputs were constrained very little by other resources in the
FORPLAN RUNS and some cutputs are beyond our control. 1.e, WFUDS are
controlled by leisure time, income ete, ste.

{Page 9, paragraph 2) We agree. AUM's have been added.

(Page 9, paragraph 3} Correction was made.

{Page 9, paragraph 4) Correction was made.

{Page 9, paragraph 5) The Challis Mational Forest will follow management
gurdelines for the Bald Eagle and Peregrine Falcon developed an the biologacal
assessments (see Appendix G}.

{Page 9, paragraph 6) Correction was made.

(Page 9, paragraph 7} Correction was made.

{Page 9, paragraph 8) Correction was made,

{Page 9, paragraph 5} Ve were not required to. Also, because most MIS
populations are so far below potential habitat capacity, changes in other
resource outputs had little effect on predicted populations. With little
predicted change, benchmarks were not needed,

{Page 9, paragraph 10) Comment noted.

{Page 9, paragraph 11) Comment noted.
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{ {l—lg. iDFG commends CNF for placing 2 valee on non-game resource use
nature study).

| =25 Under the "Range" dlscusslon you should clarlfy how the
Z Increased forage productlon would be attalned to offset the Impacts on
riparlan zones, wllderness and other resource values.

11-28 tn paragraph 2, sentence 2 states that all reconstructlon wili
% be completed by year 30. However, the next sentence npotes “some
reconstructlon” in the last decades.

4 | k=30 IDFG recommends that CNF 1nclude PNY, PYC, and PVB at the and
of this table as you ¢1d for fhe benchmarks ({l=1% thru 17},

5 11-32 In the last paragraph, how can "MIS. . .be maintalned. . "
when ", . (wildlIfe habltat capahillty would decrease. . "1

I ]33, How can WFUDs fncrease significantly over 50 vyears when
wlldlIfe habitat "capabllity" would decreasa (i1~32), as wouid water

& quallty and soll productivity (bottom of 11-33)% Why will coordination
efforts wlth tlmber, rangs and mfnerals not be met? The rationale
should be Included.

li=44. |s there basellne data for ripartan habitat so Improvements, If
they occur, can be quantlffed? There Is no mentlon of iIncluding
riparian improvements or protection 1n new allotment management plans.

F1-62. How can you offer less timber under a "constralned" tudget than
you can under a "reduced" budget (-25 parcent) {see Alt. 6}1

2 [1-62.  You state that range activitles would be the same as AlT. 4 but
the AUM fevels are higher Tn Alt. 4 than In Alt. 7.

10 1178+ WIth an “"unconstralned budget" why can't you alse Intens|fy
wlldlTte habItat management (paragraph #117

11-87-  We think the dlrectlon for the Range program (11-44) should be
more definlte. For example, completion of the 28 AMPs should have a

f} tlmetable not ". . .as tIme permits."™ Also, CNF should clearly
Indlcate what they will do to Improve riparian conditlfon and trend not
Just say It ", . .should slowly Improve. . .M.

11-87-  We note that, affer the flrst ten years, Timbar harvest Is
projected to Increase signiflcantiy through the flfth decade, Road
constructlon/reconsiruction foliows a similar pattern. There Is no
rationale provided for the Increase and potential contilcts with other

{2 resources are {lkely. Given the admitted low quality timber on CNF,
the problems with regenerating Douglas-fir and tha potential far much
higher PNY from wlldllfe/recroation actlvities, we questlon the {ogic
of Increased tlmber harvest under the preferrad aliernat!ve.

~10=

RESPONSE

(Page 10, paragraph 2) Increase in forage producticn {(8M's) will be attained
through; 1) vegetative mamipulation practices such as burning or herbacide; 2)
structural improvements (fencing, water development) to make unused or light
use areas more avallable and; 3) general improvement of range forage condition.

(Page 10, paragraph 3) The Plan only addresses the First 10 years. Road
reconstruction will be updated at this tame.

(Page 10, paragraph 4) These are not discounted tables, See tables II-7A
(DELS)

(Page 10, paragraph 5-8) Currently most of our big game populations are
substantially below the potential habitat capability. Game populat:ons are
below carrying capacity in many areas. There will continue to be population
nereases an the future even though our habitat capability wall net change much
and in gome cases may slightly decrease in quality. We foresee a continued
increase 1n WFUD's on the Forest especially with increasing populations of
hunted species.

{Page 10, paragraph 7) 1} Very little baselmne data for riparian habitat is
available at present. The Plan provides direction to inventory, monitors and
evaluates physical and biological conditions within riparian communities. This
information can be used in future planning processes. 2} Allotment management
plans are developed on an indwvadual alletment basis. They are developed
within the scope, direction and guidelines of the Forest Management Plan,
Riparian areas will be specifically addressed in each allotment management
plan. An mnterdiscaplinary team, which includes the wildlife diserpline, will
be used to formulate alternatives and trade-offs associated with each
alternative and recommend specific management objectaives for the allotment
resources.

{Page 10, paragraph 8) The emphasis of each alternative 1s different. In
addition to changes in budget and timber, emphasis of other comporents change.

{Page 10, paragraph 9) Actual use was used an the analysis of the
Alternatives. There is lattle dafference between the two alternatives. 1In
permitted AUM's there 15 a two thousand AUM difference.

(Page 10, paragraph 10) Alternative 10 was designed to continue the current
trend of goods and services, except that timber and range management would be
intensified. Thus wildlife can not be emphasized above current trend.

(Page 10, paragraph 11) 1) Schedule for completing AMP's 1s 1in Appendix B,
2) Site management direction will be developed by an mnterdisciplinary team as
individual range allotment plans are updated or developed.

{Page 10, paragraph 12) The Plan only addresses the first 10 years. Timber
harvest schedule and road projections will be updated at this time.
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RESPONSE

{Page 11, paragraph 1) Similar technology to reduce sediment at new scurce
activitles and sediment at old sources wlll be reduced. Why not use sites will in fact be applied, but due to a greater erosion potential at a

! the same technelogy to reduce sedIment at new source sltes as wal| as newly disturbed saite versus an old site, 1t allows for a greater chance for
old? sediment to reach a drainage.

11-98 Sedlment yleld willl increase as a result of new management

z 11-88 IDFG suggest that you add a paragraph summarizing the recent (Page 11, paragraph 2) See III-29 FEIS and AMS.
(1980-85) "happenlings" in large mlnerals projects on CNF,
(Page 11, paragraph 3) Comment noted.
2 11-88: |DFG supports your proposal to recommend 9 new RHAs.
(Page 11, paragraph 4) The contradiction has been corrected.
11-89: In paragraph 1, you state that man-caused flres would ". .
.continue at past levels . .¥ (sentence 1} and ". . .lncrease as {Page 11, paragraph 5} There are no increases 1n the first decade.
4 number of forest users Increase.” {sentence 2). Thls contradiction Projections past the first 10 yrs. are estimates based on improved management
should be ellminated. As the last sentence shows, It could be qulte and projects.
important whether there Is or Isntt an increase.
{Page 11, paragraph 6} The Plan places increased emphasis on Wildlife and
11-90  This table shows an Increase In allotted AUMs begfnning In the Fish.
flrst decade and continulng fhrough Decade 5. This may lead to =2
dlrect confilct with flsh and wlldlife values. If this Increase |Is
related to expected Improvements In range management you need to
explain how tThis wiJl be accompllshed and quantify the expected
.5 fmpravements. The major grazing-wildlife problem areas are rlparian

(Page 11, paragraph 7) An increase in habitat improvement projects {cost)
would increase habitat quality but would not necessarily result in increased
wildlife numbers or waldlife user days (benefits).

zones, wet meadows and winter ranges. We have vyet to see a {Page 11, paragraph 8) The sediment levels that appear in the EIS show the
demonstration on CNF of slgnificant long-term Improvements In range petential for production among alternatives. So when water quality umproves
conditlons short of fencing out ey areas, which is costly and and sediment increases together, as im the RPA alternative, more funds will be

available for mmprovement, admimistration, and construction mtigation which

general ly opposed by permittees.
w1ll probably reduce the sediment ocutput below the projected level.

11-91, The benefits from wildllfe and flsherles are more than double
& the combined timber, range and minerais values This Is a signlflcant {Page 11, paragraph 9) The statement has been clarified. See page IT-123 of

statistic and should determine CNF's directicn through the planning the FEIS.

ar o

y ¢ (Page 11, paragraph 10} There 15 no increase in permitted AUM's during the ten
year planning period, added administration costs are increased above the
present level (See EIS, II,129-130). Reduced AUM's does not necessarily
translate anto wmproved range condition. The majeority of the range in less
than satisfactory {less than fair) condition occurs on areas most preferred by
lavestock. In most situations it 1s management rather than AUM's that causes

I1-122-  |DFG Is pleased that CNF clearly states that acomomics Is the problems.
9 u(+)he biggest restrictlon to the management of tlmber . .". Why do Alt. #3 has the least dellars for admimistration. Paragraph 6 was changed.

the economlcs Improve In latter decades?

7 11-93: Why do wiidlife costs, but not beneflts, Increase under Alt., 37

It=115 How can flIsh habltat capabllifty Increase and water quallty
Improve when sedlment also increasest?

{Page 11, paragraph 11) Alternative 8 gives greater emphasis to range
11-128- It Is noted that range administration funding would decroase adminstration.

under the Preferred Alternative at the same time Increases In AUMs will

occur. Won't an Increase In funding be needed for allofment

admlnlstratlon to assure proper use levels under Increased grazlng?

o Why wlll range conditlon be malntained or decrease under Alt. 3 |f AUMs
are reduced? It seems more |lkely that decreased use would resuit In
Improved range condltlon Should paragraph & read ™. . .estimated
actual use, . " rathor than " . .estimated pormltted use. . "7

11-129 Range Administration costs for Alt. 8 substantially exceed

11 those for Alt. 3. However, Alt. B indicates a 14 percent decline in
AUMs varsus a decline of only 6 percent for Alt. 3, Why?

-11=
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1-135:  If sedIment ylelds are expected to Increase under Alt, 11
(paragraph 4}, how can water quallty Improve (paragraph 1)7.

[1-138:  Bighorn sheep and elk habltat needs would not be met under
Alt. 3. Because Alt. 3 calls for lower levels of |lvestock grazing and
the dlets of elk, bighorns and cows overlep constderably, thls does not
seem reasonable,

11=-10: Habltat changes are very Illkely +to occur In
sagebrush/bunchgrass assoclatlons because of "Improvement™ projects.
An Indicator specles dependent on these habitats (e.g. sage sparrow,
sage grouse} should be selected. Further, you falled to select an
Indlcator species that mlght reflect habltaet changes in riparlan zones,
desplte concerns over these valuable and highly visible areas. What Is
wet sagebrush/grass? Wet sagebrush ususlly means dead sagebrush, The
red squirrel occurs Tn a wide variety of habitats and s not
necessarily dependent on cllmax communities. Under #b.4., you should
also note that bighorn sheep are assoclated with lower elevation,
bunchgrass and bunchgrass/mountaln mahogany +ypes especlally durlng
wintar. See also page II1=-11 at c.1}e),

1tE=11-  IDFG supports your chosen aquatfc MIS. Dolly varden trout are
now called bull trout. You should elther change the name or 1lst both,
one parenthetical ly.

I1i=11-  We applaud the Incluslon of plants In the MIS list primar(ly
because effects upon them are often easler to monltor than are effects
upon vertebrates. However, we wonder why you dld not include any
"forest™ plants. In mest, 1f not alil cases, sagebrush |Is not
Indicative of seral range condltions. There Is an abundance of
i 1terature to support the contentlon that sagebrush Is a climax specles
(Daubenmire 1968, 1978; Hironaka et al. 1983; Tlsdale and Hironaka
1981, Hall 1973; and others}), We are not aware of any good evldence to
support the notlon that sagebrush Is a seral specles.

111-12 The Impllcation under #2)a) and b) that climax conlferous
forest Is not deer or elk habltat Is untrue. This type provides
Important thermal cover and Is often heavlly used as bedding areas,
especlally durlng July-September.

111-13.  The table Indicates that red squirrel populations are not
tracked, but on page 111-10 you sald that population objectives and
populations can be establlshed and tracked for Management Indicator
species. Thls Inconsistency should be corrected. Although we have
rastricted hunting on gome moumtaln goat populations, we doubt that
they are below MYP levels on a forest-wide basls.

[11-14: What porcentage of the rlparlan area has been Improved, and to
what degree has the area [mproved? This Information would be helpful
tn determining It the effects of Alt. 11 would slgnlflcantly Increase
the percentage of Improved riparian habltat.

-12-

{Page 12, paragraph 1} See response to Page 11, paragraph 8 of your letter,
{Page 12, paragraph 2) Correction was made.

{Page 12, paragraph 3) The selection of MIS was made using the selection
criteria 1dentified in the sumary of the AMS (Chapter III of the Forest

Plan), An umportant factor considered was that the species populations and
habitat could be techmcally momitored. We feel our selection of MIS meets the
criter:a listed.

We do not have the various riparian habitats identified or mapped. It would
serve no purpose to 1dentify an MIS without first identafying and mapping the
riparian habitat.

"Wet sagebrush" is a PACA type. The definition is identifred in the "Glossary”
Chapter VII of the EIS.

Red Squirrel 1s considered a praimary prey species for Goshawks and Pine Marten
on the Challis. It is also indicative of mature comfers. Granted, there may
be better indicators of "Climax Forest" or "0ld Growth”, but wath the Forest's
"01ld Growth" situation, we feel Red Squirrel will be adequate for the intent
and purpose.

Baghorn sheep rarely occupy dry sagebrush/grass on the Challis. Where they do
occupy dry sagebrush/grass at 1s 1in association with rock scree; most of whach
occurs on the BLM.

(Page 12, paragraph 4} The name has been changed to Bull Trout.

(Page 12, paragraph 5) 1) We did not include any Forest plants because we feel
our animal MIS are sufficient,

2) We agree wath your statement about sagebrush being a "Climax" species.
Depending on the subspecies, there is only an estimated 10-20% sagebrush canopy
cover in a climax stand. In many of our stands, sagebrush cover 1s twice that
level, therefore we referred to it as a disclimax. The section has been
rewritten,

{Page 12, paragraph 6) Mature comifer stands were not necessarily classified
as "climax coniferous forest®™. The habitat types you describe were classified
as "savanna forest, spruce-fir/forest or seral conifercus forest™. One of the
assumptions of the wildlife data base 1s that the amimal spends 90% of 1its life
occupying that habrtat. If this assumption had not been made, 1t would have
been impossible to delaneate habitat which 1s most preferred by the species and
require special management emphasis.

(Page 12, paragraph 7) You have misread the statement. The statement reads:
"They are species for which populataons and habitat cbjectives can be
established, and will be tracked as indicators of habitat capability.” Red
squirrel habitat or "climax coniferous forest" will be tracked as acres of
habitat.

(Page 12, paragraph 8) ‘'rhis information 1s not available.
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=14 {OFG belleves CMF should expand paragraph 2 to [Include a
discusslon of the tradeoffs Involved 1In harvesting ciimax forests.
That Is, you should clearly state that some species of animals wiil
benef [t whlle others will be harmed.

[1=15: IDFG supports your referencing our plaoning documents. We
request that the flnal EIS be updated by veferencing the 1986-30
verslons which will all be fInalized by January 1986, You have not
referenced our Anadromous Fish Pjan whlch has speclflc productlon
geals. We would be glad to go over this plan wlth you so our goals can
be Incorporated i{n the RMP,

11=-17 The first paragraph of #h. needs cleriflcatlon, Hunting and
fishing licenses are not iImited. The numbers of non-resident deer and
elk tags [DFG setis are lImited as are numbers of permits to hunt
certaln specles and/or areas.

I11=18: You should Include a tebie showing the current condition {i.e.
poor, fair, good) of ranges on CNF. It Is Impossible for a reviewsr fo
get the "big plcture” of the current condittfon of CNFfs rangelands.
You should also present a graph showing trends in range condition If
this Information Is avaliable. The daescriptions of management area
also lack these data, makIng 1t dIfflcult to decide [f the proposed
managemant flts the current sltuation (range condltions).

1-19 How much of tThe riparlan ecesystem has been [nventoried and
classltied? The percentages provided would be wore meanlingful If we
%new how much of the rlparien zones were Included. The next to last
paragraph Indicates that rlparian problems wlll continue because
tYechnical knowledge Is lacklng to solve the problems. This statement
detracts from the extensive work being done by BIiI Platts of the USFS
intermountain Ferest and Range Experiment Statfon, as well as other
agency and unlverslty researchers. [+ seems to us that most rlparian
problems can be solved with existing technology but it Is expensive
(e.g. electric fencing) and a commitment to shift funds and/or reduce
grazlng must be made to solve tha problems.

111=19, Although there Is good data to Indicate past grazing practices
Influenced sagebrush/grass communities by decreasing the amount of
grass (Anderson and Holte 1981), there [s [[Ifttle conclusive evldence to
suggest that past grazing practices Increased the denslty of sagebrush
(Tisdale and Hironaka $1981). Unless you can back up your statement, it
should be dropped or moditied,

I111-22: The discussion of Douglas-fir regeneration probiems on CNF is
an lmportant lssue because It affects Important wiidllfe habitats. We
have hoted simllar problems with regenerating Dougias-fir on adjacent
Natlonal Forests and often lodgepole pine 1s planted after Douglas=fir
falls to regenerate, Weo belleve these lodgepole pine stands provide
inferior habltats for elk 8s wall as belng less deslirable to the fimber
Industry {see Regenerating Forests under Generaf Comments).

111-32, I+ Is not ciear whether grazlng Is considered an appropriate
yse of the proposed AMAs. WIf) grazing continue on these areas If they
are selected?

-]3-

{Bage 13, paragraph 1) 1In our original Analysis of Management Situation {AMS}
{6/15/62) we included a discussion of the trade-offs of MIS with management |
chjectives, The AMS 15 avaarleble for revaew at the Forest Service Supervisors
Office.

{Page 13, paragraph 2) Changes were made.
{Page 13, paragraph 3) Changes were made.

\Page 13, paragraph 4) Our present range condition informaticn is summarized
on Plan T1-20. Allocation of #IMs by allotment 1s in Plan Pppendix B.
Allocations are based on carrying capacity of an allotment, not on the basis of
range condition. Allotment mapagement plans set the management direction for
the allotment, including specific areas of concern (poor condition range}. We
don't have extensive current data showing trends in range condition.

(page 13, paragraph 5) Only one or two drainages have been inventoried, Change
has heen wade.

{Page 13, paragraph 6} We disagree. A Rewview of the Ecologacal Literature,
pulletin #33, May, 1981 page 19, (Tisdale and Hironaka), clearly states just
the opposite.

(Page 13, paragraph 7) Douglas-fir 15 a shade tolerant species which w11l
regenerate under a lodgepole cverstory. Past regeneration failures of
Doiglas-fir are being successfully regenerated with lodgepole pane as a nurse
crop for natural establishment of Douglas-fir (See Page 11-21). Lodgepole also
meets our cover objectives.

{Page 13, paragraph 8) This will be determined in the establishment report.
Grazing may occur in some RNAS.
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(Page 14, paragraph 1) Addition was made.
lv=3: CNF should also mention that wildlife are also Impacted by

{ Intenslve use at develcped sltes and that, short of restricting human (Page 14, paragraph 2) Some roads are built for a single purpose use and not
use, such Impacts cannot be mitigated. open to the public. Some examples are some minang roads, some timber roads,
and some special use roads. The determanation of what a road is to be used
2 I¥-4+ As mentjoned under Roads and Road Manegement abovae, IDFG urges for, 15 the result of a project environmental assessment.

CNF +o be less jlberal with thelr "Open to Wheeled Vehlcles™ acreage.
(Page 14, paragraph 3) This statement has been revised.
1¥=8  The quality of the wllderness experlence coul¢ vary deperding on
3 the alternative chosen because more area avallable would reduce {Page 14, paragraph 4) This has been deleted.
concontrations, thus Increase quallty.
{Page 14, paragraph 5) Comment noted.
4 V-8  Why is 1t sssumed that demand for timber wil( {ncrease to mest
the supply offered? That has nct been the case In recent years. (Page 14, paragraph 6) Because the acres are so minimal, they were not
developed until the preferred was chosen,
5 I¥=12. IDFG commends CNF for clearly Justifylng why the "tentatively
sultable timber base™ was reduced to a "proposed sultable timber base'. {Page 14, paragraph 7) We agree. This has been done.

P I¥-t4, Why was Alt. 11 the only one 10 use clearcutting during the Tst {(Page 14, paragraph 8) 0ld growth wall increase by 10%.
and 2nd dacades?
(Page 14, paragraph 9) The fifty year projections are based on a projected
{¥-15: HWe recommend you reword the last sentence In paragraph 4 fto increase in mining roads and associated hwman activities along with an increase
7 allow for permanent fencing to protect riparian areas. mn m‘liorized trails which w1ll decrease habitat capability slightly below
today's level.
V=17 We do not understand how CNF can Increase the capabliity for

red squlrrels by 10 percent. They are a MIS of mature conlfers {Page 14, paragraph 10) See statement added on FEIS IV-18. See table IV-9
B {i11-10}, CNF's forested areas are currently predominately mature FEIS.

(111-21}, and you propose to Increase timber harvest fhus slightly

reduce acreage of mature conifers. {Page 14, paragraph 11) Revised in Plan.

{¥=17: 1%+ Is not clear why the habltat capabllity for mountain goat {Page 14, paragraph 12) Revised in Plan to Altermative #2 only.
9 and blghorn sheep Is below 100 under the proposed alternative. Hhat

affects are yoy expecting that would reduce the habitat capablilty? {Page 14, paragraph 13) A statement has been added concerning grazing systems

and sagebrush treatment, There are no extensive seeding projects planned.
\¥-18, There [s no mentlon of any program for habitat Improvements in
g0 Alt. 11, Where wili most of the [mprovement cccur, riparlan, range,
forest, etc?

1¥=18/19  You state fthat riparlan areas wii| be managed at the highest
level for fish and wlldlife under Al+. 3, 4, 10 and 11. Then on [V-36

7f there 1s no meatlon In Alt. 11 of riparlan areas recelving any
benefits. Which statement |s correct?

1¥-18/19, In the last paragraph you state that under Al¥. 3 rlparfan
areas wil! be managed at the highest level {emphasls added}. On page

fZ 1¥=15 (second paragraph) you state that under Alt. 2 and 3 riparian
condItlons wlil be malntalned or decllna. Which Is the correct
statemant?

I¥-22+ Slnce |lvestock management is a more Mactive" program on CNF
than timber management, we belleve the discussion here should place

2 wore emphasis of the effects of range management practices {brush
tYreatment, grazing systems, seeding mixes, etc.).

-14~
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I¥-22: Given the statement In the flrst paragraph, it (s pretty hard
to accept "diversity™ as a justiflcation for cutting timber. Howaver,

{ we fully agree that natural processes will play the most Important role

In atfecting forest diversity over time. We fully support your program
to implement "let-burn® pollcles.

1¥=23-  Some explanation of how flsh hablital cepabllity can Increase

2 (V=17) In splte of expected Increases In sedIment productlion from

mining {effect #1) would seem necessary.

2 1v-30: You mentlon ali alternatlves except #11 under #6.b.

4 1v-31: Agaln, It Is not clear If grazing wiil be allowed In RNAs,

1¥=32: The threshold for detrimental effect on fry emergence does not
allow for & buffer for potentlal problems that may arfse. A more
realistic goal would be 20~25% percent to allow a buffer. In the areas
that are below the 30 parcent (20-25 percent) sediment yleld threshold,
Increase In sedIment should not be more than 1 percent and there should

5 be no Increase In dralpages that contaln anadromous speclfes.  Your

statement +thet ". . .fry emergence signlficantly diminlshes when the
fine sediment by depth approaches 30 percent. . ." ({emphasls added)
suggests that you should cperate below this fevel. Agailn, IDFG cannot
support anythlng above a 25 percent threshold.

1v=33 tn paragraph 5 you state that water quallty will Improve under
& MY, 3, 4, 7, 10 and 11 How can thls be when Alt. 1! predlcts an
Increase In sediment yleld {1¥-34)7

1v-34; CNF's selectlon of the alternative with +he thlrd highest

sedlment yleld ralses soms gquestlons regarding your commltment to water
9 9

qual 1ty and fisherles resources.

IV=37: IDFG supports your Intettlon to develop plans for the use of T,
s «naturalty Ignited prescribed flre In the. . ." FC-RNRW. Wa strongly
urge CNF to provide for the use of "man Ignited prescribed fire" where

& necessary to maintain ecosystems. Past suppression has creafed some

unnatural situations and It seems approprlate to use "man Ignited fire”
to compensate for the effects of past flre suppressien by man.

I¥-41: In paragraph 5, you should alsc note that roading areas can
have a maJor Impact upon anfmal securlty, therefere, the restrictions

90f seasons |DFG must authorize and the kind and number of WFUDs the

resource c¢an provide.

j¥-43. Flshing actlvity cen have a slignitlcant Impact on buslinesses

10 put It Is not among the 11st In paragraph 4.

[V=43: Although we do not take exception with the stafements In
paragraph 5, IDFG belleves CNF should note that M. . .recreatfonal and
amenlty uses. . ."™ are more [mportant natlonal ly because alternate area

1" tor production of timber and range are more abundant than those for, as

an exampla, roadless elk hunting and anadromous flsh productlon.

~15=

(Page 15, paragraph 1) We agree. On IIT-16 we are not adjusting tamber
harvest, but samply saying that where we harvest timber, vegetative and animal
diversaty will increase.

{Page 15, paragraph 2) Site specific increases in sedmment Ffrom mining ghould
be offset by cnsite mitigation and decreases in other areas due to 1mproved
management techmgues and sediment reducing projects. This should result in an
increase in overall habitat capability.

(Page 15, paragraph 3) Alternative 11 is added to the last group.

(Page 15, paragraph 4) Laght grazing occurs in some of the proposed RNA's.
Whether or not this continues, will be decaded in the Commttee's establishment
report, after consultation with all involved parties,

(Page 15, paragraph 5) Anadromous fisheries are heavily emphasized in four

management areas {1,3,4,5) and are enphasized along with other resources in

four others {6,7,8,9). We are also emphasizing the anadromous fish rescurce
through the goals and objegtives and standards and gquidelines.

The Forest agrees and is committed to meintaining or improving the sport
figheries resource.

The Forest agrees and the Plan under goals and cbjectaves indicates the need
for improved fish habrtat management. The Forest-wide standards and quidelines
gives general direction on how to improve menagement wath specifics shown under
ndividual management area prescriptions and guidelines,

(Page 15, paragraph 6) See response to page 11, paragraph 8 of your letter.

(Page 15, paragraph 7) The commitment to water quality is demonstrated in the
support given to a progressive water qualxity monitoring program in the Plan.
Specafie standards and guidelines are established in the Plan which set
sediment threshold lamits that may affect earth disturbing activities.

(Page 15, paragraph &) The Fire Management Plan for the Frank Church—-River of
No Return Wlderness has been completed and approved. It contains these
provisions.

(Page 15, paragraph 9} Increased road construction/reconstruction and
assoclated human use will increase big game security need. Where elk security
needs are not adequate, new roads may be closed.

(Page 15, paragraph 10} Addition was made.

{Page 15, paragraph 11) Comment noted.
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1¥-58 In paragraph 3, |+ seems Inapproprlate to conslder activitles
not pursued ". . .because of land capabliity constralnts. . .M as
Irreversible and Irrefrievable commltments. The rest of this sectton
approprlately addresses commltments because of conducting some actlon

1¥-58 and 59+ The last sentence on |¥-58 says that activities " .
wwould reduce. . .roadless area acreaga by the followlng amount within
the next decade." But, the flgures given on I¥-59 are acreages which

ramain roadless, not area reductions.

1¥-59 IDFG urges CNF to oxpand sectlon 6 to Inciude a discussion of
the effects of Increased human use on wildlife harassment levels,
securlty aress, and a possible reduction [n WFUDs provided {f IDFG has
to Implement more restrictive seasons to compensate for these Impacts.

Appendices to DEIS
A-0- A master table of contents to this volume would be helpful
B-8  Statemonts 3 and 4 under Alt 3 are contradictory.

B=0- Why were you loss speclflc [n daeserlblng adjustments made to the
final FORPLAN run for +the Preferred Alternative than for other
alternatives? IDFG belleves the same speclflcity should have been
applled to each alternative If there Is Justification for a
diffarence, It seems more detall should be provided for Alt. 11.

B~13, Why did you have ocutputs for sediment from tlmber harvest and
road malintenance but none for road construction/reconstruction?

B-15: Why are there 4 Jow (S5, §7, 88, 59) sedlment groups?
B-34: Why Isn't there a multipller for WFUDs or other outputs?

B-35 and 36+ The model used to pradict sediment yletds and the effect
on anadromous flsh accounts for the effects of road bullding,
timbering, minlng and grazing on an [ndlvidual basls. At the present
+ime this model does not predict the combined effects of all these
sources of sediment. This [s another reason for lowering the sediment
yleld maxlmum to 20-25 percent

B-41 As you recognize, and as we point out under ¥-9 below, averaging
can create sarlous "problems™.

B-130: It [s unfortunate that you focused discussion ". . .malnly on
economic frade-offs. . ," because you, rightfully, previously spent a
substantlal amount of space down=playlng +the reliablllty of +the
aconomlc analysls, especlally PNY,

C-77. You should indlcate, on thls map, the portion (116,000 acres)

belng recommended for Wilderness. Same comment applies to pages C-120
and C-128.

C~130 Paragraph 6 mentions mountaln grouse but thera Is no such
spaclies.

-16=

RESPONSE

(Page 16, paragraph 1) We agree. Paragraph was deleted.

{Page 16, paragraph 2} Correction was made.

(Page 16, paragraph 3) See response to page 15, paragraph 9 of your letter.
(Page 16, paragraph 4) A master Table of Content has been added.

(Page 16, paragraph 5) Change was made.

{Page 16, paragraph 6} Change was made.

(Page 16, paragraph 7} Projected sediment cutputs included road
construction/reconstruction activities. This explains the higher sediment
outrtt projected for alternatives that schednle higher levels of
censtructron/reconstruction.

(Page 16, paragraph 8} These low sediment groups were developed for different
geographic areas on the forest but they all used the same value.

(Page 16, paragraph 9) At the present, the Forest does not have the capability
of modeling sediment associated with grazing activities. Until this is
developed, the Forest will have difficulty in projecting an accurate account of
sediment production by model alene.

(Page 16, paragraph 10-12) Comments noted.

{Page 16, paragraph 13) This 1z shown on the Selected Alternative Map.

(Page 16, paragraph 14) Correction was made,
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G=8- This cover page does not mentlon the wolf although Part B covers
1 the wolf.

Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan (RMP)

2 [1=35: Under research needs you might menflon the ongolng cooperative
USFS-BLM~IDFG elk study In Herd Creek.

3 11-35: You should add "Correct wildllfe/other resource conflicts with
emphasis upon key wildilfe habltats.™ to #2.

4 V(=352 You might add, under #3, "bring allotments (n |lne with
capacity®, along with Improving administration.

5 {1=37: Why have fish and wlldi1fe been omltted?

111-1:  The statement under ISSUE #2 fhat "Followlng the evaluation
& process, speclific management dlrectlon wlll be Implemented.™ Implles
nothing will be done prlor to that. You should correct this.

[11-2: IDFG urges CKF to add a paregraph to #3 which addresses the

7 Issye of road mansgement vs. wildlIfe securlty areas and types and
amount of consumptive WFUDs that can be provided under varlous levels
of road closures.

8 111-13- What Is the minigum viable population level?

|¥-1. "Goal', as used here, doss not have tha same meaning as “Goal"
on page B-23, DEIS, The "goals" In Appendix B are really

g fprescriptions” and should be referred to as such to avold cenfusion
here.

I¥=3, The goals glven here for fish and wlldllfe habltat Improvement
do not match outputs glven elsewhere {e.g., page 16, Summary or V-2,
RMP). Earller fotals were 689 acres and 19 structures. The totais

f0 nere are 680 acres and 20 structures. If we added flgures corractly,
the totals derived from pages [¥-192 thru 216 are 675 acres and 20
structures per year.

I¥-4: Goal #4 1s an admirsbie one but lacking details. Could you I[lst
some objectives so the reader can look for specific programs propesed
to meot these objectives? We suggest one obJective might be to

1 IdentIfy and map Important wiidlife habltats {such as key elk summer
ranges) so that forest managers/wildlife biologlsts can monltor the
effects of management programs on these habltats.

I¥-4. IDFG urges CNF to add a goal (#6) which states "Develop and
Implement a cooperative road management program to protect and/or
Improve flsh and wlldlife habltat and to malntain non-motorized WFUD

fzopporfunlfy." (see Roads and Road Management under General Commants
sbove). Maybe this should be Goal #4 under Facllltles on IV-10.

-}i=

{Page 17, paragraph 1} The cover page has been corrected.

étnge 17, paragraph 2) This section refers to future needs not on-gouyg
les.

{Page 17, paragraph 3) Statement has been added.

{Page 17, paragraph 4) Statement has been added.

{Page 17, paragraph 5) Only selected outputs were displayed.
(Page 17, paragraph 6) Change has been made.

(Page 17, paragraph 7} See response to page 4, paragraph 1 and 2 of your
letter.

(Page 17, paragraph 8) MVP 1s defined in the Glossary. Minimum Viable
Population levels by species are shown on page II-132 of the Plan.

(Page 17, paragraph 9) 'The ccordinated Allocation Chorces heading in Appendix
B was clarified.

(Page 17, paragraph 10) Correction was made. See page IV-4 of the Plan and
tables,

(Page 17, paragraph 11} Wildlife habatat inventories are meant to define these
key areas etq, See wildlafe goal 3.

(Page 17, paragraph 12) A road management program will be developed for
specafic areas as needed to manage and protect all resources. The Idaho
Department of Fish and Game will be included in this process. See Forest Plan,
Geoal f, Objectave 6 page IV-10 and the response to page 4 paragraph 1 and 2 of
your letter,
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1¥-4: You should alse add a goal to follow wildiife habltat
{ guldellnes. Under It, you should specifically mentlon the elk, sage
grouse and antelope guldelines.

1¥=5 Goal #6 should be reworded so that adequate forage/space Is
Z malntalned for elk. The obJective should be to provide forage and
sultable displacement areas for elk.

1¥=6¢ Goal #1 for Mlnerals indlcates this resource has the top

3 priority on CNF. Thls management directlon could be In direct confllct
with several ofther resource groups and users. The goal should be
reworded.

I¥=6. Objective #3 of Goal #2 shoutd require, not just encourage,
ongelng reclamation work.

IV-10+. We flnd the Forest-wlde Management Directlon, S$tanderds and
GuldelInes sectlon difflcult to Interpret as written. ¥hile wa
recognize many of the Important wlldlife/flshery taoplcs relate to

& grazing and tlmber actlvitles, the reader would be better served to
have the relevant S&Gs summarized In one place even If it means they
are duplicated elsewhere.

(,lv-12= in #c, we suggest you delete "mitigate”, these activitles
should ba prohlblted,

Iy-12- We recommend you add a 546G which addresses the problem of
domestic sheep-blghorn sheep dlsease transmlssion. Will CNF take an

T active role In fryfng te reduce opportunitles for dlsease transmlsslon
In exIsting or potentlal bighorn habitatsi

1¥-12: We guestlon whether an ID team is needed as suggested In #1.
& This should read "Where sncwmobiling use confllcts with wlnter blg game
habitat, this activity will be al Imlnated",

i¥-14-  IDFG commends CNF for referencing specles guidelines. (You
should Include the antelope guldellinres, also.? However, we tThink

9 referance to these guldelInes shouid be made under "WIldlIfe and Fish™
and that you should change ". . ,wlil be used as guldes." (#ylto ". .
%11l be adopted as part of CNFis guldel Ines."

I¥-14.  Aren't there utlilzation guldelInes outslde of rlparfan areas?
{0 There should be, especlally on key wlidlife areas such as winter
ranges, rearing areas, etc.

1¥=14+ The utfiltzation rate in riparlan zones seems qulte high,
1 particularly Ff I+ occurred on a key elk winter range. We suggest no
more than Z0 to 30 percent of new leader production.

2 1¥=15: For #k, see IV¥-14 above. As you have stated 11, CNFts
2 commltment to Integrating timber and elk management Is qulte weak.

|¥-15+ Under #n, we urge you to establish a minlmum density as weli as
{3 3 minimum helght, Alternately, we suggest you use Thomas' definltlon
of hiding cover,

w8~

(Page 18, paragraph 1) See Management Direction Standards and Guadelines,
Wildlife page IV-l4 of the Plan.

(Page 18, paragraph 2) Goal 6 as worded, provides for adequate forage/space
and suitable displacement areas for elk, providang the allotment or allotments
arg capable of provading that option.

(Page 18, paragraph 3) We bave reworded the goal. There was no intention to
imply that mineral activity has absclute pricrity, however locatable mineral
activaty is a statutory raght. The intention 15 to eliminate unneeded mineral
withdrawals as well as arbitrary and capricious restractions.

{Page 18, paragraph 4) For some operations it 1S not possible to begin
reclamation work until the mning 1s completed. This must be addressed on a
case by case basis.

(Page 18, paragraph 5) We disagree; all Standards and Guidelines are to be
used, therefore, 1t 1s not necessary to duplicate them by subject.

{Page 18, paragraph 6) We disagree, many times potential sediment levels from
a proposed activity can be reduced to acceptable levels through mtigation
measures.

(Page 18, paragraph 7} We have added an additional Standard & Guideline,{o),
which addresses this concern.

(Page 1B, paragraph 8) Elimnation of an activaty 1s one alternative to
resolving the preblem. There are others which we may want to pursue.

(Page 18, paragraph 9) They are now included 1in the wildlafe section.

{Page 18, paragraph 10) Utilization standards or proper use criteria will be
determined on a site by site basas and contained in the allotment management
plans.,

(Page 18, paragraph 11) The 50% utilization rate for new leader growth :s the
maxumm use level. The portion allowed for livestock and for wildlife will be
determined by an interdisciplinary team and contained in the Allotment
Management Plan.

(Page 1B, paragraph 12} We disagree.

[Page 18, paragraph 13) We wirll use "sight distance” in place of minimum
density and mnimum height.
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I¥~15: Forty acre clearcuts are larger than those recommended [n the
Elk Habitat Relatlens for Central ldaho, whlch suypposedly wlll be used
as a "gulide". Thls Is a bothersome Inconslstency.

1¥=16  There appears fo be a conflict between #m on page I¥-15 and #r
on thls page. MWhlch has priority?

1y«17; IDFG does not see how anadromous popufations under Alt. 11 can
Increase more than under any ofher alternative when habitat improves
under Mt+. 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 at the same rate, slowly, and 1s
supplemented by the same amount of mltlgation In every alternative.
More speclflc Information is needed for each alternative so the
reviewer can follow your conclusfons.

1¥=17 Could you define "fimber land" vs. "around opanfngs" (#z}?

[y=-27- IDFG strongly supports, and wlll actively cooperate In
Impiementing, fc.6) on road closures.

Iy-30  IDFG Is pleasad that CNF has set "RIparlan™ apart as a separate
section.

ly=30. Allowlag up to 50 percent ytillization of straamside vegetatlon
offers Insufficlent protectlion for fish and wildl1fe hablitats. We
recomend you allcw removal of no more than 25 percent of +the
overhanging vegetation,

Iy=-30, You should speclfy a rate of [mprovement rather than allowing
"trends" toward 90 percent. Moving from 10 percent to 15 percent bank
stabllity, might not be an acceptable rate of [mprovement.

1¥=30. What are "problem areas" In ¥i and §]?

I¥-44:  This map does not ldentify MA #24. (The Preferred Alternative
Map does}.

IV=-45%+  You are Inconsistent In your reference to "Soll and Water",
It fs referred to as "Sell and Water" or "Soll and Watershed" or
"Watershed®,

1¥=45+ In general, we $ind throughout *he descriptions of wiidiife
specles +that mountaln Ifon and black bear are mentloned only
occaslonally, yet thelr dlstribution 1Is ubiquitous In forested
habltats. Game birds are also mentloned Infrequently, yet they are
economical iy Important wiidilfe In several management areas.

1y=55: There are few, 1f any, bighorn sheap In MA 3 (or MA 4 or 9),
Although you state that MA 3 will remaln essentlally unchanged, we
think the "management™ of 5,175 acres of +lImber [s a substantlal land
altering activity.

1¥=56 You shouid emphasfze protectlon of riparian/wet meadow zones,
as thls 1s an Important area for anadromous flsh and blg game.

=-1G-

(Page 19, paragraph 1) The Elk Habitat Relations for Centra) Idaho does not
define the maxamm size of a clear cut, It defines distances from cover which
we will consider in laying the sale out.

(Page 19, paragraph 2) Darection to utilize logging slash for Firewood
purposes 1S given in r, Direction to leave some logging slash to provade for
wildlife cover 1s given in m. The statements are not in conflick.

(Page 19, paragraph 3} Anadromous fish increase more under alternative 3 than
any other alternative. Alternative 11 shows the second greatest increase

because of the enphasis on so1l and water restoration projects and a high level
of fishery investrment.

(Page 19, paragraph 4) Timber lands are tamber stands. Around open: S the
edge of a tamber stand. pening »

{Page 19, paragraph 5) We appreciate your support in managing and enfore
road closure policy. ! e i s

{Page 19, paragraph 6) Comment noted.

(Page 12, paragraph 7) That standard has been dropped. Utilization standards
will be determined on a case by ¢ase hasis.

(Page 19, paragraph 8) The "trend toward" is needed for streams or other water
bodies which do not currently meet the desired crater:a. Within the 10 year
period, 1t may be impossible to obtain 90% inherent bank stability for all
areas on the Forest.

(Page 19, paragraph 9) "Problem areas” are those areas where unacceptable
disturbance or damage 15 OCCUCEING.

(Page 19, paragraph 10) This map 15 provided as a quick general reference for
reader convenience, Because of the map scale 1t is not practical to show
Management Area 24.

(Page 19, paragraph 11) We have made the necessary corrections to "Soil &
Water".

{Page 19, paragraph 12) These destriprions are used to informally establish a
descriptive setting about the Management Area for the reader. It 1s not
mntended to establish a species list or clarify importance.

{Page 19, paragraph 13) We have corrected the statement referencing bighorn
sheep. There are only 300 acres of commercial timber programmed for harvest in
the 10 year period. The desired future condat.on not only takes this nto
account but also looks at the total effects of all resource activaties. We
feel this Management Area wall remain vairtually unchanged.

{Page 19, paragraph 14} A statcment has been added to emphasize mprovement of
riparian areas and wet meadows.
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1¥=57, Does "eliminate non-winter travel from wet meadows™ mean the
{ Knapp Creek road will be closed below the major meadow complexes? If
50, where?

1¥~58, Referencing the FRES strategy In Appendix B tells the reviewer

2 littie about management directlon. Thls area 1s Imporfant to etk and
should be managed accordingly. Our 1986-90 elk management plan cails
for a slight increase for elk In game management unlt 36,

|¥-58: We w!ll cooperate In evaluating potential moose habltat but

2 these arsas wlll prcbably be low on the statewlde priority Iist for
transplants as stock |s |Imited and other areas already ldentifled have
higher priority.

I¥-59- At least B0 percent of overhanglng streamside vegetatlon should
4 be retained on key anadromous streams, Uttllzation should not exceed
30 percent In the adjacent rlparian areas.

1¥=74. We doubt that your major emphasls cn hablitat work should be on
mountafn goat ranges. There ara few development activitles that Impact

5 goat habltats. Your emphasis on the Yankee Fork management unit should
be to ldentity elk-|ivestock conflict areas and resolve these through
better |lvestock distributlon.

I¥=-75+ Although you say riparian management will be emphasized, there
& are no S86s ]lsted.

1¥-79: Under "Deslred Future Condltlons we find the statement
ragarding wlldlife replacing |ivestock to be unwarranted. Why would

7 thls be a concern only In this management area? If your management
practices are truly balanced, this should not be a problem In any
management area.

1¥-81+ We suggest ‘that management direction #1 sheuld be to malntain
or Improve f{emphasls added) wet meadows, etc. Perhaps another goal

8 should be to ldentlfy and map key sage grouse seasonal ranges so these
areas can be avolded In treatment projects. We also suggest you
include a management direction deallng wlth CNF's posltton on
retntroduction of bighorn sheep Into hlstorical habltats.

9 Iv=81. Why will 11 take until 1996 to develop a long-range burning
plan?

1¥-B1: MWe suggest a goal of malntalning 80 percent of overhanglng
10 streemside cover on key streams {identlify with IDFG Input).

IV=81:  Improvement of streem banks should probably be rated on bank
11 stablilty, {.e. stream bank stablilty wlll not be reduced by more than
XY percent.

Iv-B1: We are not sure what sagebrush/grass cover ratios are. Are you

referring to sagebrush canopy coverage? Here Is an Ideal location for
12 adopting the Sage Grouse Workshop Guidellnes, as the East Fork

management area Is one of your most Iimportant sage grouse areas.

=20~

{Page 20, paragraph 1} Specifically there are no plans to close the Knapp
Creek road, There are areas which are receiving unacceptable resource
degradaticn. The intent of specafically identifying wanagement direction to
eliminate nonwinter travel from wet meadows 1s to identify and resclve
conflicts that are currently occurring.

(Page 20, paragraph 2) We agree. A definition of the FRES strategies have been
added to the Glossary of the EIS. This should help the reviewer understand
generally how the livestock will be managed. The specafic details are
contained in the Allotment Management Plan. A statement has been added to
Management Area #3 direction, to emphasize wmprovement of riparian areas and
wet meadows. ‘That should be very beneficial to the elk.

(Page 20, paragraph 3) Of all areas evaluated on the Forest, Cape Horn
possesses one of the highest capability indexes for moose. Our intent is not
to make comparison in relation to the statewide priority list.

{Page 20, paragraph 4) ‘The amount of overhanging bank vegetation cannot be
realistically set Forest-wide, but must be determined on a site by site basis.

(Page 20, paragraph 5) There 1S no erphasis on management of goat habitat
mprovement.,

{Page 20, paragraph 6) There are no site specific Standards and Guidelines but
the Forest-wide Riparian Standards & Guidelines wall be applied.

(Page 20, paragraph 7} We disagree. Our statement i3 a commitment to maintain
a balance of uses.

{Pagg)zo, paragraph 8) Changes were made to address these points (see Plan
T-85).

(Page 20, paragraph 9) This was a typo, we have changed this to 1988.
{Page 20, paragraph 10) See response to page 20 paragraph 4 above.

(Page 20, paragraph 11) Stream bank morphology :s so variable across the
Porest that it would be difficult to apply a percentage. Refer to Riparian
Standard & Guadeline “e”.

(Page 20, paragraph 12) It 1s the amount of sagebrush canopy to cpenings.
Sage Grouse Workshop Guidelines will be used as guides.
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1v=84 Wild|1fe Is not addressed under dasired future condltlons,

I¥-86- I+ seems that Inventerylng habitats and ldentifylng Improvement
naeds are two different Items Youw don't need to ldentify Improvements
until you have determlned [f improvements are necessary.

|¥=91-  Your statement that you will refer (emphasis added) to elk
habItat guldel Ines demonstrates a lack of commltment. You should use
Niollow™ or "Yadhere to¥. An Important elk herd s found tn thls
managemant area and the grazing plan Implemented recently should be
closely monitored to ensure adequate forage and space I provided for
these elk.

1¥-104-  Matntaining 75 percent stream overhanging vegetation might be
a better goal In thls area because of the Importance of recreatlon.
What are "major" areas?

§y-106: What does "further emphasis" maan In reference to +timber
sales/mineral activities within the Nerth Fork (Big Lost?) dralnage?
This Is an Important wildlife area and we may have concerns wlth
devalopment activities here.

| ¥-107 Star Hope Creek provides a good fishery and both creeks have
hlgh quality riparian. They should not be sacrlficed for mineral
developmant, as +his suggests.

I¥=110- The area has both scenlc value and archaeological sites.

1v-112 IDFG has no plans to transplant sage grouse Inte this area.

1v-115. There Is no mention of bighorn sheep In this management
area--they are found here.

I¥-117:  What stocking program 1s referred to?

IV=-117  We belleve It will be very difflcult to Improve the quailty of
blg game seascnal hablitats with the current level of 1lvestock use on
‘+he Garden Creek allotment.

1¥~119.  Management Directlon under minerals seems to contradlct your
directlon for maintalning high water quality.

1y-121 In paragraph & you glve the Impresslon fthat mule deer are
scarce in this area. They are not.

1¥-122. Under Wildllfe and Fish, the last sentence should be stronger.
We recommend “encourage Incrmases In blghorn sheep. . .M rather than
"accommodate Increases. . .M.

{y=128~ Qur terminoiogy Is "blg game management WUnlt¥, not "Herd
Unit". We have no plans to transplant sege grouse into this area.

1¥-129, Change "Refine blg game. ." to "Deflne and protect blg game.
« " and elimlnate "as needed".

-21=

{Page 21, paragraph 1) We have added a statement addressing the desired future
condition of wildlife and fash.

(Page 21, paragragh 2) We agree. This statement does not amply anything else.
(Page 21, paragraph 3) Elk Habitat Guidelines will be used as guidelines,
(Page 21, paragraph 4} See response to your page 20, paragraph 10.

(Page 21, paragraph 5) This means that any ongoing or future timber sales and
mning activities will receive higher priority by the soil and watershed
resources for monitoring and inventory.

{Page 21, paragraph 6) We do not sacrifice one resource for another, we
manage,

(Page 21, paragraph 7) We have added this information.

(Page 21, paragraph 8) We have deleted Sage grouse.

(Page 21, paragraph 9) We have included baghorn sheep.

(Page 21, paragraph 10) We have deleted the statement.

{Page 21, paragraph 11} We agree. The momitoring system now in place will
determine whether we are achieving our objectives. If cbjectives cannot be met
through improved administration, livestock dastribution, or range condition
problems persast:, livestock reductions will have to be made.

(Page 21, paragraph 12) We have only recognized the mineral potential of the
area, realizing it may someday be mined and discouraging investments of other
resources that may be lost when 1t eccurs. Any mineral activity would be
required to protect or mitigate ampacts to the municipal water supply.

(Page 21, paragraph 13) We have changed the wording.

(Page 21, paragraph 14) We have changed the wording to encouraged.

(Page 21, paragraph 15) We have changed the wording.

{Page 21, paragraph 16) The statement has been changed.
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1v-135. We suggest you add a statement +that you wlli work
cooperatively with IDFG to minimize comfact between blghorn sheep and
domestic sheep In thils area to reduce potential disease +transmission
problems.

I¥=136: How much range !5 currently in poor condltion? You can have
an upward trend but the range can stlll remaln fn poor conditlon. CNF
should commit to improving the range to fair or good conditlon.

1¥=141+ There seems to be a contradlction In your genersl management
direction {malntain wiidl1fe habitat} and vour direction under Wildllfe
and Fish {Improve habltat productivity}). We hope CNF wlll Improve
habitat conditions, partlcularly for elk, as this area contalns an
Increasing elk herd {W]|low Creek summit) that Is visible and Important
to the publlc,

|¥-143+ How will you mltigate [lvestock-wildlife confllets {paragraph
5}

I1¥=-158  Wo suggest you elimlnate the reference to ptarmigan and chukar
partridge stocking. We have evaluvated the north Lemhl range and found
the area whsultable for ptarmligan We would appreclate your
cooperation on monitoring the existing populatlons of chukars.

1y-158 The statement regardlng domestlc sheep/blghorn sheep
priorities Is misleading. IDFG has never requested the removal of
domestlc sheep from any existing allotment s¢ blighorns could be
re—established, Al relntroduction attempts are meda in aress where
contact between the two specles would be minimal. A more posktive
statement on your commitment to re-establishment of blghorns In
historlc habitat on CNF seams In order.

1¥~163 We belleve you should |lst malntenance or Improvement of
wildiIfe habitats as a high prlority iIn the opening statement. Your
own statement on page (V=162 points cut the Emportance of thls area as
a . . .very popular deer and elk hunting area" (emphasis added}. It
also contalns Important blghorn sheep habitats, and, as you are aware,
sheep management 1n Morgan Creek has been a locally sensitlve Issue 1n
the past.

IV=164.  Your should specify how you will resclve vehicle/wlldllfe
confllicts.

1y-164  There 1s no mention of the Importanmt elk calving/summer/fall
ranges in upper Morgan Greaek. How will tlmber harvest be coordinated
with blg game needs?

Iv-165+ You state more access wlll be created for fuafwood gathering.

fO Wit there be seasonal restrictlons? Access management as It relates

to blg game harvest is a major concern of IDFG.

1v-198 1s the "150" flgure missing under range Improvement burning,
1992, an error or [s no treatment planned that year?

-22-

(Page 22, paragraph 1) See new Wildlife Standard and Guidelines o, page IV-14
of the Plan.

{Page 22, paragraph 2) See information added to EIS IIT-21.

(Page 22, paragraph 3) The statement in the general management direction has
been changed to "emphasize maintenance or improvement".

(Page 22, paragraph 4) Specafic mtigation for livestock/wildlife conflicts
will be determined on a case by case basis.

{Page 22, peragraph S) The management direction has been changed as you have
suggested.

{Page 22, paragraph 6) True, Idaho Dept. of Fish and Game has never requested
the removal of domestic sheep for Bighorns. However, there 1s a concern 1 the
livestock industry that when we allow a reantroduction of Bighorn sheep
adjacent to a domestic sheep allotment that it will lead to the eventual loss
of that sheep allotment. The statement addresses that concern.

(Page 22, paragraph 7) We have changed emphasis in Morgan Creek to include
wildlife and fish.

{page 22, paragraph 8) We will determine how to resolve vehicle/wildlafe
conflict on a case by case basis.

(Page 22, paragraph 9) The Forest will coordinate big game needs with tamber
harvest through various quadeline documents, such as the Elk Habitat
Relationshaps for Central Idaho. The Forest Plan objectives, standards amd
quides, and prescriptions as well as professioma) judgement from wildlife
biologists will be used.

{Page 22, paragraph 10) Fuelwood access roads, like many roads on the Forest,
may have seasonal closures to meet watershed or wildlife needs.

(Page 22, paragraph 11) Yes, the table has been corrected.
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1¥=217: It would have been most helpful to have acres and MBF in the
TActlon Schedule™ tables on the preceding pages.

i¥-218 thru 221: At least, the mlies of reconstruction should have
been inciuded in the “hction Scheduie®™ tables.

¥=5: It would seem appropriate to describe the possible outcome of
"further evaluatfon". How easlly and/or quickly can a non-conformlng
activity be modifled or stoppad? Who wlll do the evaluation? Khat
recourse does the damaged Interest havel

V-6: Bocause a S-year meassurlng frequency provides only one
opportunity for corrective action durlng this planning cycle (10
years), wa urge CNF to change frequency for AD7 +o < 3 years.

¥=7: See V-6 re AD1,

V=9: Your varlatlon statement for CO1 will be essentlally impossible
to vlolate, IDFG could detect and document a 20 percent change.
However, It would be virtually Impossible to prove that such change was
due to hablitat changes on CNF. Therefore, we request that you delete
"Due to change In habltat on Natlonal Forest System Lands.!

¥-9: See V-6 re COla.

V-9, IDFG belleves that reporting perleds should not exceed 5 years
for the reason glven in V-6 above.

¥=9: The "varlatlon” for COTa Is unacceptable because a declline In
habltat conditions on <10 percent of CNF could severely Impact wlldlife
populations 1f that decline aoccurred In critical areas. This Is a case
where Forest-wlde averaglng could cause serlous local problems. In
certaln c¢ritical habltats a "no decline” criterlon should be applied.
In other habltats a -5 percent, and, In yot others, a ~10 percent
criterion would be acceptable. As with stream classificatlon menticned
earller, certaln areas are more Important than others and CNF should
recognlze this In thelr wonitoring program.

v-9: Under COlc, your monitoring program appears fo vilolate the
concept of WIS, The fate of the MIS Is supposed to be what is
monitored +o detect how well management of 1ts hablfat Is meeting
obJectives. But here you propose to monltor percent In old growth to
determine how well you are meetiIng otd growth goals. The squirral does
not even enter the picture. What you really have designed Is a system
to use cld growth to try to monltor squirrel populations.

¥-10: IDFG urges you to change "™If trend Is down."™ +o "If +rend 15
down ot below good and static.”

¥=10: See V~6 and V-9 (Immediately above) re the fIrst entry.
¥=10: See ¥=9 re 436 and £02.

(Page 23, paragraph 1) We believe that the additaonmal information presented on
this table justifies displaying timber harvest separately.

Page 23, paragraph 2) The "Planned Transportation Reconstruction of Arterial,
Collector, and Local Roads, Chapter IV of the Forest Plan, identifies mles of
reconstruction.

(Page 23, paragraph 3} It would be difficult to define in all circumstances
how fast the non-conforming activity could be stopped. Technically, we are not
managing for, nor wxll we allow non-conforming activities.

The Forest Service 18 responsible, but cooperating agencies and the public will
assiet 1n the evaluation.

{Page 23, paragraph 4} It 1z highly doubtful that a shorter freque would be
sensitive enough to determine a variation which would cause a change
management direction.

(Page 22, paragraph 5) If sigmificant increases in ORV use occur the
measurements will be made more frequently.

{(Page 23, paragraph 6} We assume you will assist uS in this determnation, We
feel this 18 an important concept in our ronitoring program and therefore do
not wish to delete this variation.

(Page 23, paragraph 7) We have changed to: "Decline in habitat on 10 percent
of the Management Area”.

{Page 23, paragraph 8) We do not believe that in all cases we will be able to
tell changes in habitat conditions in less than 8 year intervals.

(Page 23, paragraph 9) See response to paragraph 7 above.

(Page 23, paragraph 10) We strongly disagree that our monitoring program
violates the concept of MIS, In reference to tracking old growth, we are using
acres instead of populations because; 1) our management will ipwvariably be
increasing old growth 1n place of decreasing it, and 2) we are concerned
whether within the next 10 years we are going to affect old growth positively
or negatively. The primary umportance in tracking old growth in the FORPLAN
model was to monitor changes in 150 years of timber harvest and constrain the
model £rom viclating the minimum viable populations (MVP) of gpecies dependent
on “old growth® or what we have classified as "Climax Coniferous Forest™.

(Page 23, paragraph 11} We have changed to read, “If trend is down or if
condition 1s poor and trend is static®.

(Page 23, paragraph 12) Most timber sale contracts last 3-5 years. We do not
believe a shorter reporting period will provide any greater validity to the
monlioriiyg process.

(Page 23, paragraph 13) See respoense to paragraph 4 above.
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v-11. in the
appropriate fo reevaluate
Incorrectly

fdent1fled.

"sultable" from thls entry.

¥-12, The last entry does not provide a frequency. Rather, In that
space, It glves "where" Somewhere you should deflne which reaches,

how they wi|] be selected, etfc.

C-1 Elsewhere, you have called them "Management Areas" not "Zones".

e did not make any attempt Fo peruse the documents for errors.
were noted and are oftered below to aild CNF
They are |l1sted by document, page number and

However, several
revising these documents.

locatlon on that page.

Page
SUMMARY

11=21
1§-26
11-57
11-93
11-i38
=11
11i-16

111-18
1¥=31
1¥=-36
Iv-36

iv-44
445

Locat]on

#11, line 1
B, 1lne 3
C.1.b.

line 26

llne 12

|1ne 2

line 6

#1, Column 1
c 11b)

tast |lIne

#4, tina B
#f, line 2
10 & 11 lines up
6 |lnes up

Table 1¥-14

last column of EO07,

ERRORS

Error

115,000 to 115,000
they to They

Dispersed to Dlspersed

extend to extent

no ) atter WFUD's

823,555 to 823,255

form to from

no ) after recreatlon

blank |Ine misslng after entry

Wildl1fe and Fish to Flsh
and WIldlife

grazing, to grazing
w1l proposed to will be proposed
result the to result In the
of fo on
most values In this table have
+ or - In front of them but some

do pot

24~

it would seem to be just as
I+ »>10 percent of unsultable
Therefore,

lands were
we suggest you omit the word

RESPONSE

(Page 24, paragraph 1) Taimber inventories will not be conducted in areas that
arve 1dentified as unsuikable for timber harvest.

(Page 24, paragraph 2) The reaches to be monitored are identified in the State
Water Quality Monitoring Plan, available for review at the Forest Supervisor
Office. The State is considered a part of the yearly review process.

(Page 24, paragraph 3) We have corrected.

{Page 24, paragraph 4, page 26, line 13) We have made these corrections.
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vii-7

APPENDICES

A-5
B-2
B8-~5
B-7
B-9
B-35
B-41
B-83
B-124
B-127
B-129
c-10
Cc-57
c-77
C~96
c-130
c-131
£-133
b-2
G-14

11-3%
I1t-4
1y-4

1¥=-12

[ina 11, last
calumn

line 10
Step 4

b., line 2
3 Iines up
4 Ilnes up
#2, llna 9
D,y Ilne 6
11 Lines wp
Alt. #9
last |1ne
14 {lnes yp
last llina
3 Ilnes up
page

Ilne 3

| Ina 22

10 llnes up
last 1line
mlddle

"Padersen"

#H
#11, line 2
Goal 5, Obj. 2

3.c.

129,, o 129,

resourceuses to rosource_uses
paragraph split In half

on to or

the FORPLAN to FORPLAN
Progrram to Program

estimated of to estimated

thls data to these data

rquired +6 regulrad

Internal separation |ine missing
Gnenerally to Generally

HFYD +o WFUD

. s to.

unavailable to avallable

map Is upside down

06~515 to 06-915

mmounteln o mountatn

+111.702 to +111,702

C-133. to C-133

paragraph 3 and 4 are Identlcal

second 1ine nof 1ndented

shouldn't be Indented
115,000 o 115,000
game to Game

2209.22.. to 2209.22.

=25=
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1¥=13 k=1 no space between these enfrles

1v-16 p with to within

1v-22 4} (4) for and to for, and

{v-26 hy line 1 contact to contract

1v-39 center (MBF) to (MMBF) ?

1¥-39 Rt. flgure extra 3.0 on left

Iv=119 "Lands™ should foljow GO6

V=135 co1 Game BLM to Game and BLM

1v-217 center totals given are Incorrect  should

be 5,360 and 27,300

iv-218 paragraph 2 sentences 3, 4 and 5 are the same

¥-8 BO3, column #2 omit condlttons

¥-9 Iine 1 IH to MIH

V=9 b. blank lino missing betwaen b & ¢
CONCLUS QNS

Alternative 3 represents the mix of forest activitles which benefits
wildl1fe most {we disagree with your assessment of this alternatived.
This Alternative, 1f coupled with a maintenance of current levals of
grazing and timber harvest, would¢ de-emphasize commodity resources In
favor of those resources (wlldllfe, ¥fish, recreafion} which most CNF
users probably prefer and which contrlbute most to PNV. We request
that you give Alt. 3 strong conslderation durlng your review.

Wa can support Alterpative 11, however, 1f CNF makes the changes we
have recommended. We presume the projected increases In AUMs and MMBF
after Decade 1 can be addressed In the next round of Forest planning.
We belleve you have not adeguately reflected the dollar outputs of
wlid1tfe/fish/recreation In comparison with commadity products (timber,
mining, domestic stack) (n yaur management direction. The standards
angd gulde!lnes for wildlife are weak and do not represent a high level
of commltment to the wiidllfe rescurce in general, you have struck a
good balance between wilderness and unroaded management but we woulé
l1ke to see a semi-primitive classification appiled to several areas we
feel are Important "qual Ity" big game security/hunting areas.

26~

(Page 26, paragraph 1} Comment noted
{Page 26, paragraph 2) The Plan is for a 10 year period.
We used the best information available at the time our FORPLAN model was run.

We believe our Standards & Guidelines are flexible and give strong, on the
ground direction,

We have included a semiprimitive, nonmotorized prescription.
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You need to make a stronger commltment to road management. You should
develop or adopt a stream and riparian classificatlon system. Your
fine sediment threshold should be below 30 percent, You should change
the oconomic values asslgned to the dIfferent rescurces to achleve
equitabl] [ty. You should correct fthe many [nconsfstencles and
contradictory stetements. You should provide much more Information and
be speciflc,

Lastly, and maybe most Importantly, you should glve all resources equal
billing rather than treating minerals as "top dog". (Statemonts on
page 27, Summary; RMP, |¥-6, Minerals, Goal #1; RMP, [V¥-107 bottom of
page and elsewhere Indlcate +that minerals recelved prefarential
conslderation.)
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RIPC180TY

{Page 27, paragraph 1) We have added stronger language to road management.
We will imtiate a riparian classification process.

We disagree that the sediment threshold should be below 30%.

Wildlife & Fish ran the model in optamizang PNV.

Inconsistencies and contradictory statements have been corrected.

Our Forest Plan and EIS is as specific as data will permit.

(Page 27, paragraph 2) See response to page 18, paragraph 3 of this letter.



¥orest Supervigor - Challas Naticnal Forest
August 23, 1985
Pg 2

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes have significant 1ssues, and
LAND USE COMMISEION concerns to be addressed, including, management opportunities for

P O BOX 308 the Challis Nat:onal ¥orest We wish to add the following ques-
FORT HALL IDAHC 83203 tions to your list of i1ssues to be addressed

FORT HALL INDIAN RESERVATION
PHONE (208} 785-2080
Land Use Comrrussion (208) 238-3826

LBTI-TIA

Forest Supervliser
Challais National Forest
P.0. Box 404

Challas, ID 83226

RE DRAFT ENVIROWMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE CHALLIS
NATIONAL FOREST LARD AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Dear Forest Supervisor

The Shoshone~Bannoek Tribes need additiomal time to review
the EIS for the Challis Natzonal Forest and R M P, In ocur pre-
limanary review of the draft document, the Tribes were not
epecifically adentified as being 1mpacted The Tribes have
significent treaty rights under the 1868 Treaty of Fort Bridger,
Article &4, guarantees the continuation of traditional tribal use
rights on land outside the ¢original Fort Hall Indian Reser-
vation.

", . the [the Tribes shall have the right to hunt
the unoccupied lands of the United States soc long as
the game may be found thereon, and so long as peace
exists among the whites and Indian on the borders of
the hunting districts.”™ 15 Stat 674, II Rappler 1021
(emphasis added)

The Trabes have signifrcant interests in the development and
management of this region in their aboriginal ocecupancy arca,
partacularily the mixed band, Lemh: (Shoshone-Bannock, aund Sheep-
egters) which have become part of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes,
who have been moved to Fort Hall ain 1906 Yet, have retalned
theiyr aboriginal rights to use this area for hunting (fi1sh and
game). The term "huntang” 1n Shoshone alse means fishing or "to
hunt for fish™

August 23, 1985

The questions are

] "To what extent wi1ll Forest Service address the Tribe's
1868 treaty raghrs?"

2, To what levels will treaty raghts be managed for

a Wildlife enhamcement and protection

b Anadromous fisheries enhancement and
protection

c Trout and other fresh water fish enhancement
and protec¢tien
Nor-game species, such as, eagles

e Gathering rights.

3, To what extent will your management alternatives address the
Shoshone~Bannock Tribe's treaty rights?

Alternatives

Alternatives 2,5, and 6 market emphasis weuld not be i1n the
best interest of protecting and emhancing the Tribe's treaty
rights

Alternative 3 and 4 would help to continue the Tribes use of
1ts off-reservation treaty rights, provided the Tribes are in-
cluded 1n planning process through coordination of concerns for
treaty rights protectzon

Alternative 8 - Manage Wilderness aud Amenity emphasis would
help protect the Tribes 1nterest zn protecting the wildlife,

land, from further environmental damage. The Tribes can support
Alternataive B,

Alternative 9 - High Wilderness - May affect the Tribe's
treaty rights use for fisheries and enhancement of i1ncreasing
capability of fish habirat

Altermatave 10 15 not 1n the interest of the Tribes and does
not enhance or protect their treaty rights, With 1ts emphasis on
timber and range management

Alternatave 1l - The Tribes can live with the preferred
alternative provided they are included 1n the planning process as
an affected interest with significant councerns
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Forest Supervisor - Challis National Forest
August 23, 1985
Pg. 3

Alternatives emphasizing minerals exploration, timber har-
vestzng, and grazing uses are contrary to the Tribe's treaty
rights and concerns

Alternatives emphasizing the development of water for energy
development or production of hydro-power are contrary to the use
and protectlon of the Tribe's treaty rights for fisheries, both
resident and anadromous fish

Alternatives restricting minerals activities would help to
maintdain the Tribes treaty raights for continued use of fash and
wildlife resources

The Trabes have a significant long term interest {1n excess
of 150 years into the future) 1n this reglon of Idaho The
Tribes need to be included 1n the planning process of the forest
service to early i1dentify therr concerns, inm order to have them
addressed 1n the future plans, impacting their use rights

The Shoshone-Bannock Traibe's Land Use Commission and Land
Use Departwment welcome the opportunity to provide additiomal
comments, anud review of future plansg and EIS's We want to
receive the fanal EIS when 1t's complere We also request to
Temaln on your permanent marling list

Sincerely,

cc Fort Hall Business Council
BIA

The Ferest Plan recognizes the 1868 Fort Bridger Treaty and the rights provaded
to the Native American Indians for hunting, fishing, and gathering of plants,
reots, and other material.

It provides for amproving the quality of wildlife and fish habitat to better
meet the treaty rights of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. The actual numbers of
fish and animals are controlled to a large extent by hunting and fishang
regulations. The Plan provides for the habitat needs of game and non-game
Species.

Meeting the treaty rights of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribe is provided for in all
alternatives.

We appreciate your analysis of the potential effects of each alternative on the
Tribes treaty rights.
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TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE The Forest Plan recognizes the Treaty Raghts of the Averican Indian and

provides for habatat that should provide aincreases in anadromous fish

e Rox BOG™ - populations to meet the treaty raghts of the Columbia River Tribes.
FWA) IDAHOD (208) B43 2253

BAnA0EET
7 October, 19B5

Mr  Jack Griswald
Forest Supervisor
Challis National Forest
Forest Service Building
P 0 Box 404

Challys, Idaho 83226

Pear Mr Griswald

The Nez Perce Tribe appreciates the opportunity to comment on

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement {DEIS) and the proposed
Challis Natienal Forest Plan This plan 15 1mportant to the Tribe
because, by treaty, we retain fishing rights which w111 be
affected by land uses around the Salmon River basin The DEIS
indicates that the Challis National Forest contains spawning and
rearing habitat for Columbia River basin stocks of anadromous

fish These stocks, of course, comprise our treaty fisheries

Treaty rights and federal Indian trust cbligations are well
recognized by the federal courts Unfartunately, the DEIS faiis

to consider any effects of the various alternative plans on the

Nez Perce Tribe For example, there 15 no discussion or evaluation
of tribal ceremonial, subsistence and commercial fisheries These
fisheries are vitally dependent upon habitat protection 1n the Salmaon
River headwaters, yet the DEIS totally neglects the real social,
cultural and economic impacts of the forest manazgement plan This
violates NEPA and the federal trust obligation

Recently, the United States District Court for the District of
Montana found that an EIS formulated writhout adequate consideration
of social, cultural and economic i1mpacts on an affected Indian
community was a violation of NEPA and the federal Indiran trust
responsibilaty We refer you to the case of The Northern Cheyenne
Tribe v Donald Hodel, Secretary of Interior, CV 82-116-BLG

{D Mont 05/28/85;

Specific comments follow

Very truly yours,

Ty

o P e e
erman Reuben, Chairman

cc file
JHR sme
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CHALLIS NATIONAL FOREST PLAN REVIEW

(FISHERIES COMMENTS)

The Mez Perce Tribe has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement and the Proposed Forest Management Plan

for the Challis National Forest The Tribe uaderstands the
Proposed Plan to be the preferred choice amony the numerous
alternatives developed within the timber production constraints
vmposed as "givens" by the National Forest Management Rct
using assigned resource values and various algorithms chosen
by USFS personnel The "ribe appreciates the effort which
has gone 1nto the development of the Plan and commends the
Challis National Forest for the concern and respect which 1ts
staff has shown for anadromous and resident fish and their
habitats 1n the development of the Plan

The Nez Perce Tribe 1s concerned with 211 activities which may
alter the status of streams within the range of Columbia River
anadromous fish The wild runs of both steelhead and chinook
salmpn are now at critical levels where environmental impacts
couid greatly reduce their ability to maintain their reproductive
status The anadromous fisheries on the Salmon River 15 a
major cencern Tor the Nez Perce Tribe in terms of pretecting

and ephancing the runs and providing for the ceremonial and
subsistence needs of 1t5 people. The anadromous fisheries

habi1tat has been altered 1n the upper Salmon River drainage
by past developmental activities. Planned mitigation will
undoubedly improve the habitat potential (1f necessary funding

15 available), but 1ncreased roading, timber harvesting,
Tivestock grazing and mining will prevent or delay the achiyevement
of self-perpetuating and harvestable production leveis Therefore
management directions for undeveloped areas, riparian areas and
anadromous streams are i1ncreasingly 1mportant to the Tribe to
provide the spawning and rearing habitat necessary for the
groductaun of wild runs and a harvestable supply of anadromous

1sh

In reviewing the documents, the Tribe concentrated its efforts
on the Salmon River drainage which supports the anadromous
fisheries on the Forest The Tribe 1s concerned over the Plan's
vulnerability to future budget cutbacks, which might prevent

1ts implementation and wanagement directives 1n relation to
riparian areas, fisheries and water quality The Tribe feels
that the following comments should be examined for 1ngorporation
into the Plan as they would better protect and enhance the
fisheries resources and their habitats
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BUDGET

A major concern deals with an adequate budpet to properly
implement the Proposed Plan Considering the current economy,
present budget cutiing measures 1n the federal governmenit and

the possibiiity of every forest requesting an 1ncreased budget

to 1mplement forest plan, there 35 some doubt whether the
required budget wi1ll be appropriated every year In order to
properly implement the Plan, funding for fish and water guality
mitigation and fish habitat 1mprovement (for past practices

and annual maintenance) need to be available every year Usually,
budget cuts affect fisheries and water guality resocurces more
than timber-oriented activities In years of i1nadequate funding,
the budgets for development-oriented activities should be
adjusted to meet fisreries and water quality goals and objectives

The forest-wide management direction 1dentified research needs
to improve and update the Forest Plan Research 1nvelving
fisheries, water quality and other resources 15 needed to

“"fine tune” and 1mprove ¢n the models and increase the database
Budget cuts will definitely prevent the Forest from athieving
an effective long-term management plan

Monitoring, which 1s a basic component of the Ferest Plan,
essent1ally shows 1f the Forest 1s meeting 1ts planned goals
and objectives Budget cuts affecting the monitoring 6f any
past, ongoing or planned activities would not adequately
protect the fish/water quality resources Therefore, the
Tribe strongly recommends that monitoring and evaluation of
the Forest Plan be adequately funded te protect and enhance
the fisheries resources

GENERAL

The Tribe guestions the abi1lity of the Forest to maintain or
increase the quality and guantity of fisheries nabitat The
Forest states that mitigatiom &nd ennancement w1l help
achieve theset projections The Tribe notes that complete
funding for mitigation and enhancement measures 1S questionable
and results of such mitigation and enhancement techniques may
only offset the impacts of development oriented activities

The “arest-wide management standards which permit spawning
habitat degradation by aliowing the sediment y1eld to approach
the threshold 1s unacceptable The Tribe recommends that all
critical anadromous spawning hsbitat be protected from further
degradation and enhanced wherever necessary to assure optimum
spawning conditions for anadromous fish

RIBARIAN

The Tribe 15 very concerned over the continued detericration
of the riparian areas especially along anadromous streams

5 The Tribe notes the Forest proppses changes 1n the current

grazing management directives for anadromous fisheries protectron,
but concedes to livestock i1nterest by allowing moderate grazing

e

Page 3, paragraph l: Management direction, standards, and quidelines w1ll be
followed at all budget levels. This should ensure the protection and
enhancement of water quality and f£ish habitat maintenance Or IWproVEmETLS.

Page 3, paragraph 2: Data base will be collected and management darection
will be implemented, howaver with reduced budgets it will take longer to
achieve our goals and objectives.

Page 3, paragraph 3: Monitoring of water quality and figheries will continue
at all budget levels. However, the intensity may be reduced on less critical
areas.,

Page 3, paragraph 4: Threshold limits only allow for sediment to increase 2
percent above the existing levels.

Page 3, paragraph 5: See responseé to page 4, paragraph 2 of the EBA letter.
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along Class 1 streams Considering the present condition of
the riparian habitat along anadromous streams and the critical
condition of the wild anadromous fish runs, the Tribe recommends

1) Riparan areass along Class @ streams that have not
been subject to past grazing practices or are not
being currently grazed be classified nongrazing areas

2) Riparian areas along Class I streams currently being
grazed and adjacent to c¢ritical anadromous Spawning
and rearing habitat be classified nongrazing areas

3) The grazing intensity on remaining riparian areas
{Class 1 streams) be reduced to enhance the anadromous
fisheries.

The Proposed Plan allows for several types of harvesting
practices 'n riparian areas. Even though the standards require
designing timber harvest activities to protect or enhance
riparian-dependent respurces, the Forest needs tg restrain
excessive harvesting and roading 1n riparian areas Reduction
of basal area from timber harvest 1n riparian areas should be
1imited {0 25 percent to minimize effects on stream cover and
temperature. If conditions require roads parallel to streams,
a buffer strip of 100 feet wide should be reguired between

the road and stream. This buffer strip should be protected
from harvesting and not be prescribed in rpad management plans
as the mitigation of road runoff.

Page 4, paragraph 1: Specifics of grazing management along anadromous f£ish
streams will be developed by an interdisciplinary team in the Allotment
Management Plan and Environmental Assessment. Grazing will not be allowed to
dagrade anadromous fish habitat.

Page 4, paragraph 2: Management direction, standards and guidelines direct
that timber harvest in ripar:an areas be done to maintain riparian vegetation
in as diverse and vigorous condition as possible, They also direct road
locations avoid riparian areas where possible. Road des:gn standards provides
for buffer strips between roads and streams of 50-feet, plus four fimes the
percent of sideslopes.

Our present practice 18 keeping roads out of the riparian area and little, if
any, harvest in them will continue.
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JOHN Y EVANS

GOVERKOK

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
EYATE GAPITOL

BOISE 83720
November 8, 1985

Mr Jack Graswold, Supervisor
Challis National Forest

Box 247

Challis, ID B3226

Dear Mr Griswold

I appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the Challis National Forest's plan-
ning process and to make recommendations te ensure greater protection for Idaho's
natural resources Several state agencies have lrkewise reviewed your draft plan
and I have enclosed their comments for your sericus consaderation

I bhave not endorsed any of the alterpatives presented, pramarily because the Plan
lacks well~defined and mapped forest-wide management prescraiptions The preferred
alternative, being a modified version of the commodity-driven RPA program, does not
provade a balancea multiple-use program for the next decade  Alternataive #3, sup~
ported by conservationists and identifaed by the Department of Fish and Game as
best for fish amd wildlafe, unfortunately does not provide for the full range of
recreational uses anticipated on the Forest It appears that a "Public Use Empha-
s1s" alternative similar te your neighboring Sawtooth National Forest, would best
satisfy all concerned

In my comments, I have jtemized several elements needed to improve your draft plan

1} Wilderness recommendations should be expanded, especially your proposal for
the White Clouds-Boulder Area

2} Semi-primitive areas which emphasize dispersed recreation should be defined,
established and mapped, 1deally with non-motorazed and metorazed umts distin-
gurshed

3) The timber program should be moderated with a fixed timber harvest level main=-
tained inte future decades Suitable and unsuitable timberlands need to be
a1dentified and mapped

4)  Recreation and wildlife should be acknowledged as outputs of primary impor-
tance, with commodity uses maintained at current levels inte future decades

5) Watershed protection and water guality concerns should be better addressed 1in
the fanal plan wath specafic sireams identafied for amprovement and momatoraing

6) Information missing from the plan and inconsistencies in data need to be ad-
dressed an a timely manner to ensure breoad public understanding and support of
the final Challis Flan

Mr Jack Graswold
November 8, 1985
Page 2

The Natronal Forest Management Act clearly requires our National Forests to abide
by multiple use and sustained yield concepts--and to be cost-effective in doing S0
Gaven the resource and budget lamitatiens which currently constrain commodity eut-
puts on the Challis, at as 1mportant to recegnize and support a firm public use
emphasis in the final plan

My best to you and your staff as you proceed in these critical plasning efforts

JVE 33P0

cc  Darector Jerry Conley, Idaho Department of Fish and Game
Dr Lee Stokes, Division of Environment
Ideho Department ¢f Health and Welfare
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COMMENTS FROM
GOVERNOR JOHN V EVANS
STATE OF IDAHO

Wilderness for Future Geperaticnms

The White Clouds-Boulder wilderness proposal of 6,000 acres 15 far less than
needed to complete this premiere Idaho wilderness 1 recommend including all
40,000 acres coptained within the RARE II study area and urge you to extend the
boundaries to mnclude the East and West Forks of Herd Creek up to Lake Basin and
the entire East Pass Creek drainage This area contsins outstandang wildlife
and anadremous fish habitat and 15 most worthy of receiving wilderness designa-
tion I support your proposals for the Pioneer Mountains and Borah Peak Wilder-
ness as they closely parallel those I have prevaiously supported I have noted
that the Department of Fish and Game suggests some border adjustments in beth
areas, but there 1s insufficient information 1o the plan to determine which
boundaries are best

Semi-Pramitive Area Rece datyons

I have long supported the designation of semi-primitive recreation areas on all
National Forests in Idaho  Although many parts of the Challis Forest will be
managed for dispersed recreation, the exact acreages have not been identified or
mapped Semi-primitave prescriptions are essentzal on the Challas because
higher present net values are realazed when acreages are assigned to wilderness
and daspersed recreation

The following areas should receave semi-primitive prescriptions and should re-
main roadless

North Lemhis (preferably non-moterized)

Hanzon Lakes (non-motorized)

Daamond Peak (mixed use)

Pahsimerc:r Moustains (mixed use)

Smiley Mountain Area (mixed use)

Forests throughout Idahe need to coordinate their plans in order to better de-
fine the semi-primitive prescription The Targhee and Sawtooth Natzonal Forests
both have motorized as well as non-motorized semi-primitive areas Each semi-
primitive area should be evaluated for semsitive resources or existang primitive
use whach may preclude use of metorized vehicles In all cases, semi-pramitive
axeas should receive & dispersed recreation emphasis to include hunting, fish-
ing, camping, hiking and nature study

Timber Management

The Challis National Forest 1is mot a major tamber-preducing forest and there-
fore, tamber management should not be as high a priority as in otber Idabo for-
ests While a 3 mmbf annual sale quantity may be feasible, I question whether
the haigher levels proposed for future decades will be cost efficient or even
desirable given current and anticipated demand in this region  The plan das-
cusses the difficulty an regenerating Douglas fir on the dry soils found on the
Challis, wyet significant cut of Douglas far 1s proposed Legally, each bar-
vested stand must be regenerated within five years, hence, the feasibilaty of
Douglas fir harvests may be questionable

As forested areas are fully inventoried, I assume the 95,916 acres found suit-
able in all respects will be mapped and placed 1n a proper management prescrip-
ticn The remaining 244,692 acres of tentatively suitable forest land whach
apparently cannot meet economic efficiency requirements {(p 1v-36) should be con-
sidered for minimum level management, unless higher values dictate a different
prescription  Again, these cost anefficient areas should be mapped

4

5)

6)

Recreation and Wildlife Concerns

I am agking the Challis National Forest to acknowledge its praimary importance as
a recreation resource and plan accordingly 1 support efforts such as inter-
preting the Borah earthquake and the Custer mining town to help forest visitoxs
better appreciate Idaho's matural and cultural heritage Likewise, I encourage
development of campsites to fully accommodate anticipated user demand With
anadromous fish runs making a dramatic comeback to the Salmon River system, 1t
15 ancumbent on the Challas Forest to provide for increasing numbers of fisher-
men and tourists to the region

As economic development efforts are successful in Eastern Idalo, greater numbers
of residents wall seek dispersed recreation oppertunities I support your plans
te increase and maintain a diversity of trails for these forest users, and en-
courage you to plan for visator information facilities and area guades

Although 1t 15 commendable to recognize the importance of traditional forest
uses, the plan's emphasis on commodity outputs 1n mining, grazing and tumber
needs to be balanced with greater emphasis in provading for outdeor recreation
opportunity Grazing and maineral activities on the Challis National Forest
should be maintsined at current levels, wrth cavtion exercised 1n identified
rzparian areas 1 support range mprovements and effective mining regulations
to protect our semsitive stream habitats

I encourage the Challis National Forest to work closely with the Idaho Depart-
ment of Fish and Game in emsuring healthy wildiife and fish populataons for our
growing number of Idaho and non-resident sportsmen  Cooperative road closures,
range monitoring snd habitat protectien wall ensure a viable wildlafe resource
on the Challis Several anconsistencies are polnted out in the Department of
Fish and Game comments (attached), and I urge you to give utmost comsideration
to their recommendations

Watershed Protection and Water Qualaty

The Department of Health and Welfare, Division of Envirooment, has noted a lack
of information related to fisheries protecticn and general weter quality I urge
the planners to identify specific watersheds or stream segments in each manage=~
ment area and specify the condition of each  Once this baseline datz 1s known
and displayed, the public can better determine the impact certain proposed acti-
vities will have on each stream Also, a comprehensive momitoring plan s
needed as part of the final plan

Tamely Completion of the Final Plan

I urge the plamners to work diligently 1o compiling the anformation needed to
complete the plan State agencies and individuals have pointed out aincomsisten-
cies and lack of supporting data 1m your goals, objectives and standards While
I agree with most goals set for the ¥orest, I, too, am uneasy waith how mitiga~
tion measures and habitat/range 1mprovements will be accomplished  Recognizing
the reality of budget constraints, the Forest must be prepared to fairly imple-
ment all components of the Hanagement Plan

Local communities are depending heavily on the outcome of this planning process
Those plannang for leng-term investments need to know what outputs are projected
for the Forest and where the management emphasis wzll be I encourage you and
your staff to work tewards resolving user conflacts, thereby enabling the
Challis Plan to be completed on schedule
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We have reviewed both the Pioneer Mountains and Boulder-White Clouds wilderness
proposals and expanded them somewhat. We have included a recreation
prescription for the North Lemhis and the South Lemhis, which calls for a
semiprimtive non-motorized recreation experience,

Allowable harvest quantity for the first decade will average three mllion
board feet per year. This is in harmony with the traditional market needs to
provide for local industries in our area. The volumes indicated for the
second, third, fourth and fifth decades will be reassessed in the next planning
cycle, and will be based on better resource information. These volumes could
decrease based on the needs of local markets as well as the availability of
suitable timber.

Our preferred alternative strikes a good balance between commodity and amenity
uses. Recreation values such as camping, hikaing, boating, fishing, and hunting
are very important, and are provided for in the preferred alternative. The
Challis National Porest has beautiful scenery and excellent opportunities for
outdoor recreation and there 1s no intent that commodity uses will supersede

Our water guality monitoring is designed to provide maximum benefits for fish
and fishery habjtat. As the anadromous fish hatchery program and native £ish
wcrease the returns to Idahe, we are dedicated to providing quality habatat
for those fish for spawning and rearing, Our management practices which affect
water quality, are of most importance.

We understand your concern about information which appears to be missing from
the Plan or that you feel is somewhat inadequately mapped based on lack of
resource information. We agree that more data could have been collected, hut we
do not believe that it was needed for making this decision. It 15 our intent
through the first decade under the Plan to improve our inventory information so
that the update of the Plan will be simpler, much easier to understand, and
more site-specific as far as inventory information s concerned. We feel,
however, that the level of information was sufficient for decisions made in the
P
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Mr, Jack Griswold
Supervisor

Challis Natienal Forest
Box 247

Challis, TIdaho 83226

Dear Jack:

I appreciate this opportunity to share my views on the Challis
National Forest Draft EIS and Land and Resource Management Plan I
found this document to be a comprehensive inventory of the unigue
and varied resource values on the Challis Forest, You and your
staff are to be commended for your fine efforts in this planning
process,

1 have heard from more than 200 concerned Idaho citizens
regarding this Plan--the majority of whom support Alternative #3 or
a nonmarket emphasas for the Forest. I can appreciate their
concerns as quality backcountry experiences are limited and are
constantly dimainishing. I am, however, reluctant to endorse this or
any of the other alternatives presented in the Plan, but would urge
you and your staff to consider modifications to your preferred
Alternative #11 that will hetter reflect an evolving emphasis on
fish, wildlife, water gualzty, improved range management and
dispersed recreation.

96T-IA

I would like to offer several comments on specific management
prescriptions contained in the Plan.

1. White Cloud-Boulder Mountains

0f foremost concern to me is your very small wilderness
recommendation for the White Cloud-Boulder Mountains on the Challis
Forest, I have recommended that approximately 202,050 acres on the
Sawtooth W.F. he considered for wilderness and wounld Suggest that
an additional 40,000 acres already inventoried under the RARE II
process be considered on the Challis. I understand that there are
several factors that must be cons:dered the least of which 18 your
abi1lity to manage and enforce wilderness boundaries and
maintain existing livestock grazing allotments in the RARE II
area. I would stress that anadromous fisheries that spawn in these
areas be g:rven highest priority n your prescription.

Let me stress here that I am not oppposed tp the continuation
of livestock grazing in these areas. As we have discussed this past
summer, I am very supportive of grazing on pablic lands, but I alse
believe this legitimate use must be balanced with careful
stewardship of ocur critically important ripartan habitat, I am
concerned that this habitat be greatly improved in the areas of
East Pass Creek and West and East Forks of Herd Creek. For this
reason I have suggested these areas be consadered for wilderness

protection. I would be interested in discussing other options for
these particular areas 1f equally effective management precriptions
can be adentified and are generally accepted by the public,

2. Pioneer Mountains and Borah Peak Wilderness

I support your wilderness recommendations for 38,000 acres 1n
the Pioneer Mountains on the Challis side {61,981 acres on the
Sawtooth M.F.) and 116,000 acres for Borah Peak. These areas
clearly possess the pristine backcountry gualities whach merat
special managenment consideration. You are also to be commended for
your efforts to provide quality nonmotorized and motorazed
recreation oppertunities in the Ploneer Mountains. As you Kknow, the
Borah Peak unit contains Idaho's highest mountain peak and supports
a valuable wildlife population including bighorn sheep, nmountain
goat, elk, deer and antelope. This 18 a very unigue area in that it
is a subalpine unit superimposed on high desert enviromment with
1ittle or no transitional zone. These wilderness add:itions should
provide a much needed boost to the local economy of Mackay in terms
of increased tourist and recreation dollars.

3, Other Semi~Primitive Areas

1 support maintaining several semi-primitive areas in their
natural, untoaded state for the present ang provide for Future
reconsideration of such areas for possible wilderness designation.

—-=North Lemhis

The Worth Lemhis offer some of the best and most divers:fied
wi1ldlife habitat on the Forest, supporting grey wolf, black

bear, bighorn sheep, mountain goat, elk, deer and eaqles. From

all accounts this area would be an ideal candidate for

wilderness consideration and in fact was 1dent:ified as such in

the RARE II process. I would suggest that your roadless management
prescription for this area be carefully reviewed to ensure

that these wildlife resources are g:ven priority over other
management approaches.

--Pahsimero1l Mountalng

The Pahsimerci Mountains also support critical wildlife

habatat which makes this a popular off-road hunting area, Your
prescription for multiple-use management can be supported with

a few gualifications and those would be that particular timber
sales (Water Trough sale) be carefully secrutinized for cost-
effectiveness and suitability. I would suggest thie area be
managed as semi-primitive with a clear delineation between
motorized and nonmotorized uses Sensitive resource areas

should be further identified for possible future walderness review.

~=0ther Rreas
Other areas that should be managed as sema-primitive with an
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Mr. Jack Graswold
PAGE 3
Rovenber 15, 1985

emphasis on dispersed hunting, fishing, camping, hiking and
nature study :nclude-

Hanson Lakes——non-motorized

Diamond Peak--mult:ple use

Smiley Mountain Area--multiple use

King Mountain--nonmotorized

4. Recreation

I applaud your plans to cooperate with the BLM in the
establishment of a Borah Quake National Watutal Area with
interpretive services. ] also strongly support renewed interest in
developing and maintaining a diversified trail system including the
nomination of Bag Hat Creek Trail as a National Recreation Trairl
As the budget permits, I would encourage you to construct more
facilities to reduce potential conflicts between user groups.

5. Commodity Outputs

I generally support your recommendation for ma:intaining
commodity outputs at or near 1980 RPA levels for the first decade.
Emphasis should be on classifyinyg and clearly i1dentifying lands
suitable and nonsuitable for timber production. Specific
information should be made available for publ:ic review concerning
sale locations, economics and road building plans.

A high priority should also be placed on improvemenis in
overall range management with a particular focus on accelerated
recovery of riparian habitat that 15 so vitally important to
anadromous fish spawn:nhg. Egually important to fish and wildlife
protection will be specific mining reforms that will require more
stringent mitigation measures; bonds covering the true full cost of
reclamation; and the removal and safe d:zspesal of all toxle and
hazardous wastes.

In conclusion, I believe that this Plan represents a rare
opportunitity for the State and the Nation to elevate un prioraity
the protection of our fish, wildlife, recreational and scenic
values of our public forests, As more and more of the American
landscape 1s developed, areas like our Challis National Forest with
1ts towering peaks and pristine high country lakes will become even
more valpable to the country as a whole.

I am also sensitive to the need for maintaining a healthy,
diversified economy in Idaho that is based on sustained commodity
cutputs including grazing, timber and mining and a robust tourism
and outdoor recreation industry. I truly believe that a balance
between environmental preservation and resource development can be
attained on the Challis National Forest and I pledge my support 1n
working with you, Governor Evans and the people of Idaho to meet
these needs. As a member of Congress, I will also be working

Mr. Jack Griswold
PAGE 4
November 15, 1985

closely with USDA and the appropriation committees here 1n Congress

to ensure that this Plan 1s given high prioraty in funding and
final implementation.

Again, I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Challis
National Forest Land and Resource Managehment Plan and look forward

;i working with yon and your staff on the implementation of this
an,

Sincerely,

Q.JJ t gﬂfu I

Richard H, Stallings
Member of Congress

RHS/k



86T1-IA

We have had considerable interest in adding more wilderness areas into our
recommended alternative. We have reviewed the Pioneer Mountains and the
Boulder-¥White Clouds areas and have added some additional acreage to those,
although we have not added as mich as some of the wilderness advocate
orgarnzations would have liked.

We have looked at the North Lemhs and the South Lemhis and have developed a
recreation prescription which calls for semiprimitive non-motorized recreation
experience. This does allow for some travel corridors which go through those
areas and cross over to the Lemh: River side, The major portion of thgs
mountamn range 1s protected from motorized use.

The Forest Plan provides a good balance, both in commodity and amenity uses.
We feel that the Forest Plan meets the local commedity needs while provading a
wide variety of amenities cutputs. At the time of Plan revision, after
approximately ten to fifteen years we will reassess the Forest management
gituation as well as needs and desires for activities and outputs. During the
intervening years we intend to collect better resource information which will
be more detailed and site-specific.
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RESPONSE

We appreciate your concern about the addition of more wilderness. The Challas
National Forest presently has approximately 750,000 acres of the Frank
Church—Rwver of No Return Wilderness, but we do have another 1.3 million acres
of basically rcadliess or unroaded areas. There has been a great deal of
wnterest expressed to either designate this as wilderness, or to keep in an
undevelaped condition. Our preferred altermative does both. We are
recompending 48,000 acres plus wilderness in the Pioneer Mountains. We are
recommending 34,000 acres in the Boulder-White Clouds area. Both of these
areas also cross over onto the Sawtooth National Forest, where similar
wilderness recommendations are being made. We are recomending about 119,000
acres of the Borah Peak area, between Double Springs Pass and Pass Creek for
wilderness designation. This 1s a total 201,000 acres of recommended
wilderness. The remainder of the undeveloped area, which is over one mllion
acres, is not recommended for wilderness designation.

The Forest Service does not designate wilderness. We made recommendations for
wilderness through our planning process but only the Congress of the Umited
States has the power and authority to designate wilderness, so the Forest
planning process 18 Just one step in the overall process for wilderness
designation. The final decision on designation of additional Wilderness in
Idaho and on the Challis Rational Forest rests with Congress which will
ultimately decide this land management issue.
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2705 East Burnside Street, Suite )14, Partland Oregon 97214

Octeober 24, 1985

Hr. J.5. Taxier
Regional Forester
Intermountain Region
Federal Office Building
324 25th Street

Ogden, Utah 84461

Dear Mr. Tixier,

The Columbia River Inter~Trabal Fish Commission appreciates
this opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) and the proposed Challis National Forest Plan.
The Commission is composed of the Fish and Wildl:fe Committees of
the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, the
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakima Indian Nation, the
Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon,
and the Nez Perce Tribe., These four tribes have rights reserved
by treaty to take fish that pass their usual and accustomed
fishing places, BAmong these fish are the anadromous species that
originate in the Challis Naticnal Forest.

The Nature of the Treaty Right

The tribes® right to take fish that pass their usual and
gccrstomed Places 15 a right confirmed by numerous court
ecisions. See e.g, Sohappy v. Smith, 382 F.Supp. 899 (D, Or.
1969), aff”d, 529 F.2d., 578 (9th Cir. 1976); Washington v.
Washington State Commercial Passenger Fishing Vessel ASs n, 443
U.5. &58 (197%) {Passenger Fishing Vessel). In addition to
binding state governments, See Passenger Fishing Vessel 443 U.5.
at 682 and n.25, the treaties are also binding on private
citizens, See e.g. United States ¥, Wanans, 198 U.s5. 371 (1985},
and of course the federal government, Passenger Fishing Vessel,
443 U.S. at 682; See alsc Confederated Tribes of the Umatillia
Reservation v. Aléxander, 446 F. Supp. 553 (D. OF. 1977). Absent
specific authorization by Congress, Indian treaty rights cannot
be abrogated., 14., citing Menominee Tribe v. United States, 391
U.8. 484, 413 (I968).). -

In Passenger Fishing Vessel, the Court painstakingly
examined the cirxcumstances surrounding the negotiataion of the
treaties in an attempt to divine the parties’ long=term
intentions. The Supreme Court emphasized that Governor Stevens
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invited the Tribes to rely on the United States"' good fajith
efforts to protect their right to a fisheries livelihood.
Stevens specifically told the tribes: “This paper [the treaty]
secures your £ish." Id. at 667 n.ll. During the treaty
negotiations, “the Governor s promises that the treaties would
protect that source of food and commerce were crucial in
obtaining the Indians' assent.” 1d. at 676 (emphasis added). As
the Supreme Court stressed:

it .5 abasolutely clear, as Governor Stevens himself
said, that neither he nor the Indians intended that the
latter “should be excluded from their ancient
fisheries,” . . . and it 18 accordingly inconceivable
that either party deliberately agreed to authorize
future settlers to crowd the Indians out of any
meaningful use of thear accustomed places to fish.

Id. The Supreme Court also mentioned that the treaty guaranty of
"the right of taking fish" was meaningful only if fish were
available for the taking. Id. at €79 (emphasis added).

The 136 years since the treaties were signed have witnessed
a truly startl:ing number of methuds by v :ich the gquantity of £ish
avarlable for the taking could be reduced —-- if not decimated.
The courts have responded to these threats to the treaty right by
declaring a poliey that the treaty right cannot be defeated by
technology or other methode not anticipated by the treaty
signatories. For example, in Unated States v. Wainans, 198 U.S.
371 (190¢5), the defendant constructed a fish wheel (& device
capable of destroying an entire run of fish) and excluded the
Indiang from one of their usual and accustomed fishing places.
Commenting on the effects of improved fishing devices, the Court
noted that:

wheel fishing i1s one of the c¢ivilized man's methods, as
legitimate as the substitution of the modern harvester
for the ancient sickle and flail . . . 1t needs no
argument to show that the superiority of a combined
harvester over the ancient sickle neither increased nor
decreased raghts to the use of land held in common. 1In
the actual taking of fish white men may not be confaned
t¢ & spear or crude net, but 1t does not follow that
they may construct and use a device which gives them
exclusive possesslion of the fishang places, as it 18
admitted a fish wheel does.

Id. at 382. Thus, although improved technology may be brought to
bear on the fishery, that technology cannot be allowed to imperil
the rights secured to the parties to the treaty.

Thig result was reaffirmed by the Supreme Court an Passenger
Fighing Vessel. There the Court declared that “[n]on-treaty
fishermen may not rely on property law concepts, devices such as
the fish wheel, license feea, or general regulations to deprave
the Indians of a fair share of the relevant runs of anadromous



T10Z-IA

fish in the case area." Passenger Fishing Vessel, 443 U.S. at
684. The Court*s antent is clear: absent specific treaty
abrogation legislation from Congress, {Mencminee Tribe w. Unated
States, 391 U.S. 484, 413 {196B8)), no one may use any method to

deprive treaty fishermen of their fair share of the anadromous

£ish.

Federal Duty to Protect Subject Matter of Treaties

In addition to their obligation to not destroy Indran treaty
rights without specific Congressional action, federal agencies
must wse their authority to safeguard that which 1s the subject
matter of federal treaties. In Kittitas Reclamation Dastrict v.

Sunnyside Valley Irragation Distract, Nos 88-3505, B1-360Z, 8l-

3068, H1-3869 (9th Cir. June 14, 1985), the Ninth Caircuit
affirmed a district court order to operate a Yakima water project
in a manner that would preserve spring chinook salmon redds.
Federal project operators had originally sought to reduce water
releases in order to store water for the next irrigation season.
The proposed flow reductions would have left the redds high and
dry. Testimony at the district court hearing indicated that the
proposed water storage would be possible 1f twelve redds were
transplanted or if berms were constructed. Id Slip op. at 7.
However, the district court judge was "unsure of the effect of
these measures, 0 he continued the watermaster's authority to
release water as necessary.” Id. Expressly declining tc decade
the scope of the Yakama Indian Nation's treaty fishing raghts,
Id. at n.5, the Ninth Circuat found that the district court judge
had fashioned a reasonable remedy. Id.

The message in Kittitas as clear Federal agencies are
cbligated to exercise their authorities in & manner that will
protect ~- not degrade -- the habitat needed to support
anadromous f£fish. In addition, when addregsing anadromous faish
habitat needs, various measures may be utilized, but the final
choice turns not on traditional notions of agency expertise, but
on the haclogical needs of the fish

Magnitude of Fisheries Reserved by Treaty

The Forest Service's duty to protect and enhance anadromous
f1eh habitat does not cease once a fish run becomes viable. The
tribes d1d not reserve a right to take a few fish from a meager
run struggling for survaival. Some might argue that the Columbia
River treaty tribes reserved the right to continue harvesting
that number of fish that they had tradationally harvested.
Obviously, that harvest level 1s impossible given the
contemporary depleted fisheries. The Supreme Court has held that
poth Indian and non-Indian fishermen possess a right, "secured by

treaty, to take a fair share of the available fish * Passenger
Fishing Vessel, 443 U.S. at 684-85. The Court determined that
Indian harvest allocation should not exceed 58% of the
harvestable fish. I4. at 685-86. The Court then declared:

It bears repeating, however, that the 50% fagure
imposes a maximum but not a minimum alloecation . . .
[Tlhe central principle here must be that Indaan treaty
rights to a natural resource that once was thoroughly
exclusively explolted by the Indians secures so much
as, but no more than, 1s necessary to provide the
Indrans with a livelihood == that is to say, & moderate
living. Accordangly, while the maximum pessible
allocation to the Indians is fixed at 50%, the minimum
is not; the latter will, upon proper submissions to the
gistrict court, be modified in response to changang
gircumstances Id. at &86-87.

Perhaps the reason why this "moderate living standard"
unearthed by the Supreme Court has not proven to be a truly
thorny problem in Pacific Northwest fisher:es management 1s
because no one can reasonably contend that the Indians® harvest
presently yields a moderate livaing. Thas fact was implicatly
acknowledged by the Supreme Court in Passenger Fishing Vessel
when it stated that the 586% ceiling on the Indlans harvest
allocation was necessary "to prevent thear needs from exhausting
the entire Yesource and thereby frustrating the treaty right of
*all [other] citizens of the territory.’” 14 at 686.

Regardless of what the term "moderate living standarg”
means, it will eventually be defined by the judiciary —- not a
federal agency. See Id. at 687, As discussed earlier, the Ninth
Cireuit has already determined that federal agencies must refrain
from taking actions that will reduce the number of fish in a
depleted run. See Kittitas, slip op. at 7. Wor does this duty
cease when an anadromous fish run manages to lncrease 1ts numbers
beyond the dangerous level of minimum vaability In United
States v. Adair, 723 F.2d 1394 (9th Car. 1984), the Ninth ¢ircuit
stated that-

Implicit 1n this "moderate livang" standard is the
conclusicon that Indian tribes are not generally
entitled to the same level of exclusive use and
exploitation of a natural rescurce that they enjoyed at
the time that they entered into the treaty reservang
their interest in the resource, unless, of course, no
lesser level will supply them with a moderste living.
Id. at 1415 (emphasis aaded)

Here the Ninth Circuit has indicated that the Klamaths must
be allowed to achieve thelir “moderate living." No one knows what
that 15 The court explicitly stated the possibility that the
"moderate livaing standard” may only be achieved by allowing the
tribe to enjoy the "same level of exclusive use and explortation”
1t had at the time the treaty was concluded. Id. The purport of
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this holding is clear. Federal agencies owe a duty to refrain
from activaitres that will interfere with the fulfillment of
treaty raights. Moreover, thisg duty cannot be performed by
engaging in an "accomodation” or "balancing” process between
Indian treaty rights and a competlhg economic interest such as
timber harvest. Any such "accommodation” reached by the Forest
Service would amount to a de facto abrogation of Indian treaty
rights. In the context of forest management, unless the Forest
Service can demonstrate that the tribes' treaty rights are
presently being fulfilled, it cannot justify approvang activities
in the forests that will cause further degradation of anadromous
£fish habatat

The National Forest Management Act Mandates Coordination

The Forest Service 1s only one of the many entities involved
in the complex interactions that have caused the diminution of
anadromous fish runs to their present state Columbia River
hydroelectric development and other downstream problems have done
grievous harm to the basin's fish runs While the Forest Service
can raghtfully blame downstream problems for much of the harm
inflicted on anadromous fish, such blame does not obviate the
Forest Service's responsibility to protect anadromous £i1sh and
the need for all parties with management authority that affects
these figh to work together to improve the fishery resource

In dealing with anadromous fish, the Forest Service must
look beyond the boundaries of a given national forest.
Columbia River stocks of anadromous fish migrate as far inland as
the Bitterroot National Forest and as far north as Alaska. As
the Pacific Northwest has come teo realize, the anadromous fish
runs can only be restored 1f state, federal, and tribal land,
water, and wildlife managers adopt a coordinated "gravel~to-
gravel" management approach to this valuable and mobile renewable
resource.

This approach 1s reflected by the Northwest Power Planning
Council's Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlaife Program The
Fish and Waldlife Program, mandated by the Pacifie Narthwest
Electrac Power Planning and Conservation Act, encompasses the
Columbia Raiver and its trabutaries and will be financed by
Pacific Northwest ratepayers This comprehensive protection,
mitigatien, and enhancement effort was not even mentioned 1n the
DEIS or proposed plan. Nor were the increased fish returns made
poseible by the recently concluded United States/Canada Salmon
Interception Treaty mentioned in either document

These efforts, along with the Salmon and Steelhead
Enhancement Act, have changed the complexion of fisheraes
management 1in the Columbia Basin., The success of both the Salmon
Interception Treaty and the Fish and Wildlife Program turn upon
maximizing utilization of the anadromous fish habitat in Columbia
River trabutaries. A large percentage of these tributaries run

through national forests. The Forest Service must acknowledge
its responsibilities to act 1n concert with these policies. The
Forest Service cannot make a reasoned decision with respect to
anadromous faish habitat 1f 1t does not fawtor these activities
into its decision-making process The Pacific Northwest cannot
afford to spend mohey ephancang fisheries that are simultaneously
being degraded by timber harvest and road-building.

Forest Service coordination with Pacific Northwest fisheries
enhancement activities is not only sound policy, 2t 18 also
required by law. Forest Service regulations declare that a
review of state, federal, and tribal planning and land use
actavities shall be included in the forest plan EIS. See 36
C.F.R < 219.7 (a}-{e) (1984) In addaitien, the regulations
provide that this review shall consider the objectives of
federal, state, loeal, and tribal governments, inter-related
impacts of these plans, and a dec¢ision by the Forest Service on
how each forest plan shall address these inter-related impacts,
1a at (c){l)~(4). Among the objectives of state and traibal
governments are the fish production plans currently being
formulated under the auspices ©f United States v. Oregon. The
Challis National Forest DE1S and proposed plan do not reflect
consideration of these processes

Anadromous Fish Assessment

As a conseguence of its federal mandate to protect,
mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlaife while assuring the
Pacific Northwest an adequate and economical power supply., the
Northwest Power Planning Council i1s currently estimating the
location and extent of anadromous fish in the Columbia Basin.
Thig assessment wills:

estimate the resource value by characterizang the
productivaity of each stream reach. Productivity 1s
defined to be comprised of three factors: smolt
production, mrigration use and upstream geography
which may, through sedimentation, affect downstream
anadromous fish areas This study will guantify
the smolt productivity of each stream reach.
Migration will be accounted for by including in any
estimate of smolt production for an indaivadual
stream reach upstream productivity as well, 1 e,
the productivity will accumulate as one moves down
a stream. Stream reaches upstyream of anadromous
fish areas which have the potential to adversely
affect downstream use will be 1dentafied
quantitatively

See Northwest Power Planning Councll, Proposed Work Plan Pacific
Northwest Hydro Assessment Study (August 1, 1984) at 3. The
results of this study, scheduled for release in Spring 1986, will
provide the most current and comprehensive examination of
Columbia Basin anadromous fish production capability available



€0Z-1A

This study will be used to identify areas and stream reaches
that, due to their wvalue to f£fish, should be protected from
hydroelectric development. It would be wasteful and expensive
indeed to invest money in habitat enhancement and protecticn only
to have those efforts smothered by sediment generated by logging
and roadpuilding. The Forest Service and anadromous £faish
managers from federal, state, and tribal governments should
coordinate to make sure that the information generated by this
etudy will foster the most Judicious resource utilization
possible.

Cumulative Impacts

There are lé national forests in the Columbia basin that
produce anadromous f£ish. These are: the Clearwater, Nezperce,
Bitterrcot, Boise, Challas, Payette, Salmon, Sawtooth, Umatalla,
Wallowa=-Whitman, Mount Hood, Malheur, Ochoco, Gifford Pinchot,
Okanogan, and Wenatchee. All of them are going through the
forest planning process. Approximately 58-78% of all remaining
anadromous fish habitat 18 contained in these forests. Events on
these forests wall have a profound impact on the anadromous fish
respource that 18 vital t¢ the welfare and exastence of the four
treaty tribes.

Unfortunately, the Forest Service does not seem to realize
that each forest i1s an important cog in the machine that will
either revive the fish runs or slowly log, road, graze, or mine
them into coblivaion. To adequately assess the environmental
impacts of 1ts actions as required by NEPA, the Forest Service
must study and disclose the cumulative impacts of all 16 forest
plans listed above on the Columbia River anadromous fish runs and
the four Columbia River treaty tribes. It i1s samply not adequate
for each forest to merely look at the impacts of 1ts activities
within the borders of the forest or in the surrounding
communities and counties. Fish production precluded by
activities within each forest and in conjunction with other
forests affects not only surrounding communities, but also
downstream Indiran tribes and other fishers both inriver and in
the ocean.

Mitigataon

The Forest Service has often relied upon mitigation in the
hope that mitigation will compensate for the damage inflaicted on
£igh habitat by timber harvest. However:

Mitigation of fish habitat losses is often
presented as a panacea and substitute for
maintenance of habitat guality. The concept of
"fisheries mitigation" is more myth than
substance. It seldom materializes and when a1t

does, 1t only partially compensates for substantial
losses. There 1s no history of fisheries budgets
sufficient to maitagate substantial losses oOf
quality habitat. Recent and projected budget
trends indicate a status guo situvation.

See Espinosa, Background Paper Fisheries Resources Analysis of
the Management Situation Clearwater National Forest (undated) at
56-57 {emphasis in text). The Commissicon 18 unfortunately
acutely aware of the vagaries and inadeguacies of fisheraies
mitigation Thus, we are extremely skeptical of vague promises
of best management practices and the implementation of standards
and guidelines.

Given the importance of the anadromous fish resource, very
laittle reliance should be placed on mitigation measures that do
not have a proven record of effectiveness. The Forest Service
must be careful to not ask more of a mitigation technigque than 1t
can gaive, New or untested mitigation technigques should be
thoroughly evaluated before being widely used and relied on.
Monitoring should be vagilant, stringent, and should include all
entities that are ipvolved in the management of anadromous f£ish.
Finally, mitagataion methods should be chosen on the basis of the
protection they will provide the fishery resource, not how much
they will affect the cost/benefit analysis of commodity resources
such as timber, range, and mineral extractiocn. See e.g. Pacific
Power & Light Co.., Opanion No 38l-a, 3@ F.P.C 499 (1963,
aff'd an part, rev'd in part on other grounds, 333 F. 2d 689 (9th
Car. 1964), cert. denied, 379 U.S. 969 (1965) (where a2t as
declared that it is the polacy of other federal agencies to
reguire complete recompense for fisheries damage.} The DEIS
should be revized to include analyses of known mitigataon
techniques. See e.g. DEIS at II-2 and B-120, citing 48 C.F.R.
Section 1562.14 (1984) These analyses should include
evaluations of effectiveness, standards for application, and any
other information that might be of aid in deciding whether a
given mitigation technigue is appropriate. The Commission wall
be happy to contribute jits expertise towards evaluating the use
of varjious mitigation methods on a case~-by-case basis.
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Trust Responsibility

The trust responsibility is that special relationship
between the United States and Indian tribes that originated an
Cherckee Nation v. Georgia, 3@ U.S.(5 Pet.) 1 {1831) where the
Supreme Court described Indian tribes as "domestic dependent
nations” and declared that “their relation to the United States
resembles that of a ward to his guardian." Id. at 17 Thais
relationship 18 part of the very fabraic of federal Indian law and
1t imposee stringent fiduciary standards of conduct on federal
agencies in their dealings with Indian tribes See United States
V. Creek Natiom, 295 U.5 183 (1935). See also Northern Cheyenne
Tribe v. Hodel, Civ. No. B2~116-BLG (D. Mont WMay 26, 1985} at
23.

In Borthern Cheyenne Tribe, the court declared that "a
federal agency's trust obligation to a tribe extends to actions
it takes off a reservation that unigquely ampact trival members or
property on a reservation.” Id. at 27 In an attempt to save 1its
coal leasing EIS from invalaidation, the Secretary of the Interior
alleged that there was no specific statute or treaty that
required the Department to consider the impacts of coal leas:ing
on the tribe as an entity. Id. The Secretary also alleged that
his decision to lease the coal was in the "national interest” and
"vital to the nation's energy future " 1d at 2%. The court
declared that:

The Secretary's conflicting responsibilities and
federal actions taken in the “nataional interest,”
however, do not relieve him of his trust cblagations.
To the contrary, identifying and fulfillaing the trust
responsibility is even more important in situations such
as the present case where an agency's conflicting goals
and responsabilitres combained with political pressure
asserted by non-Indians can lead federal agencies to
compromase ©r ignore Indian rights.

Id. at 293¢ (caitations omitted). Similarly, the Forest Service
must not allow its obligations to the Columbia River treaty
tribes to become lost 1n its concern for the local ranching
familaies It must accord the treaty right special consideration
and scrupulous safeguards Unfortunately, the DEIS did not

devote this consideration to the traibes' interests. See € g.

DEIS at IV-42-47. where the Forest Service evalunated the
cultural needs of such diverse groups as ranchers/farmers,
recreation users, outfitters and guides, miners, local
businessmen, and loggers/millworkers, but not a word about
Indians.

Perhaps because none of the treaty tribes' reservations lie
within the Challis National Forest's "zone of interest,” See DEIS
at II1Y-4, effects of forest management activities on thé tribes
were not considered However, as discussed earlier, management
activities that affect anadromous fish production also affect the

"The right of taking f£ish, at all usual and accustomed grounds and stations, 18
further secured to said Indians, in common with all cikizens of the territory”

as stated 1in the treaties, The courts have not provided definmitive quidance on

the nature or extent of the treary fishing rights, but the following 1s a brief
descraption of what two courts have said in this area:

1. In UNITED STATES V. WASHINGION, 506 F.SUPP. 187 (D. WASH 1980}, The
District Court concluded that implicitly incorporated in the Treaties’
fishing clause 1s the right to have the fishery habatat protected from
man-caused despoliation. On appeal, the Court of Appeals for the Ninth
Circuit concluded the treaty right did not recuire an absolute right of
environmental protection, but the states, the United States, and the Tribes
each have an obligation to take reasonable steps commensurate with the
resources and abilities of each to preserve and enhance the fishery. UNITED
STATES V. WASHINGION, 694 F.2D 1374 (97H CIR 1983}. On rehearing. however,
the Court of Appeals vacated this opinion, comcluding it was inappropriate
to issue an opimion until there were concrete fackts presented in the
context of a particular dispute.

2, In NORTHWEST INDIAN CEMETERY PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION V. PETERSON, 565
F.SUFP 586 (D.N.D. CAL 1983}, the District Court concluded that certain
Porest Service decisions would significantly decrease the guantaky of
anadromous £ish an portions of the Klamath River flowing through the Hoopa
Valley Indian Reservation and that this was a breach of the defendants’
trust responsibility for these resources. On appeal, the court of Appeals
for the Ninth Circuit vacated thas part of the judgment, stating 1t would
be 1nappropriate to decide the scope of the Hoopa Valley Indians' treaty
right since they were not a party to the action.

However, we do not think it 1s reasonable to conclude that the treaty raght
prehibats all activities which adversely affect fish habitat. Such an
mnterpretation would preclude all management activaties and scme recreation
actavities. Our interpretation of the litigation, so far, 1s that each party
should act reasonably and that no one should act in a manner that significantly
degrades the habitat., What is ‘sigmificant’ is subject to interpretation.
However, we do not believe the level of impacts projected for the activities
proposed by, and permatted under, the proposed Forest Plan alternatives have a
signifrcant adverse effect on fish habitat.

Furthermore, 1t 1s important to note that aumpacts, such as from grazing, are
generally very difficult, 1if even possible, to measure. Also, the adverse
effects projected from Forest activities are maxamum effects. Implementation
of standards and quidelines and careful project planning will likely reduce the
adverse effects from activitjes occurring ofi the Forest below that projected.
'I’li\ex:efore. we do not believe the proposed alternatives will violate the treaty
right.
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tribes' exercise of their treaty rights See e g DEIS at IV-5],
where 1t states that "[aJlternatives favoring production of
anadromous fish may provide additional downstream benefits to
Native Americans dependent on commercial anadromous faisheries.”
The Forest Service owes a duty to not only discuss the effects of
forest management activities on the tribes, but also a duty to
safeguard resources of crucial importance to the tribes This
duty is not fulfilled by actions which sanction degradation of
fish habitat needed to re~build the Columbia River runs. Thus
the "zone of interest"” analysis does not adequately assess the
iampacts of changes 1n resource outputs si1nce 1t excludes areas
and peoples that utilize forest outputs.

Fash Habitat Potential

The DEIS faile to clearly define the nature and extent of
anadromous fish hakitat in the forest. At Table IV-7, present
habitat 18 declared to have a habitat capability aindex of 18@.
In addition, maximum habitat potential 1s stated to have an index
of 148, while the habitat capability index needed to sustain a
minimam viable population is declared to be 40. Decisionmakers
need to know why present habitat 15 so much lower than maximum
habitat potential, Is 1t because of past management activities?
If so, how will the preferred alternative not result an more of
the same degradation? It appears that massive degradation of
fish habitat is permissible.

In contrast, the interests of local ranching operations are
extremely well protected. One of the reasons that alternative 3
was not chosen as the preferred alternative is that i1t results an
a reduction in grazing This reduction, from 113,008 AUMs to
106,988 AUMs 18 minascule in compariscn to what 1s deemed
acceptable for fish habitat, yet the DEIS makes the unsupported
claim that alternative 3 "would probably force a8 few family ranch
operations out of business and/or cause an economic hardship on
several ranching operations.” DEIS at IXI-38 Yet, the DEIS does
not recognize the economic dislocations to Indian and non-Indian
fishermen and thear families caused by fisheries reductions due
to Forest Service land management practices Had fish and
fishermen received this same solicitude over the years, Ceclumbia
River anadromous fish runs would be flourishing indeed

Implementation of the preferred alternative 1s supposed to
eventually result in a habitat capabilaty aindex of 128. This 1is
2 above the present and 2¢ below that amount of habitat required
to reach maximum population potential. What does that mean in
numbers of fish? Why does the preferred alternataive fail to
maximize anadromous fish population?

It would be very helpful i1f the Forest Service would eXplain
the above figures in relation to those listed 1n the DEIS at II11-

4 13. There the minimum viable population of anadromous fish,

depicted in "M Lbs.," 15 22.14, while the 1981 population 1s

14

Page 10, paragraph 1: We agree, there should have been a discussion on the
effects of Forest management on the Indian tribes affected by our mahagement
decisions. It has been added.

Page 10, paragraph 2; Maxamm habitat potential was arrived at by estimating
what fash habitat capability would have been under natural, unspoiled
conditions. Existing potential 18 an estimate based on the cumilative inpacts
of many years of road building, timber harvest, mining and grazing that were
not necessarily done with modern conservation measures in mind, Under the
proposed Plan, 1t is projected that improved management techmicues, better
administraticn and improvement projects will restore habatat capabality to
something approaching 90 percent of patural potent:al.

Page 10, paragraph 3: The DREIS Gid not recognize the economic dislocation to
Indian and nen-Indian fishermen due to Forest Service land management
practices, because there 1s none. In all alternatives habitat capability s
maintained far above that which 1s presently being used. Low fish populations
are primarily a result of problems associated with lower Columbia River dams
and net Forest management,

Page 10, paragraph 4: This means, for the reasohs given above, that in
general, Forest habatat can only produce 85-90 percent of the Fish that natural
conditrons would have produced. To exceed this, hatchery augmentation will be

-
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listed as 22.6. The perilous proximity of fish populations to
the minimum viable sgtandard 1s underscored by the fact that the
table states that there exists habitat to support 592.1 M Lbs.
These figures appear to indicate a strong need to protect and
enhance fish populations. 7Yet the Forest Service plans to do
little 1n this regard, 1nstead relying on the efforts of other
entities: "Habitat capabilaity for anadromous and resident fish
would be maintained or will improve slowly. The numbers of
anadromous fish would have the potential to increase because of
mitigation at Columbia River dams, increasod hatchery production,
and improved overall coordination through the Northwest Power
Planning Act." See DEIS at II-B87. (However, aincreased hatchery
production ana_?ﬁtlgatlon pursuant to the Northwest Power
Planning Act ¢an only be used t0 mitigate for hydrocelectric
impacts S5ee Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and
Conservation Act at Section 4(h){16)(A)). The quoted language
appears to be mere “borlerplate™ Alternative 16 has 1dentical
language, DEIS at II-80; as does Alternative 7, DEIS at II-62;
and the No-Action alternative, DEIS at II-26. Alternatives 3 and
4 change the wording so far as to say that habitat will amprove
slowly, DEIS at II-39 and 44, while the remaining alternatives
contemplate either mere maintenance or actual reductions in
habitat capabilaty The Forest Service's own figures show that
fish populations are dangercusly near the minaimum wviable
standard, a standard that may not viclate the minimum strictures
of the NFMA, but which, as discussed earlier, does violence to
the tribes' treaty rights. The Forest Service cannot satisfy 1ts
legal duties to the tribes to prevent further deteraoration of

habitat due to forest management by relying on actaons to be
taken by other entities. See Cirtizens Against Toxic Sprays v

Berglaﬁ%, 428 F. Supp. 988, 927 (D. Or. 1977). -

Foermulaticn of Alternatives

Although the number of alternatives (11) offerred in the
DEIS might, a8t first blush, indicate that a broad array of
options are available, that 15 not the case. The alternatives
differ little. For example, a hagh level of range outputs
appears ¢ be a hard constraint on the Challis National Forest
Alternative 3, also known as the non-market emphasis alternative,
will yield from 114,008-108,000Q AUMs over the planning periog
As noted earlier, this grazing level would allegedly threaten
some ranching operations. The no—action alternative contemplates
grazing levels of 115,000-114,00¢ AUMs over the planning period
This will apparently not threaten some ranching cperations. The
market emphasis alternative yields 116,000-124,002 AUMs and the
preferred alternative projects 115,400-117,990 AUMSs.
Comparatively speaking, there is relatively lattle difference
between the alternatives. Moreover, range cutputs do very well
under the constrained (~25%) budget alternative with a constant
level of 115,680 AUMS.

In contrast, none of the alternatives envisions maximizing

11

Page 11, paragraph 1: Existing habitat capability is estimated to be only 15
to 20 percent below what 15 attainable. Existing populations are many times
below what is possable with the current habitat capability due primarily to
downstream ampacts. See answers above.

Bage 1%, paragrach 2: Section J (EIS and Plan Content) of the responses to
public comments discusses the range of alternatives.

Page 11, paragraph 3 & page 12, paragraph 1: True. Ninety percent of the

maximum potential 1s the highest reasonably attainable level,
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fish habitat. And even the alternative which one would think
would maxamize fish habitat {non-market emphasis) fails to do 8O
This fallure may be due to the somewhat perverse inclusion of
extensive road reconstruction In fact, the "non-market
emphasis" alternative promotes more road reconstruction than
ei1ther the market emphasis alternative or the preferred
alternative. It 15 drfficult to escape the feeling that the non-
market emphasis alternative was deliberately "adjusted” in order
that 1t would not appear significantly better for fish than other
alternatives.

Roadless Areas

It 15 aimpoesible to determine £rom the roadless area
analysis the number of fish and the amount of habitat to be
effected by the management planning designations Instead, the
DEIS 1imits 1tself to uninformative statements such as “None,"
DEIE at C-28, or "Moderately Adverse," DEIS at C-40, 1n
discussing potential effects on fish habitat capabalaty
Moreover, 1t i1s diffaicult to understand why the above "moderately
adverse" effects are permissible for future management of the
Squaw Creek roadless area. G:iven the marginal state of forest
£i1sh populations, is 1t prudent to allow further habirtat
degradation in areas which effect critical anadromous fish stream
reaches? See DEIS at C-37.

Another troublesome aspect of the proposed designations for
roadless areas is that habitat for the endangered bald eagle does
not appear to be adequately protected. Although the Lemhy Creek
roadless area sustains a fishery that "is part of an integral
food chain which ultimately supports the endangered bald eagle as
well as other unlisted mammalian and av:ian predators,” See DEIS
at ©-25, 1t 1s not recommended for wilderness This as
particularly interesting given that the Endangered Species Act
requires special consideration of the needs of bald eagles. The
Challis National Forest's biological assessment of the bald eagle
declares that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service shall be
consulted if a project effects bald eagle food availabilaty or
feedinyg areas The assessment summary states that "[a]#f
increased livestock use avoids loss of anadromous f£ish habatat,
thi1s planned management should have no effect on erther Peregrine
falcons or Bald eagles " DEIS at G~3 It will bhe interestang to
see 1f this approach accords with the Fish and Waldlife Service's
views on endangered species habitat management.

That fish protection does not seem to be a primary goal an
the roadless area designation process is further confirmed by the
management decisions for the Pioneer Mountaine and Boulder/White
Clouds roadless areas, Desplte partial recommendation for
wilderness, adverse effects on fish habaitat capability are
contemplated. The roadless area analysis needs to be revised to
show exactly what the 1mpacts are on £fish habitat and why 1t 18
that these impacts are permissible in the face of the legal

12

Page 12, paraqraph 1+ The non-market altermative was not deliberately adjusted
as you suggest. Road reconstruction was at a relatively high level under this
alternative 1n support of the increased emphasis on recreation. It 18 probable
that some increase in sedument could gccur during the actual reconstruction
work. However because reconstruction work will correct existing problems and
mprove maintainability of the existing road system the amount of sediment
eroded from the road system would be lower after the reconstruction occurs.

Page 12, paragraph 2: ‘The tables in Appendix C of the DEIS were put together
during the eaxly stages of the planning process and do not necessarily reflect
standards and guides and management direction developed later in the process.
Because of this and not having specific information con where activities would
take place, the impacts to soil productivity, water guality and fish habatat
capability were estimated to be greater than they are now felt to be. See
updated tables in Appendix C. The qualitative terms were used because it
wasn't possible to quantify actual effects without having specific information.

Page 12, paragraph 3: The table on C-28 indicates that the Lemhi Range
Roadless Area will essentially be managed the same for the Bald eagles under
Alternative 11 as under wilderness.

Page_l2, paragraph 4: There are no expected mmpacts to fish habatat in the
Boulder-White Clouds Roadless Area. See updated Appendix C of the DEIS.
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requirements delineated earlier in these comments.

Budgeting

The Challais National Forest uses budgeting as a way of
determining management intensaity. DEIS at B-21. For example,
under the constrained budget alternative, range outputs (115,008
AlUbls) appear utterly unaffected whereas watershed conditions
would decline, raiparian conditions would deteriorate, many water
quality problems would not be mitigated, and even maintenance
needs would not be met DEIS at II-57 The preferred
alternative also suffers. "Major sgite specific proposals for
©il and gas exploration and development would requare adjustment
of the Forest program budget, special Regional appropriations, or
funding from the proponent." DEIS at II-B8.

The PForest has chosen its "management intensities" and once
again it appears that those resources cother than range will
suffer. The Commission suggests that watershed, riparian, and
whter guality needs, which have traditionally suffered from
funding shortages, should receive greater emphasis.

Tamber Resource Land Suitability

The NFMA regulations reguire that lands be identified that
are not suated for timber production. Lands may be identified as
unsuitable for tamber production because, among other things, the
"ftlechnology is not avarlable to ensure timber production f£rom
the land without irreversible resource damage to so0ils
productivaity, or watershed conditions," or because "[tlhere 1s
not reascnable assurance that such lands can be adeguately
restocked as provided in section 219.27{c)(3) [within faive
yearsl.” See 36 C.F.R. Section 219.14{a)(2)-(3) {1984).

Unfortunately, the DEIS does not discusse the issue of what
timber production will result in irreversible resource damage
Instead, this 18 referenced to the Analysis of the Management
Situation document. This is inadeguate. This wvatal discussaon
needs to be included with the DEIS. Without 1%, a decisionmaker
cannot determine whether forest timber harvest plans are in
campliance with law. In addition, "irreversible damage” needs to
be defined in & manner that protects those rescurces dependent
upoen stable productive so1ls and healthy watersheds. For
example, "irreversible harm” to watersheds must teke into account
the lifecycle and genetic background of anadromous fish

The DEIS appears to be very cognizant of the problems
invelved with below=cost timber sales. The Commission is
encouraged by this awareness of economics. The DEIS referred to
the problem that "[rJloading costs, even for minamum standard
roads, are a signifrcant problem on the Forest." DEIS at A-18.

13

| RESPONSE |

Page 13, paragraph 1: Forest budget 15 ope aspect of each altermative. The
varicus alternatives were developed with different combinations of activities,
outputs and budgets in order to insure that a wide range of combinations were
considered. Wathin the constraints placed on each alternative the FORPLAN model
attenpted to cptimize PN, Improved administration in timber, range or minerals
produces positive benefits to watershed or wildlife. Often these benefits are
greater for wildlife habitat or watershed than those that would be realized by
a direct equal investment within the waldlife and watershed program.

Page 13, paragraph 2: Vatershed, riparian and water quality needs are
enphasized throughout the Plan. See the Goals and Objectives, Standards and
Guidelines and the Management Direction.

Page 13, paragraph 3, 4, 5¢ The Challis Mational Forest does not plan to
harvest timber on lands that would cause irreversible damage to other
resources.
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The Commission hopes that the Forest Service will lock at reoad
costs, not 1n terms of the viabrlity of timber sales, but instead
in terms of the needs of other forest resources.

Hydroelectric Applications

The Secretary of Agriculture has an impertant role te play
in the licensing of hydroelectric projects that will be located
in national forests Section 4(e) of the Federal Power Act, 16

2 u.s.Cc. section 797(e) (1982) declares that the Federal Energy

Regulatory Commission :s authorized:

To issue licenses ..for the purpose of
constructing dams.. or cther project works. .upon
any part of the public lands and reservations of
the United S5tates.. Provided, that licenses shall
be issued within any reservation only after a
finding by the Commission that the license will not
interfere or be inconsistent with the purpose for
which such reservation was created or acquired, and
shall be subject to and contain such conditions as
the Secretary of the department under whose
jurisdiction such reservataon falls shall deem
necessary for the adeguate protectzon and
utalazation of such reservatlons....

It 18 the Forest Service's duty to 1mpose terms and conditions
that wall assure adeguate protection for national forest lands
from the harms resultaing from hydroelectric development. See

4 Escondido Mutual Water Company v.la Jella and Rincon Bands of

Massion Indians, 184 §. Ct. 2185, 2114~13 (1983)  Consideration
of necessary terms and conditions should be & part of each
Forest's planning process.

14

Page 14, paragraph 1+ That 15 one consaderation when considering road
construction.

Page 14, paragraph 2-4: Hydroelectric projects are handled through the special
use permit process. Terms and considerations for these permits are contained
in the Forest Service Manuals. Special consaderations such as minimum instream
flow requirements are resolved in response to a project specific proposal
through an interdisciplinary Environmental Analysis.
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The three land use practices that have high potential for
reducing anadromous f£fisheries, inhibiting building of wildlaife
stoeks, erosion of land, siltation of streambeds and destructaion
of habatat are grazang, timber harvesting, and mining. If these
activities continue current or greater levels then 1t becomes the
job of 1ntensive management ¢ protect oOther resources from
degradation and hopefully to improve renewable resources It 18
very guestionable whether enough mitigation measures can be used
to overcome widespread watershed disturbance The purpose of
monitoring under thie scenariQ 15 to determine whether habitat
destruction is approachihg pre-established levels of "acceptable”
damage. The possaibilaity of future degradation resulting from
current output levels 1s not covered by simple monitoring.
Classification systems are extremely useful in determining which
areas are not apt to be detrimentally affected in the future from
present agtavities. As an example, the maxamam incidence of land
mass failures often occurs as much as 7 to 16 years after
logging Monitoraing sediment levels after clearcutting would say
laittle about the wisdom of cutting certain land units

Analysis of the Preferred Alternative

The preferred alternative (11) emphasizes maintenance of
timber, grazing, and maining activity near present levels over the
next decade with scheduled, small increases therafter. Non-
commodity outputs generally remaln constant The ability of the
plan to achieve 1ts goals will be discussed under major regource
headings

Range

We are concerned about range habaitat maintenance for a
variety of reasons, including effects on fisheries, wildlife, and
native plants. Establishment of an upward trend as a guidelane
for range conditions sounds like a worthy ideal However, if
range condition 1s already severely degenerated, a slow upward
trend may unnecessarily delay essential relief to dependent
fisheries and wildlaife. It would be helpful to see a clear
claasification of stream types, present gtate of range bordering
these streams, past levels of AUM's, and efforts made to improve
range, present presciptions and anticipated benefits. Only by
this examination can we determine whether upward trends are apt
to be slow or fast, prolonging or speeding recovery. The use of
range by cattle 1s a widespread disturbance to the majority of
the management areas. Intensity varies from unit to unat For
example, very high densities cccur in the Copper Basin area whale
no grazihg occurs in the Seafoam management area. In order for a
meaningful evaluation of range use to be made there must be
considerably more :nformation available. Such informataon
includes:

(1) maps of the distribution of AUM's on watersheds plus numbers

of deer and elk utilizing the same areas 1n seasons ¢orresponding
to cattle use and after cattle are wathdrawn

15

Page 15, paragraph 1: Because of the low level of activities that will occur
on the Challis National Forest we believe that the type and intensaty of
manitoring cutlined n the Plan 1s adequate.

Page 15, paragraph 2: All non—commodity outputs
Toge 1o o Yy outputs increase in the preferred

Page 15, paragraph 3: It wag hot reasonable to put all of this information

;gigwthe DEIS and the Plan. Avarlability of this information 1s discussed

Page 15, paragraph 4: Allotment maps are available in Forest offices and Al's

:ﬁg 22iwnt12 A@Efndlx B ofegh: Pian (Range FRES strategy and cutputs). Deer
utailization compar o livestock varies from year to vyear and atrea

area based on use patterns and weather. ¥ ¥ £
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(2) corresponding maps of fish diastributions
{2) lasts of the major ranching operations and AUM use by each

{4} location of key elk habitat areas- eg. habitat by season,
calving grounds, nursery areas

(5) maps of vegetation types, extent and present condition of
range lands.

The state ©f knowledge of competition between cattle and
elk may not be extensive (G-8) but it 1s reascnable to assume
competition 18 important, considering that cattle consume food
used by both deer and elk. It seems that wildlife have a
disproporticnately small share of forage but contribute more to
PNV than cattle even with the inflated grazing fee used One
wonders what the 1mpact 1s on big game from cattle feeding on wet
meadows. Are cattle removed soon enough from ranges for
significant pre-winter regrowth to occur? What 1s the
gualaty/guantity of forage then remaining for elk? How
significant 1s the contribution by ranchers inte maintaining
wintering elk and deer herds on their private property?

It 18 a disturbing practice teo value cattle grazing at
$14.06/AUM (EIS=II-19) when the Forest Serwvice really only
receives $1.35/AUM Thas deprives the CNF of important revenues
to operate, eliminates benefit to the U.§5 Treasury, and
encourages range abuse. A valid guantitative comparison of
resource benefits cannot be made with this degree of bias toward
range. This bias is also evidenced by the fact that the number
of AUM's does not vary more than 9% under the range of
alternatives gaven. This indicates that grazaing level is a hard
constraint although 1t was not identified as & constraint 1in
Table B-B. Range use 185 already at near capacity and 1s
scheduled to be 1increased (B-7). Reduction ih grazing in
alternative 3 18 only 6% over 5 decades. In compariscn with
other alternatives, alt. 2 is listed as having the greatest
negative impact on the local community (EIS~IV-49) but elsewhere
1t was noted that none of the alternatives would saignificantly
impact the local community (EIS-IV-47). It is questionable
whether budgets are large enough and stable enough to effectively
manage herds which are at grazaing capacity levels without
resorting to fencing. The tradeoffs between incremental
incereases in AUM (with associated extra management efforts and
range improvements) vs. loss of wildlife and fish production, was
not adequately presented Rather, the relationships become lost
when levels and trends of other resources are changed and the
balanced sheets are examined as a whole. In general with natural
systems, trying to maximize something like AUM's results in lower
return per unit effort and increasing damage to other systems.
The optimal AUM level is not necessarily the maximum.

It was stated that there will be an emphasis on allotments

with grazing plans {IV-13, item £). What does this 1mply? How
many allotments have plans? Has range inventory been done on

16

Page 16, paragrabh 1: This information 1is available at Forest offices.

Page 16 ragraph 2: Knowing who the permittees are and their permitted AM's
1S not necessary to evaluate the alternatives. Thas information is avairlable
at the Forest Supervisor's Office.

Page 16, paragraph 3: This wmformation is not complete for the Forest, but a
substantial amount 1s available at Forest offices.

Page 16, paracraph 4: This information 1= available at Forest offices.

Page 16, paragraph 5: There 1s lattle regrowth on the ranges after livestock
are removed. The amount and quality of forage remaining for elk after the
grazing season varies depending oh use patterns, weather and annual
production., There are also thousands of acres of forage that are not grazed by
livestock. Ample forage 1s available to meet the needs of present and planned
elk populations.

Page 16, paraqraph 6: The various resources on the Forests were conpared
based on their values, not on therr return to the Treasury. You are correct
that range AM's are valued higher than the actual return to the Federal
Treasury. If only returns were considered as you suggest, the values for many
activities and outputs such as WFUD's and Wilderness RVD's would be zero. There
are no planned increases 1n livestock during the ten year planning period.
Based on current IDF&G population projections, wildlife and fish needs will be
met.
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other plans so that proper levels of grazing are established?
Does money for improvement go only to allotments with plans. How
many allotments require cost sharing for improvements? What is
the range FRES stategy and how do intensive vs. extensive range
management work? What 1s the difference between range and
watershed 1mprovement? What is being done to protect sensitive
plants from grazing since many of these are located in grazing
areas?

Several gquestions relat:ive to cooperation with other groups
arige. What kind of coordination with BLM and private landowners
¢an be achjieved 1n managing range? And how does this relate to
maintenance of wildlife? To what extent 1s Forest wildlife
dependent on off-forest areas and i1s this a craitigal limitation
to their success? If range 1mprovements are made will any of
this benefit wildlaife or will the additional production be
consumed by cattle?

Timber

The Challis Forest 1s not a large producer ¢of sawtimbexr due
to its generally low rainfall and unproductaive solls. Recent
timber harvest has been abput 3 MMBF, (EIS~v1i1l1) but only one
alternative was presented which was not able to meet demand (EIS-
Iv-9) Alternatave 3 was among those satisfying demand but was
rejected Why does the preferred alternative have escalating
volume of timber offerred. No rationale was gaven for thas
Since future demand cannot be predicted isn't 1t better to
compare alternatives on the basis of equal demand.

Much of the timber in the CNF 1s stunted wath 158 year old
Douglas fir having 18' DBH (EIS-IXI-22) High grade stands have
been largely cut {A-1B) and remaining high guality stanés are
spatially i1sclated and reguire expensive road construction in
steep terrarn. Much of this timber 15 extremely tapered and 1s
not desirable as sawtimber in local mills. In addition,
regenerataon of the preferred species 15 difficult 1f not
ampossible. Under these condlitions it seems that the trees often
have more value in scenic guality and as stabilizers of steep
slopes It 18 unclear whether assessment of tentative forest
base was made considering more factors than slope steepness (EIS-
Iv=-12}). Was the soLl type also considered or would 1t be
considered only before planning a cut (EIS-IV-15)}? Sance eoil
surveys are not extensively done for the forest, 1t appears that
the size of the timber base which can economically be harvested
185 unknown. How 18 this uncertainty dealt with in economic
planning for the forest? Wouldn't a different direction be more
reasonable 1f all the limitations of tree harvesting were evident
at the outset Many predicted effects of timber harvest on
consldered the preferred alternative show moderate or severe
impacts on Blte productivity. The total reduction an soal
productivity averaged over the entire forest 1s stated to be 2%
or less [El15-IV-33} The acreage cut 135 also 2% or less It
appears that whenever cutting 15 permitted soi1l productivity loss
18 apt to occur. Sustained yleld on a site basis 15 apt to be a

17

Page 17, paragraph 1: Some allotments have had management plans developed and
intensive management systems initiated, Money has been expended on the
developrent of these allotments and specific management chjectives and
monitoring requirements established. Our emphasis on these allotments 1s to
ensure that the management plans are being followed and management objectives
are met. Range inventory has been done on all allotments: Management plans
have been completed on 45 allotments. The remaining 31 are scheduled to be
ﬁﬂgl,?;ﬁg by lzssi Ranggan wprovement. money 15 spent primarily on allotments
ement plans. LoV
el bg e pgnmttee. ge lmprovements on all allotments require cost

See Appendix B of the Plan for defimitions of Range FRES Strategy.

Range and watershed improvement are synonymous when the project amproves
vegetative cover, However, some range lmprovementS are Structures like fences,
water developments, etc. Watershed structural mprovements are terraces,
waterbars, riprapping streambanks, etg.

We believe that the standards and guidelines contained in the Forest Plan, the
monitoring and evaluation program, our establishment of several research
natural areas and our mdandated management of federally classified plant species
adequately addresses the comments received.

Page 17, paragraph 2: Allotment management 1s coordinated between Forest, BLN
and pravate lapdowners where appropriate. Wildlife needs are built 1n to the
Hanagement Plans.

Several big game species, especially antelope and deer, are dependent on public

lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management for their critical winter range

;\ehzds. I!g same areas this defimitely can be a lumtation to their success on
Forest.

Range umprovements quite often benefit wildlife.

Page 17, paraoraph 3: The preferred alternative does not show escalating
tiwrber harvest in the first ten years for which the Plan 1s written. The
projections for later decades given in the EIS are only intended to indicate
the capability for activities to occur in those decades 1f that alternative :s
followed during the farst decade.

Page 17, paragraph 4+ See Appendix B, page B-17 through 19 for a discussion of
how Forest land was designated capable, available, and suitable for timber
harvest. Tables IV-4 and Iv=5 display suitable acres on the Forest by
alternative. Your interpretation of the 2% or less loss in soil productivaty
does not equate with the approximately 2% of the Forest were timber harvest
w1ll occur. As stated in the EIS the loss in scal productivity results
pramarily from existang facilities, campgrounds and roads.
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meaningless concept due to soi1l productron loss and ainabality to
regenerate trees The forest relies on regeneration of lodgepole
on harsh sites {EIS-III-22) but lodgepole 1s not as valuable as
Douglas fair and may not have egual gualaity as habitat for
wildlife. A goal of forest management for CNF is to enhance
timber dxversity {EIS-IV-15) When only Douglas fir or lodgepocle
are regenerated there i1s little diversity provided

It 18 stated that timber sales will generally be at base
rates {(BIS-~III-22). Does this imply "at cost” or will “below
cost sales" be allowed? Considering the debate over thas
practice, 1t should be made clear what the economics of timber
harvesting in this forest are Instead of just saying that
maintenance 15 adeguate or inadequate i1n an alternative, the
speclific calculations of expected revenues, road and sate
restoration costs and read maintenance through the next rotation
assoclated with logging should be presented more clearly. It
would be helpful to understand how funds are generated %o
maintain roads and to revegetate land after harvest If nc KeV
funds are avarlable for rehabilitation after cutting as in below
cost sales (see attached paper), does this hinder meeting
obligations to revegetate within 5 years. What 1s the maxamum
variability in funding for habitat restoration work? Certain
roads should be maintained exclusively for logging as suggested
by IDFG. 'This provaides secure areas for wildlife, reduced
erosion from traffic and also does not allow the expansive road
system to be justified by tourist use when there 15 no need for
this actaivity.

Fisheries

Columbia River salmoh and steelhead were identified by the
U.8 Faish and Wildlife Service as the most pressing problem
facing them The Forest Service makes a committment to
coordinate activities with other agencies {eg. U.5.FWS, BLM)(RMP-
IV-86) to achaieve fish and wrldlife goals. These are excellent
ambitions for the CNF, a forest with 15 5% of anadromous fish
habitat in Idaho (A3) The CNF alsc generates 4 7 times more
revenue from fishing, wildlafe, recreation and wilderness than
from tamber, grazing and mining combined@ This ratio could be
even more balanced in favor of non-commodity outputs 1f grazing
18 computed using actual grazing fees. Considering the
overwhelming importance of these non-commodity outputs and the
fact that demand for these 1s probably greater than supply (EIS-
III-16), 1t 1s strange that a non-commodity emphasis 1s not
chosen as the preferred alternative.

Even though it 1s stated that the goal 1s to support
anadromous and resident fish populations (RMP-IV-12), thas
statement seems hollow with heightened activities in timber,
grazing and mining. Lack of commitment to this 1s reflected an
statements such as "protect anadromous spawning areas where
feasible" (RMP-IV-12). If protection i1s not feasible, then
grazing should not be allowed. 1In addition, 1s there any study
which indicates that no significant damage occurs to fisheries by

18

Page 18, paragraph 1l: In some areas where Douglas—fir was clearcut in the past
on harsh sites, lodgepole pine is being used as a 'nurse crop' for Douglas—Fir.

Page 18 ragraph 2: No timber sale can be sold below base rate. Base rate
mnsures that enough money 1s collected to regenerate the sale area and return
50 cents per thousand hoard feet to the Treasury.

A deficat sale samply indicates that under particular market conditions the
costs for the average operator may not allow ham to make a profit on the
harvesting and processing of the trees incleded 1n a particular sale. The sale
15 offered for competitive bads, Forest Service competitive sale procedures
assure that the public receives the market value of the tairber.

Expected revenues may vary greatly because of current value and demand for
tinber.

Road cost can only be determined on a sale by sale basis.

Roads used only for logging are mawntained by the timber purchaser during

harvest. Any maintenance requared for wood harvest, planting, etc. 1s paid for
by appropriate road maintenance funds.

The maximum variabality in funding for habitat restoration werk has not been
determined.

Page 18, paragraph 3: The selection of the preferred alternative was based on
criteria relating to the issues and concerns developed from our public
nvolvement process.

Page }B, paragraph 4: ‘There are no planmed ancreaseS in timber harvest and
grazing in the next ten years. Mining intensity is difficult to predict. The
standards and guides have been strengthened with phrases like 'where feasible’
being removed.
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allowing 18 degradation of banks and 58Y removal of new leaders.
How will state water quality standards be maintained when cattie
produce sediment and bacteria 1oads I1n streame? Are municipal
water sources protected from this type of attivity?

When streams with only resident fish are given reduced
importance status how will their numbers be expected to i1ncrease”
Damaoe to resident fisheries seems unwise 1n liaht of the high
benefits derived from them.

The emphasis on riparian zones as & sensitive area 15 well-
Justified. However, the watershed is often treated as an entity
separate from drainage sy¥stems. For example, a directive 15 to
emphasize fish habitat to reduce sediment (RMP=-1V-68). Habi tat
modificatione or riparian modifications are meaninaless 1n a poor
watershed. Riparian protection does not filter out al)l effects
of forest and range malpractice. Eroded soils can =2t111  be
delivered to channels by a variety of methods,

Habitat improvement 15 an essential element P reburliding
figheries. It ¢ difficult to evaluate potential effectiveness
of proposed levels of habitat 1mprovements without Knowing
current states of streams and associated range and forest land.
Stream classification may help 1n understanding the dependence of
natural habitat quality and guantity on watershed class and
present condition What are the current habitat conditions In
anadromous streams® Are stream conditions a result of past
practices or are they reflective of natural conditions® Has
habitat 1mprovement been shown to be effective under existing
levels of competing uses What 18 considered to be an
impreovement structure —-is 1t & boulder, a gabion, etc® A reader
has little means to evaluate whether 38 structures 15 something
significant, Possibly 38 structures are no better than 18 1 f
other factors such as heavy siitation are present This
criticism 1s applicable to streams such &s Yankee Fork where many
coppeting uses occur. The directive 18 to maintain existing
habitat. Is this level high or low.

Each of the 25 management areas had a different mixture of
directives Wrth so many management areats and different types of
planned activities 1t was difficult to determine whether there is
an overall plan to attack problems. 1t was etated that ctreams
have prior)tres, Are some streams 1hdex streams for others In
monitoring programs What 15 the classification system, Are
ther¢ consistent directives and monitoring programs +or  all
separate classes of streams, As an example, 1n Thompson Creek,
an anadromous stream, maintainance of +Ffish habitat ie¢ not
mentioned but 1t is mentioned for others

Sediment
Sedimentation of stream channels 18 associated with the

Tevel of timber, orazing and mining activities The Ri-R4
sediment model <(see Appendix for further coverage) hag been
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Page 19, paragraph 1: Professional judgment was used to make the inference
that maintaining 90 percent of inherent hank stability would not allow
significant damage to the aquatic enviromment. The 50 percent removal of new
leaders 15 based on maintaining vigor of the shrubs, not a criteria for
maintaining fash habitat.

If State water quality standards are being violated, then appropriate actions
will be taken to solve the problem. Mumnicipal watersheds will be protected
from negative impacts from this type of activity.

Page 19, paragraph 2: The Forest has not reduced emphas:s on resident trout
streams. The Goals and Objectives, Standards and Guides, and Management
Direction apply to res:ident fish as well as anadromous,

Page 19, paragraph 3: We agree that good condition riparian areas do not solve
the problems of watersheds in poor condition. There are only a few small areas
on the Challis National Forest that are in poor watershed condition.

Page 19, paragraph 4: Current fish habatat conditions range from poor to
excellent depending on the stream or stream reach. Existing stream conditicns
are a result of all types of influences, both man-induced as well as natural.
Habitat improvement has been shown to be effective. Boulders, gabicns, fences,
log dams, and deflectors are all considered to be structures. Some structures
have more value to fish enhancement than others under specific conditions. The
Porest actioh Schedule did not identify specific types of structures.

Page 19, paragraph 5: Mo index streams have been identified. Generally, each
major drainage on the Forest will be individually monitored at some level of
mtensity, based on the amount of activity and the importance of the fishery.
Presently, no classification for fishery streams has been adopted by the
Forest. The consistent directive for fisheries on the Forest i1s to maintain at
least existing habitat conditions and improve where needed. 'The prescription
for Thompson Creek (Plan IV-90) gives direction to improve anadromous fish
haE;iJ:-at. See addition to lanagement Directions and Standards and Guides on
Iv=-0l.
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proposed as a means of estimating natural sedimentation rates
plus the increment resulting from tree harvest, road burlding and
fires. The effects of grazing are apparently covered separately
using the mod)fi1ed So1l Loss Equation Is mining covered by the
same eguation even though pollution from these =ites may be point
and non-point sourtes It was not explained fully whether all
these sources were considered for their cumulative effects only
within a management unit or throughout the Salmon basin, How do
activities on the Forest relate to activities on BLM and private
land and to resultant water and habitat quality downstream 1n the
Galmon system M™Many of the reaches 1n the maih Salmon are or were
important for spawntng and rearing of anadromous fish

The wuse of the sediment medels to predict mean natural
levels gives no 1ns1ght 1nto natural variability. Under matural
conrditions fish may survive periodic floods and episedes of
massive sediment movement well Urder forest mansgement (e
adding impacts of grazing, timber, mMINING) MmEAN annual
sedimention rate might rice by 18/ but there 12 no assurance that
extreme values would be a simple 186/ over natural extremes. This
implies that both mean and amplitude of effects can be raised
under management. The practice of averaging hewghtened sediment

yields In manaoed areas ocut over surrounding unmanaged areas
hides the fact that significant and lasting damage 1 béing done,

The 1mpact of high sediment loads mar not be confined to
management unit of orioin but could be transported downstream
considerablte distances The lenath of time needed for recovery
of bed sediment to natural levels can be great The allowance of
up to 38% increase of sediment over natural 15 excessive for fish
stocks which are generally at the marogrn of wviability The
margin of error allowed by sueh & guideline 15 minimal

Moni1 toring frequency was unspecified but 1 1t s infreguent,
there 18 little apportunity to modify behavier (0 timety Fashion
to avert damace. In the case of logaing, I1¥ 1t regquires 4 years
to cut trees on a plot and monitoring te done every 2 years 1t
would be too late to halt much of the damage even 1§ effects are
all evident immediately What & the level of sensitivity of the
sediment model for detecting change Many effects of loaging and
assoclated road building onl¥ become evident lang af ter
construction and harvest activities have cezsed There 18 a
directive to monitor sediment in anadromous streams and important
resident streams (RMP-IV-12). Which streams are these® Is there
a prooram for maitntarnance and restaration in coordination  with
BiM and private landowners? What 1s the precsent and potential
extent of anadromous fi1sh usage 1n these streams and are  there

channel reaches downsetream of Forest Service lands which
presently Timit habitat utilization® The moni tor ing of
anadromous streams appears to be rather 1imited. For example, 1t
was not indicated whether sediment mon:itoring on Squaw Creek 1s
planned (RMP-IVU-%1) And while thete 1¢ a program planned for

Marsh Creek, there s none for Valley Creek (RMP-IV-43), What 1s
the rationale for the monitoring program?

Riparian

pd:]

Page 20, paragraph 1: Mining impacts can be modeled using the R1-R4 sediment
model. Qumulative effects were only locked at within a management area. At
thas time, all the Forest can do 1s manage 1ts land based on Forest Service
stanpdards and guides, and maintain water quality that meets or exceeds State
standards. There 15 no coordinated program to assess cunulative ampacts to
fisheries from all dafferent cvmerships at this time.

Page 20, paragraph 2. The 30 percent sediment thresheld 1s a poant at whach we
will not allew any new activities to take place 1n a draynage unless it can be
shown that the activity will not inCrease sediment or could even reduce it.

The 2 percent constraint 1s the guideline that wall stop major sediment
wncreases from management activaties from occurring. A sedament level in any
stream cannct be increased more than 2 percent over existing levels (l.e., 1f
existing is 22 percent then maximum level 15 24 percent). Existihg levels of
sediment {<1/4"} have and wi1ll be determined by core sanples. Future monitoring
will be done using core samples or by newer methods if they are more reliable.
Impacts of proposed actavities will be determaned usitg the R1-R4 model and
monitoring will be done as nheeded to validate the results and refine the

model. Major streams in the following Management Areas will be momitored for
sedivent: 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 14, 21, 22, and 23. Other streams may be
monitored depending on proposed activities.

There 15 no coordinated program between BIM and private landowners. Present
use of anadromous fish habitat on the Forest 1s probably less than 10 percent
of potential. The AM's, which 1s avairlable at Forest offices, gives estimates
for each lanagement Area.
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Protection of riparian Zzones is of great importance In
management of streams and has been extensively treated i1n the
DEIS Al though technical Knowledge max not be entirely adequate
for understanding ripartan dvnamics (EIS-III-19), the source of
the problem 13 generally evident, Status guo does not need to be

maintained yust because all information 1& not available Stream
cover 15 important and allowing up to 5@/ removal may be
detrimental, Adoption of conservative standards 1s better than

untversally applying "maximum allowable" standards

What does 1t mean when an "emphasis® s given to protection
of riparian types 1n V-shaped drainages with side slopes)>dds
(RMP-IU-31?” Does this imply more freguent inspection, different
forage removal standards, lTower AUM‘s, reduced use etc?
Management direction 18 pften too vague to understand what sorts
of protectron 18 to be given. Tables showing specific treatments
on each allotment would be needed.

Some other questions concerntng riparian zone exist. How is
1t that riparian conditions deteriorate under alternative 3 (11}
with reduced AUM and areater fi1sh production® Considering the
vajue of Herd Creek to anadrompous runs why 18 @razihg so0
intensive here and why s a &8% ripartan forage level set as a
standard (RMP-IV-81), Has [t been demonstrated what effect
watering troughs without fencing have on changing cattle
distributions and preventing riparian damage,

Wiidlife

Wildlife 15 projected to improve under zlternatives 3, 18,
and 11 due to habitat improvements, If the goal 15 to maintain
79 habltat effectiveness for el¥ (G-11%, what 15 the present
state. Even though chotces of altermatives laraely hinge on
which can support the highest resource levels, the i1ncreases In
game for alterpnatives 3, 18, and i1 are very modest. Is 1t
possible that other outputs were not varied enough to swee a
significant change i1n game levels, With the continued demand for
game, the minor i1ncreases shown for the next five decades are
probably insufficient Also 1n the model these gains hinge on
the availability of range or forest land improvement funds I+
timber sales are below cost there are no K-V funds available for
these improvements and presumably then sales even stightly above
cost would be insufficient to provide real benefits, If there s
a comm! tment to restoring the habitat of threatened and
endangered (T+E)> species such as the gray wol$, and their
existence hinges on sufficient deer and €1k prey which 1n turn
depend on good guality range and riparian areas (G-12), 1t seems
that 1ncreased efforts are needed to restrict competition between
cattale and wildlife This same reascning applies to the bald
eagle It 15 stated that the bald eagle which presently uges the
forest only occasionally It depends on sufficient +i1sh
resources In larger streams for a food base, I f1sh numbers do
not decline, no effect on eagles i1s predicted (G-3>, Howewver, 1f
fish numbers are below critical tevel, even small increases 1n
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Page 2), paragraph 1: The riparian guidelines that referred to "50% to 80%"
retention of streamside cover has been dropped and this will now be determined
on a case-by-case based on resource needs.

Page 21, paragraph 2: This means that due to the inherent problems in managing
activities in these narrow, steep valley bottoms, that special considerations
such as you mentioned, may be needed. It is not possible to be
allotment-gpecific in this broad level of planning.

Page 21, paraqraph 3: In Alterpative 3 management and admrustration are also
recduced which would potentially allow for deterioration of riparian areas.
Anadromous fish production could still increase significantly due to existing
numbers being so far below habitat capability. Herd Creek does not have a
forage level set at 60 percent. Water troughs in areas away from streams can
wprove distribution and reduce riparian impacts.

Page 21, paragraph 4: The existing habitat effectiveness for elk within the
proposed recovery area exceeds the minumm reguirements. With the predicted
wnereases 1n elk and deer mumbers shown in Table IV-8 on page IV-19 of the
DEIS, we don't see how you can make this statement.
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fish may result in no change 1n eagle numbers, Riparian
improvements will not be made until 1t rs seen that eagles are
usihg the forest (G-1). The catch 15 that use may not be
possible unless the improvements aré made Frrst It 18 no
problem to meet the direction to maintain or increase T+E species
when they scarcely can survive 1h the Fforest under present
condrtions. Has 1t been shown that wolves and itntensive grazing
are compatible? Mpst of your critical wolf areas alsp receive
consi1derable grazing pressure.

Soils

Apparently detailed Knowledoe of soil types for individual
small basihs at the scale of timber cut s1ze 15 not available

forest wide How does this lack of 1rformation constrain
planning®? Can timber plans be made sufficriently well in the
absence of such data Why are the data available 1n the &ME on
sedimentation rates not summarized including maps of unstable

so1ls? Stable and wunstable soi1ls are sa1d to bhe highly
interminaled (EIS-1II-33). How 15 this dealt with relative to
legging ahd road building? What are Order Il ws II1T soil
inventories? Are these studies done before logoing or roading s
started? How 16 natural soil productivity evaluated for an area
and how are changes measured 1s sotl productivity change due o
cattle use accounted for?

Minerals

What 1s the present state of the Forecst relative to mining
actruity? Are old mines continuing sources of poliution? What
types and levels of pollution are attributable to active mines?
How frequent s monitoring and does monitoring continue even
aftter mine closure? How are cumuiative effects of mining,
arazing and timber assessed and how 1 responsibilaity for control
apportioned? With the intense mining on Squaw Creek and Thompsen
Creek (G-5) why 15 there no stated monitoring program for Sgquaw
Creek (RMP-IV-%?1) and no maintenance of fish habitat for Thompson
{RMP~IU=-84)% These streams also have high levels of grazing.
How will anadromous runs be maintained there® What 15 beirng done
to restore Panther Creek and other streams which have had seriows
mining damage

Economic Ahalysrs

Even though the purpose of Forest planning 15 to select «
set of outputs with the highest PNV, &an economiec efficiency
analysis cannot be completed because of lack of abiiity to assign

values to certain outputs (EIS-11-8é&)., There seem to be 3 types
of outputs considered-— priced commodity and nron=commod tr
outputs and non=-prited outputs. There 15 some confuston about
the category for some outputs That 18, some wilderness

attributes are valued becauze of their relation to enhancement ot

Page 22, paraagraph 1: We disagree. Present anadromous habitat capability far
exceeds existing population levels. Fish populations that could support more
Bald eagles, could and will increase even 1f habitat is not immproved. It has
not been shown that wolves and grazing are compatible.

Page 22, paraarach 2: The Forest has been broadly inventoried by landtype.
This general information was adequate for preparation of the Forest Plan. A
detailed So1l1 Resource Inventory 18 1in progress and 1s programmed for
completion by the end of the second decade and will provide more detailed data
for future planning efforts. The Forest Plan identifies timber volumes to be
harvested 1n large management areas. At the time specific timber sales are
propesed, the soils within the proposed sale will be evaluated and
mterpretation/mtigation measures developed. We do not believe information on
sedimentation rates 15 essential to understanding the Forest Plan. The
informaticn 1s available at the Forest Supervisor's office. Prior to project
mplementation appropriate soils evaluation 15 made to determine needed
constraints and mitigation measures. Soil surveys of different orders are
daseussed 1n the glossary. Soils evaluations are done prior to most soil
disturbing activaties on the Forest. Natural soi1l productivity (see Glossary
for defimition) for a site 15 determined by reference to a symlar site that is
in an essentially undisturbed condition. Changes in soil productivity at a
specific site are determaned by comparison waith conditions at this reference
site. Methodology has not been developed to fully display effects of grazing,
the mod:fied Umiversal Soil Loss Equation vas used to display general grazing
effect. Because of this concern we have placed added emphasis on developing
Goals and Objectives, Standards and Guidelines, and monitorang related to
grazing activaties.

Page 22, paragraph 3: Miming activity on the Forest is discussed on II-27 in
the Plan, Old mines can be sources of pollution. The list of potential
pollutants 1S extensive but the Forest and other regulatory agencles are
managing mining cperations to not allow harmful levels of pollutants to reach
waterways. Honmitoring frequency is based on the activity and in some instances
may last beyond the life of the project. Effects of activities will be
indivadually assessed and then grouped to determine cunmlative effects. The
Forest Plan page IV-98 addresses monitoring, alsc see earlier reference to
Thonpson Cresk., Habitat capability will not be reduced and will probably
uprove due to the Goals and Objectives, Standards and Guides, and Management
Direction in the Plan. Panther Creek 13 on the Salmon Maticonal Forest.

Page 22, paragraph 4: Maximizang PNV 1S not the purpose of Forest planning.
The preferred alternative 1is judged to maximize Net Public Benefit (NPB) for
the reasons discussed in Chapters II and IV of the EIS and in the Record of
Decision. You are correct in recognizing that both quantifiable and
nonquantifiable factors are included in NPB. Our discussicn on B-119 was
responsible for at least part of the confusion, several important errors have
been corrected.
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recreation or fish and wildlife Other atiributes are more
difficult to value It 15 not made especially ciear how non-
priced outputs or semr—guantitative rationales for management
have affected the selection preocess or the mixture of 1nputs to a
FORPLAN run, On page B-1'% 1t 15 noted that non-priced
components cantribute to PNV and also that they do not
contribute The PNV of alterpative 3 and 11 are wvery stmilar (B-

473 With slightly lower but sufficient levels of timber and
grazing 1n alt, 3 and better fish and wild)ife conditions 1t 18
difficult to see why alternative 3 (non-commodity) 1€ npt a

better direction

Water quality

Achievement of state water qual )ty standards 48 a hard
constraint on forest management It 15 questiorable though
whether techniques for mitigation are effective enough to allow
increased sot) disturbing activities

A Fforect wide effort to measure instream flows 12 planned
(RMP-IU-1%) . Will this methodoloay only measure present surface
flows. Wi1ll diversions of water be considered Will reduction (n
surface flow due to channel dristurbance by catile be conslidered?
This «ctivity cam result 1n changes 1n surface flow due ta so1l
compaction and evaporative losses of water from channel widening
and riparian cover reduction.

How wrll water ¥1&21d be 1ncreased in these basins (C-55)7
Efforts to intrease water yield are not always successful

Reduction 1n vegetation density to increase yields may lead to
increase eresion on these soils

Summar

Foreet Planning 1s an 1mportant process which Taxs the

fouhdation for the future conditron of forest land Thee CNF has
a large area of wilderness tand and serves public  Interest
praimari iy through te recreationsl values Since many of the
recreational values are Intangible 1t 15 easy to Justify enhanced
protection of this resource tn lieu of maximizing commodlty
cutputs such as timber, minerals and cattle It appeare that

some new atiemptes to direct Forest operation should be made
Among these are:*

€17 Allow no timber sales below cost

(2} Make sure that adequate funds for reforestation, range and
habi tat 1mprovement, and watershed improvement are available by
including this in the cost of uvsing the CNF Vands

{3 Charge & rate for forage closer to cutrrent market rates
Possibly make allowances for winter maintenance of wildl ) fe by
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Page 23, paragraph 1. See response to page 18 paragraph 3 of your letter.

Page 23, paragraph 2+ As discussed previously no sigmficant increases in soil
dasturbing Forest management activities will occur during the 10 to 15 year
planning period. Increased menitoring and awproved mitigation associated with
So1l disturbing activities will result in less effects in the future than have
occurred mn the past.

Page 23, paragraph 3+ The methodology used for instream £low quant:zfication is
not limted to only measuring present flows. Expected flows are developed for
ungaged drainages using flow duration characteristics of nearby gaged streams
mn a dimensiorless form. Actual instream Flow needs are determined through
regression technigues on channel characteristics, regardless of active or
planned diversions.

The concern of reduced surface flow due to channel disturbance by cattle is
valid. Since there are no provisions to consider the effects of grazing
activaty on evaporative and seepage losses under the current insteam
methedology, it will be incorporated inte the channel stability inwventory
program so potential problem reaches can be identified.

Page 23, paragraph 4: This statement has been removed from C-55% because our
management of vegetation 1s not expected to be of great enough magnitude to
sigmEicantly affect water yield.
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ranchers.

14) Emphasize development of watershed and stream classification
systems. Such a system 15 proposed by the IDFG. By this means
1t may be determined what natural conditions are for stream bed
gravels, banks, riparian zone, and biological potentral for
classes of streams. On & watershed level zones of erosional
processes, Forest production eic, could be established and could
be better matched to management prescriptions, Alep management
of ecosystems across broader areas could be more Ffessible.
Presently there 15 a large emphasis on management ending at the
edge of a particular unit

201)10 Bujupg JustitieAcs § ) il
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Many of the comments presented here are an attempt to seek
add: tional information as well as try to highlight areas of
potential problems. We have pointed out many places 1n which
caleulation of economic costs and benefits 15 potentially n
error. 14 selection of alternatives and direction for the CNF
for decades to come 1§ really based on the output of FORPLAN,
then many of the compeonents of the model should be re-evaluated
in Yight of our comments 1f the management direction was
targely gualitatively determined, then evaluation of plans must
focus on adequacy of protection of the ecosrstems 1n question

Throughout these comments we have attempted to present
attitudes and concerns reflective of our desire to see & More
balanced approach to forest management. It 15 our belief that
many resource—use conflicts could be aveided through
establishment of a more extensive on=-sitte monitoring effort than
s now avallable, Such monitoring would provide necded
tnformation 1n a timely manner and also serve to foresee and even
prevent potential conflicts. In our view, such an effort might
include personnel from the Forest Service, EPA, Idaho Department
of Fish and Game, and the Mez Perce Tribe We view an adequate
monitoring program as being equally mportant as the activities
being monitored, not as a mere adyunct that can be discarded at
the first sign of budgetary strife. It 15 froem such intensive
monitoring that we can learn what works and what doesn”t, and
what the real effects of our various actions i1n the forest are
We view 1t as being sufficiently important to constrain
implementation of activities which cannot be monttored.

The Commission appreciates this epportunity to participate
in the forest planning process, We will continue to marsntain our
zctive role I1n promoting increased anadromous fish production n
the Columbia Basin We hope that a meeting between Commission
and Forest Service staff can be arranged so that mutual concerns
can be discussed n agreater detail in a setting that will alse
promote greater trust and understandipg among us

I+ you would 1ike further nformation regarding our
interpretations of SNF plans, please feel free to contact any of

aur staff, Jim Weber <policy assistant), Alex He indel
(biologiet), or Dale McCullouah (hiolegist) at (S83)-Z3B-04&47
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8. Timothy Wapato
Executive Director
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