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VI. CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS

A.

Introduction -

This chapter discusses efforts to involve and consult with a variety

of publice during formulation of the Forest Plan and Final

Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). It also lists and responds to

comments received during the public comment period for the proposed -
Forest Plan and Draft EIS.

The Forest Bervice has conducted an active public involvement program
throughout the forest planning process. Federal, State, and local
agencies have been informed and consulted. Individual forest users
and interest groupe, as well as other interested perscns, have had an
opportunity to participate.

Section A of this chapter is this introduction.

Section B describes the public inveolvement efforts undertaken since
the release of the Proposed Forest Land and Resource Management FPlan,

Section C summarizes the number and origin of the responses received
regarding the Proposed Forest Plan and DEIS, including a list of
those who commented.

Section D lists commentors on the DEIS by affilistion.
Section E describes the variety and intensity of comments received.

Section ¥ is a listing of major public concerns and the Forest
Service response to those concerns.

Section G is a list of agencies, organizations and individuals to
whom copies of the Forest Plan and FEIS were sent.

Section H reproduces the substantive letters and the Forest Service
response to those letters. ALl other public responses to the
Proposed Forest Plan, and the Forest Service reply to those
responses, are in the Forest Planning Files located at the Salmon
National Forest Supervisor's Office, P.0. Box 729, Salmon,

Idaho 83467.

Summary of Public Participation Activities

The Notice of Intent was published in the "Federal Register™ on
October 4, 1985, and the Proposed Plan and Draft Environmental Impact
Statement were filed with the Environmental Protection Agency. News
releasesg announcing the availability of the documents and schedule of
informational public meetings were distributed on September 24, 1985,
to media locally and in southern Idaho and western Montana.

Since the neighboring Bitterroot and Beaverhead National Forests both

had Roadless Areas adjoining those on the Salmon National Forest and
were ahead of the Salmon's planning schedule, those Forests displayed
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the wilderness/nonwilderness proposals for the contiguous Roadless
Areas in their Draft Plan Appendices. The portions of those
appendices pertinent to the Salmon National Forest Roadless Areas
were copied and mailed to those on the Salmon's forest planning
mailing list, along with a letter of explanation. The letters
invited comment on the Salmon portions, to be mailed to either Forest
Supervisor,

The Salmon National Forest Proposed Land and Rescurce Management Plan
public comment period was from September 19 until January 10. The
schedule for preparation of the Plan and Final EIS was such that all
letters received on or before January 31, 1985, were used in the
content analysis; even though the letters were received after the
closing date.

There were 559 letters addressing the Salmon National Proposed Forest
Plan and Draft EIS received before January 31, 1986, In additionm,
there were an additional 169 letters received by the Bitterroot and
Beaverhead National Forests which commented on Roadless Areas
contiguous with the Salmon Natiomal Forest,

Informational public meetings were scheduled in the Idaho towns of
Salmon, North Fork, Idaho Falls, and Leadore between October 29 and
November 7, 1985. Notices of the meetings were published in the
"Federal Register,™ "Recorder-Herald" weekly newspaper of Salmon, the
"Post-Register™ daily newspaper of Idaho Falls, and aired on KSRA
radio in Salmon. The meetings were attended by a total of 65 members
of the public. Informational presentations were also requested by
several organizations. Informational programs were presented for the
Salmon Valley Chamber of Commerce, Salmon Rotary Club, Salmon City
Council, Lemhi Cattle and Horse Association, Idaho Department of Fish
and Game, Lemhi Soil Conservation District Board of Directors, and
for two public meetings sponsored by the Citizens for Multiple Use.
Approximately 300 people attended these meetings.

Approximately three hundred copies of the Proposed Forest Land and
Resource Management Plan were distributed to known interested
individuale, organizations and agencies.

Summary of Comments Received

Demopraphicg and Form of Response

There were 729 pieces of input were received, logged in, and reviewed
for information to be analyzed. Nine were removed from the analysis
after initial review because they were determined to be duplicate
letters. The total number of signatures on the 720 letters was 803.
There were 5,019 comments identified and analyzed from these letters.

Of those, 559 letters were written to the Salmon National Forest

regarding the Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. The total number of signatures on
these letters was 634. The origin of these letters is as follows:
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From Within Lemhi CoUNLY.eecasasasnssscaesnccasacanansssansssl2b
From Within Custer of Ravalli County..seececesncescusssavsaesll
From the Remainder of Idaho..eeeessescoseassncccsassasonssssdBS
From the Remainder of Montana...ceesescsssecsscsssssassavasssll
From Outside Montana and Idaho, of Unknowh..c«.cccosveaaceeesd0

A listing of these by category of respondent follows in a separate
section.

These respondents used a variety of forms in order to respond to the

plan.

PerSOnal Letters..--...........-..o.-.oo.-o..-...---.-...---239
Petitions.....--..---.---.--.........o-..--oo-....--...--o..--o

RECOrdEd 01"81 Gomﬁﬂts.o--oo--0'u-loo-.o.cl..llo.!.loiillcl.lil

In addition, there were responses which appear to have been generated
by an organized effort of a number of groups.

Idaho Environmental Council and Idaho Congervation League....95
Idaho Sportsmen's Coalitiomne.svesnsviecscvscsnnassnseccnrnssall
Hailey Medical Center (form letter).eeesssscescscasssscnaesaall
Citizens for Multiple US€ivecsvesaescarsssnsansassncnssnssealldf
(101 form letters and 38 personal letters)

The remaining 161 letters analyzed were written addressing either the
Bitterroot or Beaverhead National Forests' Proposed Plan and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. The letters were counted as Salmon
National Forest input because these letters specifically mentioned
one or more of the sgix Roadless Areas which are on one of these
forests as well as the Salmon National Forest (contiguous Roadless
Areas). These letters contained a total of 169 gignatures. The
geographical origin of these letters is as follows:

From Within Lemhi County.vsesveseccatsscorsoassscsasscsassasensal
From Within Custer or Ravalli Countyisesssesesasasscasasacssed
From the Remainder of IdahoO...eeeseccsccsccncassssranssssasasall
From the Remainder of MODRtONA.ccuesssarssnnsssacasssasasnsansll
From Outside Idaho and Montana, or UnKNOWN.siesssuasasssansesld

All of the responses were coded as personal letters.

Listing of Commentators by Affiliation

1.

Federal Agencies and Elected U.S. Officials

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, Plant Protection and
Quarantine

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation
Administration

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway
Administration

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service
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U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary

U.8. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10

U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service.

2. State Agencies and Elected State Officials

Honorable John V. Evans, Governor

State Senator Ann Rydalch

State Senator Vearl C, Crystal

State Senator Dane Watkins

State Representative Ray Infanger

State Representative JoAn E. Wood

Idahe State Historical Society

Cooperative Extension Service, University of Idaho
Idaho Department of Fish and Game

State of Idaho, Department of Health and Welfare
Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation

3. Local Agencies and Elected Local Officials

City of Salmon
Salmon Schools
Office of County Commissioners

4. Citizen Organizations

Idaho Falle Trail Machine Association

American Fisheries Society

The Nature Conservancy

Idaho Trail Machine Association, Inc.

Idaho Environmental Council

Continental Divide Trail Society

Idaho Wildlande Defense Coalition Alert

Wildlife Management Institute

E. W. Dirt Riders Asscciation

Portneuf Valley Auduben Society

Salmon River Back Country Horsemen
—Idaho Conservation League

American Wilderness Alliance

Sierra Club, Northern Rockies Chapter
+~~The Wilderness Society

Idaho Alpine Club

Idaho Natural Areazs Coordinating Committee

Lemhi Soil and Water Comnservation District

Magic Valley Fly Fishermen

Salmon River Motorcycle Association

Outdoors Unlimited, Inc.

5. Businesses

Rocky Mountain 0il and Gas Association, Inc.
Idaho Petroleum Council
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Pacific Northwest Natural Resource Consultants
Steve Bublitz, General Contractor
Pomeroy Brothers Construction

Salmon 011 Company

William H. Mullins, Outdoor Photography
Resource Planning and Management Associates, Inc.
Associated Logging Contractors, Inc.

Panther Creek Timber Falling

Aggipah River Trips

—1I1daho Natural Resources Legal Foundation, Inc.

Rocky Mountain River Tours

McFarland Livestock Company, Inc.

Silver Cloud Expeditioms

Salmon Intermountain, Inc.

Lemhi Livestock and Wool Marketing Association, Inc.

Camp Jude

Wilderness River Outfitters and Trail Expeditions, Inc.

Treasure Valley Realty

Craig Mathews, guide and outfitter

Turner Ranch

Teton Rod Manufacturing Company
Stoltze-Conner Lumber Company

Gehrke-U.S.A.

Indian Tribes

Nez Perce Tribal Council Committee
Columbia River Inter-tribal Fish Commission

Individuals

Abbot, Robert C., Jr.
Abbott, Zane

Adams, Bob

Adams, Vestal
Affolter, Quince
Aikens, Clover
Aikeng, Varnie
Aitken, Bruce
Aitken, Tana

Aiuppy, Laurance B.
Alder, Ronald

Aldin (?), Kenneth, M.D.
Aldous, Darrell
Aldous, Lynn

Allen, Bill

Anderson, Dare R.
Andrews, Boyd
Andrews, Christine M.
Andrews, BEdward Charles
Andrews, Lorna C.
Andrews, Rex C.
Andrus, Anita

Angel, Tom
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Angle, Ted

Anglin, Viola B.
Argast, Gene
Armstrong, Jack D.
Armstrong, M. L.
Atwood, Duane L.
Bach, Paul J.
Bagley, David
Bagley, Edeltraud
Bagley, Larry
Bailey, Donna

Baird, Dennis
Barbee, Carl A., M.D,
Barton, D. Michael, Jr.
Bateman, Julie

Bean, Judy

Beautrow, Brian
Becker, Kurt
Bennington, Mary Lou
Benoit, Shirley
Best, Michael R.
Bird, Kathryn

Bird, Roy



Bistline, Bruce S.
Bolander, E. C.
Bollman, Vernon L.
Bowerg, Chet
Bowler, Bruce
Bowler, Peter
Boyer, Jeffrey K.
Bradberry, B.
Bradford, GCarocl
Bradford, Margaret
Bradshaw, Bernard
Braese, John L
Britton, Jim
Brooks, William
Brigham, Morton R.
Brown, Russell
Brown, Steven L.
Buhl (?), Gordon S.
Burbank, Arthur L.
Burke, Stoney
Bushmaker, Robert J.
Butikofer, Reed L.
Butterfield, Cal
Buy, David F.
Bybee, Clenden
Callen, David
Campbell, Lewis W.
Cano, Philip N.
Capps, Royden
Carey, Randy
Carison, Robert E.
Carson, M. E,
Casey, William V., Jr.
Casperson, Nancy
Catis, Kurt
Caywood, Joe
Clark, Bill

Clark, C.

Clark, Minnie
Cochnauer, Tim
Cockrell, Awanda
Cockrell, Beverly
Cockrell, Charles
Cockrell, Daniel
Cockrell, Kester
Cockrell, LaMar
Cockrell, Mrs. Kester
Cockrell, Raymond
Cockrell, Suzie
Coleman, Harry
Compton, Glenn
Connolly, Mary XK.
Cook, R. W.
Cocley, John
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Cooper, Cathy
Cooper, Michael
Cooper, Roger L.
Coriell, Randy M.D.
Cote, Joseph A,
Crabtree, Margot D.
Craig, Erica
Crandall, Christine B.
Cranney, Cathy
Cranney, John
Crawford, Don L.
Crawford, Tim
Crawshaw, Alfred
Crockett, Roberta
Crowley, Mike
Cushing, Dr. C. E,
Davies, Denise L,
bavis, Stanley
Day. Ernest

Day, Max B.

DeMain, Jim
DeNiro, Jim
Debree, Mark
DiGrazia, Robert E.
Dorman, Heidi I.
Dowton, Sydney
Drucker, Phil
Dudley, David
Eastman, Jerry
Eder, William
Edlefsen, Bruce
Edwards, Edgar S.
Edwards, BEugene
Eiriksson, Charles E.,
Erickson, Lil
Erickson, Michael
Evans, Tim

Evarts, Katherine B,
Evarts, Keith
Farman, Richard F.
Fiala, Charley
Filek, Jim

Finley, Amn
Fisher, Erik
Figher, Karen
Fisher, Paul
Fitzsimmons, Nancy
Flying Up, Sharon
Foland, Maurice
Ford, Pat

Fogter, Brent
Foster, Jerry
Fraser, Joe
Frazee, Steve



French, Dan
Fraedman, Toby
Fritz, Daniel L.
Fullerton, Tim
Gantt, Gamewell D.
Garrett, Roger C.
Garritson, Nell
Gay, Maxine G.
Gehrke, Craig J.
Gilpin, C. L.
Gosack, Janet
Goydun, Bob

Grace, Stan
Grantham, Steve
Green, Carolyn
Green, Frank
Greenwood, V. J.
Groether, Sheila
Haak, Amy
Hackney, Stephen
Hade, Gertrude D.
Hanson, Robert D,
Hanson, Wes
Harmon, Dr. Philip M.
Harper, Randy W.
Harris, Richard
Hart, Cheryl
Harvey, Eugene V.
Hawley, Denny E.
Hawley, Rosalie
Hayes, Scott M.
Hayes, William S.
Henderson, Thomas G.
Henkelman, N. A,
Herbst, Lynn A,
Hickey, William O,
Hickok, Jeffrey
Hill, Adrian A.
Hitesman, Jerry
Hitesman, Stan
Hobbins, Richard R.
Hollander, Vincent J., Jr.
Horan, John R.
Hosfield, David J.
Hoyt, Marvin E.
Hurley, Bud
Hutchison, Andrew
Hyde, Kenneth E,
Ihrig, R. R.

Igom, Charles
Iwen, Wayne
Janes, Bennie W.
Jarman, Ron
Javorka, Ed
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Jeffrey, Eleanor
Jeppersen, V. Reid
Johnson, Diane
Johnson, Monty
Johnson, Orlo
Johnson, Rick
Johnston, James
Jones, Ivan L.
Jones, Mike
Jones, Phyllis
Jones, Roscoe L.
Joneg, Thomas N.
Katsma, K. R.
Kauer, Blair
Kauer, Melody
Keating, Earl
Keele, Wilfred L.
Keller, Pamela
Kelley, Patsy
Kent, Jerald
Kerns, Rich
Kimball, Steve
Kittamsg, Walter H,
Kittrell, Susie
Knauff, Daryl
Kochaver, James T.
Kohl, Michael
Korpi, Jerry
Kortan (?), Larry
Korte, Erick
Kossler, Galen J.
Kozacek, Russell
Krings, Duane
Kroos, Judith
Kroos, Robert J.
Kurtz, Gene
Lagerstrom, Mark
Lahr (?), James A,
Lambrecht, Xeith
Larson, Nancy Mae
Laverty, Denise
Layshure, Glenn S.
Leach, Jacquelyn
Leavell, Bill
Leone, Joann
Lewis, Carla
Lewis, K. Duncan
Lilburn, Bert
Liles, Homer
Lipovac, Peter A.
Lish, Bverett
Lish, Judith
Locatelli, Frank
Lockes, Bonnie



Lockes, Jim
Longgtroth, Alma G.
Love, Josephine
Love, W. B.
Lucier, Lorraine H.
Lufkin, Elise G.
Lung, John A,
Lung, Mark

Mace, Judith L,
Mahaffey, Dale
Mantel, Burk
Marse, Barbra
Martin, Carcl A.
Martonen, Everett
Mason, Don G.
Mathews, Dave
Maughan, Ralph
McCarthy, Patrick
McCarthy, Paul B.
McConnaghy, John
McConnaghy, Pat
McConnaghy. Peggy

McConnaghy, Walter J.

McCue, Jim
McDonnell, Nancy
McFarland, Dave

McGlinsky, Alfred M.

McGown, Jobn Jr.
McKinney, Mark
McMahan, William A,
Meiers, Richard E.

Mel (no last name given)

Michnevich, Larry
Miller, Hubert
Miller, Warren
Millimski, Gail
Mills, Archie
Minnick, Walter C.

Mitchell, William T.

Moats, Lawrence J.
Morgan, Curt V.
Morgan, Robert
Morris, William F.
Mulkey, Bruce L.
Murdock, Kerry
Myerg, LaNora
Meal, Bill

Neal, John A.
Neal, Marcy

Neff, Darrell
New, Scott
Nichols, Glen
Nichols, John C.
Noftz, Jeff
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Nottegtad, Elizabeth R.
Nottestad, Roger
Q'Neal, Ben
O'Nezal, Pon M.
0'Neal, Ted L.
0'Neal, Viocla M.
Olden (?), Jonathan
Olsgon, Dallas
Olson, Delos
Olson, Jody B.
0lszon, Kathleen
Olson, Shirley
QOlszon, V. Don
Osborn, Calvin
Osborn, John
Ottonello, Gino J.
Palmer, Peter L.
Papp, Lawrence A.
Paul, Liz

Pavia, Jerry
Payne, Rogert G.
Peacock, Eric A,
Perry, Jerry A.
Perry, Virginia
Pinch, Mark
Playfair, Jim
Ploger, Scott
Pollard, Ceecil P.
Porter, Charles
Porter, Joyce
Purcell, Allan
Quire, Mark
Rackham, Jack
Raeber, Hildegard
Rau, Donald G.
Rector, Nancy
Rector, William R,
Reynolds, Alan
Reynolds, Joan
Richards, Nancy
Richards, Theresa
Richman, Melodie
Rieder, R,
Rieffenberger, Betsy
Rieffenberger, Vicki
Roberts, Bruce C.
Roberts, Hadley B.
Robinson, F. Roland
Rogers, Ken

Rose, Kay R.

Rose, Wesley G.
Russell, M. L.
Sager, Bill

Sager, Mrs. Maxzipe



Savageau (?7), Paul R.
Schaller, Edward
Scherr, Emanuel
Schwartz, Charles W.
Searle, Tresa
Secsewi (7), Kemneth
Severson, Marc
Shaffer, Tom
Shaggs, F. K.
Sherman, Ken II
Shiner, Charles
Shokal, Edward C.
Silva, Robert
Skeen, Jay

Skinner, Judy
Skinner, Richard A.
Skriletz, John
Slifer, Betty
Smith, Audrey M.
Smith, Dan M., Jr.
Smith, Grace

Smith, Jennie
Smith, Joe

Smith, John

Smith, Kent G.
Smith, R. J.

Smith, Ric

Smith, Richard R.
Smith, Tari Pardini
Smith, Vicky

Smith, William R.
Snook, Edward
Sorensen, Rick
Spilver, George
Spotts, Richard
Spuebler, Carol R.
Spuehler, Shirley
Stahl, Louise M.
Staples, Eric
Starbuck, Elizabeth
Starry, Ron

Steele, Joanne
Stein, Brad
Stevenson, Andrew B.
Stone, Lynne K.
Strand, Floyd
Strong, Robert
Stroud, Dee
Stutzman, Glenn
Swanson, John R.
Swift, Ralph
Tabert, Tony
Tamarelli, James M.
Tanner, John
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Thomas, Kelly J.
Thompson, Charlie
Tidwell, Steven B.
Tobias, Marlene
Tobias, Nelle
Tobias, Ronald
Tomlinson, Curtis
Tonsmeire, Fran
Torf, Mark
Tripplehorn, Hugh J.
Trogden, Connie D.
Trogden, Warren
Trost, Jim
Trueblood, Ellen
Tucker, Dan

Tully, Jerry E.
Tulpinsky, Joseph F.
Tyler, Margarete E,
Ulshafer, Bob
Unkel, Margot B.
Van De Graaff, Dave
Vaterlaus, Bret J.
Veldman, Leslie
Walker, Lucinda P.
Walker, Ron
Walton, Leo

Ward, Frederick R,
Waters, Harold T.
Waters, Marlene
Watters, Ron
Wearden, Joe
Wegman, Jerry
Weigold, Ted
Werdinger, Leon
Westfall, Mike
Wheeler, John A.
White, Marsha
Whitson, Walter B.
Whittaker, Calvin
Whittaker, James
Whitworth, David
Will, George
Williams, Karen
Wise, Ron

Woan (?), Leon K., Jr.

Wood, Susan
Woodward, Laura
Wyatt, Jill
Wyman, Pete
Yakovac, Evelyn
Young, Bing
Young, Roger
Yount, Stuart L.
Zimmerman, Brenda



Public Response Analysis

Public Comments regarding the proposed Foreat Plan were considered
individually, by type of group/organization, and geographic location
in order to determine common areas of concern., The results of the
analysis are used as one element in decision making.

The variety and intenmsity of expressed viewpoints is summarized in
this section. Several categories received very light comment and
summaries for these are not written. These categories are: Insects
and Disease, Firewood, Pesticides and Herbicides, Timber Utilization,
Lands Ownership, Special Land Uses, and Law Enforcement. These
comments are part of the planning records.

Of the 559 comments received on the Salmon National Forest Proposed
Plan, 200 favored the published Preferred Alternative (with or
without reservations), 322 did not favor the Preferred Alternative
{(with or without reservations), and 37 did not have either a stated
or apparent preference.

The 161 who commented on cother Forests' public involvement efforts
which included contigucus Roadless Areas did not have a preference on
the Salmon National Forest Preferred Alternative, since it was
unpublished when they were commenting. Those individuals commented
on the six contiguous Roadless Areas as follows:

Blue Jointescciersasassl33
Anderson Mountain..c.s.seees?
West Big Hole.seeowssae.ld
Goat Mountain..cseseeasssld
Ttalian Peakiicasaananeeab
Allan Mounta@in.esesesss.03

A breakdown of what was recommended by these 161 regarding these
areas iz as follows:

Blue Joint*
101 Wilderness
1 Wilderness or gemi-primitive nonmotorized management
10 Some form of semi-—primitive management (semi-primitive
motorized or nonmotorized, or roadlegs)
19 Nonwilderness
1 Deferred comment until the release of the Salmon Forest Plan

* One of the comments was a second recommendation regarding the
area by the same individual--this recommendation was not counted
twice.

Andergon Mountain
3 Wilderness
3 Some form of semi-primitive management (either roadless,
semi-primitive motorized or semi-primitive nonmotorized)
1 Nonwilderness
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West Big Hole*
11 Wilderness
1 Wilderness or semi-primitive management
1 Some form of gemi-primitive management
1 Nonwilderness

* One comment was a second recommendation by the same individual
and was not counted twice.

Goat Mountain
2 Wilderness
1 Wilderness or semi-primitive management
1 Semi-primitive management
1 Nonwilderness

Ttalian Peak
2 Wilderness
1 Wilderness or semi-primitive management
1 Semi-primitive management
1 Nonwilderness
1 No preference or deferred comment

Allan Mountain
2 Wilderness
37 Semi-primitive nonmotorized
1 Semi-primitive motorized management
9 Semi-primitive management
3 Nonwilderness
1 Deferred comment until the release of the Salmon Forest Plan

The variety and intensity of expressed viewpoints is summarized
below.

1.

Minerals and Energy

0f the coded comments, 30 addressed the minerals and energy
issue. Comments ranged from "Mineral rights should be developed
in all areas if they do not pollute streams or watersgheds,™ to
comments regarding tradeoff analysis and monitoring.

Commente included concerns of:

—— Effects on wildlife and fish.

-~ Wanting site specific plans to indicate areas with mining
restrictions.

—— The need to address the effect of managing other resources
on mineral resource development.

-- The need to address energy and mineral resources in the
benchmark analysis and address their associated costs and
benefzits.

—- The need to impose terms and conditions which assure
protection of other resources from the effects of
hydroelectric development.
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Wildiife and Fisgh Habitat Management

0f the coded comments, 419 addressed wildlife and fish habitat
management. Comments ranged from "low value resources like
timber should never be allowed to affect the highest wvalue
wildlife habitats," to stating that based on the high number of
elk in the area, timber harvesting must be complimentary to elk
habitat,™ to technical comments regarding computer generated
sedimentation predictions,

Comments included the following points:

Not believing that Alternative 12 adequately protects the
elk summer range on the forest.

Opposition to roading and logging elk migration corridors,
particularly at Sheep Creek and Dahlonega Creek.
Opposition to the Preferred Alternative because they
believed it did not meet Idaho Department of Fish and Game
management cbjectives for deer and elk.

Logging produces good game habitat.

Ranchers are feeding geese, deer and antelope at the
expense of their livestock and the wildlife population
should not be increased.

Manage key elk summer range principally for elk, and leave
it in a semi-~primitive and unroaded conditiom.

Those who harvest game should cover winter feeding costs,
not those raising cattle.

Wildlife are worth very much to the economy.

Concern of the effects of logging on the spawning ability
of anadromous fish.

The section treating old growth habitat and species
diversity is shallow. The likelihood of maintaining
sensitive species at minimum viable population levels seenms
small.

Many species require vast stands of old growth to maintain
adequate population numbers.

Further degradation of streams will harm an already
precarious situation regarding stream siltation.

Follow the Central Idaho Elk-Logging Guidelines.

Fisheries is the beneficial use which has the greatest
potential to be impacted by forest management activities.
The plan would greatly increase the rate of sedimentation
in important spawning streams.

Bring impacts on fisheries into compliance with standards
set forth by treaty rights, because the Forest has the
obligation to protect Indian fishing rights.

Remove cattle from important elk habitat.

Mapping and analysis of watershed and fisheries resources
ghould be developed by starting with small watersheds...
Only in this manner can site specific impacts be described
for small drainages and their cumulative effects be
developed.

No roads should be built inte elk raising areas.
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Problems with anadromous fish numbers are cumulative
effects of dams, £fish harvest, diseage, and habitat
degradation.

The anadromous fish runsg can only be restored if state,
federal and tribal land, water and wildlife managers adopt
a coordinated gravel-to-gravel approach.

Unprofitable logging should only be done to improve
habitat,

Present game populations are all we have winter feed for.
Maintain trout, steelbead and szalmon streams at 90%Z of
potential, and repair past damages.

Timber Management——Quantity

Of the coded comments, 147 addressed the Timber Management
Quantity issue. Comments ranged from "there should be more
timber available," to "I am totally against removing any timber

from

the Salmon National Forest.

Comments regarding this issue included:

The Forest's contribution to the national timber supply is
almost nothing. Therefore, why should it be emphasized
forestwide as a major product at the expense of water,
fish, wildlife and reereation?

The timber base in the forest needs to be increased so that
timbering will continue to be a feasible operation.

Logging ieg a renewable rescurce. Where no logging is
allowed, trees are diseased and the brush so thick no new
trees can grov.

The timber industry is part of the community, but needs to
be kept in perspective. It should not dominate other uses
of the forest.

Cut no trees anywhere until needed. It is time to think of
our environment, not the timber companies. Let our
wildlife live.

Your implication in the "Timber Management, Existing
Situation Summary" is that older and/or unmanaged stands of
timber are unproductive. This is true if one only manages
for timber production.

The Salmon National Forest has been badly over-cut for
years,

The Forest should reduce their backlog of sales and reduce
the average annual cut to approximately 15 MMBF.

The only reason timber is cut on the forest is that the
federal government has been giving it away in the form of
subsidy to timber interests,

Senseless clearcutting of our forests may have more than a
local effect on the atmosphere.

Road building and timber harvest should be cut back
drastically to accommodate the state goals for wildlife.
Logging chould only be planned where downfall and mature or
diseased stands present fire danger, or for well
egtablished and profitable markets.
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I support continued timber management on the Salmon
National Forest to adequately supply the local mill.

The vegetative diveraity standard and guideline of old
growth retention should be set at exactly 10 percent
overall with a minimum of 5 percent for any identifiable
type. This will allow for a maximization of the

Frank Church——River of No Return Wilderness to contribute
at its maximum potential to this old growth requirement
while reducing the restriction on the tentatively suitable
forest lands.

For a semi—-primitive motorized recreation objective a
timber/recreation prescription should be identified vice a
single use recreation objective.

Most old growth Douglas—fir and natural vegetation should
remain, even if it means less timber harvest and livestock
grazing.

I have heard the timber industry proclaim that timber is a
renewable resource, I think it ig time they worked on the
renewed and left the pristine alone.

The problems of regeneration and slow regrowth meke timber
Yharvesting™ more timber "mining."

The huge amount of timber to be offered for sale under the
Preferred Alternative is totally unjustified by current or
by foreseeable market conditions,

Neither the U.S. nor Idaho need the excesg timber harvest
proposed., There is already an over supply of timber.

Transportation System Management

0f the coded comments, 261 addressed the Transportation System
Management issue. Comments ranged from closing logging roads

when

the sale is completed, to being opposed to any

roadsbuilding at all.

Comments regarding the issued include:

Roads in any of the forest should be kept to a minimum and
consideration should be given to whether to close or leave
them open with coneideration given for values and effects
of them overall.

The proposed road system is larger than necessary. Roads
ghould be closed tc start bripging the area back to a more
ecologically sound state.

Many roads currently exist that are unnecessary for proper
forest management.

I am happy the plan includes a policy for closing newly
congtructed roads once timber harvest has been completed.
Extend this policy to currently existing roads that are no
longer needed which adversely impact wildlife habitat.

I have found five different references to miles of road
that would be built during the life of the plan. Which is
correct?

I would like to see your road closure progrem applied
equally across the board, including adequate law
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enforcement. Maintaining road closures in high wildlife
habitats is the most efficient and cost effective method
for rehabilitating these areas.

— We ask that road construction be kept to a bare minimum,
both as to miles and types of construction.

-— Cattle like quiet calm as does wildlife and as the use of
motoreycles and snowmobiles has increased, we feel in some
areas there may be a need for some restrictions im respect
for other uses, Wildlife is more inclined to come down to
the ranches when the forests are humming with snowmobiles
and motorcycles.

—— Road access should be expanded within normal resource
constraints such that resource benefits can be maximized
over time.

— I don't want any more of my dollars to subsidize road
building.

—-— By preventing access through lack of roads, the wilderness
or any forest is impenetrable by poor people who can't
afford a four week vacation, horsges, a guide gervice, or an
airplane... The forests are here for all to enjoy. The
forest is no more than God's garden of trees. I believe he
intends for us to do its thinning and fire protection to
foster a better forest through management. Roads are an
essential part of that thinning and protection process.

— All trails now open to motorized recreationists should
remain open, seasonal closures where necessary to protect
wildlife at particularly vulnerable times of the year.

Recreation

Of the coded comments, 98 addressed the Recreation issue.
Comments on recreation covered developed and dispersed
recreation,

Comments included the following:

-— Recreation is more valuable to Idaho than timber and other
commodity programe, Therefore the plan should protect
those regources important to recreation (fish, wildlife,
water quality).

—— Maintain quality trail bike recreational opportunities.

—— In addition, several members of the public were in favor of
not enlarpging the Meadow Lake Campground at its present
location. Instead, they called for moving the campground
away from the lake to less fragile areas with room to
handle the recreational volume.

Watershed Management
0f the coded comments, 220 addressed the Watershed Management
issue. Comments addressed water rights, water quality, and

included some technical comments.

Comments regarding watershed management included the following:
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We cannot support federal rights to instream flow.

There needs to be a greater emphasis put on protecting
existing state water rights and individual rights to such
water.

Federal water quality requirements should be modified to
coincide with state standards to save confusion. Instream
flows should not be considered if they will harm private
water rights in any way. The flood waters on nearly all
these small mountain streams are appropriated
proportionately to all the decreed waters. We need this
flood water in order to get irripgated, as we do not have
the full decree all the time.

I oppose the degradation of our streams and think that
gheep and cattle grazing and logging should be eliminated
if and where necessary to stop future degradation and that
past damage be mitigated.

Because of the very steep topeopgraphy in your forest, we do
not feel that your disregard for erosion hazards is
justified. We suggest that a careful evaluation by a
competent hydrologist be used to identify erosion hazardous
areas and that any activities which would adversely affect
anadromous fish spawning areas be off limite to
disturbances of any nature.

We are concerned about the in—court decision in Colorado
and how it could affect local water rights. We do not want
to see present in place water rights prior to the 1976
Wilderness bill cut. Anything after 1976 could be
disallowed.

The proposed alternative is objectionable because of the
adverse affect it would have on water quality. The
projected sedimentation level of our streams is totally
unacceptable, and works directly against the efforts made
to enhance our fisheries.

You cannot specifically guarantee no massive soil erosion
will result under your DEIS.

Water——this resource is being better managed on the forest
than on private lands. Forest Service management is good
and improving. Water concerns are generally overstated by
fish, wildlife and some recreational groups because they
work with only preferred facets of the larger resource
management picture.

Logging and road building would alsoc cause degradation to
the Salmon and its tributaries.

The goals of meeting state water quality standards and
increasing habitat capacity are excellent.

The Salmon National Forest should give an cbjective of
reducing sediment yields in all important fish habitats.
"We support the statements made in the Draft Plan regarding
protection of public water supply watersheds. We would
like to see more specific standards and guidelines
developed for these waterzheds in the final plan..."
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Of the coded comments, 29 addressed the Timber Management-
~Treatment Methods issue. Comments addressed regeneration,
slash disposal, harvest methods and logging systems.

Timber Management——Treatment Methods

Comments included the following:

~— Leaving slash disposal to the contractor is like trusting a
fox in the chicken coop.

~— Regeneration of Douglas—£fir is also a problem. The
National Forest Management Act requires that regeneration
can reasonably be expected in five years. The plan should
indicate the historical success rate of regenerating
Douglas—fir stands to show whether or not this requirement
can be met.,

—— More protection cshould be given to wildlife and fisheries
in areas to be logged. Helicopter logging might be one way
of protecting streams and decreasing the amount of road
building.

-— Silvicultural prescriptions—we are pleased that the
standards for tractor skidding (for allowable percent
slope) are tied to land type. The final documents should
include the rationale for selection of the specific percent
slopes mentioned.

—— Never cut in wet areas, or any area which will not recover
without the aid of Foresters.

—— Clearcutting means "extermination.™

-— A major timber/wildlife conflict is the Salmon's poor track
record in reforesting Douglas—fir habitats. Harvesting
many of the severe sites with the shelterwood system
certainly has to be contributary to this problem.

Rangeland Resource

Of the coded comments, 203 addressed the Rangeland Resocurce
igssue. Comments involved the quantity of domestic grazing, the
conflicts between domestic animals and wildlife, and the
domestic animal effects on riparian areas.

Comments included the following:

—— I believe cattle should be moved out of important elk
habitats and domestic sheep kept away from bighorns.

~— An increase in Animal Unit Months for livestock is logical
as allotmente have been under improved management for some
time. Also, as there are no sheep left on the forest, some
ranges suitable for cows must have become available.

-— The range hasn't been overused by this plan and supports
plenty of wildlife too.

-~ It is only natural for livestock to feed out bottoms of
draws before they climb away from waterholes. Why don't
the range inspectors pay more attention to imspecting the
tops of ridges.
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~— We would like to see cattle rights kept at their present
levels.

— The valley is a livestock producing area, we feel that the
effects of forest management upon the ranches should have
very thoughtful consideration in the new management plan.

—— Sensible management practices should be maintained for
grazing of domestic animals, as this is one of the basics
of the local community.

—— Overgrazing and development of spring water for cattle has
adversely affected big game populations.

-— When I go into my National Forests I don't want to see
cattle in and around my camp.

—— Grazing——this is compatible with other forest uses.

—-— Ig it true that the plan will actually increase the amount
of cattle grazing in the forest? If this is so 1t is
completely unacceptazble, They have damaged enough
watercourses and natural flora.

~~ The impact of livestock grazing on water quality, the
riparian ecosystem, fish habitat, recreational values, and
many other public values is legion, yet the Land and
Resource Management Plan does little more than to give thas
misuse of land lip service. There are solutions, but the
Land and Resource Management Plan/Draft Environmental
Impact Statement does not identify or address either the
problems or solutions in a meaningful manner.

—— Contrary to my own interests as a rancher and stockman, I
see the definite need to reduce, if not eliminate, all
federal grazing permits for domestic livestock. Permits
are enjoyed by a relative few and at the expense of
vegetation and wildlife.

— I want less cattle on the forest.

-~ Would like to see a long term phasing out of all cattle
grazing.

—— Elk, antelope and bighorn sheep should be given priority
over cattle and sheep in grazing conflicts and allotments.

Visual Resources

Of the coded comments, 13 specifically addressed the Visual
Regource 1ssue.

Comments included:

-—— I am familiar with the natural beauty of this region and
would hate to see it changed.

~~ Visual Resource—--This resource is more a matter of the
aware mind than any other discipline. Basic resource
education will help this area, coupled with good management
techniques.

—— There is no such thing as visual quality in contrast to the
finest remaining virgin tamber.
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Management of Undeveloped Areas

Of the coded comments, 2,366 addressed the management of
undeveloped areas. The greater part of these (1,785)
addressed 13 individual Roadless Areas. These 13 were: Camas
Creek, Lemhi Range, Blue Joint, Anderson Mountain, West Big
Hole, Goat Mountain, Italian Peak, Allan Mountain, West Panther
Creek, Little Horse, Oreana, Duck Peak and Long Tom Roadless
Areas. The remaining Roadless Areas received less than five
comments each, except for Taylor Mountain Roadless Area which
received 13. The remaining comments were in categories of
general Wilderness, general Roadless and semi-primitive
categories.

Comments in the general Wilderness category (4l13) ranged from
not wanting any more Wilderness, to asking for more area to be
recommended to Congress for Wilderness.

Comments in the general Roadlesg category (29) ranged from
"Alternative 12 also settles the Roadless Area issue by
returning those acres back to multiple use management," to
"Recommend all Roadless Areas be Wilderness." Another 35 coded
comments mentioned geographic areas of the forest——rather than
specific Roadless Areas—-on which they favored management
ranging from Wilderness to releasing them as recommended in the
Conference Committee Report of the Central Idaho Wilderness
Act. Geographic areas included: Beaverhead and Bitterroot
Ranges, those Roadless Areas around the Frank Church--River of
No Return Wilderness, as well as "any other Roadless Areas that
are under the threat of the bulldozer," and "areas near Gilmore
Summit and Big Eighteen Mile Creck and adjoining areas I could
see from the flat below."

Comments on the semi-primitive category (62) ranged from wanting
a semi-primitive nonmotorized category, to wanting to assure
there will be areas available for trail bike use. Some people
liked the flexibilaity of the semi-primitive area designation—
-since 1t could be assessed later for a change in management.
Others expressed that the flexibility was the reason they did
not like the designation-—because management could change.

Comments on specific Roadless Areas ranged from wanting the area
Wilderness in order to protect wildlife walues, to wanting the
area available for multiple use purposes. The bulk of the
comments recommended either Wilderness or other roadless
management for these lands.

Community Stability
Of the coded comments, 417 addressed Community Stability.
Comments ranged from wanting to utilize our natural resources

for the maximum benefit of the community, to questioning why the
Forest Service was involved in stabilizing communities.
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Comments received included the following:

The Salmon Valley needs the volumes of timber to support
our local mill and to help the mills in the Bitterroot
survive,

The Salmon forest (trees) is a crop. The Salmon forest is
our Yace in the hole" and should be utilized to the maximum
benefit of the community.

Our economy is more dependent upon farming and ranching
than on tourism. We must allow for both, not at the
expense of our year-round stable population.

The Salmon area's "ace in the hole™ will be 1ts great
outdoor scenic and recreational opportunities. Rather than
relying on marginal timber sales and wavering mining
markets, Salmon should begin focusing on "nonmarket"
outputs and values such as its water, fish and wildlife and
dispersed recreation as stated in Alternative #3.

We need more tax base industries such as timber, cattle and
mining. These should be the first consideration of our
National Forests.

Recreation is becoming a more important part of the local
economy.

I realize one of the main focuses of the preferred
alternative is the protection of the local economy. The
recreation industry has been proven as a major source of
income in this area, I don't think the Forest Service is
adequately protecting this viable industry with the
Preferred Alterpnative. I don't think we should lean so
heavily towards supporting a taxpayer subsidized timber
industry (especially since it is rated in the lowest
category for timber growing potential on a national scale}.

Plans should seriously consider the people who live and
make their living here.

Alternative 12 1s workable where an operator of livestock
can gear an operation to balance and not have to make
drastic changes in operation. This approach will give the
younger generation a secure enough feeling to invest time
and money on an operation and maybe help =save the family
farm.

The cost of running a2 forest wilderness is way too much and

the amount of people who would be affected should be a
major consideration.
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-~ My family and I love living here in Salmon and feel 1t is a
good place to raise our children. We want to enjoy the
beautiful outdoors and also be able to make a living.

—~~ Many people have went to great lengths to try to solve the
conflicting interests between the land users. I feel that
the proposal is well rounded for this and surrounding
communities.

—-— "The Preferred Alternative will help etabilize the economy
cf dependent communities while protecting the basic
resources..."

—— The Forest Service is in the business of managing a public
resource, not ensuring financial stability to local
communities. Where does the Salmon National Forest get its
direction to influence community stability?

-— If the emphasis was placed on dispersed recreation,
wildlife, and other nonmarket outputs, the tourist industry
might become a larger part of the city of Salmon's support.

—— I think your proposed plan has some merits, but errs vastly
by placing too much emphasis on two rapidly declining
industries——timbering and ranching——with little thought to
how Idahoans will have to make a living in the future
period shorter than your Forest Plan,

—— There should be a continuous ongoing concern for the people
that are affected by any decisions affecting the resources
of the Salmon National Forest. In considering ongoing
costs against timber, mineral and water, the wage, tax base
and the well-being of the citizens need to be addressed.

An overall effect upon not only the people of the
community, those on down the line whose livelihood iz
affected, along with the taxes directly or indirectly paid
by the people need to be figured in when determining the
actual benefits to the forest.

~- The game animals need to be considered, but should be done
so with the domestic animals that use the forest and what
the real revenue generated within the community does as far
as keeping the community in the black.

Fire Management

0f the coded comments, 25 addressed the Fire Management issue.
Comments addressed fire suppression (including the need to
implement mechanized fireline construction guidelines) and
prescribed fires.

Comments included:
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—— Firefighting last summer could have been much better
facilitated with more back roads. What a waste that so
much timber (even poor quality for firewood) went up in
smoke.,

—— Grazing and the removal of dead wood helps to lower fire
danger. Cattle topping the foliage when green in the
spring prevents it from becoming rank and dry and
flammable.

—— Bulldozers did more to damage the land than any fire could
have. Develop and include in the final plan standards and
guidelines not only for actions tsken during fire
suppression, but for soil and other resource recovery after
the fire has taken place.

—— Develop guidelines on where and when mechanical equipment
will be used for fireline comstruction.

— I encourage you to address the potential uges of prescribed
fire, both planned and unplanned ignitions for wildlife
habitat improvement, fuels reduction, and timber stand
improvement.

Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat Management

0f the coded comments, 40 addressed Threatened and Endangered
Species Habaitat Management. Comments addressed the peregrin
falcon, bald eagle, gray wolf, and grizzly bear.

Comments included the following:

—— Believing the plan will not affect bald eagles or peregrin
falcons.

—— Believing the plan will not jeopardize the existence of the
gray wolf, but adding suggested management guidelines which
outline important areas for wolves and include coordination
with and education of forest users.

—— Believing the gray wolf will lose habitat through
implementation of the plan.

—— Buggesting raptor "no cutting areas™ be utilized only if
these species become Threatened and Endangered Species.

Riperian Areas

Gf the coded comments, 23 specifically addressed riparian
areas. Comments addressed the need to protect these areas from
damage by timber harvesting and livestock use because of their
fish, wildlaife and water quality values; some said that there
were problems in these areas, but that the areas should be
protected through range management techniques; there were
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requeste for more detailed information in a more expanded
section on riparian areas, and a call for strengthened standarde
and guidelines regarding these areas.

Special Areas

0f the coded comments, 26 addressed Special Areas. Comments
addressed the Salmon Wild and Sceniec River, Research Natural
Areas, and the Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark.

Commenta included concerns of:

—— Wanting all 10 areas recommended for Research Natural Area
designation to be granted RNA status.

—— Pointing out the omission of the Sheep Mountain Research
Natural Area (located on the Challis and Salmon National
Forests) from the Salmon National Forest Plan.

-— Management of the jetboat traffic on the Salmon Wild and
Scenic River after the recreational float seascon.

—— Nominating properties along the Salmon River to the
National Register of Historic Places.

Timber Economics

0f the coded comments, 235 addressed the Timber Economics
issue. Comments mainly addressed the below cost sale issue and
included reasons for being opposed to below cost sales and ways
to improve timber sale economics.

Comments regarding the Timber Economics issue included the
following:

-—— I strongly oppose logging that has to be subsidized.

—~ Timber sales in Idaho are known to be money-losers. It
does not make sense to continue this practice.

—— Cutting marginal timber stands on steep, mountainous
terrain and road construction and reconstruction through
fragile, unstable soils didn't then and doesn't now make
good economic sense to me. Too much emphasis has been
placed on red-ink, low value timber harvesting at the
expense of other (what I consider) higher value resources
in the forest——ite waterways, fish and wildlife and
accompanying scenic and recreational opportunities.

-— The existing Forest Plan is highly inefficient as to cost.

The lumber industry has no market at this time and is most
likely to be considered a dying industry.
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We do not support in concept below-cost timber sales.

There may be occasions when sales critical to the local
sawmill and which do not contain significant amenity values
should be sold for below cost, but these occasions should
be the exception. It is our belief the huge federal debt
is the cause of the economic woes plaguing Idaho, not
Wilderness.

Unecconomical timber harvests that undermine investments
under the Lower Snake River Compensation Plan, Northwest
Power Act, and Salmon and Steelhead Conservation and
Enhancement Act, don't seem to make much sense.

Logging of unneeded timber resources should not be planned,
especially at the expense of taxpayers.

To manage the forest to maximize timber production is a
waste of your time and the taxpayers money.

Nor should too much emphasis be placed on timber when
timber harvest constitutes welfare for the timber industry.

Why should we log areas that have to be subsidized by
taxes? Especially when the areas to be logged are in key
elk range.

The Forest has overlooked a major economic opportunity to
address below cost sales and mortality salvage. It is
recommended that the Forest integrates uneven managed
stands between even—aged stands. This will allow the
Forest to treat the entire area accessed upon the first or
next entry where this is economically viable. The forest
benefits attributable to wildlife, visual quality,
recreation, ete., can be met while allowing timber
harvesting prescriptions to operate on the entire sale area
which is economically viable. Economies of scale in
logging costs will be fully employed while harvestable
volume per mile of road will dramatically increase.

The planned harvest is too large and destructive of
wildlife and fisheries wvalues that are worth much more than
the values of the timber to be cut. Every sale planned
will be a below cost, subgidized sale-—a losg to the
taxpayers. I oppose any logging in the Lemhi Mountains
from Gilmore Summit to Hayden Creek. I oppose the proposed
saleg in Alder, Deer, Big Eightmile, Mill, and Hayden
Creeks. These areas have tremendous nontimber values that
would be sacrificed for lousy timber worth far less than
the cast of logging it.
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Other

This category was used for storing comments which did not
readily fit into the previously mentioned divisions. Of the
comments received, 445 were placed in this category.

Comments ranged from "I support the proposed alternative," to
highly technical and legal points addressing the proposed plan
and DEIS. Major points in the comments included:

—— Cultural resources need protection.

—— Requests for maps of 10 year timber sale plans, suitable
and unsuitable timber lands, and important wildlife areas.

—— Support for various alternatives, including 3 and 12.

-~ Comments on the planning process which included: economic
values, the effects of the budgeting process on the
proposal, not displaying Decision Criteria in the draft
documents, and verifying computer model outputs by field
measurements.

Public Comments and Forest Service Responses

Major public concerns, based upon volume of comment, are listed
below. Included with each is the Forest Service response to that
concern.

—— I am opposed to logging elk migration corridors, particularly at

Sheep Creek and Dahlonega Creek.

Maintaining the integrity of the various elk and mule deer
migration routes across the Montana-Idsho divide is critiecal to
the long term welfare of the big game populations that primarily
summer in Montana and winter in Idaho. This premise was an
underlying force in the initial phases of the planning process
and prescriptions for managing these corridors were developed.
During the development of the geographical area boundaries and
the assignment of prescriptions to each area, it became apparent
that the semi-primitive motorized and/or nonmotorized recreation
prescriptions adequately handle all wildlife concerns for
maintenance of these corridors. Consequently, since the
geographic areas proposed for the recreation prescriptions
encompass the areas proposed for wildlife migration
prescriptions, the wildlife areas were simply lumped under the
semi-primitive motorized and/or nonmotorized prescriptions.
Under the draft preferred alternative (12), most of the Montana-—
Idaho divide from the head of Spring Creek through Lost Trail
Pass and on south to Goldstone Mountain is within either the 2A
(semi-primitive motorized) or 2B (semi-primitive nonmotorized)
prescriptions., As such, these areas will only be subject to
occasional salvage timber harvest following natural disasters.
Consequently, these migration routes are essentially ensured
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protection from road encroachment and cover removal. The final
plan includes a considerable increase in the amount of semi-
primitive emphasis area between Sheep Creek and Lost Trail Pass.

I am opposed to the Preferred Alternative because it does not
meet Idaho Department of Fish and Game management objectives for
deer and elk.

We generated considerable confusion regarding the ability of the
various alternatives of the Draft Forest Plan to meet Idaho
Department of Figh and Game wildlife and fish population
objectives. This confusion stems from two sources: the use of
outdated figures for the State's population goals, and the
relationship of various habitat capability levels to population
numbers.

The degree to which the various alternatives meet the wildlife
and fish population objectives as expressed in the State's
Species Management Plans for the period 1986-90 was a major
evaluation criterion used in developing the draft preferred
alternative. The information displayed on page IV-88 of the
DEIS and in Table II-7 of the Draft Forest Planm, however,
reflects the State's 1981-85 figures which were used when the
planning process was initiated. This information will be
corrected in the final Forest Plan to reflect the new objectives
for the pericd 1986-90. The final plan is designed to meet
State objectives for elk and deer as well as all other
terrestrial species.

Many individuals also did not understand how the preferred
alternative could meet or exceed the State's population goals
for big game while reducing habitat potential on key elk summer
range. In fact, the current number of elk, which is growing, is
gignificantly less than what can be supported by current habitat
conditions. The habitat potential resulting from implementation
of Alternative 12, though lower than the present level, will be
adequate to accommodate the population objectives listed in the
State's current Species Management Plan, and will provide for a
gignificant increase in elk numbers.

I believe cattle should be moved out of important elk habitat
and domestic sheep kept away from bighorns.

The impact of domestic livestock grazing upon the wildlife
regource was a commonly expressed concern. The level of grazing
provided for in the preferred alternative of the proposed Forest
Plan is commensurable with maintaining high wildlife (i.e.,
amenity) outputs on the Salmon National Forest. Adequate
quality and quantities of habitat will be maintained under this
alternative to meet the 5-year species management objectives
(1986~90) that have been set by the Idaho Department of Fish and
Game for all species of big game.
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The preferred alternative provides for a level and intensity of
livestock management which will reduce confliets between
livestock and big game. This iz especially true of key or
critical winter range areas. For example, a key provision of
the range prescription (8-A) states that "forage use by
livestock on critical big game winter range sites will not be
increased.™

I do not believe the Preferred Alternative adequately protects
the elk summer range on the forest. This is a very valuable
resource since recreational hunting is an important part of the
economy of the area.

Timber harvests and road construction in areas of key elk summer
range (KESR's) are concerns that surfaced in many letters of
response. The preferred alternative incorporates management
activity design and associated coordination measures to ensure
that any adverse effects upon the big game resource will be very
short—-term and, in most cases, limited to the life of the timber
sale. The predicted long~term effects of these activities will
in most cases be of benefit to deer and elk; and in many cases
the benefits will be very substantial, especially in areas where
natural forage openings and timber/nontimber ecotones are only
present in very limited quantities.

Early in the planning process, KESR's were mapped on the entire
Salmon National Forest. At the same time, all other acres on
this forest were classified into optimum, acceptable, or
marginal summer elk habitat, and the key big game winter ranges
were also mapped. These maps then became the basis for
predicting the elk habitat potential under each of the 12
proposed management alternatives ancluded in the Draft Forest
Plan. These predictions were calculated based upon proposed
timber harvest levels, associated road construction,
silvicultural practices and knowledge of the effects that
habitat parameters such as cover, forage and open road densities
have on elk. This analysis revealed that the elk habitat
potential under proposed Alternative 12 (the draft preferred
alternative) would be more than adequate to support an elk
population level that meets the Idaho Department of Fish and
Game's Species Management Plan goal for the period 1986-90,

Varying amounts of KESR's were recognized as geographic areas
(with wildlife prescriptions applied) under each proposed
alternative, depending upon the theme (i.e., commodity, amenity,
etc.) of the particular alternative. These designated KESR's
will be managed to favor elk under a set of very specific
prescriptions designed to enhance elk habitat; however, the
prescriptions being proposed for application to other geographic
areas also include an array of wildlife coordination measures
that will help ensure that adequate habitats to meet speciesg
management goals for elk and other management indicator species
are maintained in all areas. In other words, management
activities in all geographic areas, including designated and
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undesignated KESR's will be subject to wildlife coordination
measures designed to at least maintain adequate habitat to
support elk population levels that meet the current species
management goals established by the Idaho Department of Fish and
Game.

Fisheries is the beneficial use which has the greatest potential
to be impacted by forest management activities.

The proposed Plan presents detailed information in chapter IV
regarding fish habitat management goals, forestwide management
direction, associated standards and guidelines and specific
management area prescriptions. Under the preferred alternative,
aquatic habitats will be managed to provide high water quality
and meet State species management goals and objectives for all
fish species. The specific management requirements identified
in the standarde and guidelines are intended to assist in
achieving these goals. The sediment oriented objectives are
also linked with attainment of fishery objectives. Water
quality and species goals and objectives were applied on a
stream~by-stream basis and the analysis of effects was also
evaluated on the same basis.

Roads in the forest zhould be kept to a minimum and
consideration should be given to whether to close or leave them
open with consideration given for values and effects of them
overall.

All newly-constructed roads will be closed, when not actually
being used for timber harvest or other resource management
activities, unless substantial reason to keep a road open is
identified through the process as outlined in the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Additional road, trail, and
area closures on the existing system will be outlined in the
Salmon National Forest Travel Plan. This travel plan is updated
periodically using both public input and information gathered by
monitoring the current travel plan. Through thig process the
travel plan will be revised to provide for changes related to
fire, recreation, timber sale scheduling, firewocod gathering,
and range. The guidelines for transportation system management
are located in the Draft Forest Plan on pages IV 65-68.

There needs to be a greater emphasis put on protecting existing
state water rights and individual rights to such water.

Federal instream flows (Federal Water Rights) are claimed by the
Forest Service to fulfill the responsibilities described in the
Organic Administration Act of June 4, 1897, and the Multiple-Use
Sustained Yield Act of 1960, as well as other legislation. The
Organic Administration Act specifically states that the securing
of favorable water flow is primary a purpose for establishing
Mational Forests. Instream flows are needed for maintaining
stream channel stability, providing adequate flow for the
transport of sediment, and the protection of associated riparian
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habitat. Instream flows are also important in maintaining
stream channel conditions in a way that provides downstream
usersg with high quality water, proper distribution and timing,
and protection against flooding.

Forest Service policy has been to maintain current stream
conditions, and recognize State Water Rights, Long—term Forest
Service policy as stated in the Final Plan will be to continue
to recognize all existing water rights issued by the State of
Idaho. We are also obligated to seek those Federal Water Rights
(both consumptive and ingtream) which are needed for management
of the Salmon National Forest.

The Forest Service ig in the business of managing a public
resource, not ensuring financial stability to local
communities. Where does the Salmon National Forest get its
direction to influence community stability?

Although we know of no legal requirement to maintain community
stability, there is little doubt the National Forest Management
Act of 1976, National Enpvironmental Policy Act of 1969, and
subsequent implementing regulations require that this iszsue be
considered in formulating a Forest Plan. Algo implicit in the
foregoing direction is that the Forest Service is responsible
for evaluating alternative courses of action for their potential
effects on local economies; however, we recognize that community
stability or economic development cannct be ensured by the
agency since the means to accomplish such a goal are not
available to us. On the other hand, the Forest Service does
sometimes have the ability to prevent actions which could
destabilize communities or provide opportunities which could
help communities reach their economic goals. The difference is
between one of providing opportunities if otherwise acceptable
in terms of maintaining the productive capacity of the National
Forest, and actively promoting or assuming responsibility for
the direction and health of a local economy.

Develop guidelines on where and when mechanical equipment will
be used for fireline construction.

In the initial suppression considerations for the Plan it was
felt that fire suppression could be managed through broad
strategy statements without tying managers to specific tactical
considerations; however, after the 1985 fire season, we also
feel that specific standards are necessary for the use of heavy
equipment on the Salmon. These standards will provide
guidelines to the incident (fire) management team pertaining to
line width, fire rehabilitation considerations, and firefighter
safety.

Timber sales in Idaho are known to be money-losers. It does not
make sense to continue this practice.
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It is true that most timber sales are expected to be "below
cost." That is, the cost of preparation and administration is
expected to exceed stumpage returns to the Treasury. If the
other benefits associated with timber harvest are ignored, then
timber management on the Salmon appears to be a poor

investment, Two of the most important benefits of timber
harvest are employment and income. These nonpriced outputs are
not valued in the economic analysis. Another important benefit,
which is not valued in the economic analysis, is the return to
the Treasury in the form of income and corporate taxes. These
taxes can offset a sizeable portion of the cost of preparation
and administration. Timber management is the only resource
program which is valued strictly on the basis of direct cash
flow to the Treasury. If other resource programs were valued in
the same way, most, if not all, would appear to be poor
investments based on present net value; however, most other
resources such as recreation are valued based on willingness—
to—pay values, which are estimetes cof what nonmarket outputs are
worth in the absence of established market values. These
willingness—-to-pay values are included in the economic analysis
even though they do not represent any cash flow to the

Treasury. The important thing to remember is that the economic
analysis does not tell the whole economic picture. All costs
and benefits, both priced and nonpriced, were considered before
selection of the preferred alternative.

Cutting marginal timber stands on steep, mountainous terrain and
road construction and reconstruction through fragile, unstable
soils didn't then and doesn't now make good economic sense to
me. Too much emphasis has been placed on red-ink, low value
timber harvesting at the expense of other (what I consider)
higher value resources in the forest——its waterways, fish and
wildlife and accompanying scenic and recreational opportunities.

The timber harvest level in the selected alternative is
compatible with providing very high levels of noncommodity
outputsz, The selected alternative provides for:

a. Meeting Idaho Department of Fish and Game goals for big
game,

b. Meeting Idaho Department of Fish and Game goals for
anadromous and resident f£ish as well as protecting
downstream beneficial uses of water.

¢. Protecting soil productivity in accordance with the
National Forest Management Act.

d. More recreational capacity than anticipated demand for all

classes of recreation, including wilderness, except in the
Wild and Scenic River corridors.
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e. Maintaining high visual quality throughout most of the
forest. Less than 10 percent will appear to be modified by
management activities.

£f. Retaining 1,032,000 acres of the forest in an undeveloped
condition throughout the planning period.

L/// -~ 1 request maps of 10-year timber gale plans, suitable

and unsuitable timber lands, and important wildlife
areas be included in the Final Plan.

The cost of including the maps and plans, which you reques.. |,
in the final Forest Plan would be prohibitive. These documents
are available for your review at the Forest Supervisor's Office.

—~= An expressed concern was that the Preferred Alternative
contained no recommendation for additional Wilderness on
the Salmon National Forest.

While there is considerable support for additional wilderness
designation on the Salmon National Forest, there is also
congiderable opposition to any additional wilderness. This
opposition to wilderness designation is based on numerous
factors. One is the potential for mineral values which occur in
many of the Salmon's RARE II roadless areas. Another is the
high level of interest from motorized users who would be
excluded from their preferred activities., Concerns about the
availability of adequate timber supplies and the potential
future loss of water rights or reductiong in livestock grazing
have also been expresged.

Despite strong disagreement on wilderness clagsification, public
input has indicated a high degree of support for a management
strategy that would limit development on some portion of the
undeveloped areas in order to protect the recreation, wildlife,
fisheries, scenic and watershed values commonly associated with
wilderness. A strategy that accomplishes this is the
implementation of semi-primitive recreation emphasis
prescriptions. Semi~primitive management area prescriptions
have been developed which will provide a high degree of
protection for those undeveloped areas to which they have been
applied. There will be no timber harvest or new road
construction unless necessary for mineral development. Judging
from past experience there is little likelihood that significant
impacts from mineral activity will occur during the next

decade. These areas will be managed primarily for the bhenefit
of recreation and wildlife. There will be 2 mix of motorized
and nonmotorized recreation opportunities available.

It is anticipated that the wilderness values of areas assigned a
semi-primitive management prescription will be essentially
intact at the end of the first planning cycle, thereby
maintaining their current suitability for consideration as
wilderness during the next plan revision.
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—-— Another expressed concern was that the preferred
alternative did not set aside ampy areas for semi-primitive
nonmotorized management.

The plan has been changed gso that areas will be managed for
semi-primitive nonmotorized recreation emphasis including: all
of the Long Tom Roadless Area #13521 and portiomns of the Camas
Creek Roadless Area #13504, West Big Hole #13943, Italian Peak
Roadless Area #13945, Jesse Creek Roadless Area #13510, Lemhi
Ranpge Roadless Area #13903, All areas receiving semi-primitive
nonmotorized recreation emphasis provide opportunities for
solitude and scenic landscapes with the exception of Jesse
Creek, which was designated nommotorized to protect Salmon's
municipal watershed.

Additional opportunities for those who prefer nonmotorized use
areas has been provided by limiting motorized use in some areas
to designated routes only. Approximately 120,000 acres of the
forest will be managed in this way.

-— I do not support the proposed timber harvest increase and
do not believe it is sustainable.

A decrease in the volume of timber to be offered for sale on the
Salmon National Forest is proposed in the selected alternative.
Timber volumes offered under the current program were
approximately 35 million board feet versus 21 million board feet
under the selected alternative. The volume as proposed in the
gelected alternative is considered to best meet all of the
interdependent issues considered in the Forest Plan.

There alsc seems to be a perception that the level of harvest is
artificially high under the preferred alternative and could not
be produced while still meeting the statutory standards for
resources such as water, air, threatened and endangered species,
and soil productivity. An important point is that the
alternatives may differ in the outputs produced, but none of
them cause irreversible reductions in basic resource
productivity. Maintenance of the basic productivity of the
resources under our stewardship remains a constant for all
alternatives. The haighest timber offer level considered was
36.8 million board feet (Alternative 5).
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H. Public Responses and Forest Service Replies

The following letters were received from government agencies, Indian
tribes, organizations and individuals. Only representative samples
of letters that appeared to have been generated through organized
efforts are reproduced here since the repetative nature of those
letters would have added only to the bulk of the document. All the
letters, along with the Forest Service response to them, may be
reviewed at the Salmon National Forest Supervisor's Office.
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Richard T. Hauff, Forest Supervisor o 153458

Salmon National Forest 2 CoaT0 tl telo

P.0. Box 729 & ces

Salmon, Idahe 83467

Dear Mr. Hauff

The Environmental Protection Agency [EPA) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and proposed Plan for the Salmon
National Forest, prepared by your staff. The DEIS presents several
alternatives for management of the Forest's 1 8 m1lion acres while the
proposed Plan expands on the DEIS preferred alternative, Our detailed
comments concerning both documents are enclosed, Our review was
conducted 1n accordance with the Mational Environmental Policy Act, and
our responsibility under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act to_determine
whether the impacts of proposed federal actions are acceptable 1n terms
of environmental quality, human health, and welfare

We wish to thank you for providing us with additional time for our
review. The Forest Plan/EIS 1s a major planming document which
deserves both the efforts put into 1ts development by your staff and
the close attention of the public and of other agencies.

The draft documents raised scme significant concerns and the
proposed Pian, 1f 1mpiemented as written, couid Tead to seme serious
environmental impacts We have therefore rated the DEIS and proposed
Plan E0-2 (Envirenmental Objections-Insufficient Information). A
surmary of the EPA vating system for draft EISs 15 enclesed for your
reference. This rating reflects our primary concern that the DEIS did
not clearly show that State of Idaho Water Quality Standards coutd be
satisfied under the preferred alternative (and therefore the proposed
Plan). The major reasons for this are.

1) nsufficient presentation of existing conditions,

2} insufficsent analysis of risks to water quality and beneficial
uses posed by specific 5011 erosion and anstabilaty conditions,

3)  riparian area standards that are too general to assure
protection of ripaman-related resources, and

4}  an unclear commitment that adopted standards and guidelines
w111 in fact apply to all activities which occur on the SNF,

Of;St?

0

United States Forest

Selmon P 0. Rox 729
Department of Service National Salmon, 1D BIAGT
Agriculture Forest

Reply to 1920

Date*

Robert 5 Burd

Director, Water Divizion

U.5. Envirommental Protection Apency
Region 10

1200 Saxth Avenue

Seattle, Washingron 98101

Dear Mr Burd

Thank you for your thorough review of the Draft Salmon National Forest Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement I have reviewed your comments and
suggestions with our planning staff. Some of your suggestions have been
adopted and wall be included 1in the final Flan and Environmental Impact
Statement,

Fisheries_and Water Quality

Existing Conditaons

The proposed Plan presents detailed informaticn 1in chapter IV regarding fash
habitat management poals, Ferest-wide management direction, asscciated
standards and guidelires and specific management area prescraiptaons, Under
the preferred alternative, aquatic habitats will be managed to provide high
water gualaty and meet State species mansgement goals and objectives for all
fish species The specific management requirements adentifred in the
standards and gnidelines are intended to assist in achieving these goals

The sedament otiented objectives are also linked with attainment of fishery
objectives  Water quality and species poals znd cbjuctives were applied on a
streap-by-stream basis and the analysis of affects waz alsoc evaluated or the
same basis

Many of the tables presented in the planning documents provide information
that 15 in combined form. Inh many instances, wildlife and fish values are
presented jointly, 1n other cases the velues represent a combination of
yearly or decadal values. This was done to provide a summarizatian of
information and to reduce, through consolidation, the volume of informatian
OQutputs displayed were consistent with units {lbs. and user days} to be used
by other Forests in an effort to standardize and simplify comparisons
Specific management levels were 81so given in the analysis procedures Ure
of the minimum viable population levels 1s but one exarple.
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We believe that much of the i1nformation and analyses that were mot
n the draft documents exist, and that the Final EIS and Plan can
adequately and reasonably address our concerns. 1In doing so, some
s1gnificant revisions to the preferred alternative may be necessary.
Once you have had a chance to consider these comments, we will contact
you to offer our asststance during the revision process. MWe are
confident that we will be able to work together effectively so that the
Final EIS and Plan w11l be the adequate planning documents we all
desire

Thank you for the opportumity to review the DEIS and Plan
Continued coardination and any questions should be directed to Brian
Ross of our EIS and Energy Review Section at (206) 442-8516 or FTS
359-8516.

Sincerely,

1] 7 Aok

Robert S. Burd
Director, Water Bivision

Enclosure

cc. USFS, R-4 (Tixier)
USFS, R-1

USFS, R-6

USFUS

RMES

TDHW

IDFG

CRIFC

THS

Robert 5. Burd 2.
Fighepy Standards

The sedapeni/resadent fish response relataonshap was based on anformatzen
given in the fi.h response document co-authored by Stowell and from
anfeormation given in a brief report cutlaning the computations of minimum
Eisheries requarements also develeped by Stowell The basic link used to
1dentify effacts was the influence of fine sediment on emergent fry

survival Sedimentation rates were limited according to the relationship of
gediment estimated over projected natural rates and the anount of fine
sediment antacipated in the spawning pgravels  Associated embeddedness values
were also identified. Reproduction survival wvalues were used rather than
rearing habitat because of a current lack of validation asgociated with
rearing habitat values

Stream Recovery

The cbjective 1s to maintain aquatic habitat capability at a level sufficient
to meet water qualaty and species production goals In those site spec.fac
areas where current conditions do mot allow these goals to be met, management
activaities will not be planned which will reduce the rate of recovery

Best Management Practices

in the Draft ¥orest Plapn esnd DEIS., management direction to which you refer as
BMPTs ave called Forest Standards and Guidelines. Numerous specific
gtandards and guidelines are found wathin the Forest Maragement Diraction,
Chapter IV of the Draft Forest Flan, Forest-wide Direction. Much of thas
Forest-wide Darection addresses specific envaronmental conditions As
discuesed below, in our Cumulatave Effects and Soil/Slope Hazard comments, I
agree that sample amplementation of "BMP's" dees not puarantee protection of
downstream beneficazl uses. Combined with the use of cumulative assessment
modelling techniques and onszte monitoring, these uses can be protected.

Cumulative Effects on Fisheries and Water Qualaty

Cumulative sedimentation analyses were performed in all alternatives durang
the development of the preferred action. Major anadromous basins were
analyzed individually for cumulative sedimentation and water yield changes.
Environmental factors, such as soil type, climate, slope, vegetative cover
and other significant onsite parameters were used to determine the effects of
road construction, and timber harvest The relaticnships developed in these
key watersheds were used throughout the rest of the Forest for general
guidance. Relative density of road construction and other activities in
these key watersheds was projected onto other areas of the Forest, 6o that
watershed goals and associated downstream benefirial uses wovld be

protected

The preferred action provides general direction and scheduling of land
manaAgement activities. Project level environmental assessments will contanue
to use cumulative assessment techniques as well to evaluate sedimentataion
effects within specific watersheds,
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
AND PROPOSED FOREST PLAN FOR THE SALMON NATIONAL FOREST
REVIEW REPORT

General

The EIS describes the affected environment and analyzes the
environmental consequences of implementing alternative schemes for
managing the SNF's natural resources, It 1S meant to support the rea-
sonableness of the selected Forest Plan  The Plan itself 1s designed to
establish the framework for planming during the next 10 to 15 years,
we recognize, however, that Forest Plans typically do not prowide the
detailled planning for individual projects Given the projected outputs
of the EIS preferred alternative, the Plan describes how these outputs
may be achieved. The key is that the outputs are targets The stan-
dards and guidelines presented in the Plan (both forestwide and man-
agement area-specific] are Interpreted as the primary "rules."

In order to determine whether the standards and planning frame-
work In the propesed Plan will sufficiently protect environmental quat-
ity. public health, and welfare, the assoctated EIS should include more
detailed descriptions of the affected environment and environmental con-
sequences In general, too littie information regarding existing condi-
tions on the SNF 1s presented., Without adequate descriptions of exist-
ing conditions lincluding any current degradatien) an adequate envi-
ronmental consequences analysis is difficult to perform  Similarly, it 1s
difficult to detertmine whether any mpacts that are evaluated may be
acceptable, or whether the proposed standards sufficiently avoid or
minimiZe impacts

Many of the following discussions should be read weth this back-
ground, additional discussions of existing conditions and the processes
the Forest Service will utihze during implementation of the SNF Plan will
help provide the necessary support for later specific planning deci~
sions  We believe that much of what we suggest for inclusion in the
Final EIS and Plan 15 reachly available or can be reasonably obtained.
We are optimistic that the final documents will be adequate for decisien
making and for planning future activities on the SNF that are environ-
mentally sound

Fisheries and Water Quahity

Existing Conditions

The DEIS and Plan generally discuss anadromous fish without
separating steelhead trout from chinook salmon  The latter populations
are presently critically depleted and below "mimimum viable" levels It s

Robert 8. Burd 3

So1l/Slope Hazards

Areas 1dentified as having significant maes feilure and slope instebility
potential have been identified during the Forest Planning process Large
areas of mass failure or severe erosion areas have been designated ae "forest
land physically unsuatable,” and are not scheduled for roading, timber
harvest or other site disturbing activities These areas are aleo designated
on Forest Land System Inventory maps, whzch are continuously updated and uerd
durang project level analysis The Land System Inventory maps are wotking
maps, and continucusly vpdated wzth new field information They were not
included in the Forest Plan document, but were used extensively in the
planning process These maps, as well as other support documents are a part

of the planning record and are available for review at the Salpon National
Forest Supervisor's Office in Salmon

You are correct in suggesting that sigrificant potential exists :n large
areas of the Salmon National Forest for adverse impacts to occur as a result
of timber sales and road construction, however, the amount of significant
mass movemént activity that has occurred as & result of road construction and
tamber harvest on the Salmon National Forest 1s slight The potential for
these 1mpacts have been considered throughout the anralyses in the Forest
Plan. Areas with high erosion potential have been evaluated as such in
cunmulative sedimentation analyses. Land management activities in areas with
high erosion potential are scheduled far less frequently than in areas that
are not ag subject to onsite erosion. Numerous geology-specific standards
and guidelines are found in Chapter IV of the Forest Plan which provide

further watershed protectzon in areas which are subject to higher erosion
levels,

Localized areas of instability and high ercsicn potential will continue to be
addressed during the environmental assessment process for specific projects,
using eite specifie data

Domestic Water Supplies

Municipel watersheds, or watersheds providing & water supply for several
indivaiduals are located in Jesse Creek (City of Salmon), Spring Creelr (Cobalt
townsite), and Anderson Creek (Gibbonsvzlle). The Salmon municipal watershed
18 administered through a Municipal Watershed Plan, based on a 1939
Cooperative Agreement between the Secretary of Agriculture and the City of
Salmon, Most land management activairtaes, such as loggaing. and grazing are
restricted in thas drainage.

The Cobalt townsite watershed (Spring Creek) 1s managed for a variaety of uses
as the water supply source is entirely springs and not stream flows Tamber
harvest and other activities ara constrained such that watershed stability is
maintained, Density of activity will continue to be constrained such that
water yield characteristics of the basin are not significantly altered from
current conditions. Since no surface flows are involved in providing water
te the Cobalt townsite, major management concerns are the maintenance of
infiltration rates and subsurface flows.
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important that the final documents treat anadromous fish species fully
and individually

Estimates of existing numbers for fish species should be provided
i the EIS, for example i Table [1i-10  Also. the definition for fish
populations equated te State Objective n DEIS Table 1I11-11 15 confus-
ing How different are the levels described? Perhaps an additional
popuiation level defimition 1s needed for fish

Critical habitat areas for anadromous fish {in particular chinook
salmon) and for species of special concern should be identified on maps
It would be most useful for these maps to be indexed by management
area designation so that the standards and guidelines that apply te
these habitats can be easiy found and understood We believe that
eritical fish habitat areas on the SNF should include those having any
spawning or rearing habitat for anadromous fish {especially chinook
salmon) or species of spectal concern Eltminating or minmizing
adverse water guality impacts (e g . regarding temperature, sediments,
etc ) 0 these critical habitat areas should be a key aspect of the Final
Plan Standards and guidelines for all actrvities which could affect
these areas should be especially protective and clear  For example, we
believe that chinook salmon should be managed for recovery, and that
standards for "no effect” on therr habitat should be included in the
Ftnal Plan

The existing guality of fish habitat in individual drainages should
also be presented. This could be accomphshed by preparing a List of
Specific Streams and Assigned Standards as an appendix to the final
documents  The appendix would present the existing habitat condition
of individual streams, along with the standards which weuld be applied
to them, measured as percent of biological potential Presenting the
infarmation in this way would make readily apparent whether a stream is
to be managed for recovery versus a specific [acceptable) level of
degradation By showing whether existing conditions are above or
below the fisheries-related standards for specific dramnages, this
approach would elmnate the possibiity of masking water quality
impacts by averaging among affected and unaffected dranages it
would also help describe both the basis and the need for such potential
management decisions as deferring particular drainages from tumber har=
vesting or other activities Since the DEIS describes fish {in terms of
habitat condition] only forestwide, we cannot determine whether the
proposed Plan adequately protects this beneficial use.

Existing water guahty condittons should be diseussed not only In
terms of fish and fish habitat, but also relative to other beneficial uses
such as domestic water supply (see Domestic Water Supplies, below])
The DEI$ mentions three domestic water supplies on the SNF. The
Final EIS should identsfy water supply intake locations, and the exis-
tence of any other special or protected beneficial uses on the Forest.
The Final Plan should then apply management standards which afford
the necessary protection te the watersheds in which those uses occur.
For example, the Mumicipal Watershed Plan for the City of Salmon will
guide activities in 1ts referenced watersheds How. specifically, will
the other two domestic supply watersheds be managed?

o550
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Water zs temporarily stored 1n a small pond near the mouth of Anderson Creek,
where 1t 1s then distributed by an cpen ditch system to several residences
No water quality treatment (bacter:al or turbaidity} is applied to the water
A praivate land and Forest Service trespass incident caused damage to stream
channel conditions in the lower reaches of the watershed. Timber harvesting
practices provided no protection to the watershed resource, Any timber
harvesting activaty on National Forest lands within Anderson Creek will
include extensive mitigation measures to protect surface water quality
Through the use of field reviews, and cumulative sedimentation and water
yield modelling, watershed stability and water qualaty w2ll be maintained at
a hipgh level, however, with no water quality treatment, and the use of open
diteh transmission systems, seasonal water quality degradation will continue
to cccur, untal the community installs a water treatment facility and a
closed distribution system.

Riparian Areca Management

The riparian issue identified during the planning process included many
facets asgociated with coordination of resource management activities that
affect riparian dependent velues The specifacs on how these activities
would be managed are outlined in Chapter IV of the Flan  Standards and
guidelines speczfic to grezing, timber and other activities are intended to
provide riparian zone protection and maintenance of riparzan dependent
resources such as water, fish and wildlafe.

The final Plan will show the number of riparsan zeones which are not meeting
policy snd directicn as a result of livestock grazing. Also, the final Plan
will present an objectzve to bring 3 to 5 percent of riparian zones which are
presently in a degraded condition up to Forest Service direction and policy
standards each year In the first decade, 30 to 50 percent of degraded
riparian zoneg will be improved to a condition which meets these standards.

Standards and Guidelines

General

The statement on page V-1 of the Plan regardang the Forest's ability to meet
the programmed schedules and apply all stendards and guidelines was not meant
to zmply the Forest would carry out projects without meeting the standerds
end guidelines. The final Plan haz been reworded to affirm our commitment to
the stapdards and guidelines and to indicate that reduced budgets could
result in fewer projects, but those projects would be accomplished within the
requirements of the standards and guidelaanes.

Siivacultural Prescraptions

Research and experience on the Forest have shown that the slope percent
limitatzons for tractor skidding are appropriate. The hagher slope percent
limitations for tractor skidding are appropriate. The higher slope allowance
in the quartzite landtypes zg due pramarily to the high percent of rock
fragments throughout the soil profile. Soil scientists and hydologistis have
observed skid trails on a variety of landtypes to verify thas. Fasheries
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Fishery Standards

The general standards relative to sediment given on DEIS pages
11=24 and [11-25 generally appear to be appropriate  However. we do
not understand the origin of some of numbers The sediment yield
numbers appear to originate from Stowell et al (1983), Appendix D
But the corresponding population levels are not supported in that doc-
ument  For example, data in Appendix E, page 70, of Stowell relates a
30 percent embeddedness level to approximately a 50 percent loss in
winter carrying capacity of pocls for cutthroat trout. How s this com-
patible with the "State Goals" population level shown on DEIS page Ii|-
257

The different sediment standards are appllcal?le'm dlfferen: cfl_r-
ment yield 1s useful in planning t is appropriate for
glz:"es;’t::‘rﬁiz wﬁz‘tiher anyactwuty may cause increased sedimentation, but
1s not useful for implementation and momitoring  Percent in-gravel fines
1s a measurable standard, appropriate for monitormg during and after
activities In this sense, the word "approximately" has no place in a
measurable standard At the same time, however, the technology for
measuring percent fines 1s not presently capable of accurate differenti-
ation at the one half of one percent level We suggest a standard of
"20 percent or less" would be most appropriate for fish spawning and
rearing areas  Chingok salmon may require the more stringent protec-
tion afforded by a "no effect" or "maximum potential standard.

The basis for selection of the fry survival criteria mentioned
{e.g DEIS page i1-72) should be explained and related to the sediment
standards, which are meant to protect the populations. What level of
fry survival does this relate to for chinook salmon?

We suggest deleting reference to "legal level" in discussing fish
and fish habitat (e g . DE!S Table IV-WL1}

Stream Recovery

r presently degraded streams, the Final EIS should discuss the
degree’:oto pwhrch Jwy gcould recover or be enhanced. The Final Plan
should then apply appropriate standards so that long-term recovery
occurs {This s especially mportant where habitats .for- anadromous
fish or species of specral concern are at 1ssue.) The Final Plan should
also discuss how recovery will actually be measured and taken into
account before new activities are permitted to occur

Best Management Practices

The DEIS and proposed Plan do not specifically mention the use
of BMPs n lmplementﬁ;g ppr'o]ects on the SNF Often in planning, BMPs
have been assumed to provide adequate protection of beneficial uses_
We recognize that BMPs are an important too! for helping to meet stan
dards However, use of BMPs does not autematically mean tf\at
standards have beerr met. The importance of monitoring (see Momitoring
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objectives ean be met without classifyzng lands adjacent to critical fish

habitat as "unsurtsble for timber management,” These objectives can be met
with the standards and guidelines included in Forest-wide direction, Hate
that additional applicable standards are included under Water Regources and

So1ls Resources, and for areas covered by prescription 3A, Anadromous Figh,
there are additional standerds,

Water Resource Improvement and Maintenance

For Forest planning purposes, thard and fourth order streams were adentafaed
to have the greatest range of beneficral uges, and were most closely
associated wath critical fishery habitat, While the Forest Plan emphasizes
the larger basins, all project level environmental assessments and associated
project Ievel cumulstave sediment assessments will continue to evaluate
stream chamnel stability and sedimentation levels in the smaller first and
second order tributaries,

Regarding your comments about the preferred action in municipal watersheds,
it 1s Forest Service policy to not generate disturbances which will
necessitate the increase or mode of water quality treatment, however, in
cases on the Salmon Nationsl Forest, a water source (Anderson Creek; used by
the unincorporated community of Gibbonsville, Idaho) currently has no
treatment  Salmon National Forest policy in the basin 1s te Provade water at
a level which, when treated in a conventional measure, can provide a safe and
satisfactory water supply. Currently, the "existing" treatment does not
provade such a source.

The general objective to prevent channel anstability as supported by numerous
specific stendards and guidelines, including those descrabed for the
management of riparian areas, miperals, transportation systems, taimber
harvest and water rights and uses management, and cumulative sedimentation
and water yield analyses

Standard € of guideline 12, (page IV-48) addresses the general protection of
lands adjacent to bodies of water, where the guadeline described on page
I¥-32 specifically addresses the protection of immed:iate streamside habitat
which provaides cverhanging vegetative cover to fasherzes. The guide to

falter strip requirements on pages IV-60 through IV-62 15 intended to guide
g1lvicultural activities,

Due to current negotiations regarding adjudications in the State of Idaheo, a
specific tume frawe for completion of stream quantifications 15 not finalized
at this time, however, individual actions by the Forest Service, as well as
those proposed from outside the Forest Service are being evaluated on &
project level basis, until all streame are quantified

Minerals Management

Due to the wide varzabality of maining activities and types of watershed
disturbances, the technology to model the cumulative effects of mining on
watexshed conditions and water quality has not been developed, however,
cumulative effects of mining activities are bezng evaluated through the ure
of omsite measurements of stream conditionz and water quality,
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Plan. below} cannot be overemphasized in this regard The DEIS and
Plan discuss significant activity on lands that have not previously been
developed Much of this [and may present a sigmificant risk due to sol
and slope condittons (see Soil/Slope Hazards, below), and can be
considered as being more marginal than that on which harvesting has
occurred in the past For marginal lands. generally applied BMPs may
not be adequate to protect the aquatic environment. monitoring must be
emphasized In these cases (f practices are to be modified in time to
prevent seriaus injury from occurring to protected beneficial uses

Cumulative Effects on Fisheries and Water Quahty

The DEIS (page IV-40) mentions that cumulative effects of timber
harvesting will be evaluated relative to water yield Would cumulative
effects analyses also be performed regarding fisheries and water qual-
1ty? Regarding other resources? We have discussed the use of "area
analyses" with other national forests in Regions 1 and 4 and generally
support their use. It would appear that much of the detatled analysis
we believe to be necessary, but which the Forest Plan cannot provide
and 1s often missed by individual project evaluations, would be included
in this new level of study Area analyses would be the most appropri-
ate vehicle for evaluating the cumulative effects of many similar activi-
ties, and the combined effects of different types of activities. occurring
th a fairly large area and over a period of time

Because detailed and specific analysis of these types of impacts
are extremely immportant, the Final Plan should discuss in some detail
the process for assessing them on the SNF  For example, on what level
(3rd order dranages?) would such analyses be performed? What period
of time between projects would be constdered? Would all activities pro-
ducing sediment in the area to be analyzed be mcluded e g , timber
harvests, plus roads, mines, grazing, etc]? How will muitiple owner-
ship drainages fit into these analyses? Will documents be prepared and
available for public review and comment?

There 1s potential for conflicts to occur over sigmificant portions
of the SNF between development activities and mportant aquatic
resources  Large acreages are proposed to be developed for the first
time The DEIS points out {page 111-57) that "Since most of the easily
accessible timber has been harvested, the areas left are n steeper, less
stable, and less productive sites.” For such reasons, we believe that
area analyses would be appropriate to perform for all areas in which
development 1s planned near important aquatic resources We further
believe that such analyses should generally receive public review as
draft EAs or EISs. depending upon the resource conflict potential of
the projects.

Soil/Slope Hazards

The Final EIS must present a thorough discussion of high hazard
sofl and slope conditions on the SNF  The SNF's Land Type Association
System should provide an appropriate basis for the discussion. It

055 0
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Specaa]l Use Management

The Forest Servige may 1ssue special use permits for onsite studies of
feasability 1in conjunction with preliminary FERC permits, however, special

use permits for construction will glways be subject to interdiseipliuary
review and NEPA decision process

Arterial, Collector, and Local Road Construction and Reconstruction

If significant erosion and sedimentation 1s discovered, surfacing 1z onc of
many mitigative measures which may be implemented to reduce the impacts to
watershed stabalaxty and downstream beneficial vses of streamflow The
specific measure would be based upon local conditions,

Air Resource Management

Followzng the State and Federal air qualaty standards will provide adequate
air resource protection.

Hydropower Development

Protection of znstream fiows will be addressed for all hydropower
developments, Stream flows which maintaan downstream beneficzal uses as well
as stream channel stabalaty wall be protected through the assertion of
Federal water raghts, ag described in the standards and guidelines for water
use/rights managements

Uniform Forest Mamagement Prescription

Due to the extensive volume of support materials used in the Forest planning
process, it was aimpossible to include maps of all eritical reaches within the
3A prescription areas Identification of critical reaches 15 accomplished
during individosl project reviews

Monatoring Plan

Fish

The intent of monitoring and evaluation is to provide an assessment of the
progress achieved toward meetaing the goals, objectives and standards
expressed in the plap. At present, a detailed momatoring program has not
been identafied. Allocation of available funds can and wzll have an
influence on the scope and intensity of monitor:ing and evaluation efforts.
Specifics on the monitoring program will be determined during development of

annual monitoraing programs Habitat feat
ures that coulid be mo
both reering and spswning components. matored anclude

In the Final Plan, the monitoring of soil stability has been added. Photo
points and ground measurements in areas of natural and man-caused instabalaty
areas. Monitoring prroraties will be based on the magnitude of erosion
occurrang, and land uses, as well as affected downstream beneficial uses of
adjacent streams.
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should be summarized 1n the Final EIS in such a way that readers can
easily compare the soils information with information on such critical
habitats as spawning and rearing areas for anadromous fish and species
of special concern on the Forest Plan maps that show management area
designations  In this way potential large scale resource conflicts would
be mmmediately apparent, as would the SNF's mechanism (management
area designation, including standards and guidelines) for dealing with
them

The DEIS mentions the most unstable soils as being the volcanics,
and the highest erosion hazards being associated with the Idahe
Batholith gramtics It goes on to state that the erosion hazard 1s
high to very high for disturbed areas" on most of the Forest These
statements indicate that there 1s a sigmficant potential over large areas
of the SNF for road construction and timber harvesting activities to
result 1n serious adverse impacts to water quahty and critical fish
habitat from both increased sediment yields and mass faillures  Analy-
ses have not been presented n the DEIS and Plan which adequately
consider these potential impacts The proposed Plan (page IV-40) does
classify lands as unsuitable for harvest where irreversible rescurce
damage 1s hkely to occur, as identifled by "major areas of recent mass
soill movement * The DEIS and Plan do not map or otherwise identify
such areas, but many acres are hkely to present either high erosion or
high mass failure risks, or both Identtfication of only "major! and
"recent" mass soll movement does not identify all areas where significant
risk would result from disturbance. nor does 1t necessardy identify
problem areas regarding eresion Taking into account the additional
information that we suggest above be included, the Final Plan should
present standards that adequately protect against hazards from bhoth
mass movement and erosion, wherever such hazards may occur on the
Forest

The effort to identify specific areas having a significant mass
fatlure risk, and to identify and require spectal management direction
for those lands, Is important for two primary reasons First, one large
mass fallure can result in more water quality and fish habitat degrada-
tion than a wide variety of other activities occurring in 2 watershed
over a long period of time Second, to the extent that high hazard
areas are known and can be managed appropriately, mass failures or
excess erosion resulting from planned activities on the Forest would
have to be considered avoidable We beheve that sufficient information
ts avalable for these discussions to be Included in the Final EIS and
Plan

The chinock salmon population n particular 1s dangerously
depleted It 15 essentral that remaining high quality habitat be pro-
tected BMPs for high hazard lands will require very expensive road
construction or harvesting techniques sh order to adequately reduce
mass fallure and erosion risks We are concerned that, in the past,
many Forest Service roads have not been bwlit to appropriate stan-
dards., and the proposed Plan itself states {page V-1) that "the ability
to apply all the standards and guidelines depends upon receiving
an adequate budget * If poor roads are constructed and timber har-
vesting occurs on steep, unstable slopes the mass failure and erosion

S
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Axr Quality

The 1esue of axr quality standards associated with wood stove burning of
slash 16 outside the scope of the Forest Plan and would best be addrecsed and
regulated by State and local governments

Herbicide Use

Our noxicus weed progrem 1g covered by a programmatic regional envirenmental
impact statement and worst case analysis This 1s supplemented by site
specaific envircnmental assessments, work plans, safety plans and monitorin
plans, Another potential herbicide use is for site preparatien for tree &
regeneration  Operational use for site preparation 1s currently prohibited
If the prohibition 15 lifted any proposed operational use would be covered in
the same manner as noxzous weeds, We w1ll insure that yeu are included on
our &-month Envizonmental Assessment schedule. If there 1s 2 herbicide use
project listed on this anncuncement with which the EPA would like to be
zovolved, we w1ll send you additional information on the project

Again, thank you for your review of our Proposed Forest Plan.

Saincerely,

RICHARD T HAUFF
Forest Supervisor
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risks wili be greatly increased. The Final Plan should therefore dis-
cuss how management may be affected by budgetary constraints, Would
activities stilf occur in areas with sensitive soil or slope conditions if
the budget did not zllow the Plan's standards and guidelines to be met?
The answer to this question will directly affect EPA's ability to deter-
mine that the Final Pian is environmentally acceptable.

Domestic Water Supplies

Forest Service Guidance (2543.1) dictates that Forest Plans
mnclude planming considerations for watershed control, however, the
DEIS and Plan discuss only a plan for managing the City of Salmon's
drinking water supply. This discussion should be expanded to mnclude
all three water supplies identified on the SNF, since any of the alter-
natives presented in the DEIS could have significant effects

For all water supplies on the Forest, the Final Plan should dis-
cuss the following*

1 Background infermation. including

- Name, location, size, source, and existing treatment
of each system.

- Historical water quafity information (ambfent and
drinking water). This would be avalable from the
munmicipalities, local and state health departments, and
the US Geologic Survey.

- Past and present watershed usage, including whether
the watershed 15 open or closed to public access and
ground disturbing activities.

- Reference to applicable federal, state or local regula-
tions regarding ambient and drinking water quality

2 Identify any watersheds or areas within watersheds which
are particularly sensitive to activities which might have a
detrimental effect on water supplies. Sensitive areas may
be defined by such factors as the physical features of the
watershed, the number of water users in the watershed,
the type of water treatment employed, the location of water
intakes, and past history of water quality problems.

3 Identify activities which have the potential to degrade
potable water quaiity. These would Include such things as
timber bharvesting, road construction, miming, livestock
grazmng, herbicide or pesticide usage, recreational develop-
ment, etc. Increased sediment input as a result of timber
harvesting and road construction. and the effects of
livestock grazing are of particular concern  The cost and
effectiveness of treatment and disinfection {e.g , for
Giardia__lamblia) are greatly compromised as turbidity

o5se

increases. Grazing along streambanks can cause an
increase in turbidity as well as serious bacterial contamina-
tion.

4. Assess the impact on the watershed and municipalities of
planned forest actevities Quantification of the expected
impact 15 desirable; however, we realize that this may not
always be possible with the data available.

5. Discuss the process the SNF will use for protecting all
domestic water supplies [t would be desirable to designate
domestic water supply watersheds as separate management
areas in the Final Plan., For these areas appropriate man-
agement docals and standards should be developed per
2543 1 of the Forest Service Manual Municipal watershed
management plans should be cited or developed which allow
the water users, the land management agency. and the
state agency responsible for public water supply standards
to cooperatively monitor the watershed

The above recommendations apply primarily to surface water sup-
plies. There may also be effects on ground-water supplies. The
potential impact of the Forest Plan on drinking water aquifers should be
considered

To determine how effective the planning and management of the
SNF has been In protecting water quality, a monitoring component
should be included (see Monitoring Plan, below}., Such a momitering
program should address beoth ambient water quality and firnished drink-
Ing  water quality Sampling parameters for water systems would
include those specified in the National Intersm Primary Drinking Water
Regulations, and for ambient water guality would include turbidity and
coliforms (total and fecal). Site specific parameters may also be valu-
able additions; for example, pH should be monitored where acid mine
drainage I1s a concern Monmitoring snformation will provide data about
the effectiveness of management actions, and will also create a reference
base for future management decisions regarding appropriate activities in
municipal watersheds

Riparian_Area_Management

Riparian areas are designated tn the proposed Plan for providing
timber and other outputs. Although the intent of the proposed Plan s
to provide for long-term maintenance or improvement of riparan area
quality while providing other outputs, we are concerned that the
existing condition of the SNF's riparian areas and the mmpacts of
grazing and timber harvesting activities on them have not been
adequately addressed. We are also concerned that the standards
presented in the proposed Plan do not provide adequate protection for
ripartan resources and values.

The importance of riparian zones to water quaiity and fish and
wildlife habitat quality greatly exceeds the actual area occuped by
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riparian vegetation Any evaluation of the cost effectiveness of timber
production or grazing in these areas should reflect this fact For
example, the DEIS (page IV-42) states that timber harvest within
riparan areas was not ncluded in the FORPLAN analysis, and that
riparian acres were removed from the timber base This implies that
timber outputs from wiparian areas are above and beyond those dis-
cussed elsewhere in the Plan Coupling this with the statement on
DEIS page I1-73 that, due to economic conditions, only about 11 midlhion
board feet per year 1s expected to sell of the 21 milhion board feet
offered, we must question whether any riparian timber harvest 15 rea-
sonable on the SNF  [n cur view, the most appropriate management for
most riparian areas would be their classification as unsuitable for timber
harvest If such activities are to occur, they should be done in such a
way that impacts are minimized  More severely restriciing other activi~
ties in riparian areas, such as grazing, would also have important water
quahty and channel stability benefits In addition, the risk of bacterial
cantarmination of domestic water supphies would be reduced

The Final EIS and Plan should more thoroughly address riparian
areas (see Standards and Guidelines, below) It 15 essential to care-
fully consider how activities such as timber harvest and hvestock graz-
ing can be made compatible with other riparian area resource values
(e g . protecting and enhancing water quality and fish habitat poten-
tial), keeping in mind that 1t may not be possible to replace these other
resource values elsewhere on the Forest

Standards and Guidelines

General

The standards and guidelines adopted in the Plan define the
bounds within which individual activities on the Forest must be under-
taken  They are designed to assure that all of the SNF's resources are
managed as described mn the Plan The ultimate acceptability of activi-
ties depends on their being implemented under appropriate standards
It 1s with this 1n mind that we reviewed the Standards and Guidehnes
proposed in Chapter |V of the Plan  Along with the proposed monitor-
ing program (which 15 intended in large part to ensure that standards
are being met), we consider the adoption of standards and guidehines to
be the heart of the Plan

The Plan states on page V-1 that "implementation of the Forest
Plan, especially the ability to meet the programmed Forest Action
Schedule and apply all standards and guidelines depends upon receiving
an adequate budget " {emphasis added) The Final Plan and
Record of Decision must include a firm commitment that the adopted
standards and gquidelines will be applied to all activities Budget con-
straints certainiy may himit the number or type of activities, but those
that take place must do so within appropriate standards

0550

Riparian management should receive separate treatment n thus
chapter Standards and guidelines should be presented that adequately
protect riparian resources and values from any activities which may
affect them

Following are specific comments on the standards and guidelines
presented in Chapter |V of the proposed Plan, by Management Activity

Wildiife and Fish Resource Management

Most of the standards and guidelines presented (pages IV-19 and
1V-20) are appropriate In some cases, the "standards" are actually
"General Direction " This 1s especially true of Standards "¢" and "d"
(page 1V-19) Specific standards relating to the General Direction need
to be ncluded For example, a standard stating that water guality
standards will not be violated would address the "cool, ciean " guid-
ance regarding temperature and turbichty  Also, chinook and steelhead
should be treated separately under anadromous fish

General Direction for both anadromous and resident fish should
include "ample instream flow and streamside cover" [anly resident fish
habitat receives this General Direction 1n the proposed Plan)  Sediment
standards for resident and anadromous fish streams should appear here
as well [e g, as percent fines and as percent over natural sediment
yield, as given on DEIS pages Il1-24 and 111-25}  This section should
make reference to individual drainage standards (ses our suggestions

for presenting this under Fisheries and Water Quality, above]

Wildiife Habitat Improvement and Maintenance

Standards should be presented that guide prioritization of habitat
improvement efforts, including the existing backlog Also, the R-4
GCAWS should be described somewhere in the final documents

Range Resource Management

As stated earber, ripartan areas should be comprehensively dis-
cussed separately The General Direction in number 6 regarding reso-
lution of grazing conflicts in riparian areas should include standards
by which that resolution could be measured The standards and guide-
lines listed, particularly numbers 10 and 11 are so "qualified" that
they are essentizily no more than general direction Standards
regarding maintenance of a "“productive stage of wvegetation,” and
allowing 1t to "provide positive influences" on bank stability and cover,
for example, are too general Similarly, "preserving vegetation vigor"
that "should" provide protection of aquatic values does not outline how
this may be done Statements similar to these alsc appear on page
IV-32  We suggest that standards presented under this category relate
to potential effects of grazing that are measurable, and that the moni-
toring program reflect those standards  For example fish habitat and
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Water Use/Rights Management

A general time frame for the stream quantfication needs given n
Guidehine "c." page 1V-50, should be shown. What activities can occur
in these dramages prior to completion of this work?

Minerals Management

This section 1s particularly weil done, it provides clear and com-
prehensive standards and guidelines for minerals management We are
particularly pleased that standards relate only to the avallability of
technelogy to protect water quality. etc., rather than to the economics
of that technology [e.g ., Guideline number 8, Standard "a," page
IV-53). Some guidance relating to cumulative analyses of mining opera-
tions and proposals (e g., area analyses) should be mncluded in this
section.

Special Use Management

Regarding Guideline number 2, page IV-58 how would hydre
applications fit into this direction?

Arterial and Collector Road Construction and Reconstruction

For Guideline number 2, "“or discovered” should be added.

tocal Road Construction and Reconstruction

For Cuideline number 2, "or discovered" should be added here,
as weli

Air Resource Management

Standards should be included that outltne how air quality I1s to be
managed.

Hydropower Development

Under License lssuance, stream flows should be mamntained which
are capable of supporting anadromous as well as resident fish.
Reference to requirements for flushing flows would also be appropriate
here. If such flows are not periedically allowed. any sediment yteld
predictions made for the watershed may not correctly predict sedimen-
tation effects on fish habitat behind the diversion or in the diversion
reach. i.e , thresholds could he exceeded in these areas by lower sedi-
ment yields than would otherwise be required.
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water quality should be reflected in this_sec en If the appropri-
ate standards for their protection octur elsewhere and are merely
referenced.

Silvicultural Prescriptions

We are pleased that the standards for tractor skidding (for allow-
able percent slope) are tied to land type The final documents should
include the rationale for selection of the specific percent slopes men-
tioned. Regarding Guideline number 7 (page 1V-36), see the comments
above regarding riparian areas Standards for achieving the geals
should be given or referenced here. Guideline number 13, Standard
Ua-6" (page IV-40) was discussed under Soil/Slope Hazards. above
For Standard "b-1" on the same page, lands adjacent to critical fish
habitat should be included as unsuitable. To the extent that they are
not included. specific standards defining acceptable activity near them
shou!d be presented, including reference to the need for monitoring

Water Resource Improvement and Maintenance

The proposed Plan states that mitigation measures would be pro-
vided to prevent increased sediment yelds from exceeding threshold
limits identified for each fourth order watershed (page 1V-45]  Identi-
fication of problems only on a fourth order drainage basis would not
adequately protect beneficial uses {see comments under Cumulative
Effects on Fisheries and Water Quality) Fish spawning areas are often
in headwater tributaries, for example Sediment thresholds should be
identified and monitored, and mitigation measures applied, where the
fish habitat exists This may even be in first order draihages at
times.

Guideline number 3 (page 1V-U5) 1s generally appropriate and well
stated. We believe high erosion risk should be included The useful-
ness of this gwdeline, however, depends on sofl hazards being ace-
quately identified {see comments under Soil/Slope Hazards)

For Standard "a" (page IV-46) “"adequate treatment" should be
changed to “existing levels of treatment." Forest Service activities
should not affect a municipality's need for additional treatment of its
drinking water, If activities affect the existing, otherwise adequate.
level of treatment, mitigation would be necessary

Standards to prevent and/or measure and mitigate stream channel
instability, etc.. [(Guideline number 11, page 1V-u8) should be pre-
sented  Guideline number 12, Standard "c" [page [V-48), states that
60% of potenttal ground cover will be maintained n all riparan areas
This appears to be at vartance with page |V-32, which describes up to
50% removal of overhanging vegetation. Alse. the relationship to the
filter strip discusston on pages |V-60 through IV-62 requires clarifica-
tion. An overall discussion of activities that may occur n riparian
areas, inciuding the management concepts embodied n all three of these
standards. is needed in the Final Ei$ and Plan.
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of certain resources {chinook salmon in particular) Adequate monitor-
ing s important for other reasons as well The limtations and uncer-
tarnties associated with the sediment and fish models, for example,
render them inadequate by themselves for implementing the Plan (i e ,
for planning specific actions) Madeling must be coupled with on-the-
ground monitoring and evaluation when 1t predicts any degradation
affecting aquatic resources of concern,

Monitoring cannot be effective unless mechanisms exist for using
the nformation gathered to modify activities in a timely manner where
necessary This section of the Final Plan should discuss how monitor-
ing data will be used For example. for any particular activity, when
would "further evaluation” trigger a change v direction? If a multi-
year timber contract were at issue, could changes be implemented imme-
diately? If multi-year contracts cannot be modified, we would sugagest
that the Forest Service consider offering timber sales or 1ssuing grazing
permits that are of shorter duration in areas where a potentiai for sig-
nificant resource conflict exists (such as near anadromous fish habitat)
Also, how will monitoring activities be prioritized? For what percentage
of critical fish streams will sediment and stream channel stability be
measured, and what would be the intensity of this monitoring?

The potentiai recommendations for further action listed on page
V-3 should include modification of an activity. or its cancellation if it
cannot meet appropriate standards

Riparian areas should be given a separate heading in this section
Treatment of riparian areas 1s fragmented among different categories In
the proposed monitoring plan, and does not reflect the activities which
can effect these areas, nor the importance of this resource

Following are specific comments on the proposed Monitering
Requirements, by activity category

Fish

Thus section, given on page V-7. should be expanded to reflect
the importance of the fish populations on the SNF, and the variety of
forest management activities that can affect fish habitat  Under
Anadromous Fish steelhead and chinook should be separated to the
extent that the monitoring program may differ between them {whether n
terms of intensity. prority, or parameters measured) Similarly,
resident species of special concern may need separate treatment In all
cases, both spawning and rearing habitat should be included as should
other parameters relating to the standards and guidelines (such as
temperature and turbidity) Because state water quality standards
have been written In part to protect fishertes as beneficial uses.
reference should be made to monitoring of those water quality standards
most directly affecting fisheries

Fisheries/water quality momtoring should be synthesized and
reported more frequently Five years 15 too infrequent to allow effi-
clent public and agency involvement, and would not provide for timely
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Uniform Forest Management Prescription

Prescription 3A {emphasis on apadromous fish habitat) critical
areas under this {and all} prescriptions should be mapped so that the
public may see whether the acres identified (286.000 acres in this pre-
seription) are reasonable and sufficient Standards should be more
specifically stated For example, monitoring s not mentioned in this
section, How will the success of General Direction number 2 under
Timber Resource Management {page |V-10} be measured? For prescrip-
tion 5A (Base TM), base standards for fisheries and water qualty
should be given or referenced

Monitoring Plan

General

The Forest Management Direction discussed in the proposed Plan
{Chapter 1V) includes apprepriate and laudable goals  The Monitoring
Requirements section (Chapter V) should be greatly expanded in the
Final Plan in order to show the Forest Service's capabihity to adequately
meet those goals As stated earlier environmental monitoring should
key on the standards that SNF activities must meet (whether federal,
state, or those adopted in the Plan)

The adequacy of the monitoring plan for environmental impacts s
central to our ability to determine whether the activities proposed for
SNF lands adjacent to critical aquatic resources or having high sel and
slope hazards can be achieved wrthout sigmificant environmental degra-
dation  We recognize that the type of momitoring we suggest would not
be possible for the Forest Service to undertake in conjunction with each
activity on the SNF We would encourage a Forest Service-led effort at
coordinating the work of all agencies, tribes, and other groups who
may engage in spectfic monitoring on SNF lands To the extent that
methods and parameters can be agreed upon and sampling stations and
timing coordinated, a forestwide data base could be developed that
could be effectively used for decision making ldeally, such monitoring
would be coordinated under the umbrella of a comprehensive momtoring
program for the entire Forest Until such coordinated monitoring
oceurs, the Forest Service can still maximize the usefulness of its own
efforts by focusing its environmental monitoring on activities and in
areas which are most hkely to result in sigrificant resource conflicts
For example, we would not suggest undertaking major monitering efforts
in dranages that are so important to fish species of special concern
that the drainages have been deferred or excluded from the timber har-
vest base Smmilarly, where other resources of concern do not cccur or
are not highly sensitive, the highest degree of monitering would not be
required

Monitoring should play 1ts key role where planned activities could
be in direct conflict with other mmportant resources Many such possi-
bilities exist, given that much of the previously roadiess land on the
SNF has been propesed for development, and given the critical status

044
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modification of problem projects The conditions triggering further
evaluation should also be revised Sediment approaching threshold or
objective levels deserves close attention through meonitoring  Sediment
five or ten percent in excess of standards should preclude further
sediment-producing activity in the drainage untll recovery or habitat
improvement can alleviate the situation (This would be a much more
serious problem If monitoring were only performed on a fourth order
dramnage basis, significant cumulative effects would have already
cccurred if an overall sediment level exceeding standards by five to ten
percent were to be allowed )

Finally the mention of 20 percent change in habitat quantity or
quality should be explained How would this be measured, and how
dees 1t relate to the standards and gwdehnes [for example, to mamn-
tatning 90 percent of potential smolt production)? This seems to assume
that any area can absorb a 20 percent decrease mn habitat quahty or
guantity An evaluation of the existing habitat in individual drainages
15 needed to determine whether this assumption 1s wvalid, and the
specific standards for each dranage should be the indicators of need
for further evaluation

Soils

Soil stability should be referenced here, as well as soil produc-
tivity and eresion How will the Forest Service prioritize the ten
percent of ground disturbing activities to be monitored? What
"gvidence of watershed damage" could lead to area closures? The "“local
soi loss level evaluation" should be described

Water

The description of monitoring for water gquality (first element of
this section) should be expanded What will be the parameters and
intensity? How will this monitoring be prioritized? What 15 the implica-
tion of a "poor! rating for stream channel stability? Further evaluation
would seem to be needed if stabihity decreases, prior to being classified
“"poor * Finally, for riparian area changes, stream channe| stability,
and deposition, the three to five year reporting period 15 too long

Facilities

Further evaluation reffects only road mileage Effects of roads,
and proper implementation of standards, etc (BMP's?), should appear
here as well

Meeting Water Quahity Standards

The DEIS and Plan do not establish that water quality standards
can be met under the preferred alternative  The major reasons for this
include

15

1 nsufficient discussion of existing conditions,

2 insuffrcient discussion regarding risks to water quality
posed by specific soil erosion and instability conditrons,

3 riparian area standards that are teo general to assure pro-
tection of riparian-related rescurces, and

] an unclear commitment that adopted standards and guide-
lines will, in fact, be appled to all activities which eccur

We are confident that, by addressing our concerns and comments,
the Final EIS and Plan will clearly show that water quality and impor-
tant aquatte resources will be adequately protected. while providing
SNF personnel with the necessary flexibiity to manage day to day
activities an the ground We recognize that in doing so. some of the
output levels presented in the DELIS and Plan will have to be revised
le g ., for streams where the Final Plan presents a standard of "No
Effect" on fish habitat, less timber harvesting may be possible than
under the proposed Plan}

Aw Quahty

The DEIS and Plan indicate that approximately three million board
feet per year of fuelwood will be removed from the SNF  The docu-
ments also mmply that air quality degradation in local communities due to
wood smoke may be offset by a decrease in slash burning needs on the
Forest = However. shufting slash disposal from burning on-site to the
same volume of use In woodstoves can increase the net awr quality
impacts for saveral reasons

First, the timing of burning is changed so that it occurs when
colder air and temperature inversions are more hkely  The focation of
burning 15 also changed from generally higher In altitude, more favor-
able to dispersion, and removed from other air pollution sources to
lower elevations, in less dispersive conditions, and n proxmmity to
other sources of pollution Next, the potential impacts may be of a
different nature in that slash burning usually occurs 1n remote locations
and 15 thus primanly a visibibty issue Use in woodstoves 15 more
likely to be a human health concern since people are more directly
exposed to particulates  Smoke particles emitted from incomplete com-
bustion of wood may have relatively high concentrations of compounds
that are known and suspected carcinogens  The FEIS and Plan should
more accurately address awr quality impacts in consideration of these
points

Forest land managers have a unigue opportumity to advance the
public’s education regarding fuelwood use and awr pollution This s
because untque access to the woodburming public 1s provided through
the permit process, Pamphlets discussing the association between wood-
stoves, awr pollution, and health concerns, or providing tips on effi-
cient woodstove operation, for example, could be distributed with each
wood cutting permit 1ssued If appropriate hterature 1s not readily
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avatlable, we would be happy to provide examples that are being used
elsewhere.

Herbicide Use
The DEIS and Plan do not evaluate the impacts of potential herbi~
cide use In the noxious weed control program. Wil such use be evalu-

ated with site specific EA or EIS? We would appreciate being nvolved
in the review of any evaluations of herbicide use on the SNF

Goals and Objectives of State Widlife Agencies

{DEIS, pages 111-32 and 33) This section will help the public to
identify some of the opportunitres and problems involved with managing
the SNF The concerns/goals of local and reglonal tribes should be dis-
cussed here as well
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Mr, Richard T Hauff
Forest Supervaisor
Salmon National Forest
P, 0. Box 729

Salmon, Idaho 83467
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UMITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

i 6 e and R pharic Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

ENVIRONMENTAL & TECHNICAL SERVICES DIVISIOR
847 NE 191h AVENUE SURE 350

FOATLANO ORECON 37232 2279

1503) 230 5400

January 30, 1986 F/NWR5:808

Re: Salmon Natronal Forest Plan DEIS

Dear Mr. Hauff:

The Nationa) Maraine Fisherles Service has reviewed the draft

environmental impact statement,

In order to provide as timely a response to your request for
comments as possible, we are submitting the enclosed comments to you
directly, in parallel wath their transmittal to the Department of
Commerce for incorporation in the Departmental response. These
comments represent the views of the National Maraine Fasheries
Service. The formal, consolidated views of the Degpartment should

reach you shortly.

If you have guestions concerning our draft comments, please contact
Rollie Montagne (503} 230-5425 or FTS 429-5425. Your continuing

4 coordination efforts are appreciated.

-

Enclosure

Sincerely,

Leec s,

Dale R. Evans
Davasion Chief
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United States Torest Salwmon P ©O. Box 729
Department of Servace Nataonal falmon, ID  F34G7
Agraculture Forest

Reply to 1920

Date

Dale R Evans, Daivasien Chaef

National Marine Fasherzes Service
Envarconmental and Techhical Servaices Divaislon
847 NE 19th Avenue, Suite 350

Portland, Oregon $7232-2279

Dear Mr Evans

Thank you for taking the time te gomment on the Proposed Land Management Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Salmon National
Forest. Your agency's comments were substantaal, comprehensive, and
constructive Many of the comments and suggestzons were incorporated to
strengthen the planning documents and provide better clarafication of the
information presented ain the Proposed Plan and DEIS.

The Proposed Plan presents detailed informatzon in chapter 1V regarding £ish
habitat management goals, Forest~wide management directieon, associated
standardes and guidelines and specific management area prescriptions. Under
the preferred alternative, aquatic habitats wzll be managed to provade hagh
water guality and meet State spetaes manapehent poals and objectives for all
fish species and in all drainages. The specific management requirements
adentified in the standards and guidelines are intended to assist in
achreving these goals in all drainages. The sediment oriented objectives are
alzo linked with attaznment of fishery objectaves through the infltence of
fine sediment. The Sediment/fish response relationships used in planning
analysis indicated that steelhead are influenced to a greater degree by
sediment than are chinook salmon. Water quality and species goals and
sbjeetaves were applied on a streap-by-stream basis and the analysis of
effects was also evaluated on the same basis.

Many of the tables presented in the planning documents provide information
that 25 in combined form. Ir many :instances, wridlife apnd fish valyes are
presented jointly, ir other cases the values represent a combination of
yearly or decadal values ‘'This was done to provide a summarization of
information and to reduce, through consolidation, the volume of information
The analysis, however, was done using species specific and habitat specific
information. Outputs displayed were consistent with umits (total pounds for
adults, and user days) to be used by other Forests in an effort to
standardize and simplify comparisons

Reference to hatchery production in the DEIS and Plan was in the context that

demand for anadromous species, both steelhead and salmon, will continue in
the future to exceed Suppiies. The intent was to highlight the fact that

F5 6200 28(7 82)
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DRAFT COMMENTS

The National Marine Fisheries Service (MMFS) has reviewed the Draft
Fnvironmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Salmon
maticnal Forest Land and Rescurce Management Plan, Qur review has
concentrated on the technical information as 1t relates to
anadromous fish, and broad policy aspects of the DEIS.

General Comments

The Salmon National Forest has dealt with an eXtremely complex task
in an effective and professional manner. The DEIS 1s well organized
and 1s presented in a clear and effective fashion. The appendix
provides a comprehensive description of Sediment Analysis
Methodology and Fish Response Analysis. The general background
information and the discussion on the "Relaabality of Fish Response
Models" 1s appreciated. The Forest's approach throughout the DEIS
and plan, using habitat quality as a measure of viable population
status, 1s a positave feature of the plan. This appreoach should
provide a clear mechanism tc document and monitor habitat gualaty
and productive potential. The DEIS and plan should, however,
provide specific information so that.

1) assessment of current habitat quality and potential impacts can
be made and

2) future mon:rtoring programs will ensure that the Forest can meet
1ts habitat management goals.

The information should include gravel embeddedness and projected
benefits/impacts for salmon and steelhead. The benefits/aimpacts
information should alsoc be listed by sub-basin or major spawnihg
stream.

The anadromous fish issues on the Salmon National Forest are
complicated because certain streams have degraded habitat and there
15 & daminished resource base. We believe the DEIS and plan would
be significantly strengthened :f the quality of the exaisting
anadromous fish habitat were descraibed by drainage basin and impacts
and enhancement defined on the same basis. If the more specific
information we have requested continues to support the Preferred
Alternatave (12) we would support the Forest's choice as a positive
direction. We believe the additional information we have requested
will enhance the document's defens:bility and provide greatexr
assurances that the plan and gurdelines are effectively implemented.

NMFS believes the planning effort 1s a continuing process which
should be upgraded and modified as new technology or
administrative/legal changes occur It 1s prokable that current
non=timber harvest land use demands will inerease and that their
impact will become increasingly significant. Future planning

Dale R. Evans 2.

both natural and artrficial production levels will be needed to support an
ever increasing demard. In many cases the use of hatchery production will be
instrumental in re—establashing populaticns in natural habitats

Strangent standards and guidelines listed in Chapter IV of the preferred
action will be implemented to protect stresms from the sedimentation effects
of mining development Stream stability and maantaining the sedirent
transport abality of the channel will be primary objectives during the
assessuwent of proposed hydropower developments., Federal water raghts will be
claimed where applicable, to ensure protection of instream flows, The nature
of the influence of hytdropower (flow reductzon) mekes fishery ampacts
unavoidable when projects are approved,

Cumulative sedimentation from multiple use manapement of a watershed will be
evaluated at the watershed level. Before scheduled activities such as taimber
harvest and road comstruetion are initiated, impacts from other ongoing or
previous activities such as mining and hydropower will be quantified, through
the evalustaion of fashexy habitat and channel conditions If these values
are shown to be significantly diminished, and a recognized downstream
beneficial use 18 being potentially jeopardized, then activities wiil be
rescheduled or redesigned in order to protect the downstrean use.

Presentatron of sedimentation levels an the Forest Plan are listed as
averages for large areas, over an extensave period of time, however, as
explained on page B-24 of the appendix to the Draft EIS, the supporting data
used to calculate these values were developed in 2 way which minimazed the
opportunity for certain watersheds to sustain sediment levels in excess of
those defined an the fisheries goals.

A1l sediment data presented for each 10-year period does not represent an
average for the decade Imstend, a modelling process wes developed that
assumed twe large, concentrated road entries would occur in an area durang
the 10 years. Consequently, the watershed would likely experience two peak
sediment periods, following each large construct:on pericd, In other words,
the values presented represent what 15 estimated to be a peak sediment rate
durang the year following eack construction phase, So the decade
sedimentation rates listed in the support papers are really the peak values
estamated to oceccur for 1 year, followed by 4 years of significantly lower
sedimentation rates Therefore, for each decade, the values calculated for
each planning area would occur only 2 out of each 10 years,

Agaan, these figures are shown to demonstrate relative differences between
alternatives, Sediment rates heve been limited ir all alternataves so that
the fisheries pgoals for that alternative are met 1n all years In most
years, however, fisheries goals may be exceeded due to sedimentation rates
being consaiderably lower tham the pesk years' levels which were constrained
to meet these goals

Cumulative sedimentation modelling haes been used throughout the Forest
Planning process for larger watershed areas During project level reviews,
thie modelling process 1e used to examine the cumulatave affects wathin the
emaller watersheds affected by the specafic sale and road proposals.

FS 0200 28{T 82)
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efforts should address such 1ssues as the impact of mining
{recreaticnal or commercial) on fish, a firm economic value for
anadromous fish, and special mahagement practices {sediment traps,
etc.) designed to reduce impact of both timber harvest and mining
activities on anadromous fish. Factors such as small hydro
development, mining, and other forest land uses need to receive more
discussicn and be broader elements in future planning processes.

e offer the followang specirfic comments on the DEIS.

Specific Comments

Summary page § = 7 Table §-1 states that alternatave 12 (the
preterred alternative) would produce an average of 18 percent
sediment over "natural." The current depressed anadromous fish
stocks, the sensitivity of anadromcus fish to small changes in
habitat qualaty, the long planning horizon, and the size of the
forest management area makes i1t impossible to assess potential
impacts using average values for the Forest. We suggest that the
values 1n the table be listed by sub-basin or major traibutary by
decade The value for "Natural” should also be defined using the
same breakdown

Summary page § - 9. Table S§-1 lists the "Preferred Alternative 12"
as producing an estimated 357.% thousand pounds of anadromous fash.
This value should be broken inte 1ts components (steelhead and
chinook} and further defined in terms of numbers of f£ash. It 1is
alsc unclear whether the number represents adults or smolts. The
single poundage value makes the evaluation of impacts or benefits
impossible as average weights vary between species as does the
proportion of each species in the total populat:ion.

Page II-B, In the discussion of "Wildlaife and Fish" the description
of existing ceonditions aincludes a value (Alternative 1) for the
survival objective for steelhead (60 percent). There 1s no value
listed for chinook.

Page II-72, The comments listed for Page II-8 above would also
apply to the "Wildlife and Fish" section on this page.

Page II-73. The statement under Soil and Water implies that
sediment entering 4th order streams will not impact fisheries'
objectives. Management objectives should consider all sources of
sediment. There are numerous examples 1llustrating the downstream
impacts of sediment flushang from small trabutary streams.

Page II-31, Table II-3 lists "RPA - Anad. Comm. Fish Use Day." The
ferm "Fish Use Day" may not be appropriate when describing
commercial fisheries. We are assuming the intent of the values
given to be the value per pound ex-vessel. The value would be
dafferent for ocean troll, river gillinet, and chinook or steelhead.
There 15 a significant Indian commercial fishery for steelhead in

Dale R, Evans 3.

Por Forest Planning purpotes, thard and fovrth order ctienme were identifacd
to have the greatest range of beneficial uses, and were most closely
associated with critical fighery habitat. While the Forest Plan empharizes
the larger basans, all project level environmental assessments and associated
project level cumulative sediment assessmeats will continue to evaluate
gtream channel stabzlity and sedimentaticn levels in the smaller farst end
gecond order trabutaries.

The anadromous ftreams i1dentified on page IV-50 of the plan include alil
streams on the Forest presently havipng suitable anadromous habaitat Mest of
Panther Creek was excluded because of current mine related pollutzoen,
however, we recognize the possibilaty that some portions of the drainage may
become suitable in the near future. We have modified the plan to provide for
a hagh level of apadromous fish habitat capabality an Panther Creek above the
mouth of Bilackbard Creek.

Ground verification of modellzng 218 a centinual commatment ob the Salmon
National Forest  As described in Chapter V, Table V-1 Monitoring
Requirements, new data waill continuously be collected For example, fishery
habitat will continue to be evaluated using core sampling, redd surveys and
other quantitative methods These data will be compared on a project basis
with conditions projected by the use of fishery end sediment modelling

Other monitoring described in Chapter V, ancluding soil erosion troughs, and
channel stability evaluations will alsc be integrated into model coefficients
to further correlate model output with on-the—ground conditions

The questzon of funding 25 a toncern to all those involved im natural
resource management (1.e., tamber, range, recreation, etc ), however, the
standards and guidelines were intended to maintein and provide for a high
quality resource management program. Fundang levels will influence levels of
resource activities more specaifically than they will qualaty of resource
nanagement General dairectron and the associated standards and guidelines
are intended to apply to resource management at all funding levels.

Responses like yours were helpful zn preparing the final Plan. Again, thanks
for tzkang the time to provide us with your thoughts

Sincexely.,

RICHARD T. HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

¥5 8200 28(7 82y
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the Columbia River above Bonneville Dam, thus commercial steelhead
value 15 i1mportant,

Page II-96 Table II-4D needs clarification. The numbers on the
right hand side of the figure, corresponding to the trend lines,
should be defined. 1In general the habatat potential s rarely equal
between salmon and steelhead. The species should be separated and
numbers of fish used in place of pounds to address this concern.

Page II-139. Table II-6B(12) lists, under benefits for Alternative
12, "Wildlife and Fish Use MWFUD." The single values listed should
be separated into wildlife and fish (anadromous and non-anadromous),

Page 1I1-140. The continuation of Table ¥II-6B{12) lists values,
under "BENEFITS M$," for wildiife only. Anadromous and
non-anadromous fishes should be broken out and listed separately
The anadromous fish should also be separated into their harvest
components (sport and commercial).

Page 11-163. Table II-11. The statement relating to anadromous
fish under Alternative 12 states "Anadromous Capability would stay
the same State goals would be met.” This statement 1s supported
by the values listed in Table $-1 (page $-9). Throughout the
document the "State Geoals will be met" statement 1s repeated, Table
III-10 Page III-22 suggests that current anadromous fish populations
are below minimum viable (MYP). Siate objectives represent a
significant increase from the minimum viable level; a 12 percent
increase for salmon and 51 percent increase for steelhead. Given
these facts a "no gain" scenario does not seem reasonable if the
Forest expects to meet State objectives.

Page III-21. Table III-9 lasts indicator species. The line
beginning with "Anadromous Fish" has the parenthesis left open. The
word steelhead may have been omitted.

Page III-22. Table III-1¢ lists "Anadromous Species (Pounds)." The
splatting of anadromous fish into their salmon and steelhead
componants 1s excellent We suggest further uvpgrading of this
wnformation tos:

1) reflect numbers of adults or juveniles and
2) listing of an estimated "Evisting" population.

Page III-23. Table III-11 provides an excellent descraiption of
terms and clarifies their meaning.

Page III-24 The discussion of the gualitative components related
to spawning habitat 1s good. The table at the bottom of the page
however does not relate the "Sediment Yield From Drainage" to
"Amount of Fine Sediment.® The standards listed for the variouns
population levels may be avbropriate but they cannot be the
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generalized or averaged over the entire Forest. The relationship
would have to apply to trabutaries or drainage basins.

Page III-30. The only negative influences on anadromcus fich are
listed as downstream dams. The downstream dams have had a major
impact on anadromous fish as have sport and commercaial harvest,
disease (IHN and kidney disease) and the loss of habrtat and babatat
qual:ity.

Page III-31. The statements in the farst and second paragraph on
this page suggest that hatcheries will be the major mechanism
triggering improved anadromous fish runs on the Forest. We believe
that hatcheries will certainly contribute to improved runs but there
are significant copportunities for major improvement in habitat
quality on the Forest as evidenced by the values listed in Table
IT7-10 Page III-22.

Page ITI~33. The goals and obhjectives of NMFS under the 1983
Habitat Conservation Policy includes working closely with State and
Federal agencies to improve and expand anadromous fish spawning and
rearing habatat.

Page IV-15, The discussion urder "a Faisheries" and the data listed
in Table IV WLI are not veraified by Table III-10 page III-22 ana the
table at the bottcm of the page III-24, The substance of these
tables indacates that current habitat conditions are below minimum
vrable., “Min. Viable" 1s defined as habitat wath 25 percent or less
sediment (6.3mm) 1n spawning gravels, The content of these tables
indicate that current habitat condition 15 belew minimum viable but
Table IV WLI would seem to indicate "Exaisting" condition 1s at 92
percent.

Page IV=16 and IV=-17. The in~gravel sedament percent values listed
in the Table IV WL2 (pages IV-16 and IV-17) should be referenced to
a "natural® value. We are not certain whether "natural" eguates to
"Fxisting Conditron”, listed an Table IV WLI, or an :deal state of
nature,

The statement in the last paragraph on page IV-17 that “. , .
projected sediment levels cculd interfere waith meeting State agency
goals 1in specific drainages during some decades." should specify
which drainages  Excess of sediment levels in key drainages could
have a major impact on anadromous fish; particularly 1f the drainage
has an existaing habitat guality problem.

Page IV-18. The statement regarding placer mining and hydropower
development accurately reflects the potential problems.

Developments of this nature can add significant amounts of sediment
to the system. Unanticipated sediment sources may require
subsequent reduction or medification of other Forest uses so that
Forest goals and State and/or Federal water quality standards can be
met. We would suggest that hydropower development not be lumped
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with mining as the activities are not treated the same an a legal
sense, Hydropower development may be controlled or denied by the
Forest rf potential damage i1s identified

The statement under Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species
reads "Chinook salmon are being considered for the list ...." It
should be noted that National Marine Fisheries Service has
adminmistratively suspended its consaderation of chincok salmon foxr
listing at this tame.

Page IV-19. The paragraph under Habitat Enhancement suggests that
under Alternative 12 the habitat capability gains would only
partially mitigate for negative habitat influences in specifaic
streams. We would suggest this statement be clarified to explain
whether this conclusion 1s based upon "Existing Conditicn" (Page
IV-15), "on ground" conditrons in specafic drainages or 1s based on
projected impacts from Forest management practices.

The term "population control" may not be appropriate in the
enhancement measures listing.

Under Other Agency Goals 1t should be noted that NMFS, under the
broad Habitat Conservation Policy of 1983, s directed to work
toward maintaining the highest level of anadromous fish habitat. We
would also suggest that what you have stated as "geals" of the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Idahco Department of Health
and Welfare may be enforceable standards and not samply target
levels,

Page IV-24. Table IV-WL4 lists "Minimum Viable Population" (MVP)
for anadromous fish as 273,900 pounds, "Maximum Habitat Potentaal"
(MHP} as 301,000 and "State Goal" [S8G) as 345,B8B00. These values
should be separated into chinook and steelhead. Further Table
III-10 (page III-22) lasts poundages (chinook and steelhead
combined) as MVP - 268,906, MHP - 381,000 and SG - 345,800. The
values listed in these tables need to be reconciled. It would
further improve the understanding of these values 1f they were
converted to numbers of salmon and steelhead,

Page IV-42. The sedimentaticn rates in anadromous streams

{Table IV-W53} are difficult to interpret without a listing of
"natural levels." A lasting of anadromous fish streams and their
existing sediment levels coupled with a value for "natural level”
would improve the general understanding of thais table.

Page IV-43. The statement discussing unavoidable, irretrievable
losses under "Hydropower" implies that hydropower development is
unavoidable. We would disagree on the basis that hydropower
development i1s not mandated by statute as 1s mining under the 1872
Mining Act. Proposed hydropower development can be denied 1f
probable damage to anadromous f£ish 1is clearly evadent.
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Page IV-98. The statement under Wildlife and Fish only speaks to
wildlife, "We would suggest fish be added to insure consistency with

the remainder of the DEIS

Appendi¥ pages B-24 through B-26. Thas sectron discrusses the
general methodology for the sediment analysis model and the fish
response to sediment levels analys:s. The Forest Service should be
commended for developing both of these statistical tools Gur
general concern 1s that these first generation models need to ke
upgraded and field tested The medels should be verified before
rmajor resource commliiments are made based upon untested conclusions.
This 2s particularly critical where specific levels of sediment are
being predicted based upon the model, and these values used for
planning purposes.

FOREST PLAN

Page II-21 and II-22. The sediment values to be used as standards
are acceptable, however, the best approach would require a sub basin
approach, If some drainage basins are below acceptable levels at
thais time averaging of all drainages could mask the problem areas
and not identify serious impacts

The first paragraph, page II-22, discussing habatat guality and
guantity represents an excellent approach to the problem.

Page II-29. The statement feollowing "Anadromcus Fish"™ lists the
negatave influence of Snake River and Columbia River dams, Our
prioxr statements suggesting the probklem to be the cumulative effect
of dams, harvest, disease, and habatat degradation apply.

The last sentence of the third paragraph under "Anadromous Fish"
implies that the increases cof anadromous fish are tied teo artificial
propagation The results of the U.S,/Canada Pacific Salmon Treaty
and improved passage at the downstream dams may result in
signifrcant i1acreases in the adult returns in addation te the
hatchery contributions.

Page II-30. The graph, Figure 2, would be clearer 1f the values
were i1n numbkers of salmon and steelhead. The graph 1s misleading an
that the contraibutions of anadromous fish to recreaticnal users
shown on the graph deoes not reflect the full contraibution of both on
Forest and off Forest harvest. Anadromous fish contributions to
both on and off Forest should ke included to demonstrate the
Forest's full potential

Page III1-1. A statement under PLANNING ISSUE 2. Wildlife and Fish
Habitat Management states "Habitat quality will be managed to meet
State fish species management goals in most drainages and will
comply with State water quality standards." We suggest that the
anadromous fish drainages be listed and those drainages that are not
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currently meeting State management goals be i1dentified. We are
further interpreting the statement on water guality standards as
being applied to each individual stream and not a Forest-wide
average.

Page ITI-2. The second sentence under PLANNING ISSUE 6. Watershed
Management suggests that lamiting sediment delivery to third order
and larger streams would meet overall fishery goals. We suggest
that the meeting of fishery goals will reguire close monitoring and
control of all sources of sedament that could enter the system.

Page IV-2, The third sentence from the top of the page 1s a
positive statement of the Forest's commitment to maintaining the
agquatic resources. We sincerely appreciate this approach and
commitment by the Forest,

Page IV-19 and IV=20. The anadromous fish statement under the
“GENERAL DIRECTION" column ({Page IV-19) and g. under the STANDARDS &
GUIDELINES column {page IV-20) are positive targets. We suggest
that “90 percent or more of 1ts inherent smolt production capacity”
statement be tied to specific sediment levels to facilitate
monitoring efforts.

Page TV-50. A seraes of streams are listed under "Anadromous
Fisheries." Does this list comprise a listing of all anadromous
fish streams on the Forest ox simply the cnes "recognized for
development™?

Page IV-107. The anadromous fish portion of the GENERAL DIRECTION
and STANDARDS & GUIDELINES columns is positive, We recommend that
the "90 percent of production potential® be guantafied, in part, by
spec:fied sediment levels to facilitate monitoring efforts,

Page IV-1G8. The item 1 under "GENERAL DIRECTION-Water Resource
Improvement and Maintenance" 1s positive. We suggest that ground
monrltoring be a part of the "GENERAL DIRECTION" until the current
sediment model has been tested and verified. Item number 2, under
"Hydropower Development”, should be modified to read: "Design
diversion structures to allow upstream passage of adult and
downstream movement of juvenile fish necessary to maintain
anadromous fish production objectives "

Page IV-108. The first paragraph of this page discusses the
monitoring program. We have a major concern with the language.
"based on approved work programs and avatlabirlity of funds " Thas
statement i1mplies that the proceding GENERAL DIRECTION and STANDARDS
& GUIDELINES are not program commitments but are subject to deferal
based upon program evaluation/prrorities. The commitment to verify
water guality standards and fishery habitat status should be a
guaranteed program element.
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Lnited States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRED ALY

PACIT I NORTHWE ST REGION
SN E At Streer Suite 1092 Portland Urepon 97232

__ SAIMONNF
= January 13, 1986
JW17'88
ER 85/1539 tnfa O Aeton O
12345686

TAE 123456

EEM 123458
Mr. Richard T, Hauff pRVW 12 3435 g
Forest Supervisor 10 12345 to
Salmon National Forest ;ammj s H
P. O Box 729 A

Salmon, ldaho 83467

Dear Mr. Huff:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft Environmental Statement and
Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan for the Salmon National Forest, Lemhi,

Idahe, and Valley Counties, 1daho. The following comments are offered for your use and
consideration:

Fish and Wildlife Resources

The Fish and Wildirfe Service (FWS) will be providing 1ts biological opinion pursuant to
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act under separate cover

The FWS 15 concerned that perceived short-term degradation in water quality due te
nonpoint sources of sediment delivery have and will continue to cause long-term and
adverse wmpacts on fish habitat, which may represent a serious Iinjury to an existing
beneficial use. While consideration of water quality is relevant in terms of law, It s the
quality of fish habitat that 1s of concern. The Forest Service needs to be aware of how
short-term sediment delivery relates to the quality of fish habitat and this should be
discussed in the final EIS.

The FWS uses its Mitigation Policy (FR 4615, 1981} to make recommendations for
mitigation based on resource categories. The FWS has designated the spawming,
wncubation, and rearing habitats of chinook salmon and steelhead trout as resource
category l. Certamn riparian (wetland) habitat are alse designated resource category |
The EWS recommends that all losses of existing habitat be prevented to meet the FW5
goal of no loss of existing habitat valve.

Since riparian habitats are wetlands, the FWS has mnitiated a Regional Policy (HR 11,
October 18, 1985) as follows "...to view wetland degradation or losses as unacceptable
changes to an important national resource  As such, 1t 1s the goal of this Region to
insure that no net loss. .of wetland habitats occur. Development proposals adversely
tmpacting wetlands generally will be discouraged unconditionally at the Field Office
level."

Unxted States Forest Salmon PO Box 729
Department of Setvice Nataicnal Saimon, ID B2467
Apriculture Forest

Reply to 1920

Date

Charles 5 Polzityka

Regaonal Environmental Officer

U.8. Department of the Interzor
Paczfic Northwest Region

500 N.E, Multonomah Street, Suite 1692
Portland, Oregon 97232

Dear Mr Polityka:

Thavk you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Land Management Plan
and Draft Eavireomental Impact Statement for the Salmon hational Forest

Best management practices are listed in the plen under Standards and
Guadelines in Chapter IV  This direction, cowbined with additional site
specific mitagation practices adentafred durang field reviews will be the
baszs for approprizte project design and onsite watershed protection. The
relative effectiveness of the mitigation measures i1s then evaluated through
the use of extensave cumelative sediment modelirg  The cumulative
sedimentation modelaing has been used throughout the Forest Planning process
for larger watershed areas. During project level reviews, this modeling
process 18 used to examine the cumulative effects within the smaller
watersheds effected by the specafic sele and road proposal.

Presentatzon of sedimentation levels in the Forest Plan are listed as
averages for large areas, over an extensive period of time, however, as
explained on page B-24 of the appendix to the draft EIS, the supporting data
used to calculate these values were developed in a way which minimized the
opportunity for certain watersheds to sustein sediment levels ain excess of
those defined in the fisheries goals, All sediment data presented for each
10-year period does not represent an average for the decade. Instead, a
modeling process was developed that assumed two larpge, concentrated road
entries would occur in an area during the ten years. Consequently, the
watershed would likely experience two peak sedaiment periods following each
large construction perxod. In other words, the values presented represent
what 18 estimated to be & peak sed:ment rate during the year follewzng each
construction phase. BSo the decade sedimentation rate listed in the support
papers 18 really the peak value estimated to occur for 1 year, followed by 4
years of significently lower sedimentation rates. Therefore, for each
decade, the values calculated for each planning area would occur only 2 out
of each 10 years,

In Table B-1 on page 5-7, the sediment levels presented are not yearly
averages, as stated below the table, but instead are an average of 5 decades
of peak values from each of the 11 planning study areas (called geographic

F35 8200 2817 B2
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The preferred alternctive 15 inconsistent with these policies for salmaen, steelhead, and
niparian habitats.  Forest achwihes of primary concern are rood construction and
reconstruction, logging, and grazing.

Mineral Resources

Appendix B. Al references to the District Engineer of the U.S, Geological Survey need
fo be replaced to reference the District Manager of the Bureau of Land Management
(OLM). Reference should be made fo the District Manager of BLM. Reference to the
District Engineer 15 no longer appropriate.

Stipulations 9, 10, and 11 are expanded repeats of Stipulations 2, 3, and 5. The Forest
Service needs to expand only on Stpulahions 2, 3, and 5, and not attempt to duphcate
with additional stipulations

Paqge IV-56, b.8. - BLM's regulations do not give us the authority to dispose of mineral
materials from any unpatented rmnung cloim, whether or not the claimant gives his
consent [f the U.S. Forest Service regulations differ from BLM's, that difference should
be explained.

Although the tone of the Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan for the Salmon
Nationa! Forest 15 excellent, averall the document 1s deficient with regard to minerals
As with the rest of the Region 4 forests, only the effect of wilderness withdrawals on
minerals 1s acknowledged. It 1s imperative that effects on minerals of surface
management restrictions also be addressed.

On page -8 1t siates the "Forest Service monages renewaoble surface resources, not
mineral and energy resources." However, It Is proboble thal management of other
resources will have an effect an minerals That effect may be either beneficial or
adverse, but must still be addressed,

In so far as rmineral access of development is concerned, Alternative 12 1s most
suitgble, 1t would most certainly be a more qualified decision 1f more data was
available. Most of the forests in Region | have addressed mineral poteninial of land under
o format correlating acres and high-medium-low potential. This adds precision and
defines management of land much more specifically. As shown in the enclosure, the
Beaverhead and Helena National Forests have not only specifically addressed the mineral
potential of the Forest but have shown how acres of different potential will be managed
(and affected) under each alternahive

The Bureav of Mines suggests the Salmon MNaotional Forest staff review DEISs fram
Region 1. The Beaverhead, Helena, and Deerlodge DEISs are especially good examples to
consider.

Indian Affairs

The treaties between the Umted States and the Nez Perce Tribe of Indians in 1855, and
with the Eostern Band of Shoshomt and the Bannock Tribes of Indians v 1848, established
a frust relatienship between the parties  Property rights retained by the fribes are
identified in thewr respective treaties, Thewr rights ore exercisable on lands of the
Salmon National Forest, The S Ferest Service has the respensibility to recognize the
federal-tribal trust relationship and make accommodations for the exercise and

Charles 8. Polityka 2.

areae 1n the planning process). The actual average yearly sedimentation
rates are signafzcantly lower than those presented in the table,

In Table IV-WSZ and IV-WS3, on page IV-41 of the DEIS, again the data
presented are not yearly averapes, but are averages of all peak values
antacipated in each specific decade, for each alternative. For example, 1in
Table IV-WS3, Alternative 12, the table presents a value of 18 percent over
natural for decade 3. This value represents an average of peeks (2 out of 10
year levels) for each of 11 different watersheds and planning areas, These
values range from 4 percent to 25 percent. Again, these figures are shown to
demonstrate relative dzfferences between alternatives, Sediment rates have
been limzted ain all alternatives so that the fisheries goals for that
alternative are met in all years In most years, however, fisheries goals
may be exceeded due to sedimentation rates being considerably lower than the
peak years' levels which were constrained to meet these goals

In response to your questron regarding limiting sediment delavery
{DEIS-11-9}, the Plan wall limit sedimentation of streams through the use of
mitigative measures, and cumulative assessment of land management activaties,
which will 1o turn limit the density of watershed disturbance

The proposed plan presents detailed information in chapter IV regarding fish
habitat menagement goale, Forest-wide management direction, associated
standards and guidelines and specific management area prescriptions. Under
the preferred alternative, aquatic habitats will be managed to provade high
water qualaty and meet State species management gogls and objectives for all
f15h speties, The specific management requirements identified in the
standards and guidelaner are antended to ascist 1n echioving these goals

The sediment oriented objectives are also lanked with atraimment of faishery
objectives. Water qualaty and species goals and objectives were applied on a
stream by stream basas and the analysis of effects wag alsc evaluated on the
same basis

Riparian habitats on the Salmon National Forest are given protection
censigtent with directaion given in the Natacnal Forest Management Act.
Resource management activities will be managed in a manner comsistent wath
protection of fishery, wildlafe and water qualaty values Forest-wide
management darection and associated standards and guidelines regulate the
types and intensities of management activities

All references to the former roles of the Geological Survey in the
admimistration ¢f leasable minerals has been changed as you describe, In our
experience, stipulations 3, 4, and 5 are useful for those faecilities which
can be described without a detailed legal description, Examples are buffer
zones along specific features or facalities. On the other hand, stipulations
9, 10, and 11 are used where there 18 & need to use a legzl descraption, as
in the case of eritical wildlife or watershed area Because of these
dafferent applacations, we believe that keeping the stipulations separate
will facalaitate thearx use,

The Forest Service hae the authoraity under 36 CFR 228, Subpart C, to digpose
of mineral materigls om unpatented mining claims  These clsims are those
whach have been located after July 23, 1955, and/or on which the United
States has established the right to manage the vegetatave and other surfnce

FS 8200 Z8(7 82
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protection of tribal property rights. Copies of both treaties are provided. The Bureau of
Indian Affoirs recommends revision of the existing decuments to provide adequate
mformation on the federal irust relationship and how this relationship will be honored to
protect tribal property rights on the Salmon National Forest.

Thank you for the epportunity to review this Draft Environmental Statement and Plan

Sincerely,

Qe D&&%‘\

Charles $. Polityka
Regional Environmental Officer

Attachments

Charles 5 Polatyka 3

resources ih,accordance with the Multaiple Use Mining Act of July 23, 1955.
The Forest Service will ensure that cleimants are gaven prier notice, and
must determine that removal will neather endanger. nor materaally interfere
with prospecting, mining 0f Processing operationg, or user reasonably
1necident thereto on the elaims,

The National Forects cated in your letter as examples of how minerals

could be incorporated into the andysis of alternatives, may represent areas
which have been hastorie producers of leasable minerals and/or have bagh
potential for such production. Thais 18 not the case on the Salmon National
Forest, To date there has been no production of leasable maneralz on the
Salmon Watzonal Foreet, and annual rental fees totel $3,778 58 as of

Apral 21, 1986. 1In regard to locatable minerals there are no direct returns
to the government and no way to adequately predict future levels of this kind
of mineral activity

Early zn the planning process the Salmon Natienal Forest attempted to define
areas which had low, moderate or hagh potential for the various leaszble
minerals. We found that for leassble minerals in general, there was
insufficient deta to make professionally sound evaluationg. For thiz reason
the potentzal of most of the Forest 15 classed as unknown. Since the present
values are low, arnd the potentials unknown, a tradeoff analysis usang these
factors deee not seem meaningful. For locatable minerals, based on USES
maneral evaluation, USGS Rare IY maneral potential classifacation, and
confidential andustry data, all of the Forest with known minersl occurrences
15 considered to have & high potentizl for the purpose of broad scale Forest
Planning  Althcugh the Forest Service does not receive royalties on the
production of locatable manerals, the impact of surface resource decisions on
this mineral resource 18 an amportant issue which was tracked in the analysis
Process

Even there are no separate categories of mineral potentisl, the Forest does
recognize the issue of preservang the opportunity for pravate industry to
further define maneral potential., The DEIS dasplays the restrictions on
mineral exploration and development under each zlternative an Table IV-1,
The prefetred alternative does not further restrict access or development
opportunity, although such activities may be more difficult and expensive 1n
the roadless areas which remain in semi—primitaive classificatzons.

Responses like yours were helpful in preparing the final Plan, Again, thanks
for taking the time to provide us with your thoughts.

Sancerely,

RICHARD T. HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

F5 0200 23(7 B2)
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The amount of the high and very high potential oil and gas lands avsilable for
development, with only standard Foiest wide surface protection reguirements
vories from & low of 282 in the Wilderoess Alterpative J to o high of 75% 1n
the HPA Alternstive B. The Preferred Alternative E has G4I of tha high and
very high potential oil and gas lande completaly available for development with
only stendaxrd reatrictious.

The amount of high potential lands that are completely vnavailable for oi} and
gas dovelopment because of exastaing and proposed mineral withdrawal varies from
2 low of 10% 1o the Commodity Alternative © to a high of €71 1n the Wilderneap
Alterpative J. The Preferred Alternative E would result ia 13X of the bigh
potential o1l and gas lands being wnavailable for development. This includes
portions of the existing Scapegoat Wrlderness apd the propesed Big log addation
to the Cates of the Mouptains Wilderness that wosld be withdrsvm from wineral
entry.

TABLE 11~13

Hon-Ennrgy Minerals
(Percent of high and very bigh potestial
landa going to various wsoagement categories

Alterpative Hapagement Category
A-totally B-highly C-moderately D-standard
xestricted restricted __restricted _  restrictions
A-current 11} 4 91 )4 4
direction
B-RFA 0x (4 141 80X
C~high 0x 4 20X 142
coumodity
D-sconomie i) 4 9z 14 731
efficlancy
E proferred [12 4 X k154 62X
E-daparturs ox 4% 24T 623
F-wilderness/ 102 BY 14T 6%
commodyrLy
G-hagh 1z 1X 11X 611
amenity
H-ildl1rfe 1} 4 9 L0% 51%
J-wilderness ax % 102 512

f{t APP\A. A/‘ F;

Alternatives [ II=§7
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to the place of |IL';'[IHIITIE it the lands abov e ceded
2 Theie 1s, howerer, reserved from the 4
fn:-A tl.:;l::md-;};- and u(:cup?\’non of the said tribe, and as u general resero
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tau fut other frindly tribes and bands of Indins 1 Washigton Ter
ftory, Bob toexcoud Whe prow g pembersof th Spokune, Walle Wall,
Chy usey und Umeetible tiibos and bunds of Indmne, the truct of Jund
mcduded wathia the follow g boundanies, to wit Commen g whiee  Hundasiee
the Moh b o she orsouthern thbutary, of th FPaloie River Mowefrom
the spuesof the Iittor Root Mountuns, thenc down sud (1 ity to
the mouth of the T nat-pan up LCresk matidicely to the (ross
myr of the buake Tiver ton mides below the seuth of the Al wa wi
River, thonce tothe source of the Al poswe willivarmthe i3 Moun
tars, thonce lang the erest of the Blue Mountuins, thinco fo the e ros
g of the Grand Ronde Rine, mtdway Letween the (raind Rende and
thie mouth of the Woll Tow how i ery thintalong the divids between
the watersof the Woll low how nnd Pondir Rivers, thence fo the ¢rome
e of the doahe Wver ifteen piles helow the month of the Powder
River, thence to the Sphuon River above the rimamngr, thenee Ty the
sprrsof the Bitte v Hoot Mowntinn to the place of boginnimn,
All which tract slall bo sot nputy and, so fir as necosary , & veyed | Resmancon b
and mnked out fon the waclusse wie and bonit of sl (o A% B g
Indimn resievation, nor whndl amy white AT, CAC PN thist 1 the it nme tofentd
Lm[‘)lux mentof the Tndian Depurtment, he permitted (o rexude upan the
S reseryation without permission of the bithe snd the superinti nd
ent and agent, and the snid trile Aglees Lo Temno e to amd s tthe upon
the same withm one year after tho ratification of this treats  In the
mean time at shall be lawful for them to 1eside upan any ground not
n the nctual clmm and oonp tion of eitypens of the United Stutes,
nud wpon amy ground cmmed or ocunpeed, 1f with the pernseacn of
the ownir o1 clammunt, goutanty g however, the right to all (tzens
of the United States to entor upon and occupy us redtlers oy lands
not actunlh oceupred and ¢ulti nted by ud Indians /L thys tune, and
ot incuded i the rescrvation sbove nimed . And vossded that niy |t ot e
sutrstantiul improyoment heretofore made by any Inrrmn, suely ax fir I tae "™
enclosed nmd cubtnated, and houses grected upon the landy hore by,
ttded, and whi b he may he compi lled to abandon an Lonw gqurie of
this tiaats, shall be sadued ander the directeon of the Prcardent of the
Lmted Mates, and pavannt pde they for m money, or mprov
ments of winequal value be mmnde for sud Indian upon the re ivution,
uml no Indian will be tequired to wbandon the Improvements afore
sud now oeenpid by ban, unti) therr value 1n money oF unprove
munts of cqual value Wil be furmshed him as nfore saxd
Anriclr 3 And provided that, sf ne eary for the public eomen  Beefeunybc mage

unce, ronds mny be run throuph the sed reservation, and, on the

other hand, the Vight of war with free aceesa from the same fo the

nearest publie ghway s socured o them, ns alwo the 1igrtht 1 com

mon with eitizens of the Untted States, to tras ol upon all publa high

ware  The use of the Cloar W nter and othor streams flow g through

the reserintion 19 alo «ented to titizeny of the Lwtcd States f0

rufling putposes and us publy higlway s
Tho exclusive right of taking <h 1n all the streatms whers runmng | ik mona

through or borderng smd 1esent ation 1 further socured to =anl Indians

as ndvo the 1prht of tkmyy fish atall ususl nnd accustomed placesin com

ion with citizens of the Territory , aod of erecting temporary buibdingy

fur curing, together with the privilego of hunting, gat hering roolsand

}u-rli-]es, #nd pasturing their horses and cattle upon open and unclaimed

&n

ARTICLE 4 Tn conuderstion of the above cemmion, the Vinted States  Faymeet by ihe
agtee to (uy to the wud tuibe 1n addition t the goods and provisons
distibuted to them ut the time of signmg thes trenty , the suny of two
hwundied thousand dollars, 1n the follown, manner, that 1s to gav, santy
(honsnnd dollars, to be expended under the direction of the Preadent
of the Unted States, the first year after the rattheation of this treaty R

Oy
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n plundm%’fm therr removal to the rewerie, hreaking up and fui
g farme buildmye housts, supplying them' with provisions and
snitahle outtit, and for such other obpects as he nay deem necessery
and the remaindet 1n annusties, as t'olfnw:- forthe fir<t fve yearaafto
the mtituation of this treaty, ten thousand dollzis oach year, com
mencngr daptereber 1, 1558, for the next hie jeers etght thousaml
dollua eich vear, for the nest five year six thousand each year, and
for the next five vear, four thousnd dollnrs each jem
(Jepmeots bow to Al which aud sums of money shall be applicd to the u-e nnd henc
it of (b sard Indians, under the dnection of the Preadent of the
Unrted States, who may figm tine to time determine, at lus disere-
tion, wpon w hat heneficin] objects to expend the same for them  And
the saju rintendent of Indian nffairs, or other proper officer, shall cach
1§nr tnform the President of the wishes of the Indmns in relation
thricio
o inbied st yperete 5 The United States furthet agree to estaldish at it
v uble paints within sand reservation, within one year after the ratiha-
tron Inteof, two schools, erccting the necessary buldings, keeping
the same s repair, and providing them with furmture,l’imoks, and
stationery, one of wlich n]lmll e an agucultural and industy il school
to b lucated at the agency , and to be Tree to the chiidren of snid tribe
Tninid mukss and o emyploy one su})ermtendt'nt of teaching and tno teachers, to
fex shors 1e hutld two blacksmiths” shops, to one of which <hall be attached g b
shop und to the other & gunsmith's shop, one arpentel s shop one
wiyen and plough niaker's shop, and to keep the same 1 repair and
furnihod with the necessary tooky, to emplay ono superintendent of
Farming and two farmers, tho blac kvmiths, one timner, ene pug-nutl
one Csipenter, one wagon and plough maker, for the mstruction of the
rawmil Indiuns'1n trade s, and to assint them in the same, to e1ect one B onl]
and une flowning-mill, heeping the rame 1n repair, end furnished with
the noeessary touls and fixtures, and to employ two millers, to erect
Elompitat hospitul, keepang the same 10 repar, and protided with the necosars
medienes and furmture, and to employ a phyaicran, and to erect
keep in repun, and provide with the necéssary fuiniture the burlding-
required for the accommodation of the said employees The sud
buildings and establishments to he matntained and epf 1n repair A+
aforesaid, and the employees to he kept in servica for the period of
twenty years
nomeRiehesdeniet  And in view of the fact that the head chief of the tribe 19 expected,
* and will be called upon, to perform miany serviced of a public char
acter, occupy ing much of hus tine, the United Stutes fury eragrees to
pry to the hez Pereé tube five hundred dollars per y ear for tho ferm of
twenty ytars after the ratification hiereof, as u salary for such persen
as the tribe muy select to be its hend chief. To build for him, wbw st
able point an the reservation, & comfos table house, and properly fur-
pish the same, and to plough and fence for hes use ten aqres of fand
The said salury to be paid to, and the saxd house to be occupied by,
such head eluef so Jong as he may be elected to that positien by his
tribe, and no longer
And all the expendityres and expenses contemplated n thia fifth
artite of this treaty shall be defrayed by the United States, and sh il
not be deducted from the annmities agreed to be paid to smid trihe
nor shall the cost of transporting the goods for the snhuity payments
he u charge upon the annuities, but shall be defrayed by the United
Statex

Denptioumas e AnTICLL 6 The President mav from time to time, at ks dworetion

uizned i individy cause the whole, or such poriions of euch reservation as he may thnk

Alvor famtiler pioper, to be surieyed into lots and assign the same to sue nda
viduals or families of the said tribe as ave willing to wvail themselves

of the privilege, and will locate on the same as 8 permanent home, on
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same ferms and subyect to the «ame regulations as are provided
tﬁﬂ: sixth article of the tjlrcnigl with the Omahas in the year 1854, 5o fm1
same may he appheable
uskl;;'u LE? The nmllgnmb of the aforesaid tribe shall not e taken anaoiles gty
the debi=z of mdiy iduals
tog;lé-w[ 8 The aforesmud tribe acknowledge thewr dependence upon s to prewrce
the Goverwnent of the nited States,snd promuee te be foicmlly with
all (1tizens thereof, and pledge themsels es to commtt no di prodntions
on the propeity of such eitizens, and should any one or mon of them
s1olale this pledge, and the fact he sutisfactoniy proved I fore the o Foras for depreta
agent, the property taken shall be returned, o1 in defaclt therof, or
if injured or éestro.}ed. compensation may be mude by the Govern-
ment out of the annuities Nor will they make nar on anmy other
inibe except in sobi-defince, but will submnit all matiets of difference u:'.ﬂr‘."-‘"n'?'ﬁir‘:ﬂ'«f’
between themw and ¢he other Indians to the (orcrnmcat of the U nited
Blates, or its agent, Tor dea~1on, and alade therels, and iof ans of the
snid Indiang commnt uny deptedations on ans vther Indmns within the
Ianitery of Wushington, the «ame ruleslill presard as that presenibed
1n ths article 1n eaves of depiedations agminst atizens And the ~uid e et I
tribe agices not to shdlter o1 concenl offenders agamst the law~ of the
United States, but to deliner them up to the authoritics fon tinl P
Antrart 8 The hez Percés dewre to exclude fiom the i posvanation | Asswie ma 3
the use of ardeut spitits, and to prevent then people from drwhing By A
the = ume, and therefore ot ts provided that mny Indian bedonging to
suid tribe who 1s gutlty of bumgrng hiquor into <mgd Jewcivation or
who ditnks liquor, muy have lns or her proportion of the nnnuitu <
withheld fromqhun or her for such time ns the President sy dote e R
Anticit 10 The Nes I'eiec Indinns having expressed i connerl g o Land o
desird that Walliun Crog should contimue to Inc wah (o, he has
wnge untformdy shown himself their friend ot - fuather yrreed that
the teact of Jand now oeeupted by lumt, and deseribod in lis notiee to
the 1egister nnd 1ecener of the land ofhee of the ler lw? of Wa-h
ngton, on the fomth du_of June last, shill not be ennwidered 2 part
of the reservation povided foi i this troaty, cxeept that it <hol e
aub{z‘tt 1 common with the lund« of the reservation to the oprrations
u tercourse uct
f;‘tul;'lltul 11 This teeaty shul be obligmtors upon the contracting g eninan ik
prties ns ~oon as the sam sbull be ratibed by the Prcadent wisd dew
1te of the United States
In testimony whereof the smd Isaae I Stesens, governor nnd ~|1|I)cr
wtendent of Indian (dan~ for the Tuoreitory of Waskungton snd Toel
Pulmer, superintendont of Indin affairs for Otegon T'ornitory, und the
chiefs, hF'L}hlan. and ddegates of the aforesmd iz Pered toihe of
Indians, have hereunto et their lands and seals, at the place, and on
the doy end yea: hercnlefore written

Tsac I Stevens, 1 5}
Governor and Supenintendent W aslangrton Tertitory
Joel I'almer, I «
Supetintendent Indmn Affairs
, Head clued of TappLlanechupoch, Ine x mark L.a
‘«]ﬂhl:;‘ gre;‘i":r}t:’:, et cle [+ r] lh]:h hal ptiljulp hus x mark LA
Appushiwa hite, or Looking, glass, Cuol conl shua ran hus x mark [REY
has x inark 1. 1]  Bilish, ;8 x juark L B
Joseph lus x mark t 8 Tuh toh molewst, hia x wark LA
Jimnes, s x mark () Tukv i ik 1, hue x misrk LK
Tted W alf, hg x mark 1 &] Te-hole hule-soot, his x mark (A
Tungthy, 'hie x oark L & Isl-roh tim hsa X miark LR
U uly, @n male-cun, b x anark L. 8§ W eg-nscus, hus x merk LK
Lpottud Enpe e x mark L8 Hah hah stoore tee, bivx mark |15
Stoop-toop-mn or Cul har, Jus x Eee-maaht sin pooh hie x mark L. A
mar] L. &] Tow wish ap 1 E)Ip, hia x mark L
Tah rpoh mob ki, his x mark L.8 Kny-kav mase, hie x mark L&

B Doc. 319, 58-2, vol 2——45
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Amaking Eagle, Ik x tuark L a] Kole-kole td ky, lua x mark LH
St v tiwahobe b mmk [ oW In mot-tutekali ky, s x mark L.H
Howd no tab kun his x mark L8] Muhseedher, bin'x mark L n
Tow wah w e hw x mark LA (rearge, his x mark R
Wabpt tih whoshe hisx annrk [t s Nackeel 1t nuny ho, bis x mark (3]
Boul Nechdaer 2us x park L 8] Buy jveeoum, fua X tunrk L3
hovehun i kut, lns x mark L8y Wistaws onl, bus » jnerk 1A
A1 hinx mark L 81 Kykywsootelum Jusx mark Ta
P'ec oo g whi i, bie x mark 8] hoki-utiy nee, his x marle (Y
Fee 0o pee 101 tom, bie x mark LA kwin to kow, hts x mark L on
Bu poame ki, hig x sk [ ] Poo wee au ap tab hid x mark 1n b
Hab hah sthl at e, usx mark [1 8 Weeat-bont ] palp, has x mnrk (5 4
boc vehe mnnte, fus % ark LE) Poooo poe gl palp, bie x ack (Lo
Woe e by, b x ark L 8] Wah tas tun wannee, b x mark 1.8
Ducalnbtmn s x mark L&l Tuwecs ve, huax mark Ly
Euckoon tic Jux x mark L] Tu e win bab koose-rin, hinx mark [I.. §
Ip-tut i moosi, hie x mark Loa T Hab talee ki, hie x mark L.t
Jason oy x mark (A

Signcd and seulcd in presnee of us—

Jomen Dily meunitary of traatien Wiu Mclivan,

W T Ges C Runlord
Wm € McKay, seerutury of tron- C Chirouse, 0 M T
s (3 1 M Cler Pandoay,
WP Tappan, sub-Indinn agunt, Lawrenes hap,
Wallam Cruge i rpreter, W H Iearsan

A D Immbura, nterpreter

TREATY WITH THE CHOCTAW AND CHICKABAW, 1855

fune 2 Jn

— Avtecles af ap cament and conventron between the United States and th
1t S,

A N Chent tuterr sl ek asaw ) ihes uf Induns, made and concludod at th
LY

el of Wadkington, the twenty second day of June, 4 D one theu
sand erght londof and firy Jroey by George W Muny Ry Ol -
miwioner o the part of the l;gutca' States, Hoter P Patclz‘?ynn, Loreted
Lulsen, Sumuel Carlend, amd Do W Lewts, commassioners on. the,
part of the Choctasrs, and Felmund Pickens and Samypson Folsom,
comansnoners on the part of the Clrclasuirs
Vemaublh Whertas, the politieal conneetion beretofore exmisting hotween the
Choctaw and the Chicknsuw tribes of Indmos, has piven rise to unkzppy
and injurons dissenszonsand controversies winong them, which rend‘ér
hecessnzy 4 re adjustment of their relations to each other and to the
United States and

Wheras the United States drsire that the Choctaw Indwns shall
relinquich all ol umn to uny terrtory west of the one hundredi) degree
of west lengitude, and ‘also to make provision fyr the permanent
s ttlemont wathin the Choetaw country,of the Wichitaand certam other
tribes or bands of Indwens, for whagl oui pose the Choctawsand Chicka,
swa are willing to lens, on tee vumhle terme, to the United States,
that portron of!‘thclr cominon territory which 19 west of the minety
enght‘h degries of weet longitude and
Antep 110 W herean, the Choctaw s contend, that, by a Just and fur construetion

of the tiraly of % ptember 27, 1840, they'wie, of right, entitlud to the

net mocccds of the lands coded by them to the United States, under
anul tieaty, nnd huve proposcd that the guestion of their rght to the
suene, togethe t witl 1he whale subjeet mattor of their unwettlod claim-s,
whether national or ndn idual, agumst the Unsted blates, arsmgr
under the varous provisions of sad treaty, shall be referred to the
Sinate of the Unit d States for final adjudicatiion anid adjustment, and
whercus, 1t 13 necessary for the sinplibcation and better understanding

4 'ﬂ 'Jf
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Attest
Gen W G Gatty, colonel Thirty seventh  Tlieo l} lglndd.o::mlul Statcn Indin
1 fnr Mo,
lAI:-{r‘::"u" brovet majorgenersl U & leag:n\hzlnre revet mejor anl cosn
B & iiobem breset Lrigadier genesal riRzaTy olauimru-nae. L & Armn

B Anny, lieutenant-colonel Thaird  James ¥ \‘.(-edl’ brevet majoratsd st

Coaep sieRe, brer 3 B eeRnd tatsrprier
Teutenamt-col muerland in
onel, uurzcgiTJ. & A:mv Witham Veux, chaplun U & iry
s

TREAYY WITH THE EASTERN BAKD SHOSHONI AND
BANNOCE, 1868

July 3, 1A rliclen of a treaty made and condluded at Jort Bredger, Utah Torm
5%t 63 4 ti:‘ y m{tﬁa tiar% day of July, 1n the year af our Lovd ene Mr}nmand
Ureitcd b Okt Rundred and stzty eight, by and betwien the umfersag?u mmd

JoelWim A ¥ 3 eumers on the purd of the Untted States, and the wnde, f;qné’
wr chiefx and kead men of and reprowenteng the Shoskaree (eawter i baned)
and Bunnack tribes of Indiny, they being duly authorzed to act 10

the pruneses

e wud drend From tlug day forward pesce between the partier to this
SO Lro:t]..;ﬂ;hl‘n?llfore\cr contmu:’e The Government of the mvlll}‘cdl b&atc:
dewres pence, and 1ta honor 18 hereby pledged to keepat Et ndimn
desie prace, and they heichy phidge then honor to manaIm 1 h
pmabr awone  1f bl men mnong the whites, or among other people su J](-(ﬁ]lo t| :
P 1T Finied nuthonity of the United States, shall comunst any ron wpon the pe .
s o praperty of the Indians, the Lmted States will, upon proo
mule to theagent and forwarded to the Commtsstone of ]ndr:in Af mri:
at Waslungton Oity, proceed st once to cause the offender to :1‘
nriestud and pumshed according to the [aw~ of the 1 mited State~ an
ulse re suburse the wmjured person for the loss sustained I
(imomg che Indiesy If Dadd men ameng the Indiuns shall commit & wrong or ]de Uiy :u%n
Faliei a7l ™ upon the person or property of amy one, nhite, black - or In sl
ect to the anthotity of the United States, and at peace therews ) te
}ndnms berein named soleminly agree that they will, on proo]f n{? :-ud
therr ngrent and natice by hun, deliver up the » rong-daer ta the mh
State, to be tiied and pumished according to thelaws, and 1n mss:dt fe}
wufully refuse so to do, the person njured shall be re imbur: o or
hig Tous frow the annuities or other money s due or to beé:ome’ u;‘ t;
thun under thua o1 other treaties mud‘e with the United LtatEaAE n
Mieniar sxerall the Prewident, on sdvising with the Commissioner of Indian Afair,
ine dames shajl prescribe such rules and regulations fo1 ascertminmg damages
under tho provisions of this article ag 10 hia Judgment mas ; propir
But no !:UQE damages shall be adjusted and pud unti! thoroughis e:lnm
med and pessed upon by the Commusstoner of Indian Aflaits, and no
one sustaining loss while violating or because of his 1 :olath the pro
1151008 of this freaty o1 the laws of the United States, shall be reim
efor
Reservation bu:;:;l]t]:;l2 1t 13 apreed that wheneser the Dannacks desire o t}'s(‘}t
vation to he set apart for their use, or whenever the Prewident of the
Lmted States shall deem st advisable for them to he put upon a r‘}q )
vation, be sball cause 8 switable one to be selected for tbm}llmﬂtl']m
resent countty , which shall embrace reasonable portions of the “Purt
Q( uf und “Kannras Prare” countries, and that, when this reser atinn
5 deddnied, the Umited States will gecure (o the Bannacks th& s
11zhia and privilepes therein, and make the same and Like expedn lturc;
therein fur thear benefit, except the agency-house and res: gnc&h&;
agent, 1n proportion to their nembers, a3 herein provided fot;lt fe l.l. o
shonee 1eservation  The United States faxther agrees that the follo
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ingr dustiict of country, to wit Commencing at the mouth of Ow] Creek Boundarles.
anﬁ 1unning due nou{h to the crest of the divide between the Sweet-
water and Papo Amie Rivers, thence alonghthe crest of sard din de and
the summunt of W ind River Mountains to the longitude of North Fork
of Wind River, thence due north to mouth of emd North Fork and
up 1ta channel to a_pont twenty miles shove its moutb, thence ma
strught hine to head-waters of Owl Creek and along middle of channel
ofB=1Lenek Lo place of begrarung, shall ha and the same 1a seb apart
for the absolute and undisturbed use and oceupation of the Shoshonee
Tndinna herem named, and for such other friendly tribes or mdividual
Inding as from tme to time they may be wﬂlmg, with the consent
of the United States, to admit amongst them, and the United States .
now solemoly agrees that no persons except those herein devignated (Ao ot to malie
aud authorized 50 to do, and except such officers, agents, and employés
of the Government ns may be authorized to enter upon Indian reser-
‘ations in discharge of duties enjoieed b{ lgw, shall ever be peroitted
to pass over, settle vpon, or reside 1n the territory described 1n this
article for the use of emd Indisns, and henceforth they will and do
hereby 1elinquish all title, claims, or nights 1 and to any portion of
the terrtory of the United States, except such pa 18 embraced within
the lunits aforesmid Butdines 10 1
ArTicLE 3 The United States aprees, at1ts own Proper expense, t0 g e by che Ualcd
construct at & smtable pomnt of the Shoshones Teservation a ware- Siies.
bouse or atore-room for tho use of the agentn storan ﬁoods belonging
to the Indians, to cost not exceeding two thousand dollars, an agency
bwlding for the residence of the agent, to cost not excecding three
thousand, & residence for the physician, to cost not more than two
thousand dollars and five other buildings, for a carpenter, farmer,
blachsnuth, miller, and engineer, each to cost not excecding tw o thou-
sand dollars, also s srhoolﬁmusa or mission building 60 soon as a suffi
cient number of children can be 1nduced hy the agent toattend school,
whih ehall not cost exceeding twenty-five hundred dollars
The United Statea aprees further Lo canae to be erccted on gud Sho. ik
shonee reservation, near the other buildings berein authorired, o good
stowin cirenlat-«aw mll, with & grist it andshingle machino attad lied,
the same to cost not more than eight thousand dollars
ArticLE4 The Indians heremn nnmed apree, when the agency house [ Besrmaop o e
and uther bmldings shall be constructed on their reseryations nzmed, Indlans
they will make said reservations therr permanent home, and they will
mnke no permanent xettlementelsewhere, but they shall havethomght
to hunt on the unoccupied Iands of the Umted States 8o long as
may be found thereon, and eo long as peace submats among the whites
and Indians on the borders of the huntmE districta
Anmicee 5 The United States agrees that the agent for said lodiang , Agent to make bis
ghall 1n the future make g home at the agency building on the Sho- where
shonee reseriation, but shall direct and supervise affurs on the Ban-
nack reservation, and shall keep an office open at all times for the
urposc of prompt and diligent mc}ulry 1nto such matters of complairt
Er and against the Indinns Bsmay fio presented for 1 estigation under
the piovisions of their tieaty strpulations, as also for the Trithful dis-
charge of other duties enjoined by law ~ In all cases of depredation
on person o1 property he shall causo the evidence to be taken 10 writ-
ing and fornarded, together with his finding, to the Commssioner of
Indian Aflmirs, whose decison shall be binding on the parties to this
treaty
ArticLE 6 If any wndividual belooging to said tribes of Indians, o1 , Beads of failie:
lepally 1ncorparted with them, bewng the head of a family , sball desire farmizg mia; “eelert
to tommenea farming, he sball have the privilege to select, 1n the pres-
ence pnd with the assistance of the agent then 1n charge, & tract of
land within the reservation of his tnbe, not exeseding three hundred

O’ﬂ']
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and tuenty acres m extont, wluch truct so relected, certiied o

s ectot seehrclee recorded 1 the * land-book,™ as herein directed, shall cease o be hntll:{
n comnon, but the same may be occupied and held m the exclusne
possession of the person selecttng 1t, amd of his family, so long a~ b

Peromnotbiadsot ™ they may continue to cultivate .

Phiin] Any porson over. Fearsof age,met 4hredead of 1 T
sly, mny 1n like manner select and cause to be certified to him or her
for purposes of cultnation, & quastity of land not exceedang erghty

e acres 1n extent, and thereug:n be entitled to the excluwn e posse-aon

o e aeer of the same as above descuibed  For each tract of lond so selected n

et ol recordcd - 8 corlificate, contuning s descrtption thereof, and the name of the pri-
san relecting 3t, with & cortaficate mdorsed thereon that the sanre has

been 1ecorded, sbull ba delnered to the party entitled to 1t b the
agent, after the rame shall have been recorded by ham m a book to lie

Lept an his ofhee subject to anspection, which smid book shall be hnown

as the ** Shoshone (eastern Land) and Bauuich land book

The Pre-adent may &t any timo ovder & surs ey of these resers atsone,
and when so sur ey ed Congressehall pron ide for protecting the 1ights
of the Indian settlers in these improy ements, and mnay fix the chara-
ter of the title beld by each  The United States may pass such [ans
on the subject of alienation and descent of property a~ between Indians,
and on all subjects connected with the goiernment of the Indian< on
smd reservations, and the internal poltce thereof, as may be thought
pojer

& sl Pineen © Awrite T In order to mnsure the enilization of the tribes enterin s

o) Into thus treaty, the peceswty of education 1s ndmrtted, enpecralh of
such of them a8 are or may Le settled on said egrcuttural reser o
tions, nnd they therefore pledge themseles to cotapel then <hildien
mule und fumule, between the nges of six and sixteen years, to attend

s of agunt school, and 1t 18 hereby made tge daty of the agent for said Indians
to see thot tlns stipulation 1 strictly complied with, and the United
el . blates agiees that for every thurty cluldren between seid ages who
wanen o *" ean be indured or compelled to attend school, a house shall be pro.
vided and » tencher competent to teach the elementary branches of
an Enghsh education shall be furmshed, who will reside among snid
Indmns and faithfully discbarge his or her duties as 8 teacher  The

cerde and agrigy POVISIONS B this articte to continue for twenty years

1utal Implemeni ARTIcLL b W hen the head of & famly or lodge shall have selected
lands and 1eceived his cerbificate as ngove directed, and the agent
thall be satished that he sntends in good faith to commence eultinatin
the rorl for a h'rmig, be shall be entitled to recen e seeds and agm-uE
tursl implements for the first year, i value one bundred dollary, and
for euch succeeding jear he shall continue to farm, for & period of
three yenrs more, he shall be eatitled to recens o eeeds and implements
85 aforesaid 1n value twenty -fve dollars per annum

popwirmtionsiodrs  And 1t s further stipulated that such persons as comimence farmin
shull recene sastructions from the farmera herewr provided for, an
wheneyver more than one hundred persons on either reseriation <hall

seeundllak mi b epter npoen the cultivation of the soil, & sccond blacksmith shall be

Dot af antaa POV wled, with such 1rop, steel, and other material as my be required

fntin of oy s ABRTICLE @ In Liea of all sums of money or other annuities provided

snnuiths to be paid to the Indians berein namwed, under any and &l treatu s
heretofore made with them, the United States agrees to deliser at the
agency house on the reservation herein proudegrfor, on the first day
:n Ss:ptembar of each year, for thirtv jears, the following articles,
0 W1

Clothing etc, For each male person over fourteen years of age, 8 swt of good
substantial woollen clothing, consmsting of cont, bat, pantaloons, flan
nel shirt, and a pair of woollen socks, for each female over twelst

years of age, a ffannel alurt, or the goods necessary to make it, a patr

“urvey

Allenation snd e
séuat of properly
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of woollen hoye, twelve yurds of ealico, and twelve yurds of cotton
dospesty s
For the boys and girls under the ages named, such flannel and cot
ton gouds 19 may be needed w make each s suit 13 aforcsmd, togother
with u puir of woollen hove for each
And i order thyt the rof duden Affams wmay be dbly S
to estimate properly for the articlos herein named, 1t shll be the duty
of the agent each y ear to forward to funt a full and exact censusof the
Indians, on whicli'the estrmate from 3 ear to year ean bo bused, and 1n
addition to the (lothing heten name , the sum of ten dollurs shall be
ennustly appropriated for each Indian roaming and twenty dollars for
each Indian enpaged 1n nil wculture, for a period of ten years, to be
used by the Secretary of the Interior 1 the purchase of sich miticles
as from time to truse 'the condition snd necessities of the Indinus mny
indicate to be proper  And)f at any time withm the ten yearsatghyl] ey bechenged
appear that the amount of money needed for Jothing undér thisarticlg
cin be appropriated to betlor uses for the tribes herein named, Con-
Eress may by Inw change the g; propriotion to other purposes, but 1n
Ao event shall the amount of this appropriation be withdiawn o dis.
controued for the period nemed  And tho President shall annually | Amg omcer o ut
detail un officer of the Armn to be ?reaent and attest the delnery of ee - "o YIEls
ull the goods herein named to the ndians, and be shall inspect and
Ee rtaon the quantity and quality of the goodsand the wmanner of they
elivery
ABTICLE 16 The United States herehy agrees to furnish anmunlly FEricin eachen
to the Indians the physeian, teachers, )cnrg nter, mtifer, engmeef’, cramer e
farme, and blachsmith, 2s helen contemplated, and that such appro-
gmtmns shall be made from time to tune, on the estimntes of the
secrelary of the Interior, s will be sufficient to employ such persong
ARTICLE 11 No treaty for the cession of any poition of the reser. , Cowion of vacns
sations herern desersbed w hick noay be held 1n common shall be of any tnieses o Y44
force or vahdity s apainst the said Indians, uniess exceuted and ugned
by at lenst & majonaty of all the sdult male Indians occup) ang or inter-
ested 1n the same, and no cession bi the tribe shzll ba und%ratood or
construed 1n such manner as to deprive without his consent, any
ndvidusl member of the tribe of i3 right to any tract of land selected
by bim as provided 1n Artiele 8 of this treaty
ARTICLE 12 1t 13 sgrreed that the sumof fie handred doliary anny-
ally, for three years trom the date when the Lommence to cultnats
s farm, shall be expended m presents to the ten persons of said
tiibe who, 10 the Judgment of the agent, may grow the most valuable
eraps for the respectiy e imr
ARTICLE 13 1t 13 further apreed that untyl such time as the agency -
butldings are established on the Sboshones reser:ation, their nuont.
shall reside at Fort Bridger, U T, and their snnurties shall be dehy-
ered to them at the same place 1 June of each year
N G Taylor, SEAL
W T Sherman, [sr.\t ]
Licutenant-General
W 8 Marmey, (sear
John B Sunborn, fspar
S F Tappan SEAL
C C Augur, RFAL
Brevet Major Goneral, U § Army, Commissioners
Alfred H Terry, [sEAL))
Brigadier-General and Brey et Major Geners), Il? 5. Army

Attest
A S H Whte, Secretary,

Prescuta for most
valuadle rrops,

oY%y
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Aup 13 thos

15 Sinte gy
Ralifled *uhy 16
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b Friclatme! Feb 2
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Allolmen.

TREATY WITH THE NEZ 1rRCEs, 1808

bhoshones
Wanh a-lae, his x mark
Waou ny-pitz, brs x ronrh
Toup we po wot, his x muk
har-kok; 15 x mark
Tahoonsne ya, ts x mark

azeel, s x mark

Pan to she ga, his x mmk
Minny-Brtan, his x mark

Bannacks
Tuggree, his x mark
Tay to ba, hi9 x mnrk
We st ze won-a gen, v x ini b
LCov sha gan, Tiaa x 1ot b
Pan sook 2 motse,  his x mork
A wile etse, B x mnrk

Witnesscs

Henry A Morrow,
Lieutenant-Colonel Thiety mxth Jufantsy and
Brevet Colonel I' & Army Commandmg Fort Bridger
Luther Manpa, United States Indian agent.
W A Carter
J Van Allen Caiter, tterprete:

TREATY WITH THE XEZ FERCES, 1868

W heres eertain amendments are desired by the Nez Perod tribw of
Indinns to their treaty comluded at the council ground 1z the 1alli+ of
the L, 1n the Tesritory of W ashington on the math day of June
1 the yeal of on, 1o1d one thousand oght hundred and aixts three,
nnd wherend tho United States ars willing to nssent to sanl amend
ments at s theiefowe agreed by and between Nathantel & Tuxlor,
comiuisioner, o tle past of the Umted States, thercuntoduly suthor
1zed and Lawver, T mothy, and Jason, chiefs of and tribe, nkso being
thereunto duly authorized, 1n manner apd form following, thot 15 to say

Anmcnt 1 Thot ail lands embraced within the Limits of the traet set
apart for the exclusi e use and benefit of sard Indwmns by the 2d article
of said tieats of June 9th, 1863, which are sascepiible of cultivation
and sutable for Indian farws, which are not pow occupred by the
Umited States for military purposes, or which are not requied for
arency or other buildings an é)urpom provided for by exsting treaty
stipulations, shall be surveyed s provided 1n the 34 article of smd
treaty of June 9th, 1863, sud as soon ns the allotments shal be plowed
and fenced, and ag soon as achools shall be established as provided by
exlsting treaty stipulativns, such Indians now residing outsule the
reseristion as may be decided upon by the agent of the tribe and the
Indians themsels es, shal] be remored to nnt{;localed upon sllottments
within the reservation  Proveded, Aewerer, That 1o case there should
not be g sufficient quantity of suitable Jand within the boundaries of
the severvation to provide allotments for those now thero and those
residing outside the boundaries of the same, then those resuding out
ade or as many thereof as sllotments cannot bs provided for, may
remmn upon the landy now occupled and rmproved by them, provided,
that the land so ocoupred dova not eaceed {wenty aeres for esch and
erery male person who shall Beve attaned the age of twenty -one
yeirs or 18 the bead of a family, and the tenure of thoae remaining
upon lands outside the reservatian shall be the same 89 15 provided
sald 3d article of said treaty of June 9th, 1863, for those receiving
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December 18, 1985

Forest Supervisor
Salmon National Forest
P.0. Box 729

Salmon, Idahe 83467

Dear Sirs-

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the following
documentss

1, The Proposed Forest Plan,
2. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement {DEIS).
3. The Appendices to the DEIS, and

4. A map packed containing maps pertinent to both the DEIS and the
Propoged Forest Flan.

There are no comments forthcoming from this office at this time.

Sincerely,

Stanley N. Hobson
State Conservationist Thadl W E

(27, 4 QN
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NELO LTGRO

Tha Sod Conservabon Serace
5 ar agency of the
Department ot Agncutiure

United States Forest Salmon PO Rov 720
Department of Service Natzonal c41mon, 1D %34ART
Agriculture Forest

Reply to 1920

Date

Stanley N Hobson, State Conservationist
USDA~S01] Conservation Service

304 North 8th Street, Room 343

Boise, Idahe 83702

Dear Mr Hobson

Thaok you for taking the time to review the Proposed Land Management Plan and
Drafr Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon Wational Forest,

In our judgment, the selected alternative provides for a balanced program
of activities and outputs More specifically, the selected management plan
will insure that sufficient habatat potential i1s available to meet the
Idaho Department of Fash and Game's objectives for bip game, anadromeus
fish and resident faish It encourages the legitamate exploration and
extraction of leasable and locatable mimerals, improves the quality of
reereation experzences, and provides for pleasing visual landscapes and a
quality wilderness experaience in the Frank Church--River of We Return
Wilderness, Selected portions of the Forest will be manaped for
semi-primitive motorized and semi-primitive nonmotorized user experiences
Equally important, the management plan provades for a level of Livestock
grazing consistent with the agraiculture base and rural lifestyle of Lemha
County and the surrounding area Timber harvest 1s maintained at a level
consistent with other resource objectives and economic feasibality., The
preferred alternative was selected after consaderation of both priced and
nonpriced costs and benefits. In our opinion it provides for the greatest
net public benefit consadering both current and expected future uses of the
Forest.

Thanks again for reviewing our Plan.

Sincerely,

RICHARD T. HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

FS 8200 29(7 82}
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Advisory RECEIVED ;
Council On HOV LY 1986 \@)
Historic PLANNING AND BUDGERR] 1 M€
Preservation s N—
The Old Post Office Building Reply to 730 Simms Street, Reom 450 [JE 2‘ ‘85
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW #809 Golden, Colgrade 80401
Washington DC 20004

wog ACHON O3
November 13, 1985 gﬁr “~ :3 :‘5;

i
Mr. J. Stan Tixier é% 135235
Intermountain Region A 1334846
U. 5. Forest Service —tcr e
324 25th Street e ge.

Ogden, UT 84401

REF: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (EIS)
Dear Mr. Tixier:

We have received and reviewed the referenced dogument and are
pleased to find that the protection of cultural rescurces has
been given broad consideration in planning.

One point of uncertainty exists, however, Page IV-51 refers to
"3 major powerline raight-of-way over Lemhi Pass (a National
Historic Landmark) as a designated util:ty corrador." It is our
understanding that only designation of the right-of-way has
occurred, to date, and that no powerline or other service
facility has yet been put 1n place. Wording at the end of the
passage on page IV-51 concerning "...the pass where the powerline
erosses..." c¢auses confusion n the matter. We request
clarification on this point, ind suggest that the final EIS
elearly document the status of decision-making concerning the
introduction of utility lines o~ other service facilities in or
adjacent to the Lemhi Pass National Historic Landmark.

We look forward to working with you furtner as the final EIS is

developed. If you have any question, or If we can be of any
further asailstance at this time, please contact Pean Shinn at FT3
776-2682.

Sincerely,

Robert Fink
Chief, Western Division
of Project Review

United States Forest Salmon P,0. Box 729
Department of Service Natienal Salmon, ID 83467
Agriculture Forest

Reply to 1920

Date*

Robert Fink, Chief

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Western Division of Project Review

730 Simms Street, Room 450

Golden, Colorade 80401

Dear Mr. Fank

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Land Management Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon National Forest,

There are two existing powerlines running roughly east-west through the Lemhi
Pass Nationzl Historic Landmark. One was constructed in the 1940's and 1s
located within a 40-foot wide Easement for Transmissiob Line on Natiotal
Forest Land The second was completed 1n 1982 and 1s authorized under a
Special Use Permit for Electric Tramsmission Line  This authorization is for
a strip 100 feet wide The enclosed map shows the boundary of the Landmark
and the approximate locations of the existang powerlines.

The dascussionh ot page IV-51 of the DEIS was aintended to highlight the fact
that, although powerlines exist in this area, 1t would be undesirable from a
cultural resources standpoint to further apply an official desagnation as a
"utilaty corridor" which could lead to further concentration of service
facilities through the National Historic Landmark

We hope this elarifies the existing situation at Lemhi Pass

Sincerely,

RICHARD T HAUFF
Forest Superviscr

FS 6200 28{7 82)
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U 5 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
REGION TEN
Room 312 Mohawk Building
7068 § W. Third Avenue
Portland, Oregon 972014

&
Har(

December 6, 1985

IN REPLY REFER TG

HPP-010.3

Mr Richard T Hauff, Fores
Salmon Naticnal Forest

P 0. Box 729
Salmeon, Idaho &3467

Jupervisor

Dear Mr Hauff

Federal Highway Administiratioen, Region 10, has reviewed the draft
environmental impact statement for the Payette National Ferest Land
and Resource Management Pian and offers the following comments for
your consideration

U 5 highway Route 93 and 28, which are on the Federal-aid highway
system, are withain Salmon National Forest Quite often such highways
in National Forest areas do not have defined right-of-way. To make
highway improvements with FHWA funds on the above route, or any Forest
Highway System routes which may use any lands designated as
recreation, requires a determination by FHWA that there is no other
feasible and prudent alternative than the selected proposal Without
an adequately defined right-of-way, this has, i1n samilar sxtuations,
caused considerable delay in project implementation and increased
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 wath the
government officials having operating responsibilities for that rcute

Ideally, 1n any area designated recreation by you, the designated

right-cf-way should be of sufficient width to allow bradge, replace-
ments, roadway widening, or elimination of safety. hazards such as bad
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Unaited States Forest Salmon P O, Box 729
Department of Service National Salrmon, ID  B3467
Apraculture Forest

Reply to 1920

Date

M. Eldon Green. Regional Administrator
Federal Highway Admanistration, Region Ten
708 8 W Third Avenue, Room 312 Molawk Bldg.
Portland, Oregon 97204

Dear Mr. Green

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Land Management

Plan and Draft Envircmmental Impact Statement for the Salmon Nationial
Forest.

Your concern about Federal highwayz throwugh National Forestz with no
defined right—of-way is very pertinent to the Salmon National Forest
Our i1nvestigation shows that otily 3.4 miles of these highways have
defined raght-of-way, while approxamately 23 miles do not

At present we have a Memorandum of Understanding waith the Idaho
Department of Transportation This document covers the granting of
right-of-way. and the coordination needed to avoid uhnecessary delay
It should not be necessary to address this problem in the Final EIS
We plan to contact the appropriate officials in the Idaho Department
of Transportation about the raght-of-way for the remaining 23 miles of
highway.

Responses like yours were helpful in preparang the final Plan
thanks for taking the time to provade us withk your thoughts

Again,

Sincerely,

RICHARD T RAUFF
Forest Superviser

F5 8200 258(7 92}
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curves. Roadway improvements within a defined corridor designated for
highway ase do not require a 4(f) determination, NEPA action will
apply to all highway improvements

Sincerely,

M. Eldon Green
Regional Administrator

ik

7 J. Valach, Director
ffice of Planning
& Program Development
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U5 Depaortment Northwest Mountain Region 17904 Pacihc Highway South
of iansportaticn Colarada Idahe Montana C 68565

OQregon Ulah Warhingt Seallle Wastunglon 98168
Fedoral Aviation dyanmg e "
Administration
L I W

Mr Richard T Hauff

Forest Supervisor, Salmon National Forest
P 0. Box 729

Salmon, Idaho

Near Mr Hauff

We have reviewed your draft environmental impact statement for the
Salmon National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan and do
not foresee any wmpact on aviation or 1ts activities

Thank you for the opportynity to review your proposal

Sincerely,

fonnodhh o essens

Joseph W Harrell
Policy and Planning Officer

United States Forest Selmon P.0O. Box 729
Department of Service National Salmon, ID 834067
Agriculture Forest

Reply to 1620

Date

Joseph W. Harrell

Polaicy and Planning Officer
Federal Aviation Admimistration
17900 Pacifie Highway South
C-68966

Seattle, Washington 98168

Dear Mr Harrell

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Land Management Flan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the S5almon National Forest

In our judgment, the selected alternpative provides for a balanced program of
activities and outputs More specifically, the selected management plan will
znsutre that sufficient habhxtat potentiel 12 avazlable to meet the Idaho
Department of Fish and Game's objectives for big game, anadromous fish and
resident figsh It encourages the legitimate exploration and extraction of
leazable and leocatable minerals, improves the quality of recreation
experignces, and provides for pleasing visual landscapes and a qualaty
wildernees experience in the Frank Church--River of No Return Wilderness.
Selected portions of the Forest will be managed for sema-primitive motorized
and semi-pramitive nopmotorized user experiences. Equally important, the
management plan provides for a level of lavestock grazing consistent with the
agriculture base and rural lifestyle of Lemhi County and the surrounding
area, Timber harvest 1s maintained at a level consistent with other resource
objectives and economic feaszbilaty The preferred alternative was selected
after consideration of both priced and nonpriced costs and benefits, In our
opinion it provides for the greatest net public benefit consideraing both
current and expected future uses of the Forest

Again, thanks for taking the time to provide us with your thought.

Sincerely,

RICHARD F. HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

FS 8200 28(7 B2)
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
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Richard Hauff, Supervisor RE;W i : 34 ; g
Salmon National Forest 12 3¢5

Post Office Box 729
Salmon, ldaho 83467

|

D .
sy

Dear Dick

I appreciate the opportunity te comment on the proposed Land and Resource Management

Plan for the Salmon National Forest

I have enclosed comments from those state agen-

cies which have intensively reviewed the plan, and I urge your serious consideratzen
of their recommendations

There are several aspects of your preferred alternative which I can support  The
proposed campground sites, boat launches and trailheads are recreational developments
needed for future Forest visitors, as are the proposed semi-primitive areas [ also
support maintaiming a viable range program and providing an adequate tamber supply

within the current constraints of federal law

My cancerns with your propesed

approach are as follaws

1)

2}

3}

&)

5)

The present net value (PNV) calculated for the proposed alternative 1s marginal-
ly positive and at the lower end of the economic scale relative to other alter-
natives  Additional non-comnodity values should be incorporated to provide a
more balanced, public-oriented program Alternatives 7-11 should be closely
examined for therr economic strengths in this area

I support continued timber management on the Salmon Natiomal Forest to adequate-
ly supply the local mill recently reopened by worketr imitiative Sti1ll, to
better justify proposed activities, improved resource information should be
presented in the final plan  Suitable fimber lands, key wildlife habitats and
sensitive riparian areas should be identified and mapped to 1llustrate how
potential resource conflicts are being resolved through appropriate management
prescriptions I support your proposal to close new legging roads following
completion of timber harvest to protect wildlife Entering inte a cooperative
road closure program with the Idaho Department of Fish and Game would further
address concerns regarding wildlife/timber compatibility

A semL-primitive mon-motorized prescription should be instituted on the Forest
and applied to appropriate sections of the West Big Hole and Lemhis Range
roadless areas

The Department of Parks and Recreation 1s concerned with less of trails to road
constrection and the lack of emphasis on National Trarls and trail meintenance
on the Forest I support providing quality trails and interpretive services to
Forest visitors as they seek an array of dispersed recreation experiences
A cumulative impacts analysis on key watersheds should be performed on the For-
est as suggested by the Division of the Envirooment I encovrage the addition
of stream data necessary to establish a satisfactory water momitoring program
and stream classification system

)

United States Forest Salmen P.0. Box 729
Depatrtment of Service National Salpon, ID B3407
Agricuiture Forest

Reply to  189ZC

Date

Honoreble Cecil D. Andrus
Governor of Idaho

Office of the Governor
State Capitol

Boige, Idako 82720

Dear Gavernor Andrus

Thas letter 16 1n response to the letter received {rom Governor Evans
regarding the Salmon National Forest's Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

In the present net value econemic analysis, willingness-to-pay values atc
used to compute the benefits associated with wildlzfe, figh and recrizt.cn
outputs  These willingnecs—to-pay valugs are estimates of what certain
amenities gre worth im the ahsence of established market valuec. Cn the
other hand, timber benefits are based on actual cash flow it and ocut of the
Treasury No other resources are valued solely on this basis  If they
were, most 1f not all programs would appear te be pocr econcmic
investments. Important benefits sssociated with timber harvest con the
Salmon lational Forest are not considered in the economic analysis.
Employment, income, and community stability bemefits are not recognized as
benefits in the present net value znalysis, but they are recognized as
nonpraiced ouipuis. The prefezred alternataive was selected after
consadering botk przced and nonpriced costs and benefits. We believe 1t
provaides the greatest nmet public benefat  Such noncommedity benefits as
develcped reecreation were not proposed at higher levels because the
proposal more than satisfied expected demand, Should demand turn cut to be
higher than predicted, we do have the abilzty te provide additional
opportunitles 1n many areas.

In regard to Governor Evans' question on additiocnal rescurce infcernatich, a
descriptzon of the legal, physical, and biclogical criteria used to
i1dentafy tentatively suxtable lands was included in the AMS  The Salmon
Natiopal Forest used thear procedures and guadelines completing the
suztabality classification. The preparation of detailed suitazble/
unguitable land stratification maps was considered to be proh.bitively
costly. Similarly, many other resources were analyzed and mapped to
display resource values on a forestwide bas:s Some of these maps include
visual resources, soil-water, old growth wildlife habitat, key summer and
winter range for big pame, and transportation planning, These maps are
available for review of the Salmon National Forest Supervisor's Office, but

F5 0200 2017 82)
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Superviser Richard Mauff
January 24, 1986
Prge Two

The National Torest Mabagment Act clearly requires our National borests to abade by
multiple use and sustaiped yield concepts--and to be cost-effective 1in doing so
Given the resource ind budget limitations which currently constrain commedily oukputs
on the Salmen, 1t 1s rmpartaat to recegnize and support a» balanced public use of
Forest resources 1n the final plan

My best to you and your staff as you proceed in these important planning efforts

A 5nee.

Siacerely
-
-

{

JOHN V' FVANS
GOVLRNOR

JVE p

cc Jerry Conley, Director
Idaho Department of Fish and Game
Robert Meinen, Director
Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation
Lee Stokes, Administrator
Divis:on of Environment, Department of Health and Welfare

Lrcil D Andrus 2
would have beon too costly to unclude 1n ecch copy of the [115 aud Torg 1t
Plan,

Ve apprecaaste Govorner Evans' support of our road clooure propiam  All
newly constructed roads will be closed, when not actually being used for
tamber barvest or other resource manapgement activitic., unles~ rubstantial
public interest to keep e road open 1e adentaficd tliwugh the procce. a
cutlined zn the National Epvironmental Policy Act (MEPA). Additiuvrol rcead,
trail, and a1ea clesures on the erictaing syttem will be outl.uned in the
Salmon Katiomal Foreot Trauvel Tlan, Thio tiovel plan 1. updatcod
periodically using both public anput &nd informaticn gothized by pson.toiing
the cutrent travel pian  Through this process the travel plun will be
rcvaeed to provide for changes related to fire, tdcreation, timber zalc
ccheduling, firewood githeraing, and range. Wwe work closely with the Idaho
Departuent of L[ish and Game in devesrcping cut 1ravel 1 anagchent Plat W
anticipate the recent legislat.on passed by the Idahe Legislzture, which
provided the authority for the Department of Fish and Came to worl wath us
in our 10ad ¢losure enforcenent program, will be portaicularly helpful

The Lemhi Range Roadless Area Mumber 13903 contains ecreage on beth the
Salmon and Challis National Forests  The Challas har.oral Forest has not
recommended wilderness des:ignation for that portion of the area. The
Salmon National Forgst portion of the Lemha Range Roadless Area will ngt be
recopmended walderness  Eight management prescraiptions will be applied

1 Semi—pramitive rotorized recreation emphasis 1n the head of Big
Tamber Creek and associated drainages,

2,  Semi-primitive motorized on designated routcs in the head of
drainages from the Middle Fork of Little Tamber Creek north to Basin Lake,

3.  Semi-pramxtive monbototlzed recreation emphasis in the head
diaxnages from Bruee Canyon north to Alder Creek,

4,  Anadromous fish emphasis with medium invesiment timber outpuis .o
the Hayden Creek/Bear Valley Creek drainages,

5. Key big pame summer range in the Tobias Creek ares,

6. Medaum investment timber output emphasis from Mill Creek te
Lzttle Sawmill Creek and in the McNutt Creek/Basin Creek drainages,

7 Low investment timber output emphasis in the Gilwmore, Meadow Lake
and Nez Perce areas, and

8. Range management emphasias zn the Swan Basin area.

The Draft Salmon Wational Forest Menagement Plan 1dentified areas within
this roadless ares as semi-primative motorized As a result of public
compents, the final Management Plan will recommend portions as
semi-primitive motorized, porrions as semi-primitive metorized om
desagnated routes, and portaons as semi-primitive ponmotorazed. This 1s am
overall increase of land being menaged as sema-pizmitive an the Lerhi Range
Roadless Area
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COMMENTS
FROM
GOVERNOR JOHN V EVANS
STATE OF IDAHO

Economic Efficaency

The draft plan clearly presents a useful econom:c portrart of the Salmon Na-
tional Forest through its analysis of costs and benefits of various management
activities This analysis, resulting in a present net value (PNV) for each al-
ternative, 1llustrates the high value of non-commodity activities on the Forest
as well as the investment needed to maintain traditional timber and range em-
ployment in the region While such a federal investment 1s beneficial te certain
industries, 1ts contribution to overall community stability should be carefully
evaluated an light of a growing tourism and outdoor recreation industry Because
higher present net values are realtzed in those alternatives emphasizing non-
commodity values, the Salmon National Forest should incorporate additional
amenity values into the proposed plan to provide for a more balanced publie-
oriented program and a higher PNV Alternatives 7-11 should be reviewed for
thetr economic strengths in this area, particularly in roadless acreage and das-
persed recreation opportunities

Resource Information and Conflict Resolution

The key to resolving many management conflicts 15 to clearly ideatify and map
resource 1nformation of particular concern T suggest the final plan contain
maps which point out key summer and winter wildlife range, sensitive riparian
areas, suitable timberlands and mining areas in a manner similar to the range
allotment map provided with the draft plan These resource maps would be useful
in comparing how well various alterpatives and prescriptions protect and/or
utilize existing Forest resources  Alternative 7 propesed 2 number of combina-
tion timber/wildlife prescriptions and protective prescriptions that were not
incorporated in the proposed alternative The fellowing prescriptiens should be
re-examined for their suatability in resolving conflicts in the fainal plan

3A-50, 3A-5E, 3A-3F fnadromons  fish/timberfwildlife prescription at three
levels of timber output

3A-4C Emphasis on anadromous fish and interstate game migration routes

4B-3 Timber prescription with provision for umimpaired movement of big game to
and from key winter range

4C  Ewphasis on maintaining big game migration corridors

SE,-5F Tamber/wildlife habitat prescription at medium and low timber outputs

I support the Forest's proposal to close new logging roads following completion
of timber harvest to protect wildlife Such a practice avoids increasing road
densities wvhere elk security is of prime concern I uwrge the Forest to enter
1nto a cooperative road closure with the Idaho Department of Fish and Game to
further protect Idaho's wildlife resources

Roadless Areas

Although the planners chose not to propose new wilderness, outstanding wilder-
ness gualities have been well-documented on several currently roadless areas on
the Salmon Nataional Torest The Rozdless Area Review in the DEIS Appendix should
provide clear rationale for the decisions made on each roadless umit For the
Lemhis Range a2nd the West Big Holes, I support a semi-pramitive non-motorized
prescription with manageable unit boundaries Existing motorized use should not
be significantly reduced, but definitely lamited to trails where semsitive re-
sources exist Because the Beaverhead National Forest has propased wilderness
for the Montana side of the Continental Bivide, 1t makes good sense to similarly
support wilderness or a semi-primitive non-motorized prescription for the Idaho
side  This would provide a primitive trail experience for hrkers on the Conti-~
nental Divide Trail and best protect the magnificent, high mountain ridges on
the Forest

Cecyl D. Andrus 3,

The West Big Hole Rocadless Area Number 13943 contains acieage on both the
Salmon snd Beaverhead National Feorest. Wilderness decignation ha, bren
recommended for a portien (55,087 acres) of this atea on the Beaverhead
Nationsl Forest, Five management prescraptions will be applied to the
Salmon National Forest porticn

1 Semi-primitive nonmoror:zed along the Continental Divade from the
head of Bradley Gulch, south to Golway Gulck,

2, Semz-primitive metotized along the nid-siope in the Fourth of
July Creek to Sheep Creek area,

3. Semi-pramitive motorized on designated routes only in Carmen
Creek and from the Freeman {reek drainage to Kenney Cieel,

4 Rey bag game winter range emphasas along the lower slepes from
Traal Gulch south to Gold Star Guich, and

5 Emphasis on medium investment timber outputs along the mid-clupe
berween Fourth of July Creek and Little Silverleads and a portiun of herney
Creeh

The Draft Salmon National Forest Management Plun adentafied atcss withan
this roadless area as semi~prinitive moteoriZed. As a result of publac
comments, the final Management Plan wz:ll recommend portions as scni-
prim:tive motorized, portions as ceni-pramitive motorized on desipnated
routes, and pottions as Seml-pramitive nomueterized. Thas 1s an overall
1ncresse of land being managed as semai~primatave 1n tho West Big lWeole
Roadless Area.

We apgree that rcads are no substitute for trails, however, sume a:tec bave
such a high densaty of roads that a satisfying trail experience no lenger
exi1sts In other cases, CRV "enthusiasts™ have Yimpioved" 1le trazl to the
poant where 1t 15 now a jeep track or 4-wheel-diive road In still other
nstances, a road las been constructed an the actual tie1l corrider o1
adjacent and parallel to the rrazl. In all of thesc co-es, available trail
deollars can be much better spent where a satisiying iecieation experaerce
can be provaded. We believe that the reductzons an trail milecge
maintained will be m.ncr and that the system will be well gble to
acconmodate anticipated use  Should use inecrea.e sagnifaicantly above
onpectations, we kave the abailaty to espand the oystem by either reopening
abandoned t:iails or censtiucting new trails

Direction for interpretation of natiomally desigrated trsils 135 cont@ined
in the individusl management plans for each trail, 5o we saw no need to
repeat 1t 1in the Forest Plan. We agiee that natienally significant trails
are a hagh prioraty for available funds and have structured tke Plan tao
give ewmphasis teo wilderness trails and National Scenze and Recreation
trailg outside wilderness The only mejor mew vrzal cersizuction prepcocd
15 for segments of the Continental Divide Rationzl, Scenic T.sil

Cumulative sedimentation analyses were perfeinzed sn all altciratives durang
the development of the preferred action, Major anadrosou. basins were
analyzed indavidually for cumulative sedimentataen and water yicld

changes. Envaronmental factors, such as scil type, cuimate, slopc,
vegetatazve cover and other sagnificant onSite pariccters were uoed to
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I support the Forest's other proposals for semi-primitive areas, but peint out
that the Idaho Department of Fish and Game has requested boundary adjustments in
key elk areas [ agree that roadless protection should be granted to the north-
facing slopes along Sheep Creek, the Salzar Bar area of Hughes Creek, Upper
Anderson Creek and Prerce Creek, and Gant Ridge and Upper Deer Creek

Finally, I support the Forest proposals for ten Research Natural Areas and man-
agement of the Salmon River and Middle Fork Wild and Scenic Corridors

Trails and Interpretave Services

The ldaho Department of Parks and Recreation has shown significant concern with
the plan's lack of emphasrs on hiking and motorized trail systems As visitor
use increases on the Forest, trail construction and maintenance will be of
greater importance The final plapn should include a detailed trail map as well
as a travel plan to show trazils targeted for improvements and those planned for
future construction

I support provision of interpretive services for Forest visiters, including
printed literature, wayside signing and special programs The Forest Service 1is
an important resource in visitor informationfeducation efforts, and T urge your
full cooperation in this role Tourism 1s an important and growing sector of
Idahe's economy which 1s most dependent on public land managers for previding
recreation opportunity and information support

Watershed Protection and Water Quality

Maintenance of water quality on all HNational Forests 1s of utmost concern to
the State of Idaho High quality waters provade blue-ribbon fishing, outstand-
g river recreation, as well as drinking water for many communities  These
beneficial uses are fully protected under state law, and I urge the Salmen Na-
tional Forest to plan for full compliance The Division of Enviromment suggests
that a cumulative impacts analysis be conducted on key watersheds to better
determine how various management activities will affect total water quality I
encourage the Forest to add to the plan the stream data necessary for establish-
10g a stream classification system and a comprehensive water monitoring program
Water 1s the lifeline for Idaho, requaring that all federal and state agencres
work together te ensure that water quality is protected for current and future
generations

Timely Completion of the Final Plan

Since local communities depend heavily on the outcome of this planning process,
I urge the planners te work diligently in compiling the information needed to
complete this plan Those preparing for long-term anvestments need to know what
outputs are projected for the Forest and where the final management emphasis
w1ll be I encourage you and your staff to commit yourselves toward resolving
user conflicts, thereby enabling the Salmon National Forest Plan to be completed
on schedule

{

Ceeal b, fndrus &

detetnine the «ffcets of 1oud cohwtrugtan, and tember barve . Jhe
1clationsliape developied in theee key weteroshede were used tlicughor . tle
reot of the Ferest for genetel guudarce feletzve dene ty of rwad
cunutinction and other actavities an theoe hey woleioleds wan poojicted
onto otter arcer of tie Eorest, so that watecrshed goals and as.cciated
downutream benefircial uses would Le protcoted,

The preferrcd actzon provades general daiect.cn and echeculing of land
activelie.. Ti1ojcet level envitonmental assesements will cont,uue to ure
cumulative assessment techniques as well to evaluate sedimentatien effect
within specific watersheds.

We believe the pelected alternatzve does provide for a halanced progrem of
activities and cutputs HMore speciiically, the selected mznspement plap
w21l ahsure that sufficient habitat potential 1s ava:lable to weet the
Idaho Department of Fash and Game's objectaives for big gane, ansdromous
fish and resident fish., It encourages the legitimate exploration and
extraction of leasable and leocatable manerals, .apreves the quel.ty of
recreation eaperiences, and provades fo1 plessing visual landscapes and a
qualaty wilderness experience in the Franl Church—-Raver o¢f ho Return
Wilderness. Selected portions of the Forest will be nanaged for scma-—
primitive motorized and semi-primitive nonnelorized USEI €rpellences
Equally important, the management plan picvades for a level of livestuck
grazing consistent with the agriculture base and rural lifestyle of Lemhz
County and the surrounding area. Tigber harvest 1s ma:ntained at a levcl
consistent with other resource objectives and economic feasabalaty.

Responses like Governor Lvans' were helpful an piepsiing the fanal Plan.
Again, thanls to Goverpor Evans for takirg the time te prev.de us woth hao
thoughts.

Sincerely,

RICHARD T HAUFF
Forest Superviasor

FS 8200 28|T 82)
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Dear Mr. Hauff

In reviewing the propasals fer ferest plans that have been brought
out fcr review, the most workable one 1s the alternative twelve

as proposed There needs to be a great emphasis put on protecting
existing state water rights and individual rights to such water.
There should be continous concern for the people that are affected
by any decision affecting the resources of the Salmon Forest

Iin considering on golng costs against timber, mineral and water,
the wage, tax base and the well belng of the citizens need to be
addresced. An over-all effect upon not only the people who are
presently living in the community, but alsc those people later
whose livelyhood will be affected. The taxes directly er in-
directly paid by these people need to be considered when deter-
mining the actual benefits to the forest.

The game animals need to be considered, but should be done so with
the domestic animals that use the forest and what the real revenue
generated within the community does as far as keeping the com-
munity 1n the black How much actual tax base and disposable in-
come 1s generated for actual use by the ¢ommunity and state gov-
ernment and not by one agency. No mere wilderness should be
allocated within the Salmon National Forest. Each area needs to
be evaluated for what 1s available and the multiple use concept
should be used. Wilderness does not make any more game animals,
wise use and management will determine the herd populations

Roads 1n any of the forest should be kept to a mainimum. Consid-
eration should be given to whether to close or leave them open
with consideration given for the values and effects of them
over all

)

¥

Unaited States Forest Salmon P.O, Box 729
Department of Service Hlational Salmon, 1D 83467
Apraculture Feorest

Reply te 1920

Date

Honorable Dane H. Watkins
Idahoe Senate

Capitol Building

Boise, Idaho 83720

Dear Mr Watkins®

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Propesed Land Management Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon Mational Forest,

Forest Service policy has been to maintain current stream condatlens, and
recognize State water raghts. Long-term Forest Service policy as stated 1in
the final Plan will be to continue to recogaize all existing water rights
1ggued by the State of Idahe We are also obligated to seek those Federal
water rights (both congumptive and ansteam) which are needed for management
of the Salmonr National Forest

We have tried to develop a Plan which provides for a balanced program of
activaities and outputs More specifically, the selected management plan wall
ensure that sufficient hebitat potential 15 available to meet the Idaho
Department of Fash and Game's objectives for big gawe, anadromous fish and
resident fish It encourages the legitimate exploration and extraction of
leagable and locatable mainerals, ampreves the quality of recreation
experiences and provideg for pleasaing visual landscapes, and a qualaty
wilderness experigence in the Frank Church--River of No Return Wilderness
Selected portions of the Forest will be managed for semi-pramitive motorized
and semi=praimitive nonmotorized user experiences  Equally importent, the
management plan provides for a level of livestock grazing consistent with the
agraculture base and rural laifestyle of Lemhi County and the surrounding

area Tamber harvest 15 maintzained at a level consistent with other resource
objectives and economic feasibility, The preferred slternative was selected
after consaderation of both priced and nonpriced costs and benefits, In our
opinion 1t provides for the preatest net publac benefit considering both
current and expected future uges of the Forest.

Even though we know of no legal requirement to maintain community stability,
there 1s little doubt the National Forest Management Act of 1576, Nataonal
Environmental Policy fct of 1969, and subsequent implementing regulations
require that this ispue be considered an formulating a Forest Plan. Although
community stability or ecomonie development cannhot be ensured by the agency.

F5 5250 2807 B2}
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The cost of running a Forest Wilderness 1s too prohibitive to
conslder, and the people 1t displaces must be a prime considera-
ticn

Sincerely,

s

Dane Watkins
Senator

DW/pc

Honorable Dane K, Watkins 2.

the Forest Service often hae the abalaty to prevent actions which could
destabilize communit:ies or provide opportunities which could help communities
reach their economac goals. We believe our plan provides opportunzty for a
diverse local economy.

We do not propose any addit:ional wilderness. While there 15 considerable
support for addational wilderness, there 1s als¢ corsaiderable opposition.
This opposition to wilderness desagnation 1s based on numerous factors One
1s the potential for mineral values which occur in many of the Salmern's

RARE II rcoadless areas. Another 18 the high level of interest from motorized
users who would be excluded from thexr preferred activities. Concerns about
the availabality of adequate timber suppiies and the potential future loss of
water rights or reductions in livestock grazing have also been expressed.

Despite strong disagreement on wilderness classification, public input hes
andacated a high degree of support for a management strategy that would limat
development on some portion of the undeveloped areas in order to protect the
recreation, wildlife, fisheries, scenic and watershed values commonly
asgociated with wilderness A strategy that accomplashes this 1s the
implementation of semi-primative recrestion emphasis prescriptions
Semi-primitive management area prescriptions have been developed which will
provide a high degree of protection for those undeveloped areas to which they
have been applied  There will be no timber harvest or new road comstructiom
unless necessary for mineral development Judging from past experience there
:5 little lskelihood that significant rmpacts from mineral activaty will
occur during the next decade. These areas will be managed primaraly for the
benefit of recreation and wildlife, There wall be a mix of motorized and
nonmotorized recreation opportunities available

It 18 anticipated that the wilderness values of areas assigned a
Semi-primitive management prescription wall be essentizlly intact at the end
of the first planning cycle, thereby maintaining their current suztabality
for consideration as wilderness during the next plan revisien.

Our plan 1s for all newly constructed roads to be closed when they are not
actually beang used for harvest or other resource management activities,
unless a substantial need to keep the road open 15 expressed through the
public participation precess outlined in the National Environmental Policy
Act, Existing roads end trails on the transportation system are outlined on
the Travel Plan The Plan 1s updated perzodacally using information gathered
from the public through monitoraing  Through this process, the Flan 31s
updated to provide for changes ain open roads, trails and areas caused by
resource or public safety needs

Responzes like yours were helpful in preparing the final Flan Again, thanks
for taking the time te provide us with your thoughts.

Sincerely,

RICHARD T, BAUFF
Forest Supervisor

FS 8200 28(7 B2}
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Dear Mr. Hauff
I thank the best proposal for Forest Plans that have
< been brought out for veview is Alternatave 12.
=
Jq Very truly yours,
7{’\'»:/( C Lzt
Vearl C Crystal
Assistant Majority Leader
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United Scates Forest Salmon P.0O. Box 729
Department of Service National Salmon, ID 83467
Agraiculture Forest

Honorable Vearl Crygtal
Idaho Senate

Capatol Bualding

Boise, Idasho 83720

Dear Mr, Crystal:

Reply to 1920

Date-

Thank you Eor taking the time to copment on the Proposed Land Management Pian
and Draft Envircnmental Impact Statement for the Salmep dbational Forest.

We hope that you will continue to be involved i1n the future management of the

Salmen National Forest.

Sincerely,

RICHARD T KAUFF
Forest Supervisoer

F4 0200 AT A
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United States Forest Salmon P.0, Box 729
Department of Service National Salmon, ID 83467
Apriculture Forest

Reply to 1920

Bate*

Honorable Anti Rydalch
Tdaho Senate

Capitol Buildang
Boise, Idaho 83702

Dear Mrs Rydalch*

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Land Manapement Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmen Naticnal Forest

While there 1s considerable support for addational wilderness designation on
the Salmeoh National Forest, there 1s also considerable opposition tc any
additional wilderness  Thas opposition to wilderness desighation 1s based on
numercus factors One ais the potentzal for mineral values which occur in
many of the Szlmon's RARE II roadless areas  Another 15 the haigh level of
interest from motorized users who would be excluded from their preferred
activitieg. Concerns sbout the availabilaty of adequate timber supplies and
the potentzal future loss of water rights or reductions in livestock grazing
have also been expressed

Despate strong disagreement on wilderness classification, public input has
indicated a high depree of support for a manapement stratepgy that would limit
development on some portion of the undeveloped areas in order to protect the
recreation, wildlife, fisheries, scenic and watershed values commonly
associated with wilderness A strategy that accomplishes this as the
amplementatzon of semi-pramztive recreation emphasis prescriptions

Semi-primitive management ares prescriptions have been developed which will
provide a haigh depree of protection for these undeveloped areas to which they
have been applied There will be no timber harvest or new read construction
unless necessary for mineral development. There 1s a low likelihood of
significant impacts from this activity, These areas will be managed
pramarily for the benefit of recreation and wildlife. There wzll be a mix of
motorized and nonmotorrzed recreation opportunities available.

It 15 antacipated that the wilderness values of areas assagned a
semi-primitive management prescripticn will be essentaally intact at the end
of the first planning cycle, thereby maintaining their current suitability
and availabilaty for consideration as wilderness during the next plan
revision,

FE-B200 287 B2)
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Uniced States Forest Salmon
Departuent of Service Hatiomal
Agriculture Forest

P.0. Box 729
Salmon, 1D 83467

Reply to 1920

Date OQOcteober 23, 1985

Honorable Ana Rydalch
Idaho State Senate

3824 E. 17th Street
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Deat Ma. Bydalch.

Thank you for your letter of October 18, 1985, in whick you voiced your
objection to any additienal wilderness designations.

The National Forests are required by regulation to reevaluate their roadless
areas for wilderness potenmtial. This 1s a result of the decrsion at the 9th
Circurt Court of Appeals in the California vs. Block lawsuit which found the
RARE 1I Environmental Impact Statement inadequate, This reevaluation
included a period of public involvement.

As a result of thrs reevaluation, many Forests have proposed the desrgnation
of additional wilderness The Salmon National Forest has not proposed any
new wilderness 1n our Forest Plan since public input to date has not
generally supported further wilderness designation. We will be carefully
evaluataing public input on our proposed plan, and we would consader proposing
additional wildeiness in the firal plan should people'’s attitudes change.
During the next plan revision, an 10 to 15 years, uvndeveloped areas will
again be evaluated for wildermess as required by repulation.

Our Proposed Forest Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement are now
available for public review and comment. If you would lake a copy, we would
be happy to send you one, Just send us a note or call Geme Jensen

at 756-2215.

Sincerely,

Q ,42?5574’

RICHARD T, HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

FS 8200 28(7 82)
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Honorable Ann Rydalch 2

In our judgment, the selected alternative provades for a balanced program
of activitaes and outputs. Yore specifically, the selected management plan
wi1ll ansure that sufficient habatat potential 18 avazlable to meet the
Idaho Department of Fish and Game's objectives for big geme, anadromous
fish and resident fish. It encourages the legitimate exploration and
extraction of leasable and locatable minerals, improves the quality of
recreation experiences, and provides for pleasing visual landscapes and a
quality wilderness experience in the Frank Church——River of No Return
Wilderness. Selected portions of the Forest will be managed for
semi-primitive motorxzed and semi-pramitive nonmotarized user experiences
Equally important, the management plan provides for a level of livestock
grazing congistent with the agriculture base and rural lifestyle of Lemhz
County and the surrounding area Timber harvest zs maintained at a level
congistent with other resource objectives and econcmic feaszbility. The
preferred alternative wes selected after consideration of both priced and
nonpriced costs and benefite., In our opinion 1t provides for the greatest
net public benefit considering both current and expected future uses of the
Forest.

Responses like yours were helpful in preparing the final Plan. Again, thanks
for taking the time to provade us with your thoughts

Sincerely,

RICHARD T HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

F3£200 28(7 a0)
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Reply to 1920

Date

Honoroble Rey B Irfanger
Idahe House of Represcntatives
Foute 1, Ber 174

Szlmon, Tdalha 83467

Deaz br Tt fangar

Thark you for takirg the time to comrent on the Propesed Land I znagerent Mep
and Draft Envairorrental Impazct Statement for the Ealran tetiorel Forert

In our judgment, the selected alternstive provides fo1 ¢ balsnced pregren
of activities and outputs. bore specafically, the selected ransgenert {° r
will insure that swif cienrt labitat potentizl 1s avarleble to reet the
Idaho Department of Firh and Cane’s object ives for bap geme, aradromois
fash and resident faigh Tt encourages the legitimate erplorztsen and
extractien of leasable and locatable minerals, ipprover tle quelzty of
recreatyon experiences, and provides for pleasing visial Jardecapes and a
quatsty wildeiness experience in thte Frank Church--Piver of 1o Retuin
Wilderng=s. Eelected portions of the Forest will he wanaged for
semi~primitive potorized and semi-primrtive nonmotorized user expel ¢nce
Cqually irportant, the wanagement plan provides for a lescl of * ¢ teck
prézang consistent with the agriculture ba e ond rival 1:1c tyle of Let!
County end the suriounding area, Timber harvest sc maintained a2t a level
consistent with otbey resource objectaver and econcr ¢ Foreab. 1oty The
preferred alternative was selected after consideration of both priced ard
nonpriced costs and benefaits  As you heve obscived, ot provices foo o 1
level of public bhenefits censider:ng both current and expectad future Lse
of the Fore<t

1
e
&t
.

Forest Service policy has been to maintain curtent streosm conditions, end
Tecognize State water rights Long-term Forest Service policy ot rtated n
the Final Plan will be to contanue to recognize a1l e3vsting water r ghts
issued by the State of Idaho We sre alsu obligated tc seek tlrose Feoeral
water rights (both consumptive and instream) which are needed for
management of the Salmon Natienal Foiect
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Honorable Fay I' Infanpcr

Rerpontee like yours weie helpful sa preparing the £l Fhan
for 1aking the time to provide v with your thoughts

Sincerely,

RICHARD T WAUET
Forest Superv,

Avain, 11 a1y

FS 8200 28(7 82)
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OFFICE OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

LEMHI COUNTY
SALMON IDAHO

LOUIF DEFYK Chaer a0

DONM QO NEAL

January 13, 1986

QUINTON SNOOK

E8-IA

Richard Hauff, Supervisor

Salmon National Forest Supervisor
Box 729

Salmon, Tdaho 83467

Re~ Salmon National Ferest Plan

Drar Mr Hanff

Ihe lemhk: County Commissioners have reviewed the proposals for the Salmon
National Forest and feel that Alternative 12 should be used

No more Wilderness should be set aside and each area should be evaluated
and multiple use should be utilized Multiple use does not harm the wild
life as long as wise use and management are employed.

Very truly yours,

SALMONN F
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Unated States
Department of
Agriculture

Forest
Service

Salmon P00, Box 729
National “almon, D BIART
Forest

Reply to 1920

Date-~

Louxe Demaiek, Chairman

Cffice ¢f County Commisssioners
Lemh1 County

Salmon, Idaho 83467

Dear Mr Demick

Thank you for taking the time to ¢omment on the Proposed Land Management Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon Natzonal Forest We
appreciate your support of our preferred aiterrative

in our judgment, the selected alternative provades for a balanced program of
activities and outputs. More specifically, the selected management plan will
snsure that sufificient habatat potentsal 1s available to meet the Idaho
Department of Fish and Game's objectives for bag game, anadromous fish and
resident fish. It encourages the legitimate exploration and extraction of
leasable and locatable minerals, improves the quality of recreation
experiences, and provides for pleasing visual landscapes and a qualaty
wilderness experience in the Frank Church—-River of No Return Wilderness
Selected portaons of the Forest will be managed for sema-primative motorized
and semi-primitive nonmotorized user experiences, Egually important, the
management plan provides for a level of livestock grazing consistent wath the
agricelture base and rural lifestyle of Lemhi County and the surrcunding

area  Taimber harvest 1s maintained at a level consistent with other rescurce
objectzves and economic feasibility The preferred alterngtive was selected
after consideration of both priced and nonpriced costs and benefits In our
opinzon it provides for the greatest net public benefit considering both
current and expected future uses of the Forest

Reeponses like yours were helpful in preparing the final Plan. Again, thanks
for taking the time to provide us with your thoughts,

Sincerely,

RICHARD T HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

F8 8200 Z8(7 82}
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January 7, 1986

Salmon Natronal Forest Service
Richard Hauff, Supervisor

P.0. Box 729

Salmon, Idaho 83467

RE. Salmon Naticnal Forest Land and Resources Management Plan
Dear Mr. Hauff:

The City of Salmon has reviewed that altermatives presented 1n the
Management Plan, By officral action at a regular Council meeting on
Jaruary 6, 1986, the City Council believes Alternative 12: Mofifaed
Current Management Direction to be the most feasible approach, This
Altermative 12 : will allow the Caty of Salmon to Contirue an
economic base that it has had in the past. BAlternative 12 will
allow for the residents of the area to adapt to new econcmic develop-
ments and future changes.

Respectfully,

. .
¢ //,‘/f///v /a./.,/\_

LMON H. F
Jack C. Nelson, Mayor o SALMOMR.T
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Unzted Stetes Forest Salmon PG Box 779
Department of Service Haticnal Salmon, ID P47
Agriculture Forest

Reply to 1920

Date

Honorable Jack C. Helson
Hayor cf Salron

200 Main Street

Salmon, Idaho 83467

Dear Mayor Felseon

Thank you for taking the tire to comment on the PFroposed Land Maragerent Plan
and Draft Envarormental Impact Statement for the Salmon Fational Forest

In our judgment, the selected alternative provides for a balanrcd progrer
of activities and outputs More specificzlly, the selected management jlan
wi1ll insure that sufficient habatat potential 15 availsble to meet the
Idaho Depariment of Fish and Gamc’s cvbjectaves for bag gave, anadromous
fish and resident fish. It encourages the legitimate e:ploraticn and
extraction of Jeasable and locatable minerals, imprevrs tte quality of
recreation edperiences, and provides for pleasing visual landscepes ard a
qualzty wildetness experience in the Frenk Church—-P ver of Lo Returr
Wilderness. Selected portions of the Forest will be ranapged for
semi1-primitive motolized and semi-primitive NONMOTOrized USEr €XPerience
Equally amportant, the management plan provides for a levcl of I ve tock
grazing consigtent with the agriculture base and rursl ls5fe-tyle of Lerks
County and the surrounding area  Tarber barvest 1s paintaired at a leve?
consistent with other resource objectives and economac feassbalaty oy
preferred alternative was selected after consideration cf both pr ceé 2rd
nonpriced costs and benefits. In cur opinzon 1t provides for the grestest

net public benefit considering both current and expected future uscs of tte
Forest

Responses like yours were helpful an preparing the final Plan.

Apain, thanks
for taking the time to provide us with your thoughts

Sineerely,

RICVARD T HAUTF
Forest Supervisor

F5 0200 2a{7 82y
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SCHOOLS

JAMES A SMITH Superintendent

January 2, 1986

Mr. Richard Hauff, Supervisor
Salmon Natienal Forest

P 0 Box 729

Salmon, Idaho 83467

Dear Mr Rauff:

After reviewing the Salmon National Forest's Draft

onzo
OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT

DISTRICT NO 2913

P O BOX 790

SALMON IDAHC 83457

208 796 1271
SPECIAL SERVICES

208 756 4553

and Environmentzl Impact

Statement and Land and Respurce Management Plan, I would like to comment

concerning the listed alternatives

Salmon is very dependent upon all forms of revenue that can be generated in the
Salmon area and no one single source will carry the livelihood of this community.
With that thought in mind and with the knowledge of the average yield of
avallable saw timber in the Salmon National Forest, I applaud your efforts for

the preferred alternative which is Alternative 12

Too much recreation or too

much productivity yield of saw timber will not sustain the Salmor community

cg-IA

I would like to encourage you to maintain a solid multiple use concept based
on past experilence and based on available data as far as animal numbers,
carrying capacities, avallable timber and growth, etc

I thank you for your crews efforts in producing this plan and for this

opportunity to respond.

Sincerely,

James A. Smith

Superintendent
JAS/ke
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United States Farest Salwen P O Bor 729
Drpartment of SrTvica ati1onal MaTmon, TN P2AGT
Agriculture Forest

Reply to 1020

Date

James A Swith
Superintendent

School Distriet No, 291
P 0. Box 790

Salmon, Idshe 83467

Dear Mr Smith

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Land Management Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon Naticral Forest.

As you have observed, the selected alternative provides for a balanced
program of activities and outputs. HMore specifically, the selected
management plan will insure that sufficient habaitat potential 1s available
to meet the Tdahe Department of Fish and Game's objectaves for bipg game,
anadromous fish and resident fish It encourages the legitimate
exploration and extraction of leasable and locatable minerals, improves the
gualaty of recreation esperiences, and provides for pleasing vasual
landscapes and a qualaty wilderness experzence in the Frank Church--Raver
of Mo Return Wilderness. Selected porticns of the Forest will be managed
for semi-primitive motorized and semi-primitive nonmotorized vser
exXperiences Equally important, the management plan provides for a level
of livestock grazing consistent with the agriculture base and rural
lafestyle of Lemh:i County and the surrounding area. Timber harvest is
maintained at a level consistent with other resource objectives ard
economi¢ feasibilaty  The preferred alternative was selected after
congrderation of both priced and nonpriced costs and benefits. In our
opanion 2t provides for the greatest net public benefit considering both
current and expected future uses of the Forest.

Responses like yours were helpful in preparing the final Plan. Again, thanks
for taking the time to provide us with your thoughts

Sincerely,

RICHARD T. HAUFF
Forest Superviasor

F5 6200 zon7 97}
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Courthouse

00R3%

COQPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE

wm%‘% ynlversnyof[daho

Phone (208) 756 2824

¢ b oagn .
206 Courthouse Drive (oY T por ~
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i 123+56
M 1234586
Richard T Hauff oy 12315686
Forest Supervisor +0 123456

Salmon Mational Forest
F Q). Ro 725
Salmon, ldaho B8J7467

G

The draft EIS and proposed forest plan seem to be well
wratten documents. The preferred alternative i1s a very
well-balanced plam which provides protection for the
envaronment while recognizing that the econpmy of the area
15 based on natural resource uwse Forest outputs in the
plan will support resource dependent i1ndustries {livestock
agraiculture, lumber, mining} at current or slightly above
current levels,

The EIS 1s good evidence that current and past
management have been effectave at maintaining the resource
base while providing multiple use of the national forest
It 15 a sad commentary on the times that national forest
managers 1h general have been depicted as despoirlers of the
environment while the hard fact 1s that 704 of the Salmon
Forest 1s sti1ll unroaded or wilderness afier B0 years of
management

I support the preferred alternative since 1t will help
stabilize the economy of dependent communities while
protecting the basic reesource. It 18 a prudent and
conservative management plam with small irretrievable
commitment of resources and 1rreversable i1mpact.

Dear Inch,

Sinterely,

Dor 0 Lok

Robert R. Loucls
Lemh1 County Agent

Where Nadition
! Meers the Fur

{had fOva

e

TTra Sk T 2370 5 At equadl opPAMun 3 TANE Aw. -, 0,0

Upated States Foreat Salmon P.0, Box 729
Department of Service National Salmon, ID 83467
Agriculrure Forest

Reply to+ 1920

Date-

Robert R Loucks

Lemhi County Agent

University of Idaho Cocoperative Extension Service
206 Courthouse Drive

Salmon, Idaho 83467

Dear Mr. Loucks:*

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Land Manapement Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon National Forest

In our judgment, the pelected alternative provides for a balanced program of
activities and outputs. More specifically, the selected management plan will
insure that sufficient habitat potential 1s available to meet the Idaho
Department of Fash and Game's objectives for big game, anadromeus fish and
resident fish It encourages the legitamate exploration and extraction of
leasable and locatable minerals, amproves the quality of recreation
experiences, and provides for pleasing visual landscapes and a quality
wilderness experience in the Frank Church--River of No Return Wilderness.
Selected portions of the Forest will be managed for semi-primitive motorized
and gemi-primitive nonmotorized user experiences Equally important, the
management plan provides for a level of livestock grazing tonsistent with the
egriculture base and rural lifestyle of Lembi County and the surrounding
area. Timber harvest is maintained at a level consistent wath other resource
objectives and economic feasibilaity. The preferred alternative was selected
after consideration of both priced and nenpriced costs and benefits  In cur
opinion 1t provides for the greatest net public benefait cons:idering both
current and expected future uses of the Forest

Respenses like yours were helpful in preparing the final Plan Again, thanks
for taking the time to provide us wath your thoughts

Sincerely,

RICHARD T. HAUFF
Forest Supervisct

FS 8200 747 A7Y
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IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
600 South Walnut » Box 25 SMEY NE
Botse ¢ Idaho ® 83707

December 27, 1985

M0

wr KETION D
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2

Dk 123458
Mr. Richard Hauff fgm” 123356
SupervIsor 1234556
Salmon Natlonal Forest 2:’_7-—'3_—“—{—7%(‘ <

Box 729
Salmon, [D 83467

Re Dratt Forest Plan and DEIS
Oear Dick.

We appreciate the opportunity to review these [mporiant documents and
provide our Input on behalf of the flsh and wilidlife resources

SNF 1s to be commended for producing a generally roadable,
rnderstandable document. You did an excellent Job of Identlfying
Issues. Your emphasis on the Important fish aand wildlife resoutces on
SNF Is commendable.

We do have some concerns regarding data used, Interpretations and
implementation. IDFG*'s specific comments are enclosed. Please
seriously conslder cur suggestlons. i belleve our suggestions wlil
[mprove your documenfs and benefit fish and wifdiffe without any
adverse effects on other forest users

Thank you for this epportunlty for Input Into the management decislons
on SiF.

Sincerely,

JMC:CNH +ly

Enclosure

¢ EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER »

United States Torest Salmon PG Rex 729
Department of Service National Salmon, ID B3467
Agriculture Faorest

Reply to 1920

Datre

Jerry M Conley, Director

Idaho Department of Fizh and Game
P 0 Box 25

Boise, Idaho 83707

Dear Mr Conley

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Land Manapement Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the falmon National Forest

There has been some confusion regarding the abilaty of the various
alternatives of the Draft Ferest Plan to meet Idaho Departrent of Fish and
Game wildlife and fish population objectives This corfusion stems from twe
sources the use of outdated figures for the State's population goals, and
the relationshap of various habatat capability levels to population number-

The degree to which the variocus alternatives meet the wildlife and fish
population cbjectives as expressed in the State's Species Managewent Plans
for the period 1986-90 was a mejor evalmation criterion used in developing
the draft preferred alternastaive The information displayed on page IV-88 of
the DEIS and in Table I1I-7 of the Draft Forest Plan, however, reflects the
State's 1981-85 fagures which were used when the planning process was
initziated Thbis information will be corrected in the final Forest Plan to
reflect the new objectives for the perzod 1986-90

We expect that the the habatat potents;al resulting from 1xp'ementation of
Alternative :Z, though lower than the present level, will be adequate to
accommodata the population cbjectives listed in the State’s current Specics
Management Plan, and will provide for a significant increase in elk numbers

Best management practices are listed in the plan under Standards end
Guidelines 1n Chapter IV  This direction, combined wath additiopal site
specific mitigatien practices :dentified during field reviews will be the
basis for appropriate project design and onsite watershed protection The
relative effectiveness of the mitipgation measures a5 thep cvaluated through
the use of extensive cumulatave sediment modelling The cumulative
sedimentation modelling has been used throughout the Forest Flanning process
for larger watershed areas. During project level reviews, this modelling
process 15 used to examine the cumulative effects wathin the smaller
watersheds affected by the specific sale and road proposal

F$ 6200 2017 82)
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Jerry M Conley 2

Prerentation of redimentatzon Jevels 35 the Toreesr Plan are lacred o
averages for larpe arear, over an extencave period of tine, howover, oz
esplained on pa,c B-24 of the appendix te the Dralt FTT, the vurrort np data
used to calculate theee valucs were developed 1n o way wh ch minmin,zed tle
opportutrity for certain watereheds to sustein sediment levels 1p esrire of
thoce defined 1n the fisheries poals  All sedinent data presented for each
10-year period does pot represent an average for the decadoe Insrea®, a
modelling process waes developed that assumed two large, cencentrated 7o 4
entries would occur in an area during the 10 year- Conrnquertly, the
waterched would likely erperiepce two pesk cediment periodr, followsng ¢ ch
large construction petiod. In other words, the values presented repre-ent
what 18 estimated to be a2 peal sediment rate during the year following cach
construction phase So the decade sedimentation rate 1i-ted in the suprort
papers 1s really the peak value estimated to orcur for 1 year, follewed 1y 4
years of gignificantly lover -aedimentation rates Trercfore for cact
decade, the values calculated for sach planning area would occur only 2 -ut
of each 10 years,

In Table §-1, on pege 5-7, the sediment levels prerented are not jearly
averages, as stated below the table, but instead are an average of 5 dec o«
of peak values from each of the 11 planning =tudy areas (called geographic
areas 1t the planning process). The actual average yrarly redimentation
rates s1e significantly lower then those presented :n tle table

In Table IV-WS2 and IV-WS3, on page IV-41 of the DEIS, again the data
presented are not yearly averages, but are averapges of all pesk values
anticipated in each specific decade, for each alternative For example, an
Table TV-WS3, Alternative 12, the table presents a value of 18 percent over
natural, for decade 3. This value represents an average of peaks (2 out of
10 year levels) for each of 11 different watersheds and plarming aress
These values tange from & percent to 25 percemt  Again, thcse fipures 1re
shown to demonstrate relative differences between alterratives  Sedament
retes have been limited in all alternatives so that the fisheries poals frr
that alternatzve are met 2n all years In most years, however, fisherics
poals may be exceeded, due to sedimentation rates being comsidersbly lower
than the peak years' levels which were constrained to meet these geals

In response to your question regarding lamiting sediment delavery
[DEIS-1T-9), the Plan will lamat sedimentation of streams through the use of
mitigative measures, and cumuletive assessment of land management actavities,
which wall, an turn lamat the density ¢f watershed disturbance

The abzlaty of the Salmon Nataonal Forest to provide habitat necessary to
meet Idaho Department of Fish and Game Species Hanagement Plan population
objectives 1s not tied to habitat improvement projects HMeeting these
abjectives i1s an inherent part of the resource management prescriptions
included in the preferred alternative, and thus should not be affected by
yearly budpget variations

Budgets will continue to be a concern in the coming year< as fundang
becomes more restrictive. Habitat improvenent projects could nell be
influenced by budget cutbaeks, as will other resource arear (31 e , tamber,
range, recreation, etc ) Prioritization of improvement projects will
include cost/accomplishment assessments asg well as project focus

FS 820" “&l7 B2)
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INTRODUCT ION

Our comments on the Proposed Land and Resource Management flan (RMP)
and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (BEIS) are divided Into
four sectlons. Under General Comments and Major Concerns, {daho
Department of Fish andé Gawe (IDFG or we) elaborates on areas which o
believe must be more adeguately addressed by the Salmon National Forest
(SNF or you) In the flnal documents In the next sectlon we provide
speciflc comments, by page nymber, for the Summary, DEIS, Appendices,
and RMP, respectlively. Third, we 1[st soeme errors we found Finally,
@ c¢onclude with some recommendatlens that we belleve can be
Implemented with substantlal benretlts te fish and wlldlife and the
asscciated recreation.

In general, we think SNF did an excellent job of identlifylng the mejor
Issues and putting *ogether a HRMP and DEIS that addressed those
Issues. Please take our comments &s belng constructive In naifure and
be essured that we appreciate thls opportunlty, and previous ones as
welf, to provide Input into your planning process. We belleve the
close workIng relationship between IDFG and SNF personnel In the past
has been beneficlal and we {ock forward to contlInuing +o work with you
+o Improve the flnal RMP

Your presentation is generally clear, understandable and adequately
documented. 1n particular, we appreciated the fact that you Included a
substantial sectlon on standards and gutdellnes, a schedule of
actlvities and clearly defined monitoring requirements. Inclusion of
graphs, summary tabies, and an index was & significant aid to our
revievers, The "summary" was very useful to anclliary revlewers and
for quick reference to sal ient polnfs

|0FG reviewed the Summary, DEIS, Appendices and RMP in that order. Our
vSpeclfic Comments" are presented In thls same corder below. Generzlly,
we trled to aveld dupilcation In our comments by mentloning a polnt the
first fire we encountered, or notlced, it and not repeating that point
when subseguently encountered The exceptlon fo this is the Summary
which we read flrst primarlly for information. This means that many of
our Speciflc Comments on the DEIS alsc apply to the appreprlate sectlon
of +the Appendices and/or RMP where there |[s repetition between
documents. We did not cross-reference these comments.

IDFG recognizes the complex!ty of the task fnvolved In developing these
documents and understands that they must be relatively general In
nature, We hope SNF recognlzes that IDFG 1s, therefore, wunable to
respond [n detafl regarding habitat condiflons and proposed treatments
or usés which Inflyence These habitats. Thus, 1DFG must reserve most
of our comments on speclfic Impacts on fish and wlldlife unt1l specific
proposals, in the form of project EAs, are developed by SNF.

Page 1

Jeriy M Conley 9

corgiderations  The 10-year habiatat management propram identified in
Appendix D (page VII-D-2 to ViI-D-7) 1s intended to be 2 dynamie progrem
responsive to budget levels and habatat needs Wildiife and fish
population levels identified in the plan were not dependent upen the
habatat improvement program  Coordination of wildlifelfish cbjectiver vith
other resource activities was the Key componert 1n meeting populaticr
production objectives Improvement picjects can and will enhance habitat
effectiveness, but other babitat management elements (1 e , InVEntors,
monitoring and ccordination) wall be responsible for attainment of the
population objectives

The Draft Salmon National Forest Management Plan identified atreas area as
semi-praimitive motorized As a result of public cemments, the final
Management Plan will recommend portions as semi-primitive motorized, portions
as semi—primitive moterized on designated routes, and poitions as
semi-primitive nonmotorized This 1s an overall increase of land being
managed as semi-pramitive on the Safmon hational Forest Most of the areas
to which you referred are included in these addivicns

We share your concern that roads decrease the securaty of bag game habitate,
and will continue to work with you through our travel manzgement piocess to
provade necessary security areas for hunted species

Timber harvests and road construction in areas of key elk summer range
(KESR's) are concerns that surfaced in many letters of response The
preferred alternative incorporates management actavity design and
assoclated coordination measures to ensure that any adverse effects upon
the big game vesource will be very short-term and, in most cares, limited
to the life of the timber sale. The pradicted long-term effects of there
activities w2ll in most ceseg be of benef.t to deer and elk, and 1n many
cases the benefits wil) be very substantial, especially in areas whrere
natural forage openings and timber/nontimber ecotones zte only present in
very limited guantities

Early in the planning process, KESR's were mapped on the entaire Salmen
National Forest. At the same time., all other acres on this Forest were
classified into optimum, acceptable. cr marginal summer elk habitat, and
the key big game winter ranges were also mapped These maps then became
the basig for predicting the elk habitat potential yrder each of the 12
proposed management alternatives included :in the Draft Torest Plan  There
predictions wetre calculated based upon proposed taimber harvest levelr,
assoczated road constructaon, salvicultural practices and knowledge of the
effects that habitat parameters such as cover, forage and opon road
densities have on elk  This analys:is revecled that the elk habitet
potential undet proposed Alternative 12 (the draft preferred alternative)
would be more than adequate to support an elk population level that meets
the Idaho Department of Fish and Game's Species Management Plan goal fer
the perzod 1986-90,

Varying amounts of KESR's were recognized as geographic areas (wzth
wildlife prescriptions applied) under each proposed ziternataive, dependaing
vpon the theme (1 e , commodity, zmenity, etc ) of the partacular
alternative Thesge designated KESR's will be managed to faver elk under a
gset of very specifac prescraprions designed to enhance elk habitat,

F5 6200 2817 B2)
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We slso request a meeting with SNF staff prior to your developing the
flnal EIS and Plan. Such a meeting would allow our two agencies to
explore and answer, In detall, the concerns we have expressed below as
wel! as SNF's response to these concerns., We may have mlsunderstood
some things you propose. Or, we may have missed catching some
important polnt. The size and complexlty of the DEIS$ and RMP mske It
Impossible for our revlewers to have “captured” everything.

GENERAL COMMENTS AND MAJOR CONCERNS

The goals and dlrection outlined In the RMP, as they apply to wildlife
and fisheries, are a step Tn the right directlon. However, we belleve
that your goals for wildlife must be higher and that other alternatives
are preferable to #12. We are dlsappointed that the chosen alternatlive
does not provide The management emphasis necessary to ailow for
increases In the several wildllfe species so [mportant to a majority of
t+he users of SNF.

Your recognitlon of the Impacts that roading, sediment and riparien
management can have on wildllfe and fisheries Is encouraging and we
commend SNF for [Incorporating those concerns 1n a meaningful wanner.
In partlcular, the goals of meeting state water quality standards, and
Increasing habitat capacity (habltat Improvement) are excellent.

If SNF can meet IDFG goals and obJectives, a significant benefit to
fisherlies and wildlife will occur. We are concerned, however, that SNF
may not attain these goals primariiy because of budget prospects.

Budgets vs. Goals

Some of the anticipated beneflts to fisherles and wildlilfe are
attributed to habltat Improvement projects which will require an
Increase In funding {see [¥-90, RMP), In addition, malrtaining fish
and wlidlife habitats 1s partlally dependent on mitlgative measures and
road closures which cost money.

Because you receive lfne-ifem budgets, you could have funds o
Implemant the timber or road construction or range program but not the
flsh and wlldllfe programs. IDFG believes SNF wiil have substantlal
difflculty obtaining the budget necessary to carry out the proposed
fish and wild! Tfe programs.

You clearly recognize that budgets could sigrnificantly alter your
Implementation schedule {(V¥-1, RMP), The budgeting process could
essentfally k1|l your most wel{-intentioned efforts to coordlnate
resource management and 1o reduce the Impacts of other programs on flsh
and wildilfe. Therefores, we balieve you should add s 'varlation"
criterla for budgets on page V=20 (RMP). IDFG recommends +5 percent in
any 1, or at most 2, year by major program |lne~item (e.g., range,
timber, witdl[fe).
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however, the preceraptions being proposed for application to other
geographic areas also include an array of wildlife eoordination measures
that will help ensure that adequate habitate to meet species manapement
goals for elk and other management indacator species are maintained in all
areas. In other worde, management activities in all geographic aress,
including designated and undesignated KESR's will be subject to wildlife
coordination measures designed to at least ma:ntain adequate habitat to
support elk populatzon levels that meet the current species management
goals established by the Idaho Department of Fash and Game

The density of open roads per square mile of land area 15 extremely
important to the welfare of hunted wildl:fe populations  Thas habatat
factor greatly anfluences the effectiveness of tambered blocks of hading
cover and the solitude necessary to ensure good reproductive success in
specaes such as elk. Consequently, we have recently placed much emphas:s
on closing timber roads that were built priaor to the time the full effects
of roading were veslized. This task has been undertaken in an effort to
restore big game habatat effectiveness; and we have evidence that zt has
been extremely successful in wany areas. Therefore, closing new
single—purpose timber roads after use 2 now considered to be one of the
mest effective wildlife-timber coordinetion measures. This measure 15 also
an integral part of the direction included an the Forest Plan.

Admimaistration of new programs such as this 15 time consuming and often
difficult at the onset; however, the benefits of ¢losures are now being
realized by many Forest visitore and the task, though still tame ccpswiing,
15 becoming much easier and more effective each year.

Raparian habitats on the Salmon National Forest are given protection
consistent with direction given in the National Forest Management Act
Resource management activities will be managed in a manper consastent wath
protection of fishery, wildlife and water quality values Forest-wide
management directron and associared standards and guadelines regulate the
types &nd antensities of management actaivities.

As explained in our recent meeting, Timber Management Prescraiptions A-C do
not refer to outputs but rather to levels of investment The waldlife
matigation and coordination measures inherent in these prescriptions were
primarily based upon the Central Idaho Elk-Loggang Guidelines. We are slso
familiar with the Western States mage grouse hebitat management guidelines
and the antelope habitat guidelines and use these documents on a project
degign and analysig basis

It 18 true that most timber sales are expected to have coste in excess of
stumpage returns. That 1s, the cost of preparation and administration is
expected to exceed stumpage returns to the Treasury. If the other benefits
essociated with timber harvest are ignored, then timber menagement on the
Salmon can appear to be a poor investment. In addition to supplying a
pertion of the nation's timber needs, other important benefits of timber
harvest are employment, income, and the related contribution to the
econcmic diversity of dependent communities. These nonpriced outputs are
not valued in the economic snalysis. Another amportant benefit, which s
not valued in the economic analysis, is the return to the Treasury in the
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Semi~Primitive Prescription

IDFG is very plessed that SNF has applied this prescription to several
areas (11-97, DEIS and IV-103, RMP). I+ provides many of the beneflts
of wilderness (securlty areas, reservolr populatiens, roadiess hunting
and fishing opportunlty) without some of the detriments (restricting
habitat Improvements}. We are, however, disappointed that you chose to
Include conly 2A and not 2B In Alt. 12, especlally since ycu are
recommending no addIltTonal wilderness.

We find Management Prescriptlion 2ZA to be genorally compatible with
wildiife needs and are pleased to see [t applied to several areas of
high importance to big game animals. (We think some of these areas
should have been assigned to Rx 2B rather than 2A but are wiling to
work with SNF to resolve problems on a case-by-case basis through the
Travel Plan.) We feel, however, that Rx ZA or 2B should be extended to
several other areas of prime Tmportance to blg game, particufarly elk.
We note that the lines dellneating 2ZA carefully cmitted the followling
areas that have been scheduled for fimber harvest and are controversial
due to thelr importance as KESRs, securlty areas or migration routes:

t. Upper Anderson Creek and Plerce Cresk.

2. North facing slopes of Sheep Creek from Stelin Guich upstream.
3, Salzer Ber aree of Hughes Creek.

4. Gant Ridge and Upper Deer Creek.

He recommend that SNF place all of Roadless Areas 13242 (Anderson
Mountalns} and 13943 (West Blg Hole) In Rx 28, or at a minfmum tn 2A.

Roads and Road Management

As you recognize, roads and the management of them are an Important
factor on SNF. Roads are a concern to IDFG because of the lncrease In
number of miles and standards projJected, because of entrles iInto areas
(over 200,000 acres) that are currently roadless, and because much of
the road building will occur In the flrst 2 decades.

Our four main concerns regarding roads and road management on SNF are
{1) sedIment production as [t relates to flsh habitat, (2} loss of
secyrity for T and E specles, (3) decreased elk, and to a lesser extent
deer, habitat effectiveness, and (4) loss of securlty areas (l.e.,
Increased vulnerabllfty) for big game whlch could cause populatlion
deciines and wlll reduce WFUDs that can be provided. Ve commend you
for addressing, adequately we think, the first 3 of these concerns.
Under Specific Comments we suggest how you should address +the 4+h
concern more adequately.

IDFG is concerned abouwt the Tmpacts of roeds on future blg game hunting
opportunity In SNF. Less secure habltats provide [ess hunting
opportunity per animai. Roads are a maJor factor of habltat security,
IDFG has repeatedly found I+ necessary to restrict hunting opportunity
as vuinerablllty Is increased by added road access.
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form of income and corporate taxes. These taxes can offset a gizeable
portrion of the cost of preparatzon and admznistratzon Tamber management
1s the only resource program which was analyzed stractly on the basis of
direct cash flow to the Treasury. If other resource progiams were valued
in the szame way, most, 1f not all, would appear to be poor investments
based on present net value; however, most other resources such as
recreation are valued based on willingness-to-pay values, which are
estimates of what nonmarket outputs are worth in the sbsence of establiched
wmarket values. These willingness-to-pay values zre included in the
economi¢ analysis even though they do not represent any cash flow to the
Treasury. The mmportant thing to remember 15 that the economic analysis
does not display the whole economic picture  All costs and berefits, both
priced and nonpriced, were considered before selection of the preferred
alternative.

Peputy Assastant Secretary MacCleary's decision, regarding the Colorado
Forests, reguired that the planning documents be revised to include
adequate informetzon concerning the econcmic implications of the various
alternatives and that the record of deecasion explain clearly why the
selected alternative a8 felt to maxamize net public benefits We believe
that the Salmon National Forest plannang documents adequately address the
economic implications of the alternatives. Reasons for selecting the
preferred alternative are documented in the record of decasion

In reference to your comments on planted Douglas-fir sites, we have hed
poor success with our planting of Douglas—fir on the harsher sites. Cn
these sites, ponderosa pine or lodgepole paine will usually be planted in
place of Douglas~fir 1f the site 1s suatable This action often simulates
what nature would do in the presence of a natural disturbance, such as
fire, since the pines are typically seral species on these sites, Due to
i1ts more tolerant status, the species balance of Douglas—fir relative to
the pines 15 continually increasing in the abeence of disturbances such as
logging or wildfare Although we don't know of any Douglas-fir plantation
larpge enough to provide hading cover on the forest, this species has been
only a minor component of our overall planting program in past years. The
Forest bae some 5 to 10 year old Douglas-fir plantztions on our more
favorable northerly to easterly aspects that are well stocked and healthy.
At this time we cannot say with certainty, however, that these plantangs
have been a success since Douglas-fir seedlings appear to have a long
resting phase (when either planted or naturally establashed) of about 5

to 7 years before they begin putting on significant growth and breakang
away from competing vegetstion

The Forest 1s concerned that adequate hiding cover is available to provide
for the needs of elk and other large game species To insure that these
needs are met the Plan requires that crented openings are separated by
tamber stands (ref Chap. IV-43). These openzngs must be stocked before
the stande separating them may be removed. Thke preferred alternative in
the Praft Forest Plan provides adequate habitst to meet Idaho Department of
Fish and Game populatron objectives for gll big game species

The Northwest Rivers study provided for a very general amppra:sal of
population and habitat conditions, based primarily om subjective estimators
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SNF partlaitly Justlfies the proposed tlimber harvest on the grounds of
tmproving wildlife habltat. You clte a need for more acres of the
younger age classes of trees and Increased stand dlversity to Improve
witdl ife habltat. (Incldenfally, you should mention which animal
species wiit be the primary benefactors and which will be detrimentally
Impacted.) IDFG's concern here 1s that the projected beneflts of
vegetation management may be more than offset by the negative Impacts
of Improved access, especlally Info elk and deer habltats. Securlty [s
a critical factor In determining habitat effectlvenass and the kinds
and amounts of consemptlve recreation that the herds can provide.

Although SNF recognizes the value of road closures, [DFG has noted a
tack of uniform implementation of the road closure program. The Norfh
Fark and Cobalt Ranger Dlstricts have developed good road management
programs which have provided important beneflts to blg game. In
contrast, the Salmon Ranger Distrlct has only recently begun a road
management program and & program neads fo be developed on the Leadore
District.

Because of our concerh, we request that SNF implement a more aggressive
road management program to ensure that timber harvest scheduied to
benefit wiidllfe has the greatest possible chance of delng so and that
other tlimber harvest has minimal Impacts on wlldlife. Also, we
recommend that SNF and IOFG enter into a cooperative agcess management
program on SNF. Such a cooperative program should be based upon:

1. Deslgning roads for single=-purpose use unless a need for other
uses Is clearly shown. Such roads would pever be open for
general use. Thls prescription would be especilally appllcable
to areas beling entered for the first +ime.

2. Area closures [f #1 Is nof possible. Such closures should be
year-round and "permanent'.

3., Seasonal closures If #2 is not possible. Such closures should
be deslgned to reduce sediment and provide security durlng
critical +imes (calving, hunting season, etc.).

4, A strong educatlon program to explaln that closures make It
possible to achleve multiple outputs.

5, A clear willingness to enforce violations of closures.

IDFG belleves the goal of access management should be "No Increase In
the density of gpen roads on SNFY,

Another possibility for reducing the Impacts of proposed roads [s to
spread construction more evenly; l.e., less emphasls on new roads In
Decades 1 and 2. We would |ike to explore this concept with SNF. What
would be the benefits and detriments?
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of condition. The objective was to provide information needed for very
broad range power generation planning and as such the results will have
limited application at a habitat management level.

The raiparian igsue i1dentsfied during the planning process included meny
faceta associated with coordination of resource management activities that
affect riparian dependent valuer. The specifrce on how there activitior
would be managed are outlined zn chapter IV of the Plan. Stendards and
guidelines specific to grazing and timbet activitiesr are intended to
provide riparian zone protecticn.

Many of the tables presented in the planning documents provide :nformation
that 1s ain combaned form. In many instances, wildlife and fish values are
presented jountly, in other cases the values represent a combanatior of
yearly or decadal values. Thais was done to provide a summarization of
information and to reduce, through censoladation, the volume of information,
Outputs displayed were consistent with wnits ()be. and ucer days) to be used
by other Forests in an effort to standardize and cimplafy comparisons.
Specific management levels were alsc given in the snalysis procedures DUse
of the minimum viable population levelg ar but one example.

The rcad mileage fipures in both DEIS and Plan will be diesplayed in a
different manner to avoid the confusion that you noted in your letter. The
miles of new construction will be separated from the reconstruction
mileages. Tt is amportant to note that these mileeges represent the
maximum construction expected 1f all the timber sales were to sell.

The waldlafe specres sclected as management indicator species (MIS) for the
Salmen Forest Plan are considered to represent each of the various wildlafe
habitats found on the Salmon Hetional Forest and to have the most limiting
habitat requirements of the species using these habitats By satisfsing
the habitat needs of those wildlife species with the most restraictive
requirenents, it a1g felt the needs of all other speczes will also be met

For example, of the many species that deperd om or do best in old growth
Douglasg-fir stands, the pileated wocdpecker requires the largest diameter
trees for cavaty nesting and the largest number of contznuoue acres for
breeding and feeding purposes. Other cavity nesters find suitable nestang
saites 1n trees of equal or lesser diemeter. The home ranpes/breeding
territories of other old growth dependent species can be met within the
s1ze limrtations established for the pileated.

0ld growth acres outside wilderness areas have been mapped to ensure stands
of adequate Bize and distribution wall be retained to meet the 10 percent
established as minimally acceptable. These stands are located over a wide
range of aspects and elevations, to ensure good Tepresentation of existing
site conditions. Stands are fairly evenly dastributed sver the Forest to
minimaze the dispersal distance between stands and to reduce the chance of
lpsing stands from catastrophic events.

The actual amount of old growth retained under all alternatives exceeds

the 10 percent minimim allocation. The amount retained in excess of the 10
percent minimum varies by alternative depending on several factors,
including timber harvest levele and roading/logging economic feasibality
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It 1s essentfal that all economic wvalues used by SNF be equlitable
becayse of the emphasls on PHY, t{ equitabillity 1s not achleved,
declsions on resource tradecffs wtl] be blased. IDFG belleves that the
values you have applled to flsh and wl[dl1fe resources are low, while
those applled to *irber and range are hlgh, for several reasons.

Flrst, we do not fuily understand the ramificatlons of handllng some
economlc values within FORPLAN and others outside I+ (B-33). However,
wa suspect, because the model was driven to achleve meximum PNV, that
this procedure could blas outputs in favor of those handled In the
madel .

Second, the bhase value of $4 Z2/8YD vou use ([1-91) s about halt of
the 38/RVD clted by Loomls and Sorg

Third, ycu use 3$2.81/cord of fuelwcod (the cost of a permit?) but
$8 94/AUM when you get less than $1,40/AUM

Fourth, IDFG wrges ¥hat SNF use the economic valuves estabiished by $he
recently completed ldaho study. These values are 3$50/WFUD for deer
hunting, $60/WFUD for elk hunting, $85/WFUD for small game and $64/HFUD
for flshing., Detalls are available from Lou Nefson In our Bolse office
at 334-2920.

Fifth, you used 1971-80 to establish stumpage values (B-31) and this
may be Inappreprlate In llight of the substantfal decrease tn prices
recently. Thls decrease Is probably due In part to +he changes made In

Jerry H Conley 7

Many of these stands do not meet the rtend esze or distribtutaon
requirements established as mappang crzteria, yet they do contribuie to
satisfying the nceds of many old growth asscciated rpecies

It would be untrue to say that there are no aress of forest land on the
Salmen National Forest not capable of producing crops of industrial wend
There are, 1n fact, many acres which probably fell 1nte that category

Those acres are included in classification &, inadequate inforn Lzon, n
Table II-12, page II~175 of the DEIS A final determination on these acres
will be made through the next Forest inventory effort on the Salmon
National Forest beginning this year While the actual current net growth
1s about 26 cubic feet per acre per year, the average potential
preductivity 18 about 45 cubic feet per acre per year If all of the
porentzal could be realized, the timber productivity could be increazed
about 73 percent  This large potentizl increase in productivity wath
management supports the desirabilaty of continuing development of a peition
of the currently undeveloped lands

We have changed this description in the FEIS to reflect the cyclical nature
of mineral activity and 1ts effect on local commmnitaies

The proposed Plan presents detailed :nformation in chapter IV regarding Each
habztat management poals, Corest-wide management direction, associated
standards and guidelines ard specific management area precer.ptions  Under
the preferred alternative, aquatic habitats will be managed to previde hagh
water quality and reet State species management poals and object.ves for all
fish specses The specific manapement requirements identafied in the
standards and gurdelines are intended to assist 1n achieving these goals

The sediment oriented objectives are also linked with attainment of fishery
objectives Water quality and species goals and objectives were applied on a
5t, eam-by-stream basis and the analysis of effects was also evaluated cn the

the morfgage loan Industry 1n 1981--changes that are Ypermanent™,

Sixth, you assume that demand exists for all gproducts ((V-61, DEIS) but

£6—IA

your discusslfon elsewhere clearly shows that this is not so for +¥Imber
but Is +rue for flsh and wlidiife., Thus, thls assumpilon produces a
blas which favors timber. Commodity outputs tend to demonstrate price
elasticity to a greater extent than do amenity products.

IDFG bellieves that FORPLAM outputs would be different and emphasize
fish and wlid! Ife more 1f these problems with the economic amalysls ycu
used were corrected. Also, the economic Importance of recreation, flsh
and wildl Ffe to PNV would be even more dramatic than your tables show.

FORPLAN

We have already expressed scme concern about +the economle values used
in FORPLAN, IDFG has other concerns about the appropriateness of the
medel .

You placed a large number of constraints on FORPLAN,  Even your
benchmarks were constralned. Thls could have made It Impossible to
arrlve at an optimum solutlon or realistic benchmark. Thus, 1+ Is
possible that the constraints applled to an alternative could be what
determined the flInal "solutlon". For example, constralnts for minumum
MMBF appear to have been +the primary detriment of timber harvest levels
In all alternatives.

Page 5
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In reference to your request that KESR maps be included in the plen
document, these meps are available for viewaing in the Supervasor's Cffaice.
Including these maps in the Forest Plan would samply add bull to an already
large dotument

The change in RVD's among Alternatives 5, 6, and 12 1s related to hunt-ng
and fishing These are not the hunting and fishang RVD'e, but RVD's
incidental to the hunting activaty, such as camping. The changes are a
result of differing wildlife and Fish populations in the different
alternatives

When considerang timber productaon level assccsated waith the various
alternatives, it 1s important to understand that differences in effects to
other rescurces are based pramarily on areas affected and the scheduling cf
activity through time Volume or amount of harvest is not intended to be a
direct measure of effect on the fishery resources.

In the ares of the Long Tem Complex of fires your assumption 1s correct,
the statement you refer to {page IV-56, paragraph %, of the DEIS) 1s no
longer valid
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On balance, IDFG would not be surprised to find that the FORPLAN
outputs bear |I[ttle resemblance to reallty. 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,

Averagling

FORPLAN averages over large analysls areas. Effects are often
estlmated based upon averages for a decade ar for 50 years. Such
averaglng can "hide" potential Impacts because biologlcal systems
respond to extremes as well as averages. One way of avolding thls
problem is +to establish Pbounded" rather than average goals. For
example, a goal of Mopen road density will not exceed 1 mllo/square
mlle In any KESR (preferrably even a smaller area)" could provide more
protection fo elk than one of "open road density will not exceed 0.2
miles/square mlle on SNF." Under the latter goal all open roads could
be on KESRs.

SNF has used some "bounded" goals, S&Gs, etc. We urge you to closely
iock at expanding this concept In the Final EIS and RMP.

Wilderness Recommendations

On May 18, 1984, the Idaho Fish and Game Commisslon passed a motion
detaliing thelr support for wllderness areas In Idahc. A letter from
the IDFG Director to the SNF Supervisor, dated MNovember 21, 1984,
reafflrms thls positlon concernlng these critical fish and/or wlidilife
habitats.

The ¢riterien used by the Commission In choostng areas to recommend for
wllderness classificatlon was conservative. They recommended only
those areas where wildernoss classiflcatlon was deemed the only way tfo
meet |DFG management objectives for the amimals occupylng these
crltlcat areas.

The Commission's recommendatlon Included roadless areas 13942 (Anderson
Mountalns) and 13943 {West Blg Hole). It Is not essentlal that these
areas recelve offlclal Wilderness classificatlon, only that they remain
In a roadless conditlon. Thersfore, we have evaluated the alternatlves
on the basis of whether you propose development In these areas. On
this basis, although Alt. 3, 8, 9, 10, and 11 do the best job of
protecting these speclific areas, |DFG can support Alt. 12 with the
modif Ications suggested under Seml-Primitive Prescription above.

We belleve that SNF should clearly spell out why they chose to
recommend no wilderness and why (in Appendix C} each area was rejected.

Standards and GulidelInes

IDFG was very pleased that SNF included a detalled sectlon on standards
and guldelinas (34G). These $3Gs, along with the monitoring program
outlfned, are generally excellent. However, we have suggested adding
some S$4Gs and strengthening others (see our "Speciflc Comments"). We
believe rlparian $4Gs should be strengthened conslderably.
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Although 211 the natursl factors in pest contrel are not licted an the
Plan, we do recognize their importance. Natural control 1s cmphasized 1in
the standards and guadelines for ipsects and disceace. Refer to “Planping
Issue 14" which states that pest control programs will use an integrated
pest management approachk which includes biological factors

Recently the mountazn pine beetle has not been a problem on the Forest but
1t may an the future. Epidemice have been a natural oceurrance in the past
even before the advent of fire suppression., As stands of trees grow to
larger diameter they become susceptible.

We agree that nationsl economic events have a strong influence on the local
economy: however, timber harvest also 15 very important to dependent
copmunaties. We estrmate that a 21.1 MMBE/year harvest would provide

about 200 full time taimber-related jobs in the Salmon area without
adversely affecting erployment asscociated with recreatiom.

Your comment relataing to pradetermined timber harvest goals in

Alternataves 3, 8, and 9 15 well taken. There were, in fact, predetermined
harvest Flcors for some alternatives., This error will be corrected in the
fanal EIS.

The regeneratich periods in the menagement area prescriptiong are an
average for an area that wall receive various treatments. Where advanced
regeneration is available or planting 18 plamned, the regeneration peried
1s short (0-5 years}, however, in some cases natural regeneration takes
longer and the final removal cut must be delayed. The "NFMA Regulations™
(36 CFR 219) state that "when trees are cut to achieve tamber production
objectives, the cuttings shall be made in such a way as to assure that the
technology and knowledge exists to adequately restock the lands within 5
years after final harvest." The anitial cut in the shelterewcod and seed
tree methods 1s normally made to encourage prompt regeneration, however,
the removal cut must often be delayed more than 5 years to ensure that
there wall be adequate regeneration after thigs final harvest. This delayed
final harvest to await regeneration was used in our FORPLAN model hervest
projectacns and 1s consistent wath the Regulations Recent stocking
surveys have verified that adequate regemeration can be obtaimed with the
shelterwood method.

As dizeussed in our recent meeting, Range Prescraption BA has been changed
to state that "forage use by livestock wall not be increased."

Examples of poor regeneration an Douglas—fir hebitats can be found. Meny
of these are old “diameter lamzt cuts™ where the better leave trees were
cut. Many of these aress would be well regenerated 1f current methods had
been used. Current treatments for sheltetrwood cutg includes

1. Providing properly spaced suitable leave trees for seed and
shade:

2. Providang s:ite preparation by destroying suppressed and diseased

trees that prevent a suitable stand from being established and where
posexble gearifying or otherwise exposing & seedbed; and
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We note that +the Centrai ldake Elk-Logging Guldellnes are referenced
only 1n those prescriptions with high wildilfe emphasis. it 1s more
Important to apply the Etk-Logging guldellnes In the areas managed with
high to medium timber output prescriptions.

IDFG also asks that you reference Lyon et al, (1985. Cocordinating etk
and timber management). We hope you wlil follow all recommendatlons
they make and Include a statement to that effect in the final EIS and
RMP. Recent work by Lyon shows fthat roads have z greater Impact on
habltat efectiveness +than earller work, including the Elk-Logging
guldelInes, Indlcates. SNF should so note and adJust thelr proposals,
estimates, etc. accordingly.

IDFG strongty urges SNF to acknowledge, reference, and adopt ‘the
guldel Ines suggested by the Western States Sage Grouse Workshop, 1DFG
also requests that SNF reference and adopt the avallable antelope
guldetInes in thelr SAG sectlon.

Ninth Circult Declsion

The Ninth Clircait Court of Appeals, In Northwest Indian Cemetery
Protectlve Assoclatlon vs. Petersonp (CA MNo. 83-2225), found that
"Adherence to the BMPs does not automatlcally assure compllance (with
water quallty standards).™ We belleve that SNF should examine this
declslon In detall to ensure that any Intended use of BMPs Is In
keeping with this decislion.

We also urge you to make sure your RMP and DEIS address mitigative
measures adequately to comply with sald declsion. They ruled that the
EIS ", . .must analyze the mitigative measures In detali. . ." and must
explain ", , .how effective the measures would be." We do not think
you have done thls.

Likewlse, have you adequately addressed cumuiative Impacts? They ruled
that the Blue Creek EIS didn't adequately address cumulatlive effects
because ". . .the effects were Judged as ‘average' Increases In
sedIment over a perlod of years." If we Interpret your DE|5S correctly,
SNF also places consliderable emphasls on averaging {e.g., 1V-16, v-4Q
and B-9}.

Flnally, does your sediment model, or other Impact estImates, consider
the Impacts of catastrophlc failures or events? The court found that
%, . .risks must be revealed 1f they appear substantial. . .(and}
fallure to disclose such risks In the EISs renders them inadequate.”

Sales Below Cost

IDFG Is indirectly concerned about this general subject because such
sales are often on poorer timber sites whlch you wili be entering
(11)-57, DEIS) (slower recovery, less beneflt to wlldlIfe from
overstory removal, efc.), In steeper areas (more chance for erasion and
mass fallure), In current roadless areas (Improved access, loss of
security areas), etc.
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3. Recognizang those areas that can't be regenerated (unsuitable
lands) and recognizang those aress that must be plented.

Due to the uncertainty of weather and seed crops, the chelterwood method
does take some time, however, and many of our recent cuts are just startang
to regenerate. Recent stocking surveys have verified that successful
regeneration can be expected in & reasonable time when proper techniques
are applied. Improved technique wall result in much better establishment
and growth than in the past. It wall be necessary to continually mcnater
our regeneration efforta,

We agree with your request to anclude a gozl for bighorn sheep
reintroduction in the Plan We have added the following statement to
Sectton ¥IV: "“Explore opportunities to cooperate witk the Idaho Department
of Fash and Game in reintroductions of bighorn sheep in areas of suiteble,
vacant historic habatat.®

Many specific standards and guidelines are found within the Forest
management direction for specaific resources, such as minerals management,
tazber management (where, on page IV-60, the document "R-4 Technical Guide
to Eroszon Contrel on Timber Sales 1z referenced), soils management, and
transportation system management (IV-65).

The management prescripticns applied to key big game winter ranges {KBGWR)
were disecusged at length in our recent meetang; however, a poant that was
addressed in your letter and perhaps not clarified in the discuseions was
the KBGWR boundary depicted on the various alternative mape in the Plan
These maps show the KBGWR that will be managed under a 4A (KBCWR)
Prescription in order to meet the objectives inherent to each elternative.
Mape showing what we consider to be the actual KBGWR areas are available
for review at the Forest Supervaiser's Office.

The aintent of monaitoring end eveluation is to provide an assessment of the
progress echieved toward meetang the goals, cbjectives and standards
expressed in the plan. At present, detailed monitorang programs have not
been identaifred. Allocation of avarlable funds can and will have an
anfluence on the scope and aintensity of monitoring and evalustion efforts.
Specafaes for each habitat parameter and/or species will be determined
during development of the annual monitoring progrems. Terrestrial
parameters thet could be menitored would inelude browse utilization, shrub
densaty trends and pellet transects (1.e., amamal use).

We appreciate your complete and objective review of our DEIS and Proposed
Plan As a result of your review comments and subsequent meetings to
elarify points of comcern, we have made a number of changes whieh should
provade for an even higher level of wildlafe and fisheries habitat
management and coordination with other resources.

Sincerely,

RICHARD T, HAUFF
Forest Supervasor

FS 8200 28(T B2}
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However, |DFG belleves that SNF should carefully examine this [ssue In
I tght of the recent declslon by Deputy Assistant Secretary MacCleery
which orders a rewrlte of management plans for the San Juan, Grand
Mesa-Uncempahgre and Gunnlson Natlonal Forests because ". . .the plans
provide Inadequate economlc justlflcatlcn for sellling tlmber at deficit
prices.” Does the SNF DEIS and RMP comply with this decision?

Regeneratlng Forests

IDFG has some serlous guesfions regardlng the prospects of SNF belng
able to get adequate regeneration con clearcut areas In the drler
sites. IDFG personnel are famlilar with several exemples of past
fallures In fact, we are not aware on any Douglas-flr sites on SNF
that have been regenerated wlth Douglas-fir to the point where elk
hidlng cover Is now provided. Despite this record, we contlnue to see
timber sales offered In ecctone areas, dry scuth slopes and other areas
which wlll be extremely dlfflcult to reforest, particularly on the
Leadore District. We request that SNF proceed very cauticusly wlith
clearcutting on dry sltes and Douglas-flr types.

IDFG supports SNF's declslon on Planning Issue #20 (1{-173 and 11i-18,
DEIS}.

The range management portlcns of the DEIS and RMP centaln no
Information on how AUMs are divided between |ivestock and wildllfe

(Only by subtracting |lvestock from total AUMs can one reduce what AUMs
mlght be allocated to wildilfe,)

The S&4G section provides no quantlflable Informatfon on how critlcal
b1g geme winter ranges will be managed. Without +thls missing
Informatlon It is difficult to understand how SNF allocates the range
resource., The direction Is to Increase AUMs but It s unclear If any
of the additlonal forage wlll be allocated to wildlife.

IDFG 1s disturbed that 5SWF zppears to wiew falr range contivicn as
satlsfactory--only poor fs Included in the ™less than satlsfactory”
acreage (11-32 and 33, RNP) We belleve that the goal should be to
lmprove all ranges +o at least good--l.e., that falr [s bhelow
satisfactory

In the Affected Environmental chapter, riparlan habitat Is only
mentfoned once under Range (111-38) and this refers fo management
objectives. Considering the documented importence of riparian habitat
and +he varlous management actlvitles (grazing, road construction,
timbering and mining) that severely Impact these areas, a more detalled
dlscusslon of riparlan habltat Is warranted. This dlscussion should
include total acres of riparlan habltat; percentage of =acres 1In
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exce| lent, good, falr and poor conditlony; and criteria for the
classlfication. Also, there should be a set of goals and objectives to
Insure proper management and [mprovement of degraded riparfan habltat.

Key Wild!Ife Habltats

IDFG appreciates your reccgnitlon of key habitats for wlldllfe.
However, we ara concerned that Alt. 12 (the RMP) provides too llttle
protection to key elk habltats on SNF, We are concerned that, over the
| tfe of the RMP much (probably over 50 percent) of the exlsting key elk
summer ranges (KESRs) wilil be lost fo development (roading and timber
harvest). SNF apparently recognizes the Importance of these key
hanitats as Table |(-5 (RMP) Illustrates that a dlspropartlionately high
number of elk occur on these "optlmum habltats", Although some of
these areas are protected by Rx 2ZA or 4B, many are not. Most of the
remalning KESRs cccur at high elevatlons, and are thus pcor *i~ter
growing sites. A major flaw in the RMP s inadequate protection for
these lamportant elk ranges. We belleve SNF needs Yo explaln how these
key elk ranges can be developed wlthout a corresponding loss of elk
habltat potentiel. 1t was a recommendation of the flInal report of the
Montana Cooperative Elk-Logging Study (flnanced fn part by the USFS})
that these Important mofst summer range sites be ldentifled and the
Integrity of the habltats protected.

SWF clearly recognlzes that past timber actlvity has been too high for
the good of cther cutputs (11-6, DEIS}, that future harvest will occur
on poorer timber sites (1i1-57, DEIS) where hazards to other rescurces
are usually higher (I11-56, DE|S), and that coordinating management of
the varlfous outputs will become more Important {e.g., 11=71 thru 73,
RMP), We balleve SNF Is moving In the right directlon but has not gone
far enough. (See our Comments on Roads). One speclflc example wilii
suffice here (we provide others eisewhere). You state that " . .many
of these {(timber harvest} areas would he left open for {fuelwood
gathering.™ (1¥=34, CEIS). This means that elk must not only face the
tmpacts of timber harvest but aiso I[ncreased use of the area after
harvest ceases. For thls reason, IDFG belleves that most exIsting
roadless areas should be entered for single-purpese use only, If at
all, (See Roads for more discussion).

Stream Classiflcatlan

As you recognlze for elk, some habitats are mere Important to a specles
than are others Thse "critteal™ habltats must be [dentifled and
protected. A system of classlfying habitats into more than two
categorles {critical and other) has substantlal benefits In maraging
resources. SNF should adopt or devise such a system for streams.

Joint state-federal efforts are currently wnderway, via the Northwest
Rlvers Study contracted with BPA, to classify all streams In Idaho
based upon thelr value for 5 resource categorfes (fish, wildllfe,
recreation, natural features, and culturall. This effort will pe
completed In 1986, We urge SNF to adopt, or at Eeast endorse, this
system. [deally, goals, obJectlves, S5&Gs, monitorling, and mitlgation
should all be speclifled for each “stream value class®. We reallze it
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may be too late to do this for your current pian but you should
certalnly use thls concept In subsequent pilans.

Commodties vs. Amenities

Your narratlves do not adequately dlscuss the relatlve economlie
coniributlons of amenity values such as wildlife, fish and recreation,
and commodlty outputs such as +imber ané range. Several tables (e.g.
11=24{2} and IV=-2} display Informatlon that Indicates the extremely
high values of amenity products. Thls Information Is lost In ponderous
I lats of tables. The preferred alternative shows a positive PNV only
because amenfty values are high. [n all alternatives, fthe costs of
producing the tlmer outwelghs the return to SNF and the public. These
relative values are part of the reason why |DFG thinks your Final RMP
must place more emphasls on the amenlties.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Dratt Environmental |mpact Statement (DEIS)

5-7 Sedlpent vield over natural 1s 37 percent for reslident and 18
percent for anadromous (50 year average). This average does not
real[stlcally present sediment dellvery, 50 vyears s too long
Indlvidual years could be devastating to the spawning pofentlal for a
stream and could eflminate three-year classes of steelhead and two-year
classes of chinook salmon. A range of values would be a better
statistic to present.

S-7 Rlparian habltat Is a valuable resource and should be included In
Table 5-1.

1-2  Under #3, technlically ". . .Natloral Forests are (emphasis added)
ecosystems. M is not correct., Natlonal Forests are administrative
units which contaln ecosystems and/or portions thereof but they are not
of themselves ecosystems.

-7 There was no mentlon of sedimentation as a separate planning
issuve nor 1s 1t Integrated under any of the major planning [ssues
Slnce SNF has "very steep topography. . .l{and} the Inherent erosion
hazard is high to very high for disturbed areas. . ." (Il1-56}, some
reference to sediment control, reductlon or prevention should be
Tneluded under plannlng fssues.

1-8+  We urge you to add an "Issue area” to #2 that addresses the
Impacts of roads and road management on fish and wildlife habitats and
recreation assoclated with these resources.

1-9- Does "Road administration" laclude road management {closures, use
restrictions, etc.)? See our comments above on Roads and Road
Management.

i-12  Under Planning lssue 18 the following primery lssue areas shouid
be emphaslzed:
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a., How to reduce grazing impacts on rlparlan zones,

b How to Improve degraded riparian areas to Increase bank
stablilty, Increase overhanging vegetation and decrease
sed Inentation.

=7 Is SNF's current pollcy to maintain 10 percent old growth or 1s
thls a change from current direction?

11-8:  You state that ", . .sediment deflvery will be I|Imited in third
order and larger streams to meet Fisheries objectlIves." FPlease specify
how sedlment delivery will bae |imited.

I11-9  ‘What constltutes ™lnapproprate encroachmeni™ on an RNAT

11-42+ Previous discussions have specifled levels of fry survival,
Fallure to do so here mekes comparlsons difflcult.

[-42: I+ is not clear how SNF can significantly ralse AUMs for
Ilvestock and still Increase elk numbers. There will probably be
conflicts In these resource uses. Also, you foresee a ", , .slight
decrease In forage and habltat avallablllty for blg gams. . ." (11-43),

11-43 Under Soll and Water, shoutd the first ifne read ". . high
management intensity. . ." rather than ". . .hlgh management
density, . "2

[1-48- In the last sentence of the seventh paragraph, the terms
"e1|dlTfe" and "blg game" are used as If they are synonymous. We noted
this 1n other places In +the RMP and DEIS. Although habitat needs for
many wildl1fe specles are provided for If the needs of blg gama animals
are met, this [s not always the case; thus references should be
speclfic to big game wherever appropriate.

I1-54:  Should the last word In paragraph 6 be "explored" rather than
Yexplolted"?

i1-72+ The dlscusslon under Wlidlife and FIsh impiles that key eik
summer ranges (KESR) are not affected although many KESRs are left open
to timber harvest, thus they will be less able to support elk Th the
futura.

[1=72 You state that i+ wlll be necessary to ". . .allow sediment
levels to decline on several sireams In order fo attaln anadromous
species objectives." but there !s no menticn of a tIimetable for the
decl Ine" of sediment delflvery or how it wlll be achleved.

[1-73- Thare Is no quantiflcation of Ranne goals. How much range ls
In poor condltlon and how many acres wlll be Improved? Under rlparian
ascosystems, there Is alse no quantlfication of geals or the amount of
the rlparian zones that is "degraded".

11=73  The discussion on Faclllitles, which Is Included for Alt. 1-11,
Is missing here. This omlsslon complicates the process of comparing
alternaflves.
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11-89. Resldent fish habitat capabllity, as well as anadromous, should
be addressed tn thls table.

11-90 You state that ". . .AUM's wiil not change" for Ait. 12 but
11-73 shows an Increase of 1,000 over current and 300 over Alt. 1.

11~93  Benchmark #8 is missing from this figure.
11-95: Benchmarks #2, 3, 5, and 9 are mlssing from this flgure.

11-96 Benchmarks #5, 6, 7, and 8 are missing from this flgure.
(Incidentaliy, 1t would have been somewhat less confusing [f you would
have used letters to designate Benchmarks or Alternatlves rather than
using numbers for both.)

11-98 thru 140- It would have been much easler for us to evaluate
various alternatives If types of habitat improvement under "Wildl[fe"
ha¢ been separated (e.g., upland vs. riparfan vs. aguatic). We wouid
also |lke to see sediment reductlon included under “Soifs'",

11=117 The miles of road constructlon and reconstruction by road

category given here do not match the values glven on page I1-11. For
Instance, total miles of work for arterlals and collectors i1s glven as
10 here but as 18 on |E=11 (recons. 10 miles of arterlals In Decade 1

[1 mlle/year] + const. 7 miles/year of collectors + reconsi. 10
miles/year of collectors}. Same applles to other alternatives.

1-162 I+ Is not clear how SNF Is goling to Increase hablifat for blg
geme In Alt 12 since many of the proposed timber sales In the flrst
decade wll! occur on key elk ranges. Also, current levels of habltat
for old growth specles wlll not be maintalned as timber sales over the
next decade wlll occur In old growth hablitats There Is zlsc o
statement (as In the other afternatlives) about the effects of the
alternatives on state goals for wildlife. Will they be met?

11-162 and 163 You state that "anadromous capabllity" will remaln
statlc under Alt. 12, But [1-72 says that both resident and anadromous
capabiflity will Improve. Which s the case?

11=174; IDFG is trying %o get authority to help SNF enforce road
closures which beneflt flsh and wlldilfe. We would appreciate your
support and request that you make a stronger commltment o enforcement
than is implled by "minimum level®

11-175+  Are there really no areas of "[fJorest land not capable of
producing crops of industrial wood"?

111-2 and 3. [DFG belleves that SNF should clarlfy the speclal status
of anadromous fish In the discusston under "C 1.% ¥What happens to
these fish on SNF can have a greater Influence outside the "local area"
than within It  Also, It would be appropriate to add a #4 to address
"Internatlonal Influence” because of anadromous flsh.
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111-5: It woe were a rancher, we would be offendod by theo statcmont
{paragraph &) that ". ., .amenlty values of the Forest are not
significant to the average rancher.™ In the context of this sectlon,
we think what you mean [s ", . ,are less signlficant. . .".

111-6:+ Likewlse, we balleve your reference to "younger move=Ins" could
promote controversy by setting up a "them vs. us" perception of
resource alfocatlon. We suggest [t would be better to simply note that
the buslness community [s diverse.

111=7 We belleve "Indlan tribes" should be a "Soclal Unlft" oa SNF
especlal |y because of thelr hlgh tevel of Interest In anadromous flsh.

111-10;:  Historlc perspective indicates It would be more appropriate to
stata that MYsubstantfal fluctuatlons" rathaer +han Msubstantlzl
Increases™ are ||kely because of mining activity

11110 +hry 13-  The Income and Jobs discussion could be I[mproved by
standardlzing on either percent of the workforce or numbers employed
rather than varylng among sectors. Fortunately, SNF Inciuoed Tables
111=2 thru 4 which makes dlrect comparison possible.

I11-19:  The current nomenctature for "Dolly Varden" trout Is bull
trout. We suggest you reference this specles as "bull (Doliy Varden)
trout'. GChlnook salmon should also be mentfoned becausa hatchery
outputs In "years to come" wlll be used tc seed former habitat and
chinook wi1ll Increase to pre-1960 |evels.

116-21: Anadremous flsh MIS should read "(Chinook salmon and steelhead
trout)™ rather +han "{Salmon and".

111-22: Why are only 3 T&E specles [lsted when page |11-21 states that
4 are found on SNF?

11]-24, What are the ", . .anticlpated . .changes in specles
numbers. . ." for each managemont level This Informatlon Is essentlal
to adequately evaluate each alternative for least adverse effects on
fish numbers.

111=-25 You state that "[t]he most productive resicent tfrout
streams. . .are. . .most Ltlikely to be adversely Impacted by land
management actlvities." These highly productive resident trout streams
should recelve adequate protectlion to prevent [mpacts.

[11-26:  IDFG recently revised [ts iist of Speclies of Speclal Concern.
For your Information, the current |lst Is appended to these comments.

V=27 We note that SNF Includes as map of big game winter range but
net key elk summer ranges Your statement that a dlsproportionately
high amount of annual use occurs on these optimum lands {1.e , KESRs)
Is a key fo our abllity fo reach state management goals for big game.
SNF should include 2 map of KESRs and which ones wlll be developed by
alternative.
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111=30  Under Blg Game, It should be ncted that demand, as measvred by
hunter +rips through the Carmen Creek Station, dropped slgnificantly
after elk harvest was restricted to bulls only and has only recently
Increased after eight years of restrictfive seasons. Also, anflerfess
deer harvest dreopped considerably In the late 1970's.

111-30: We applaud your recognition of the current and Increasing
Importance of non-consumptlve WFUDs and the fact that you placed an
economic valve (I!1-91) on such use. As explained earlier, we suspect
the value you have used Is low but 1t Is far superlor to not attaching
any value to this Important product from SNF, -

111-32, We appreclate the reference to IDFG's plans. In your flnal,
please reference the 1986-90 verslons of these plans &nd use the
estimates contalned therein.

111=33; Paragraph 3 should mentlon anadremous flsh., Most readers wiil
probabiy know thls Is what you are addressing but some may not.

i11-33:  Under Habitat Improvement, it would be more meaningful to
express "Road closures" as the numbers of mlle of open road that have
been closed rather than aumber of siructures. (Incldentally, 1DFG
belfeves that road closures should be considered as mitlgatlve measures
rather than as "“hablitat tmprovement" measwres. The primary reason we
support this bellef Is because of funding, That Is, money for road
closures tc mltigate for fthe Impacts of development vupon wildllife
should not come from the wildlife "habltat Improvement" budget but
rather shovld be a cost of development.

[11=-33, Under Range, 1f lands are In less than satisfactory condltlon,
does this mean Ypoor®™ ecological condltion? I+ weould be very helpfui
to know the condltion by vegetatlve fype (in Table 1l1=-15). We urge
SNF to provide such data In the flnal EIS. These data would show where
the poor, falr, good, and excellent ranges occur.

111-34: The first paragraph mentlons "vegetative treatment", “euitural
treatment”, and "vegetative manlpuylation” but none of these 3 ferms Is
defined In the Glossary (Chapter VI, RMP), Please elther be rore
speciflic here or provide deflinltlons In the Glossary.

1H1=-36 tn paragraph 6, Mt should be noted that the strutfing grounds
In and of themselves are not Ykey habitat areas®; the key habltats are
the asscclated nesting and wintering aress.

[¥-6- The discussion [n paragraph Z of #b. shouid cleariy state that
no SPNM acres are recommended by Alt. 12,

1¥=7+ Table IY-REC3, and others In this section, would be more
meaningful [f SNF emphasized the existing levels of motorlzed and
nonmotorized semi-primitive areas feor comparison.

1¥~82 We disagree that major Increases In ORY use on SNF are

unlikely. Recent technolegical changes, such as the new "three and
four wheel minl-bikes" for off-road use are Ilkely to Increase the
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amount of ORV use on SNF, Opening the entlra 286,370 acres of
semi-private classifled land to motorized use seems [lkely to lead to
resource conflicts, We request that yos expand the discussfon of
effects of ORYs to make 11 ¢lear that confllicts with wlldl[fe securlty,
alk habitat effectiveness, and level of WFUDs are expected AND that
some restrictlons will be necessary teo reduce such effects to
acceptable levels, (See also our commenits under "Semi-Primitlve
Prescription™ above.)

I¥=12: Why do RYDs vary among Alts. 5, 6, and 12 when ail 3 have the
same acreage of Wilderness.

1¥-17 The discussion for ™Anadromous Fish® provides |1ttle assurance
that goals can be met. You "anflclpate[d]" that goals wlll be met
rather than estimating, documentlng or projecting that they wlll be
met, Likewlse, IDFG ". . .goamls were basli¢cally (emphasls added}
met. . . leaves substantial quistion as fo «c# well they were -ev

Also, the statement that "[tlhers were. . .Instances where projected
sediment levels could Interfere with meeting State agency goals In
speclfic draimages durlng some decades.” s not at all reassuring when
working with anadromous fish. Fallure to address the grazing-tfisherles
habitat Issue {n these documents (1V¥-1B8} Increases our susplclen that
SNF will not meet anadromous fish goals. The last statement says that
"Crlimber rescurce devetopment actlvities assoclated wlth these higher
timber production alternatlves {2, 4, 5, and 10} would Increase
sediment levels and alier Fish habltat quallty ™ Since mit iZ has
higher timber production than 10, it can be expected that Alt. 12 wll}
also Increase sediment levels Why was AlY 12 [gnored as a high
t+1imber productlon ajternatlive?

V=19« We support USFS efforts to designate both the chinook salmon
and steelhead frout as "sensitive specles "

V=20 Ofd growth forests may be "decadent" to a forester but they
provide excelient habitat for some wlldlife species., Labeling them as
Wdecadent! sets up an Image blas which we belleve is unfair. They
should more appropriately be called old growth or mature stands. Why
was an B0-acre stand slze selected?

IV-24, We urge SNF fo Include a column showling your goals (Al+. 12)
also.

Iv-25:  The statement that "[nJo known. . .population of. . .(T&E
specles) occur on this forost. . " contradicts the one only two
sentences later that ". . .bald eagles do winter aleong the Salmen River
and 1+s major tributarles. . .". There Is clearly a wintering
population of bald eagles on SNF.

Iv=26. We appreclate SNF's recognlzing ". . .the need to enhance
and/or malntaln rilparlan ecosystems."™ However, quantiflable goals for
Improvement and detalls on how the goals wlll be reached are needed.
Also, the statement that Alt. 12 ", . .places the greatest emphasis
on. « «" coordinating grazing and other riparlan dependent resources Is
misleadling If based on what was presented In each aiternative. Alt. 2,
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5, %, 8, 9, 11, and 12 stated that enhancement of rlparlan ecosystems
In a degraded conditlon will be emphasized. There was nothing stated
In Alt. 12 Indicating that rlparlan habltat Improvement would recolve
greater emphasls than under any of +the above-mentloned alterpatives.
If Alt. 12 does place greater emphasls on coordinating grazing, then
the ratlonale should be explained, especlally conslderlag that AUMs,
MMBF and road constructlon would be greater than under most of the
other alternatives mantloned.

1¥=27  We do not understand the rationale Involved In reducling grazing
because of the "coordination emphasls" on upland wlidlife habltats
This needs to be explained. iDoes ‘“coordination somphasis® mean
"contllct reductlon”?)

Iv-31 We note that 68 percent of the tIimper harvest will come from
ponderosa pine (1B percent] and Douglas-flr (50 percent) stands, These
timber +types provide the most lmportant elk habltats and have
historically been the hardest tc regenerate on SNF. Our concerns over
regenerating Douglas-fIr are expressed [n the General Comments
sectfon, The emphasis on harvest In these types will lead to conflicis
with wlidllfe goals,. We suspect this Is why SNF cannot meef state
wlldl1fe goals under the preferred alternative.

1¥=32  The paragraph on reforestatlon does nof adequately address the
poor performance of regeneration on paturally occurring (selection
cuts) and planted Douglas-flir sites SNF should explala that many
Douglas-flr sites must be replanted to |odgepole plne *o get adequate
regeneratlon and that Jjodgepole 1s a less deslrable specles from the
wild![fa and 1lImber market perspectives.

1y-37 The dIscusslion of the adverse Impacts of road construction Is
waakenad by the use of quallflers ard omissions. In paragraph one,
there s no mentlon of disturbing wlidllfe or the possibillity of long
term addlitions of sediments. In paragreph two, visual quallfy wil
(not may) be degraded over +the short term. In paragrazph four, most
wildlIfe habltats wlil {(nof may) be degraded Imn the short term. Scme
losses wlll be long term [f the roads recelve constant use, The
impacts may (not can) be minimized by fiming, Intensity, efc and can
be reduced by an aggressive road management program as we recommend
above.

ty-40 Short term was deflned as 10-1% years, 1f sediment levels are
expected to be higher than "normal™ for that length of time, then there
s a high probabillity that tish production could be reduced or
el Imlnated from that area  We applaud your presentatlon of peak rather
than decadal-average sediment rates.

1v=-41 in the first paragraph, Alt. 2, 4, 5, and 10 are |isted for
highest sediment levels over natural. Inspection of Table 1V-WS2
reveals that Alt. 12 is higher than Alt. 10 and, therefore, should be
Included 1n the above {ist. This same apparent blas to portray Alt. 12
In a more favorable |lght was noted elsewhere in the DEIS (see above
under 1¥-17).  Such "“dlscrepancles" produce, or af |east encourage,
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skeptlcal ravlews of the DEIS and RMP and we urge you %0 correct these
"discrepancies” In the flnal, Subsequent cases of +thls blas wlll not
be menticned.

IV=42: We support your recognitfon of the unlque and sensitive nature
of riparlan areas You should elther bhe more spoclflc heres as te how
you wlll protect these areas while harvesting ?Imber or reference tha
section where you supply speciflcs. Apy timber harvest that would
signiflcant|y Impact rlparian zones should be prohlbited.

1y=-43, tmplementatton and applicatlon of maragement requlremonts
should be a high priority and not bs exclusively dependent on “adequate
time" or “suiflclent" funds as you state under Grazing  Essentlally,
you have told us you have great plans for riparlan-grazing coordiration
but don't get your hopes up when It comes +o Implementation. We expect
the flnal EIS to demonstrate a much stronger commltment +o Imptement(ng
management requirements.

I¥-45, We note that Alt. 12 has the least acres wilthdrawr from mineral
eniry. Are there no argas an the SNF (outslide FC-RNRW)} that should be
protected from minlng +o protect other rasource vazlues? We believe
there are

1¥-52: We suggest you change sentence 2 of paragraph 3 to read "Roads
alter wildilfe habltats, reduce habltat effectlveness, adversely Impact
wildl1¢e, and reduce the consumptive opportunity (WFUDs) +that the
wildl [fe populations can supply."

1¥-56, The first statement In paragraph 4 may not be true atter the
1985 flre season.

1y-57 There Is no discusslon of the importance of natural factors,
1 e, blrd populations, 1n the control of forest "pest". The use of
natural controls strengthens the argument for malatalnlng diversity and
healthy ecosystems.

[¥v=58  Thls bulld=-up of insects [n lodgepole types may be symptomatic
of an ecosystem that has been Tampered with by man () e, flre
suppresston’}.

1¥-61 We recommend that SNF also mention malntaining genetle
dlversity as a resource that cannot be valued?

V=62 thru 68+ The general discussion of how varlous "user groups®
would be Impacted by amenity vs. commodity leanlng alternatives is
noteworthy. We observe that In the narrative, of the 11 identifled
groups, only fhree would most beneflt from Alt. 12 (loggers, mlners,
;?nchers), and 7 groups would benefit more from Alt. 3, B, 9, 10, and

1¥=70 and 71 The discusslion of Alt 3, 8, 9, and 11 1s blased toward
possible negatlve Impacts There Is no discusslon, for exemple, of how
a recreatlon-orlented communlty might provide a more stable economy
than one dependent on mining or tImber, Also, AlY. 11 0 would
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I Ikely result In fewer ranchers. . ." whereas Alt 4 ". .would resuit
In. . .more agricuitural {ranching} workers." even though AUMs for
these two alternatives are nearly identlcal (S-8).

1y=-72- We questfon whether SNHF wiil be able %o provide a stabte
economy under Alt. 12, The natlonal economy and ¥lmber prices {demand}
have much more effect on the economy, as has been demonstrated over the
past few years., The recreation-based economy has been an Importart
stabillzing force for local businesses In recent years.

Fy-74 Thls table Is Interesting but, without substantlal dlscussien,
the last column does |ittle more than justlfy selectlon of Al+. 12.

1¥-92- It Is true that Wllderness deslignation Is an Irretrievable
commitment of commodity rescurces. But It Is not an Irreversible
commiiment, especlally for nonrenewable resources The removal of
224,245 acres from roadless deslgnation durlag the flrst decade of
management under Alt. 12 will have serious negative impacts on our
optlons for elk management on SNF. Development of unroaded areas
constitutes an Irretrievable loss ¢f unrcaded hunting opportumity.

1¥-54. He recommend you add ", .and could be firreversible 1f a
unfque gene pool Ts lest." to the end of the second paragraph

1y-94 The allocatlon of forage to one use (e.g., Ilvestock) Is an
Irretrlavabie loss to another user (e.g., wildlife} just the same as
land allocated to Wilderness Is lost from the timber base.

1¥=-54 A declslon to not harvest trees 1s only a loss of the woed
fiber and assoclated jobs slnce trees on slte provide benefits to
wlidl [fe, water quallity, recreation, etc.

1¥=95: Paragraph 4 should clearly state that establishing
long-distance migratory populations via tfransplants Is difflcult for
fish and essentlally Impossible for mammals.

1¥-97 Developed sltes preempt forage use by all herblvores not just
livestock.

I¥-28  &hy 1s fhere no discusslon on negative lmpacts of timber access
roads assoclated with tImber harvest on elk vuinerabillty?

iv-102- Please change the last paragreph from " . .may also be
thought of as. . ." fo " . .Is a. . ."

Appendices to DEIS

B-83: You state that there was no predetermined timber harvest goal
for Alt. 3 but B-103 |ists an & MMBY harvest floor constralnt, Szme
comment applles to Alt. 8 {B-118) and 9 (B-122}.

C-83 Rx 2B acreage for Alt 12 is glven as 9,179 put |1-97 shows that

2B Is not used In Alt. 12. Is the 9,179 flgure on +he wrong line in
this table or Is the errcr elsewhere?
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Cc-93 The statement that ®. . .no resource activitles are predicted
which would preclude {future} conslderation. . .for wliderness . ."
appears to be contradicted by assignment of acreages to Rx 50, etc.
(C-94).

E-20 1f we remember correctiy, you exclude land from the tlimber base
that cannot roasonably be regenerated within 3 yesrs, How does this
relate to the second senterce under #A.1. which has ". . .an average
regeneration perlod of one decade." (emphaslis added)? See also pages
E-26, E-28, E=33, E=36, E=3%, and E-41.

E-25: Weo are pleased to see this Ifist highlighted, We recommend
Improving these S&6s by making the followlng changes

#1. Replace “suppori" with "supply habltat potential for™.
#2, Replace "suppori"™ with "supply habltat potentlal for".
#5. Omlt "If silylcultural ly and economicaliy feasible".

#7. This statement is %00 general We recommend that the Centrii
|daho Elk Logging Guldel Ines be referenced here.

E-48. '"When possible," should be removed from S4G #3.2. Also appiles
on pages E-51 and E-54.

E-68 We recommend that General Dlrectlon #(CD1)Z, be changed by
substituting ". . .he set so that the needs of blg game have priority "
for ", . .not be encouraged.”

Land and_ Resource Management Plan_(RMP}

11-22  We recommend you add a table for resldent flsh similar to Table
11-5 so that habltat condition Is provided. You should also Include
criterla for classlflcatlion.

11-28: This table Is exce!lent. Please add "Ellminate |lIvestock
competitlon" to tha Potential column for bighern sheep {in recognltion
of the fact that |ivestock management Is the key to expanding bighorn
sheep Into uneccupled historlc rarges.) Also, please add "improve
rlparian management" ynder Resident Trout.

11-29« How many Acre Equivalents are necessary to meet SNF and IDFG
goals?

11=32  We note that nearly half the sultable acres are In falr or poor
condltlon and most (88 percent) acres have elther no apparent trend or
downward trend. Your proposal to Increase grazing under Alt. 12 s In
confllct with these range data. Untll SNF is able to upgrade forage
condltlons and ecological trends, there will contlaue To be confllicts
betwoen domestic |lvestock use and other resource values. Has SNF been
able to identlfy wildllfe-ilvestock confllct aress? |f so, these areas
should be mentioned. [+ would ba very helpful 1 you would show frend
by condltlen class rather than Forest-wide.
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14-33  The headlng for Tabie 11-10 should read "M Acres. . .". Also,
using "poor" 1n Table 11-% and "less than satisfactory"” here is an
Inconslstency that should be omltted. A "O" should be added In the
blank In ccluan 2. We also suggest that you Include a 1lne for
riparlan habltat.

11-34. Table 11-10A would be more meaningful If AUMs allocated for
wildl 1fe were Included for comparison with |lvestock AUMs,

11=35 and 35a I+ would be better If SNF specified AUMs allocated to
wlidlIfe rather fhan leaying the Impression that wildilfe gets what
| lvestock doesn't take. Adding these flgures would clearly show that
SNF had made a commitment to supply "X" AUMs for wildlife

1136 The second Feasibllity statement glves no Indlcation of how
likely It s that the obvious need for Improvement {see [I1-32 above)
will occur. In confrast, the flrst Feaslibllity statement indicates the
Likel 1hood of success. Also appiles Y6 Feaslblilty statements 1 and 4
on t1=37 and 1 on 11-38.

i1-42: IOFG [s familiar with many sftes on SNF where regeneratlon of
Douglas-f1r has falled completely. You should Include a discussion
here of the problems Involved wlth regenerating Douglas~fir. It
matters little §{f you have an approved prescription written by a
certifled sllviculturist If you end up having to plant ilodgepcle pine
on Douglas~flir sites. (See our General Comments, alsol.

t1~456 thru 50- Because It is so Important +to flshery resources,
sedlment production should be speclflcally addressed In this sectlon,

11-49-  How many mlles of road does 314 acres represent?

1t-54, The mentlon of a ", ., ,76,749 acre Lemhl Range proposed
Witderness. .is confusing since Alt. 12 proposes po additlcnal
wiiderness.

I1-72- Road management also includes, In IDFG's vlew, enforcement, We
request that you add "enforcement" to this |1s+,

11-85, The road management dlscussion should also mentlon the benefiis
of closeres to flsherles (reduced sedimentatlon} and +o recreation
{malntenance of high numbers of WFLDs),

I¥y-1+  The first statement under Wildlife and Fisherles Impllas that
SNF's geoals wlll pot meet projected Increases 1n deer and elk
populatlons called for iIn IDFG's 1986-90 Specles Management Plans., HWe
request that SNF's goal be sufficlent to meat +these projected
Increases.

1v¥=2 We recommend that SNF Include a goal gtatement supporting
reintroduction of blghorn sheep into suftable vacant historle
hapi¥ats. Please also add goals tor reduclng sedliment yield (because
of the documented potentlal negatlve [mpacts of excesslve sedliment) and
Improving degraded and/or protecting satlsfactory riparitan habitat.
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1¥=q. Under Fagilltles, change "Develop and malntain. . ." +to

"Develop, malntaln, and manage. . ." to reflect the {fact that, for
certain resources (e.g., elk), management of roads Is critical

1¥=-19, 546G #a should be strengthened by adding ", whichever Es highor"
at the end.

1y=-22 We belleve General Direction #{C01)3. could serfously lmpair
our bighorn sheep relntroduction program. Please modify thls statement
so that bfighorn relntroductions willl not be prevented because of
percelved or poiential confllcts with Ilvestock

1¥-25  Under #10 and 11, maxlmum forage utlllzatfon [evels shculd be
quant[fled to make this guldelfne meaningful We suggest that SHF
consutt the SHRA portion of the Sawtocth Forest Plan for guldance on
streams with anadromous fisheries.

i¥-32  Utlllzation levels for #2 and 3 should be gquantifled.

1¥=-33+ We urge SNF to omit ", and 1f necessary to achleve riparian
area goals" from General Dlrection #i3 ICFG bel leves that riparizn
acres are toc Important to be used as driveways.

1¥~-44. General Directlons #19 and 20 should be strengthened by
eliminating the portions following the conmas

1v-47 General Direction #7 Is geod but net specific enough You
should have a set of S&Gs for rehabilltatlon of disturbed areas. SNF

minimizlng sedimentation due to ongolng actlvitles.

1¥=66: We recommend that SNF include S&Gs for open rcad densities n
key etk sumrer ranges. Thare should =lso be a S5 Yo detine
", + slgnlficant accelerated sedimentation ™ (#6) Llkewise, a S&G s
needed to deflne ™. . .a slignificant emount. . ™ In #3

1¥-67 A 336 deflning ". . .serlous and adverse. " should be added
under #4.

[¥-68 Refer Yo comments [V-66 and 87 above.

1V-B4  As mentloned elsewhere, IDFG urges SNF to set hlgher cbjectlves
for deer and elk habitat capabifltles

1v-84. Elther here or under $oll _and Water (1V¥-B5), SNF should glve an

objective of reducling sediment ylelds In all [mportant fish babitats,

V=92 You state, and we concur, that unrcaded KESRs wIll support the

majorlty of the popuiation of bhunted specles We cannot flnd an
account of how many acres are conslidered KESRs and how many of these
acres will be roaded and logged per decade it Is not possible for

IDFG to evaluate the impact of any alternative wlthout this
Irformation. This Information shculd be previded.
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1¥-93 SNF should Include a timetable for correcilon of migration
barrlers and reduction of sediment o attaln anadromous objectives.

1v-84 It Is quite difilcult fo gel a good Idea of what road bulldling
activity willl occur on SNF. Part of thls dIifficulty arlses from your
presentation of several dlfferent valves (e.g., |V¥=94) (RMP) glves
mlles assoclated with tImbering whereas |Y¥-97 (RMP} glves mlles of
arterials and col lectors, both the above are for Decade t whereas [V=52
(DEIS} glves a 20-ysar average and 5-9 glves & 50-year average). A
more itmportant cause of this difflculty [s inconslstencles in seemingly
comparanle paramerers (e g , Decaae 1 average miles/year is given as 35
en |I1=161 (DEIS) but as 66 (46 + 20} on V=87 (RMP)). |IDFG 1s deeply
concerned about the effects of incressed access upon wlldlife,
especlally big geme populaticns and hunting WFUDs. Evaluvating your
preposal In light of +hls concern [$ unnecessarily compllicated by the
inconsistenclies noted.

1y-109 We are pleased to see management emphasls on key blg game
winter ranges applled under thls prescription, However, the 3aG
sectlon should be strengthened by quantifylng the amount of forage
ufllization allowed Fo domestic |lvestock on critical winter ranges
We elso noted that the critical blg game winter range In Pattee Creek
{includling High Creek and Wade Creek} on the Leadore Ranger District
has [l1vestock management emphasls. We found no winter range
prescriptions on the Saimon Ranger District along the main Salmon River
although there are many areas of Important winter raange for blg game.
We would like to work ¢losely with SNF to ensure fhat these key ranges
are accurately portrayed on the flnal map.

1¥=1122 We belleve that Rx 4B, as applled to KESRs, wlll offer
slgniflcant protectlon to these important habitats. The 8§Gs are
good. However, several KESRs were glven management prescriptlon
tavoring timber productlion or |lvestock emphasls. The KESRs cutllined
and displayed on the Alt. 3 map all deserve protection under thils
prescription, We find the narrafive and maps to be deflclent In not
explaining clearly the Impact of each alternative on KESRs. Because
these areas are critlcal to our abillty to reach management goals for
elk, It Is Important for SNF to provide thls Informatlon. We estlmate
that the preferred altarnative wlll Impact over 50 percent of the
ex|sting KESRs durlng the 11fe of the plan. Malntalning elk numbers,
It thls happens, will ba difficult at best and wlll necessltate
restrictive regulatlions by IDFG (substantial reductions In WFLDs
avatlable to hunters}.

¥-2  We urge SNF to make austere use of categorlical exclusions because
of the difflculty of predlcting on-the-ground effects of speciflc
projects from the general analysls, etc, provided In the DEIS ang RMP,

V-6  [DFG does not conduct annual surveys for SNFts blg game Indicator
specles, We doubt whether our pericdlic surveys, which often are herd
compositfon counts {not population +trend §lights), will provide

adaquate monitorlng data for your purposes,
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] A deviatlon of + 25 percent I1s too large SNF could, for

example, provide hzbitat for 14,000 mute deer rather than the 18,600
goal and not trigger "further evaluation,®

V-6. What deviation criterlon applles to habltat Improvement?

V-6 Only two reviews for 586 conformance will provide a very small
sample. How will these two projects be selected?

V=6 thru 20 MIH numbers are mlssing for several entries
¥-7+ A devlation of * 20 percent In habltat Is too great.
V-9 A 10-year reporting frequency for slze of cpenings Is too long
because [t allows po ftime for corrective actlon prior to plan

revislions, We recommend 3 years.

y-11 Reporting peritod for channel stablllty should be 3-5 rather thon
5=-10 years

¥I1-50 and 52 Nelther WFUD nor Wildllfe and Fish User Day is |isted.

ERRORS

We did not make ary attempt to peruse the documents for errors.
However, several were noted and are offered belcw to ald SKF 10
revising these documents. They are ilsted by document, page number and
locatlon en that page.

Page Location Error
§-3 7 lines up crusts to crests
11-4 B.T. fIrst santence Is Incomplete
11-39 Headings remove hyphens preceding 2 head Ings
11=-44 HeadIngs remove hyphens preceding 1 heading
| 1-45 HeadIngs remove hyphens precedling 2 headlngs
11-50 HeadIngs remove hyphens preceding 2 headlings
=51 Headlngs remove hyphens preceding 1 headlng
1 [-56 Headings remove hyphens preceding 3 headlings
11=-62 HeadIngs remove hyphens preceding 2 headlings
11-63 HeadIngs remove hyphens preceding 1 headling
11-68 Headlings remove hyphens preceding Z headlngs
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=69
11-89
11«91
11-92
111-20

111-20
11r-22
11E=30
111-39
111=-49
1v-8
1¥-14
1v-14
1y=55
1y-52
1V=59
V=73
8-10

B=93

RYP

11-6
11-6
11-38
11-41
11-59
160

Headlngs

#3

Col, 2

Last Ilne
#3, 1lne 14
#3, Ilna 26
5 Ilnes up
2-6 [lnes up
9 |ines up

15 lines up

l1ne 18

ftne #11, Col. Z
Ithe £11, Col. 3
4 |ines up

last |lne

2 linas up

10 |1nes up

13 |lnes up

£1, Col. 2

7 llnes up
5 I1nes up
9 lines up
line 4

Column #(6}

4 llnes up

009

remove hyphens preceding 1 headlng
last sentence repeated

Uplan o Upland

bring to bringing

enroute headwater to snroute io
headwater

Forest 1n In to Forest s In
Gray Wolf to Gray Wolf

verb tense problem

use Is to use 1n

ineffect to In_offect
developmnent to development
blank shouid ba -0-

830469 to 830,469

witdl1fe to wildfire
wlldllfe to wildflre
yalntalned to malntalned
(2} to (3)

warrent to warrant

leld to yleld

grey welf to gray wolf

grey wolf to gray wolf

add "FeasIblllty:" headlng

some have parentheses, others don't
update |Ines #1, 3 and 4

4 Protection to 4 Potentlal
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1-63 9 Ilnes up 571 perscn to 571

[ 1-66 ¥ foofnota punctuation problem

11-68 itne 1 for to from

[1=72 1Tne 15 1835 to 1,835

1v-4 19 {1lnes up natuyral to renewabie?

1¥-32 1lne 10 bark to bank

1¥=32 {fen 15 rigor to viger

1W-32 iine 22 ate; gradient to ate gradient,
|¥=32 ITne 27 bark to bank

V=34 iThe 6 sales to sales,

1¥-87 Ilne 18 construction to reconstructfon
V-2 15 Ilnes up Projects of to Projects or

y-6 T4E {ine, Col. 2 Gray Wolf to Gray Wolf

y-8 Entry 2, Col. 7 AMA to AMP

CONCLUS 10NS

IDFG cannct support Ait. 12 {preferred) because It wlil not meet our
goals for lIncreases In blg game and other Important wibdllfe
papulations. We belleve the minor changes (n management, from current
dlrecticn, stibl result In a program that emphaslzes commodity cutputs
at the expense of amenity values such as wildlife, tlsh and related
recreation opportunities. Thls emphasis on commodIty ocutputs cannot be
Justiflied cn an econcmic basls, and apparently Is not what most Salmon
Forest users prefer. The preferred aziternative will have nsgative
Impacts on amenlty values whlch are very Imporfant o the stabllity of
the local economy. SNF indlcates, on page IV~23, DEIS, that the
Preferred Alternative Is ninth out of 12 In providing for wlidiIfe
beneflts. From our viewpolnt, this 1s Justificatlon for rejectling the
Preferred Alternative, obviousiy there are seven other alfernatives
which provide slgniflcant beneflits over the current situatlon or the
Preferred Alternative.

1+ Is aise significant +hat only three of the 1Z aiternatives would
Impact more roadiess areas Yhan  Ait, 12 {iV¥-13 and 14, DEIS), This
hardly seems |ilke a balanced approach to roadless area management and
wlll have signlficant effects on elk management by IDFG In the future.

A ternatives 9, 8, and 3, In that order, would be far preferable to
Alt. 12 because they.
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1. Protect key wildl1fe habitats better,
2. Propose fewer mlles of road construction/reconstruction,

3. Propose greater use of range prescriptlens #6 and 7 which are
better for wildlIfe than #3 and 4.

4. Would requlire a smailer, more probably aitalaable, budget.
5., Have higher PNYs.
6. In cur estimation, have higher NPBs.

SNF should provide addltfonal informailon so reviewers can [danilfy
areas of obvicus resource confllicts. In particular, a map Is reeded
showlng key seasonal wildllfe ranges, range condltlon problem areas and
timber sazle/wildlife confllct areas Also, tables showing how forage
is allocated, range trend by condltion class, and riparian condlt+lon
should be added

We belleve the RMP represents a step In the right direction #oward
allocating resources, buf fhe preferred alternatlve provides too i[ttle
change and wlil not prevent conflicts and confrontations between forest
user groups in the future. SNF sheould comblne elements of Alt. 12 with
those of Alt 9, 8 or 3 fo produce a Final RMP that adequately profects
wltd][fe habitats necessary +to meet State goals and stlll provide
sufflclent timber and forage to support those segments of the local
econcmy. SNF should emphasize commodity outputs only to Those lands
whera slgnlficant direct confilcts wlth nonmarket opporiunitles wll}
not ccour.

Again, we appreclate thls opportunity +o provide Input on the
mahagement of the very Important flsh and wildllfe resources on SKF

You have made an excellent beginning and we look forward to woerking
with you In the development of the Final EIS and RMP. Jolntly, SNF and
IDFG ¢an manage the critical flsh and wlldlife resources on SNF to
provide maximum public beneflts.

ROPC183TY
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ATTACHMENT A (1985 LIST OF SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN)

Sevaral| species have restricted range, speclfic bhabltat
requlirements andfor low npumbers which may mzke them vulnerable to
el Iminatloh from the State Some specles may be Included In this
category because our knowledge of 1hem 15 !lImited and not because thay
are, in fact, threatened. This classiflcation may be used as & basis
for preparing, In conjunctlon with other state and federal wildllte
agencles, a state |lst of threatered and endangered species.

Specles Speclflics given_ipn _

KI+ fox Carnivorous marmal sectlion of thls plan
Walverine Carnivorcus mammal section of +his plan
Lynx Furtearer plan

Fisher Furbearer plan

Idaho ground squlirrel Noncarnivorous mammal section of this plan
Ferruglacus hawk Rap¥or sectlen of this plan

Merlin Raptor secticn of this plan

Boreal ou! Raptor section of thls pian

Trumpeter swan Water bird secticn of +his pfan
Long-bllled curlew Water blrd sectlon of this plan
Sharp=tailed grouse Pralrie grouse section of upland gone plan
Mountaln quall Quail section of upland game plan
Bobwhite quail Quall section of upland game plan

Ringneck shake Reptile sectlon of this plan

Longnose snake Reptlle sectlon of this plan

Western ground snake Reptile section of this plan

Night snake Reptlle section of this plan

Roughskin newt Amphibtan sectlon of this plan

Wood frog Amphiblan sectlion of thils plan

Ven Dyke's Salamander Amphibian section of thls plan
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Richard T Hauff, Forest Supervisor
Salman National Farest

P O Box 729

Salmon, ddaho 83467

Dear Mr Hauff

Our comments on the Draft Salmon National Forest Plan and braft
Environmental impact Statement are listed below Qur review and
comments are based on the Idaho Water Quality Standards and Wastewsater
Treatment Requrements (1985), the idaho Requiations for Pubhic Drinking

Water Systems {1985), and the Rules and Regulations for the Contro) of
Alr Pollution in |dahe (1585}

Inregard to the Water Quality Standards we have reviewed the Draft Plan
primarily from the standpoint of cantrol of nonpoint source potlution and
protection of beneficial uses of state waters The pertinent sections of
the Standards which apply to ths review are Section 1-2050 02 (c) and
Section 1-2050 06 of the administrative polfcy The first sectfon requires
that "In all cases, existing beneficial uses of the waters of the state will
be protected” The latter section recognizes that best management
practices are the most effective mechanism for controlling nonpoint
source pollution, but where degradatten occurs, such degradation shall not
seriously injure a designated or protected beneficial use Serious injury
15 defined as “Sustatned damage to a designated or protected beneficial
use which is not soctally or economically justifted”

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

Unrted States Forest Salmen P.0. Bax 729
Department of Service Natronal Salmen, 1IN PI467
Apriculture Foreet

Reply teo* 1920

Nate

Lee W Stokes, Ph,D., Administrator
State of Idsho

Department of Health and Welfare
Dzvaision of Environment

Statehouse

Boise, Idaho 83720

Dear Dr. Stokes

Thank you for taking the time to commert on the Proposed Land Management Flan
and Drafr Envitronhmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Salmor National
Forest., Your agency comments and suggestions were substantial,
comprehensive, and constructzve. HMany cf the comrents were ancorporated to
strengthen the plamning documents and provide better clarification of the
information presented an the Proposed Plan and DEIS.

The legal minimum population levels addressed during Plan development and
analysis was mendated in the National Forest Management Act and was
i1dentzfied as Minimum Viable Population (MVP) levels  Incorpotated in the
MVYP concept was the consideration of actual populatien numbers and population
distribution  Genetic diversity was an integral congideration in the
analysis process. Refetence to populatzcn parameters (1.e., pounds of fish)
contain the concern for distribution of faish in all available habitats

Many of the tables presented in the planning documents provide information
that 15 in combained form. In many ainstances, fish values are presented
jointly, zh other cases, the values represent a combination of yearly or
decadal values. This was done to provide & summarization of informatzon and
to reduce, through consoladataon, the volume of irformation  The analysas,
however, was done using species-specafi¢ and habitat-specific informetion,
Outputs displayed were consistent wath unzts (lbs, and user days) to be used
by other Forests in an effort to standardize and samplify compariscons
Specific management levels were also gaven in the anslysis procedures. Use
of the Minimum Viable Population levels 15 but one example

The Proposed Plan presents detailed information in chapter IV reparding fish
habitat management geals, Forest-wide management direction, associated
standarde and guidelines apd specific manegement area prescriptions  Under
the preferred alternative, aquatic habitats waill be managed to provide high
water quality and meet State specles management goals and objectives for all
fish species and in all drainages. The specaific menagement requirements
rdentified in the standards and guadelines are intended to assist an
achieving these goals in all drainages. The sediment-oraented objectives are
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SEDIMENT - FISHERIES

Fisheries is the beneficial use which has the greatest potential to be
impacted by Forest management activities Sediment from road
construction and timber harvest is the critical paramcter which has the
potentfal to impact this use We have examined the Draft Plan closely to
see how this issue 15 addressed

The rationale behind estabiishing a legat minimurn for fisheries should be
explained in the EIS  The Pian correctiy notes that the legal minimum

nder State Water Guali tandards has not vet been dete ed.

The legal mwnimum for fisheries is described in the Analysis of the
Management Situation ( Page 1-21, Plan) and Draft EIS ( Page IV-15)
Table IV WL1 Hsts legal minimums for resident and anadromous Fish based
on interpretation of what constitutes a ‘minimum viable' popuiation The
source of the term 'minimum viable’ and interpretation of 1ts meaning as a
basis for establishing a Jegal minimum shouid be fully documented

At the present time the State has made no further interpretation of what
the Water Quality Standards mean 1n terms of percent habitat capability
as used in Table IV WL1 The Draft Plan correctly points out that the fegal
mintmum may change when this issue is resolved The Board of Health and
welfare reserves the authority to promulgate Water Quality Standards and
make interpretation of existing regulations Any future refinement of the
State Standards by the Board of Heaith and Weifare will become the legal
requirement for the National Forests

verage habitat capability is not meaningful 1n retation to State Water
Quality Standards The State Standards apply to benefrcial uses in

individua} streams

Average valugs for legal minimums and existing habttat capabiitity are
presented for resident and anadromous fish categories This may be useful
for presenting the mpacts of alternatives, but cannot be used for
interpretation of state law The State Water Quality Standards require
protection of heneficial uses where they occur Averaging to meet a
standard impiies that some drainages may be altowed to be damaged as

Lee W. Stokes, Ph.D. 2.

also linked with attainment of fishery objectaves through the influence of
fire sediment. The sediment/fish response relationships used an plannang
analysie indacated that steelhead are influenced te a greater degree by
sediment than are chinook salmon. Water qualaty and species goals end
objectaves were applied on a stream-by-ztream basis and the analysis of
affects was also evaluated on the same basis.

Cumuletive impacts from multiple-use management of a watershed wzill be
evaluated et the watershed level. Before scheduled activataes such as tairher
harvest and road construction are initaated, impacts from other ongoing or
previous activities such 8s grazing, minang, and habitat and channel
conditaons, If these values are shown to be signafacantly diminished, ond 8
recognized downstream benefrcial use 1s being potentaally jeopardized, then
actavities will be rescheduled or redesigned an order to protect the
downstream use,

Municipal watersheds, or watersheds providing a water supply for several
indavzduals are located in Jesse Creek (Caty of Salmon), Spring Creek (Cobalt
townsite), and Anderson Creek (Gibbonsville). The Salmon municipal watershed
15 adminigterad by the Municipal Watershed Plan, approved in 1975 by the
Bz2lmon District Ranger, and a 193% cooperative apreement. WMost land
nanagement activities, such as logging and grazing, are restricted in thas
drainage.

The Cobalt townsite watershed (Spraing Creek) a5 managed for a variety of uses
ae the water supply source 1s entzirely eprangs, and not stream flow. Timber
harvest and other activities are constrained such that watershed stabality is
maintained. Density of actavity will contanue to be constrained such that
water yzeld characteristics of the basin are not significantly altered from
current conditions. Since no surface flows are imvolved in providing water
to the Cobalt townsite, major management concerns are the maintenance of
infrltration rates and subsurface flows,

Water 15 temporarily stored in & saall pend near the wouth of Anderson Creek,
where 1t 18 then distributed by an open datch system to several residences.
No water gquality treatment (bacterial or turbadity) e applied to the water
A recent private land and Forest Service trespass incident caused darage to
stream channel condations in the lower reaches of the watershed  Timber
harvesting practices provaded no protection to the watershed resource  Any
timber harvesting activity on Hational Forest lande within Anderson Creek
w1ll include extnesive mitigation measures to protect surface water quaiscy.
Through the use of field reviews, and cumulative sedimentation and water
y1eld modeling, watershed etability and water quality will be maintained at a
high level: however, with no water qualaty trestwent, end the use of open
datch tranemission systems, seasonal water quality degradation will continue
to occur, until the community snstalls a water treatment facality and a
closed distrzhution system,

In vegards to your comments regarding 8 water resource mON1tor:ng program,
much of the impacts on downstream beneficial uses will be evaluated thrcugh
the monitoring of the fisheries resource, as described om page V-7 of the
Plan. Monitorang techniques such as core sampling, embeddedness measurement,
redd surveys &nd fish counts will be used to evalvate ampacts of land

F5-8200 28(7 82)
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long as an average condition is maintaned on the Forest This isnot
consistent with the policy of the Standards and should e clarfied i the
Finat P1an

The Analysis of the Management Situation 1¢ ncomplete with respect 1o
fisheries habitat information The Final Plan_should chsplay the existing

hamitat capability _Displaying the baseline condition 1§ essential to
understand what the environmental consequences of the vamous
atiernatives are

There 15 httle information presented 1n the Draft Plan far the reader to
understand what the existing conditton of streams are an the Forest and
what the quality of the data s that supports this informatten A display
of the existing stream condition 1s criticai to understanding what the
effect of the proposed Plan 1s as well as establishing a baseline from
which progress of the Plan can be measured The Final Plan should
include

1 A list of the unit watersheds and their size, e g, third arder dranages

2 The indicatar species of fish ysed in the analysis of the Pian as well as
a hst of other species which occur in the drainage

3 The existing habrtat capabiiity with respect to sediment where known,
the source of the data, and the quality of the data base It should be noted
also for what streams data are not avallable

4 The effect of the proposed plan of action on the existing habitat
quality

S Documentation of the analysis procedure used to predict impacts on
fisherres as a beneficral use of water

The relation between fisheries standards and allowaple sediment yields
need ta be clarifieg in the Final Plan

The relation between sediment standards ( Page 11-21, Pian), the Tishery
standards and guidelines (Page 1V-20, Plan} and the appropriate sediment
tevels {(Page IV-16, ES) shown for alternatives is confusing It is

f‘ —

lee W Stokes, Pb D "

mENARreNt attavitie on the water qualzty and aquatic halntar There data,
it turn, will be used to furtler ¢2lilrate tht predactise nedels besng 1ord

to @ssess cumularive fedimentation and water yicld effects of land menapenrnt
acLivitior

The 10-year haebitat management propram 1deptzficd 1n Typendin D {page VIT-N-7
to VII-D-7} 15 1iptended to be a dynamic propram responcive to budiet Jevele
and habitat needs Wildlafe gnd fich populatien levels 1dent:f:95 i the
plar were not dependent upon the habitat improvement program  Coordimarian
of wildlsfe/fish objectives wath other regource activities was the kay
component 1n meeting populatieon productien sbjectives Improverent piojects
can and will erhsnce habztat effectiveness, but other habitat managewent
elemenrs (1 o , jmeentory, monmitoring and coordanation) wail be i peroabic
for attainment of the population cbjectives

Responses like yours were helpful in preparang the final PT+n  Again, than}
for taking the time to provade us with your thoughts

Sincerely,

RICHARD T HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

FS 8200 2817 82)
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difficult to understand what the impact of the proposed plan will be based
on these various percentages The controlling standard for anadromous
fisheries appears to be the standard on Page 1V-20, 1¢, to manage
anadromaus fish habitat to supply and maintamn 9G percent or more of 1ts
inherent smeilt production However, this standard s not consistently
applied throughout the rest of the document

Sediment yield over natural of 85 percent for resident, fish shown for the
preferred alternative in the EIS { Page, [V-16) 1s wconsistent with the
percentages ( 25 or 34 percent) shown on page {1-21 in the Draft Plan
These differences need to be reconciled There 15 no rationale presented 1n
the plan to support these increases in Sediment yreld with respect to
resident fisheries

The_cumulative effects of timber management, grazing, mining, and
dewatering on fishertes should be analyzed 1n drainages where these

impacts may eceur together

In the Draft Pian the analysis regarding fisheries 18 linmted to the effects
of timber harvest Impacts from grazing and mining In a watershed in
addstion to the impact from timber harvest needs to be constdered in the
analysis These cumulative effects should be addressed on a watershed
basis The only feasibie way to do thrs 15 develop watershed specific
Environmental Impact Statements individual EA s are generally restricted
geographically or are too narrow in focus to integrate the potential
cumulative impacts from various sources The analysis in the Forest Plan
EIS cannot be specific enough to address these cencerns adequately

To summartze our comments on the fisheries analysis, we believe that the
information presented in the Draft Plan 15 inadequate 1 the fellowing
respects The baseline condition 1s not presented, the analysis procedure
15 not explained, the assumptions used 1n the model are not stated, the
sediment critera used for anadromous and resident fisheries 1s not
censistent throughout the document, and cumulative effects from several
potential sources are not addressed 1n the analysis These deficiencies
create confuston regarding what the actual impacts or improvements in
stream conditions will be when the Plan ts implemented The Proposed
Plan may set direction for majer improvement over existing conditions,
but, this does not come across clearly in the Draft Plan We believe that
the missming information 15 available and can be presented in the Final Plan

pE73
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DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLY

We support the statements made in the Draft Plan regarding protection of
public water supply watersheds {Page IV-46 and 47) Protection of these
watersheds 15 a high priority with the Dwisien of Environment  We would
ke to see more spectiic standards and gindeiines developed for these
watersheds in the Final Plan The standards and gutdeiines should address
careful control of Forest activities which may result 1n an increase mn
turtndity, sediment, bacteria, or organics n these watersheds The
guidelines should alse address the maintenance or enhancement of an
adeguate supply of water As an alternative to standards and guidelines
the Final Ptan could indicate the development or updating of Municipal
watershed Management Plans for specific communities as a future task
Division of Environment would hke te work cooperatively with the
community and the Forest on the development of these pians

MONITORING

The section on monitoring in the Draft Forest Plan 15 inadequate with

respect to water quahity A detaried monitoring pian should be developed
as part of the Final Plan

A carefully designed and adequately-funded monitoring program 1s an
essential part of water quality management on the Forest without this
information 1t will be impossible to determine 1f Forest objectives and
standards as well as State Water Quality Standards are being met
Manitoring programs on National Forests have been inadequate in
establishing the baseline condition and trends in parameters which effect
benefic1al uses Where data 1s not available to support planning
assumptions in speciftc project Environmental Assessments, our only
recourse inreviewing the document 1s to be conservative on the side of
envirenmental protection  This may unnecessarily impede environmentally
sound Forest activities Potential conflict can be resolved by establishing
an adeguate manitoring program on the Forest

The momtoring plan should include baseline/trend momitoring, project
monitoring, and cahibration of predictive medels The monitoring plan
should address the impacts from majer activitres which occur on the
Forest-timber harvest, grazing, miming- with respect to beneficial uses
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A lack of supporting baselhine data is evident in the Draft Plan with
respect to the impacts of sediment on fisheries There 15 no data
presented to support the assumptions made in the Forest Plan A complete
inventory of the existing status of f1shery streams with respect to
deposited sediment should be 1itrated Appropriate parameters are
percent fines or cobble embeddedness in spawhing and rearing habitats

We appreciate the opportunaty to review the Draft Forest Plan and Draft
E1S Qur intention 18 to provide constructive comments which will assist
you in formuiating the Final Forest Plan [f you would like to discuss
these comments or need further ciarfication, please contact Steve Bauer
at 334-4250

Sincerely,

Lee'w Stokes, PhD
Administrator

LwS par
cc J3 Tixier, Reqional Forester
L McKee, EPA
R Burd, EPA
A Murrey, iDHW
Jan Jensen, Governor's Office
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Dear Itr, Hauff,

Thant you for providing us with the opportunity to corment on the Proposed
Land and Resource Manwgement Plan for the Salmon Hational Forest

We found portrons of the Plan difficult to read and the text difficult to
relate to the maps. We are outdoor recreation professionals, but found some
sections unintelligible without an explanation which never came. What, for
1nstance, do the ciass nuibers mean on the "Site Development Scale"? And,
what are the "Frissell condition classes"? We also found reference to
standards for which we were unable te find an explanation.

Your selection of Alternative 12 as the preferred alternative surprises us,
as measured by Present Het Yalue (PNV), it shows lackluster economic
efficiency. Your selection of Alternative 12 surprises us for another
reason, 1t calls for an annual cut of 21.147 MABF of timber when the Plan
states elsewhere that anly 10.6 ITBF will sell,  Alternative 12 also sets
relatively high road-building targets. Are the roads quantified in
Alternative 12 required for a 21.147 #MBF or a 10.6 MMBF harvest?

Road construction and timber harvest directly affect recreational use of the
Forest, therefore, we question them. In addition, 1t appears to us that
timber harvest on the Saimon National Forest will be a losing proposition for
the Forest Service, costs typically exceed benefits.

we are surprised that the Plan recommends no Wilderness. You identified
830,469 roadless acres. Does none of 1t qualify as Wilderness?

Many ORV enthusiasts w111 be disenfranchised by the Plan. The arcas placed in
the Semi-Primitive Motorized ROS Class are fragmented and, individually,
usually too small to provide an acceptable trail riding experience, A skilled
tra1l biker w11l often ride between 60 and 100 miles in a day. Some of the
areas proposed for $PM management do not have adequate trail systems. Areas
proposed for intensive timber harvesting sometimes have extensive trail
systems. The ORV enthusiast loses again.

Statehouse Mail, Boise, Idaho 83720 + {208) 334-2154 @ (Street Addreas) 2177 Warm Springs Avenve

United States Forest Salmon PO Rox 729
Department oif Sirvice Nirignal TAalmen, 1IN0 FY407
Agraculture Forest

Reply to 1920

Date

Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation
ATIN  Todd Graeff, Rescurce Staff Specaalast
Statehouse Marl

Boise, Idahe 83720

Dear Mr Graeff

Thank you for your review and comments on the Proposed land Management Plan
and Draft Envarunmental Impact Statement for the Salmen National Forest

Encleosed you will fand two documents which describe development seale and
Frigsell condation classes

In reference to the annual cut, the allowable sale quantity of 21 1 millson
board feet per year will be offered only 2f 1t 1s expected to sell If ar
becomes apparent that certain types of sales are not marketable, then the
volume offered will be reduced accordingly  All road mileages quantified
by alternative are based on the allowsble sale quantity Any reductions ip
volume sold would result in fewer miles of road being constructed

It 15 true that most timber sales are expected to have costs in excess of
stumpage returns  That is, the cost of preparation and administration ir
expected to exceed stumpage returng to the Treasury If the other benefits
assocrated with timber harvest are ignored, then timber manazgerent on the
Salmen can appear to be & poor investment., In addition to supplying a
portion of the maticr's timber needs, other important benefits of timber
harvest are employment, aincome, and the related contribution to the
econonic diversity of dependent communities, These nonpriced outputs are
not valued in the economic aralysis, Another amportant henmefit, which is
not valued in the economic analysis, 15 the return to the Treasury in the
form of income and corxporate taxes These texes can offset a sizeable
portion of the cost of preparation and administration  Timber management
1s the only resource program which was analyzed strictly on the basis of
direct cash flow to the Treasury If other resource programs were valued
in the same way, most, 1f not all, would appear to be poor investments
based on present net velue, however, most other resources such as
recreation are valued based on wallingness-to-pay values, which are
estamates of what nonmarket outputs are worth in the absence of established
market velues, These wzllingness-to-pay values are included in the
economic analysis even though they do not represent any cash flow to the
Treasury. The important thinpg to remember 1s that the economic analysis
does not display the whole economic picture All costs and benefits, both

FE 6233 617 A2)
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while you propose to build 46 miles of new road each year for the first decade
of the Plan, you propose to build only two miles of tra1l per year. You state
that road construction has eliminated the need for much of the Salmon National
Forest's trail system. We disagree, Roads are no substitute for trails,

they provide a very different recreation experience. MWe believe that trails
should be reestablished following road coastruction and timber harvesting,
Nowhere does the Plan call for such protection of the existing trail system.

Guite the opposite, the Plan calls for the elimination of much of the trail
system, It states that, "The existing trail system or even a reduced"system
provides capacity far in excess of demand for the foreseeab]e‘future. We
agree that you can physically line up the users of the Salmon's trail system
and make them f1t, with room to spare, on the trails currently en the
jnventory. You need to address the quality of the recreation experiance
however. As users are concentrated into indhvidual areas, the quality of
their recreatfon experience there gemerally declines. Backcountry
recreationists, motorrzed and non-wotorized, usually desire solitude and value
the opportunity to explore different areas and epvironments. Tarough this
Plan you will reduce the array of alternatives historically available to those
backcountry recreationists. The Plan should recognize this impact. The Plan
should also identify the trails to be eliminated.

We found ne 1isting of the Forest's nattomally designated tra1ls in the Plan
{we had to Took tn the DEIS). The Salmon Nattonal Forest contains parts af
the Lew1s & Clark Natronal Historic Trail, the Hez Perce Hational fistoric
Tratl, and the Continental Divide Hational Scemc Trail. You have terrific
opportunities to interpret American history, but make no meatien of plans to
do s¢. Why?

The Plan identifies eleven lookouts whicn are no longer used for fire
detoction Some of thesz lovkouts could be repatred and rented to the publiwe
for overnight stays. Rental fees could be used to support their operation.
Forests 1n nortnern [daho rent lookouts, and the public appears to support the
program.

The Plan states tnat ex1sting recreation sites are overused along the Satmon
W11d & Scemic River corrrdor. It calls for recreation site improvements, but
does not specify what, where, or when. It 18 mpossible for us to comment on
the adequacy of such vague intentions.

"Tratls within the Frank Church-River of No Return Wilderness, the river
corrmdors and the 8ig Horn Crags,” the Plan reads, "wiil be wanaged to
standard, with the remainder of the wilderness managed at less than
standard,® Why? What 1s standard? Why isn't 1t defined?

The Plan also states that the minimum Streamflows required to support resident
and anadromous fisherres will be quanitfied, We propose that the minmimum
streamflow necessary to support recreational activities also be gquantified
where appropriate. Defensible metilodofogres exist for this purpose.

Idako Department of Parks and Recreation 2.

priced and nonpriced, were considered before selection of the preferred
elternatave.

While there is comeaderable support for additional wilderness designation
on the Salmon National Forest, there ig also considersble opposition to any
addational wilderness Thae opposition to wilderness designation is based
o numervus factora. One 28 the potentazal for mineral values which vccur
in many of the Salmon's RARE IT roadless areas. Another is the hagh level
of interest from motorized users who would be excluded from their preferred
attivities, Concerng sbouwt the availabaliaty of adequate timber supplies
and the potential future loss of water rights or reductions in livestock
grazing have also been expressed.

Despite strong disagreement on wilderness classification, pudblie input has
indicated a hagh degree of support for a management gtrategy that would
limit development on some portion of the undeveloped areas in order to
protact the recreation, wildlife, fisheries, scenie and watershed values
commonly associated with walderness. A strategy that accomplishes this is
the implementation of semi~primative rec¢reation emphasis pPrescriplions
Semi-primitive mahagement area prescriptions have been developed which will
provide a hagh depres of protection for thouse undeveloped areas to which
they have been applied, There will be pno timber harvest or new road
construction unless necessary for mineral development  Judging from past
experzence there 1m little likelzhood that szgnzficant impacts from mineral
actavity will oecur during the next decade These areas will be managed
primartly for the benefit of recreation and wrldlife. There will be a max
of motorazed and nonmotorized recreation opportunzties available

It 18 anticipated that the wilderness values of areas assigned a
semi-pramilive management preseriptzon will be essentzally intact at the
end of the fiyst planming ¢ycle, thereby mgintainang their current
suirtabzlity for consideration as wilderness duraing the next plan revision.

The areas to be managed to provide semi-primitive motorized opportunities
include the largeet areas avealable on the Forest  When combined with
contigucus argas on adjacent Forests, we believe that such areas as the
North Lemhis Range and Allen Mountain are wvery attractive for ORV
enthusiasts

The only signaficant new trail congtruction proposed on the Salmon Matiomal
Forest wall be the connecting segments for the Continental Davide National
Scenic Traal., Other arsas of the Forest contain sufficient access for both
motorized and nonmotorized users. You sre correct that reads are no
subgtirute for trails, however, Zome areas have such a high densaty of
roads that a satisfying trail experience no longer exists. In other cases,
ORV "enthusiasts™ have "improved" the trail to the point where it is now a
jeep track or 4-wheel-drive road. In stall other instances, & road lias
been constructed in the actual trail corridor or adjacent and parallel to
the trail, In all of these cases, our limated trail dollars can be much
better spent where a sataisfying recreation experience c¢an be provided. The
Plen does not identify the trails to be eliminated because they will he
zdentified on & project-by-project basis.

5 4200 22i7 87}
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Technolagy provides the recreationist with new toys, and new forms of outdoor
recreation create new user conflicts and management proolems. The Plan needs
to address ATV's (three and four wheelers) and mountain bikes. We believe
that ATV's should be restricted to roads. We believe that the potential for
conflict between mountain bikes and other forms of trail recreation should
also be considered.

Although we agree with and can support parts of the Plan, we belseve that 1t
overeaphasizes commodity production and underemphasizes re¢reation. It 1s
essent1ally a plan for resource extraction. Despite the platitudes it offers
to the contrary, the Plan should be cause for concern for those wio recreate
o the Salmon Hational Forest.

I hope that you find our comments helpful. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

{
i A J gl :
P /\,"'; iy

Todd Graeff
Resource Staff Specialist

-

Jm-1158]
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Direction for anterpretation of nationally desipnated trails 1s contained
in the individual menagement plans for each trzal, S0 we saw no need to
repeat 1t in the Forest Plan,

Lookouts ere being evalusted for their historic signmificance  Sepebrush
Lockout, for instance, has been determined to be eiigible for the Natvini)
Register of Historic Places Lookouts judged to be historacally
signmificant likely will be mantained and available for pubiic use

Our plams for recreation Site improvements are displayed on pages IV-83,
IV-91, and VII-D-1 of the Proposed Plan.

"Standard™ and “less than standard" 1s terminology which has replaced "full
service Jevel™ and "reduced service level." Definitaons are 1n the
glossary on pages VI-21 and VI-43 of the Proposed Plan  The reacon fer
managing any area or facility at less than standard 15 insufficient funding
relative to tetal funds available or te antacipated use levels and related
impacts. We expect that much of the Frank Church--River of No Return
Wilderness will remain very lightly used through the Plan peried

Methodologies to quantaify instresm flows For recreation do exist, but no
specific methodology has been selected in the Intermountain Region  The
Forest Service expects to select a methodology in concert with the Snake
River adjudication. Instream flows necessary to secure favorable
conditions of water flow and provide fish habatat will generally provade
adequate water for recreational purposes. In those rare situations where
they will not, methodolegles suitable for the site specific conditions wall
be used to quantafy flow for recreatien

ORV management 1s addressed annually in the update of the Forest Travel
Plan. To date, differentiztion based on motorized/nonmotorized and on
vehicle width, greater than or less than &40 inches, has worked well on the
Salmon National Forest There have been no reported anstances of
partacular problem related to ATV's or mountain bikes  Additional
restrictions on any mode of transpertatizon will not be imposed until
specific problems are antaeapated in specific areas.

The timber harvest level in the selected alternative is compatible wath
providing very high levels of noncommedity outputs. The selected
alternative provzdes for

1. Meetang Idaho Department of Fish and Game goals for big game.
2. Meetzng Idaho Department of Fash and Game goals for aradromous
and resident fish as well as protecting downstream beneficial uses of

water,

3. Protecting soval productavity in accordance with the Nataonal
Forest Management Act.

%4, More recreational capacity than antacapared demand for all

classes of recrestion, including wilderness, except in the Wild and Scenic
River corridors.

FS 8200 28(7 82}
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5. Maintaining hagh vieuel quality throughout wost of the Furest
Lees than 10 percent will appear to be modified by management activities.

6. Retaining 1,032,000 acres of the Forest an an undeveloped
condition throughout the planning period.

Responses like yours were helpful in preparing the final Plan  Again, thanks
for taking the time to provide us with your thoughts

Sincerely,

RICHARD T WHAUFF
Forest Supervisor

Enclosures

F5 6200 Z5(7 BZ}
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As the 15590's rapidly approach us one would hope that those who are 1n contral
of our hmted and ever dwinding natural rescurces would display a more reahshc
understanding of environmental concerns. The Salmon National Forest Hlan does nat
refiect these concerns. The loss economically and environmentally that would result from
this plan make it entirely unacceptable.

I am mn agreement with the Idaho Wildiands Defense Coalihon who want more
emphasis shifted to the higher value resources, Le, fish, wildhfe and recreational uses
derwed therefrom, I am i support of Alternatwe 3. I am also m soppart: of a
wilderness demgnation for the Lembn Mountans and the West Biy Hole area.

Other roadless areas that should be protected as wilderness, or at least as
semr-pramibive nonmoetorized, are the Anderson, Allen and Goat Mountain and Tahan Peak
roadless areas mn the Bittemroot Range. Important areas conbiguous to the Frank Church/
Raver of No Rehurn Wilderness include the Camas Creek, Duck Peak, West Panther Creek,
Long Tom, Iattle Horse, and Oreana roadless areas

More attenbion needs to be gwen to the confict between catile and the eik/deer
population for farage and space,

Idaho 18 Hessed with some of the most beautaful and awe-anspnng wildemess laft
i the continental Umked States. To destroy it as a result of an economically umsound
lpgoung plan as foalsh. The propesed plan, as it stands, 13 a monster of misplaced values
and shows no regard whatever to the wark being done by the Jaho department of fish
and qame.

Please don't msunderstand me, 'm not a fanabieal envaronmentalst, On the
conitrary, as a contract timber failer from the coast of Washington, I've seen first hand
how logaing can damage the ground cover and stream qualities.

To do so to the areas in and arcund the Salmon Nahonal Forest, T've mentioned
above, would be a damn shame and a great loss to future generations.

o

United States Forest Salmon P.0 Fex 720
Department of Service Nat jonel Salmon, TD  £2a407
Agriculture Forest

Reply te 1920

Date

Jhan Hughee

Panther Greek Tamber Falling
P 0, Box 136

Snohomish, WA 98290

Dear Mr Hughes*

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Lapd Mansgenernt Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salson Kational Forest

In our judgment, the selected alternative provides for a balanced progran
of getivities and outputs. More specifically, the selected management pan
w1ll insure that sufficient hebitat potential is availsble to meet the
Idaho Depaitment of Fish and Game's objectives for big game, #nadromous
fizh and resident fish., It encourages the legitimate exploration and
extraction of leasable and locatable minerals, improves the quality of
recreation experiences, and provides for pleasing visval lgndscapes and g
quality wilderness experience in the Frank Church—River of No Return
Walderness. Selected portaons of the Forest will be managed for
semy-primitive motorized and semi—primitive normotorized user experiences
Equally important, the management plan provides for a level of livestoch
grazing consistent with the agriculture base and rural laifestyle of Lemh;
County and the surrounding area. Timber harvest is maintained at a level
consistent with other resource objectives and economic feagabality

In the present net value economic analysis, willingness-to-pay values are
used to compute the benefits assocrated with wildlife, fish and recreation
outpute. These willingness-to-pay values are estimates of what certain
amenities are worth in the sbsence of esteblished marker values. On the
other hand, taimber benefits are based on actual cash £low an #nd out of the
Treasury., No other resources are valued golely on this basis. If they
were, most i1f not all programs would appear to be poor econoric
anvestments., Important benefits associated with timber harvest on the
Salmon National Forest are not econsidered an the economic analysis.
Employment, income, and community stability benefits are not jecognized as
benefits 1n the present net value analysais, bnt they are recognized as
nonprzced cutpuls.
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Wark mare closely wnth the IAaho Department of Fish and Game and th
Wildlands Defense Coaltion and I'm sare there can be plan b e
1ie vath everyoedyrs st a worked out that 15 more 1

Thank you,
Sincerely,

Representing Panther Creck Timber Falling

P.0. Box 336
Snohomish, WA 98290

ce: Governor John Evans
Statehouse, Boawse, Idaho 83702

Representative Richard Stalhings
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington D.C, 20515

Jhan Hughes ?

The preferred alternatave was selected afrer cons:zdersraon of berh p1iced
and tonpriced costs and berefits. In our opinaop 1t provider Tor the
greatest net public benefit consaidering both current and expected future
uges of the Forest

The impact of domestic livestock grazang wpon the wildlife resource war o
commonly expregsed concein  The Jevel of prozaing provaded for an 1]
prreferred alterrative of the proposed Forest Plarn s commensurable with
maintasning high wildlafe {3 e , amenity) outputs on the Salmon bat.cnal
Forest. Adequate qualzty and quentatses of habitat will be mainta:ned
under this altermative to meet the 5-year species 1 wvrpement objectives
(1985-90) rhat have been set by the Idaho Department of I'i1sh ond Cane for
all epreres of bag game.

The preferred alternative provades for a Jevel and sntensity of Javestock
management which will reduce conflicts between livestoch and bag pame
This i1e especially true of lLey or critaeal wanter tange aieas, For
example. a key provision of the ramge preseription (B-A) states that
"forage use by livestock on critieal hig game winter rapge sites will not
be increased 7

Although not recommended for wilderness, much of the Lemti Range (Lemha
Roadless Area), and the Beaveihead Renge {Anderson Mountain, Bag Holer, and
Italian Peaks Readless Areas) will remain undeveloped Most of these arear
w1ll be manaped for semi-pramitive recreation opportunity; semi-primitivse
management area prescriptions will provide e high degree of protectzon,

There wall be no tamber harvest ot new road conatruction unless necessary for
mineral development  There 2s a low likelahood of svgpafsicant impacts from
thas actavaty. These areas will be managed prararily for the benefit of
recreation end wildlafe. There will be a mixture of motoiszed and
nonmotorized recreation opportunities availahle.

Further, your letter voices support of roadless designation for Allen
Mountain and some areas adjacent to the Frank Church——River of No Return
Wilderness During the passage of the Central Idahe Walderness Management
fct of 1980, the Fouse/Senate Joint Conference Commattes stated an thesr
committee report 1t was the intent of Congress that lands adjacent lo the
[F1ank Churck] River of Wo Return Wildeiness be nérsged for nonwilderre s
multaple~uge purposes. Various management strategies will be applied to
areas bordering the Wildetness depending on thkeir resource character-et es
Areas adjacent to the Wilderness with a semi-primitive recreation ranagement
emphasis vecur tn the Capas Creek, Castle Creek, Lopg Tom, snd Blue Joint
vieinitles. The bulk of the Allan Mountsin atea will alse be managed for
semi-primitive unroaded opportunities

Responges like yours were helpful in prepaiing the final Flan  Again, thanks
for takaing the time to provaide us with your thoughts.

Sincerely,

RICHARD T. HAUFF
Farest Supervieor

FS 8200 20(7 82)
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RIVER TRIPS

B:ll and Peggy Burnt
Box 125
Salmon Idaho 83467
(208} 756-4167

G Jan 1986

Mr. Hauff,

I suprort Alternative #3 of your Salmon Forest Pl.n
rather than your preferred Altcrnatave #12.

The timber industry 1s an historic and appropriate
part of the community, but needs to be kept in perspective.
It should not dominate other uses of the Forest.

wWirldlife considerations are of primary importance
to the precreational user of the Forest. Loggang in the
Beaverhcad Range in Geme Unit 21-4 and in Unit 29
between Hayden and Timber Creek would be of particular
concerh.

From an economic standpoint, recreation s becoming
a more and more importand part of the local economy.

On the other hand, deficat timber sales are hard to
understand.

Sancerely
Sl o
Ball Bernt SALMONN F
JAN 10 86
Infe O Azion O
SUP.
cﬁgﬁ) 123456
1234856
M 123456
NRYW 1 23456
AD 12345686

& cowto_3erter Tiolto

licensed & bonded oumtfitter
member Idabo Outfitters & Guides Assocration

o A ek ke et Rt ok ikt il

Ik

United Stater Forest Salwen PO PRox 7729
Deprrtment of “rryacr Mat innal Clman, 10§67
fpricoliure Furest

Reply to 1970

Date

Ball Bernt
Agpipah Raver Trips
P O Box 425

Salmon, Idaho 83467

Dear ¥Mr Bernt-

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Land Management
Plan and Praft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon National
Forest

The tamber harvest level in the selected alternative 1o cenpatable
with provading very hagh Jevels of noncommodity outputs  The
selected alternatrve provides for

1 Meeting Ideho Department of Fash and Game goals for bag game.

2 Meetinp Idaho Department of Fish and Game geais for enadtomons
and resadent fish as well ag protecting downstream beneficial uses of
water

3 Protectang soil productsvaity in accordance with the Hational
Forest Management Act.

4, More recreational capacity than antacipated demand for all
classes of recreatson, Jsncluding wailderness, except 1n the Wald and
Scenic River corridors

5. Maantainzng high vigual qualzty throvghout most of the Ferest
Less than 10 percent will appear to be modified by management activaties.

6. Retaining 1,032,000 acres of the Forest in an undeveloped
condrtion througheut the planning period

Tzmber harvests and road comstruction in areas of key elk cuvmer range
(KESR's) are concerns that suifaced an meny letters of response The
preferred alternative incorporates managewent actavity design and
assocrated coordination measures to ensure that any adverse effects
upon the big game rescurce will be very short term and, In most cases,
limated to the life of the tamber sale. The predicted long term
effects of these actavities will an most cases be of benmefat to deer
and elh; and in many cases the benefits will be very substantial,
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t~pec1ally in areas where naturol fetage opepipgs and timbor/fion timber
ceotoner Are only present in very limited quantities

Tarly 1o the planping process, RESR's were mapped on the entite SKFF

At the same t.me, all other acre- on thiz Forest were clageified into
Optumrun, acceptable, or marginal sunmer elk habatar, and the key bag
zame w nter ranpes were also mapped These raps rhen became the basis
fu pred etang the elh hahitat potential inder each of the 12

rropo od ranagement alternatives jncluded in the Draft Fore<t Plan

Tte ¢ predictiens wite calcvlated based upon proposed taimber harvest
level=, arcccrated road constructiot, silvicultural practices and
Irculedge of the effects that hebitat parzmeterr such as gover,

forage and open road demstities have on elk  Thas analysir revealed
that the elk habitat potential under proposed Alternative 12 {the
draft preferred alternative) would be mote than adequate to supporl am
ell pcrilation level that zeets the Idaho Department of Fish and
Gane's Species !anagement Plan goal for the period 1986-90

Varyang avount< of KESP's weie ,ecognized as geographic areas (with
wildlife prescriptions applied} under each propased altermative,

¢y endang upon the theme (1 & , conmodity, ewmenity, etc.) of tte
particular alternative These designated KESR's will be managed to
favor elk under a set of very specific prescriptions designed to
enhance ell babitat, however, the prescriptions being proposed for
arplication to other geograpbic areas alsc include an erray of
wildlife ceordination reasures that will help ensure that adequate
habitats to weet gpecaes menagement poals for elk and other management
indicatol fpecies are maintained in all areas In other werds,
managcment activities 1n all geopraphic areas, including desagnated
and undesignated KESR's will be subject to wildlafe coordination
meesures desigred to at least maintsin adequate habitat to support

ell pepulation levels that meet the current species managerent goals
established by the Idzhe Departwent of Fish and Gome

Tt 3¢ true thart wost timber sales are espected to have costs in excess
of stuwpage returns That 15, the cost of preparstion and administration
& expected to exceed Stumpage returns to the treasury. If the other
benefits assoc.ated with timber harvest are agnored, then taimber
ranagement on the Salmon can appear to be a poor snvestment In
sddition to supplying & portion of the nation's timber needs. other
wrportant benefite of timber harvest are employment, ncome, and the
1elated contraibution te the economic diversity of dependent communities
These non-priced outputs are not valued in the economic analysis  Another
irportant benefrt, wh.ch 2 not valued in the economc analysi<, 1t the
return to the Treasury in the forn of :pcone and corporate taxes  These
taxes can offset a sizeable portion of the cost of preparation and
adrinistration  Timber management 16 the only resource propiam which was
arelyzed strictly on the basis of direct cash flow to the Treasury If
cther resource progrars were velved in the same way, most, :f not all,
would appear to be poor investments based on prescnt net value, however,
rest other resources such as recreation are valued based on willingnesge-
to~pay values, which are estimates of what nonmarket outputs are worth
+n the absence of egtablished morket values These willingness-to—-pay
values are inclided in the economic analysis even though they do rot

Fs 6290 6l7e@7)

Bi1ll Berpt a
represent any o b flow to the Tresrury  The snportamt (hinp 1 revinloy
16 that the economic analysie does not dicplay the vtole ccononic LT

All coste snd benefits, both priced and roppraced, weir ronsadi red he 5
selection of the preferred alternative

In ouy opinien, the zelicted alteinstave provides an appropilare

balance of mar} et and notmarhet actavities and output-,

Apain, thenl
for teking the tame to provide us with your thovght«

Sinerrely,

RICHARD T LFALTF
Forest Surérvisor

FRen
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United States Forest Salmon B O Fex 779
Department of Servace Hational Salmen, T T3/r7
Agriculture Forest

Reply to: 1920

Date

S1lver Cloud Exped2tions
ATIN: Jerry Myers

Box 1006

Salmon, Idahe 83467

Dear Mr Myers:

Thank you for taking the taime to comment on the Proposed Land Management Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmom laticnel Foie 1

In our judgment, the selected alternative provides for & balanced prograp
of activitzes and outputs. More specifically, the selected renagement plicn
w1ll 1nsure that sufficient habztat potential is available to reet the
Idaho Depsrtment of Fash and Game's objectaves for big geme, anadronous
fish and resident fish It encourapges the legitipete cipleoration and
extraction of leasable and locatsble mimerals, smproves tle qualiaty of
recreation experiences, and provides for pleasing visual landscapes and a
quelity walderness experzence in the Frerk Church—River of No Peturn
Wilderness Selected portions of the Forest will be managed for
semi—primitive totorized and sema-pramitive nonpotorized user experiences
Equally important, the management plan provades for a level of liverteck
prezing consistent with the sgriculture base and rural I:festyle of Lerhs
County and the surrounding area, Timber harvest is maintained at a leiel
consistent with other resource objectives and econcti.c fessibilaty. The
preferred alternative was selected after consideration of both priced and
nonpriced costs and benefats. In our opimaon it provides for the greet«.t
net publac benefit considering both current and expected futuie uses of the
Forest,

Tamber harvests and road construction in areas of key cJk smwper range
(KESR's) are concerns that rurfaced in many letters of response The
preferred alternative incolporates management actiavity desipgn aund
agsociated coordination measures to ensure that any adverse effects upen
the big pame resource will be very short term and, in wost caces, lzmited
to the 1ife of the timber sale The predicted long-term effects of the e
getavities wzll an most cases be of benefat to deer and elk, and 1n many
cages the benefits will be very substantaal, especizlly in arees vhere
netural forage cpenings and tamber/nontimber ecotones are oply present Im
very lamited quantities.
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Silver Cloud Expcdations i
Early an the planning process, KFSR's were mapped on the entire SMT #0
the same tame, all other acres on this Forest were classrfized jnto optirum,
acceptable, or marginal summer elk habitat. and the key big game winler
ranges were also rapped. These maps then becare the basis for predict: ng
the elk hsbitar potential under each of the 12 proposed management
alternatives included in the Draft Forest Plan  These predictions were
caleulated based upon propesed timber hervest levels, associated rcad
construction, silvicultural practices and knowledge of the effects thst
habitat parsmeicis sucli as cover, forage and open road densities lave cn
ell.  This snalysis revealed that the elk habitat potentzal under proposed
Alternative 12 (the draft preferred alterrative) would be more than
adequate to cupport an elk populatzon level that meets the Tdaho Department
of Fish and Came's Species Monagement Plan goal for the pericd 19£6-90

Varying amounts of KESR's were recognmized as geographic sreas (with
wildlafe prescriptions applied) under esch proposed altersotive, deprnding
upon the theme (1 e , commodzty, amenity, etc ) of the partacular
alternative. These designated KESR's wall be mabaged to favor elk under a
set of very specific prescriptions desigred to eokance elk habitat,
however, the prescriptions being proposed for application to other
geographic areas also include an array of wildlife coordination measures
that wall help ensure that adequate habitats to meet species maragement
goals for ell. and cther management indicator gpecies are maintained »n all
areag In other words, manggement activities in all gecgraphic area=,
including desipnated and undesignzted RESR's will be subject to wildlife
coordinat2on measties desagned to at least wmatirtain sdequate habitat to
support elk population levels that meet the current species management
goal’ established by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game

Maintainang the antegraty of the various elk and mule deer migiation routes
across the Montana-Idabo divide 28 craitical to the long-term welfare of the
big game populations that primarily summer in MWontana end winter iu Idsho
This premase was an underlying force in the initial phases of the planring
process and prescraptions for managing these corridors were developed.
Durzng the development of the peographical area boundaries and <te
assignment of prescriptions to each area, it becasme spparent that the
semi-primitive moteraized and/or nonmotorized recreaticn presciriptions
adequately handle all wildiife concerns for maintenance of these

corridors  Consequently, since the geographic areas pvoposed for the
recreation prescriptions encompass the areas proposed for wildlife
migratron prescriptions, the wildlife areas were gimply lumped under the
gsemi-primitive rotorized and/or nonmotorized prescraptions. Under the
drafr preferred alternative (12), most of the Montana-Idsho daivide from the
head of Spring Creek through Lost Trail Pass and on south to Goldstone
Mountain 1¢ withan eather the 24 (semi-praimitive motorized) or 2B
(semi-prim: tive non-moteiired) prescriptions. As such, these areas will
only be subject to selvage timber horvest following natural disasters
Coneequently, these migration routes are provided protection from road
encroachment and cover removal.

The Lemha Range Roadless Area Number 13903 contains acreage on both the

Salmon and Chellig National Forests. The Challis Nataonsl Forest has not
recommended wilderness desaghation for that portion of the area. The Saimon
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Nat.onsl Forest portion of the Lemh: Range Roadless Area will not be
recomnended wilderness  Eight management presciiptions will be applied:

1. Ssm-primatave motorized recreation emphasis in the herd of Bag
Tinter Creek and associated draanages,

2.  Sema-primitive motorized on designeted routes in the head of
drainages from the Middle Fork of Little Timber Creek north to Basin Lake,

3. Semi-primative nonmotorazed recteation emphasis 1n the head
drainages from Bruce Canyor north to Alder Creek;

4.  Anadromous fish emphasis with medaum investment tamber outputs an
the Payden Creek/Bear Valley Creek drainages,

5 Key bip game summer renge in the Tobies Creek araas

6. ledium investment taimber output emrhasis from Mill Creek to Little
Sewr1ll Creek and an the helNutt Creek/Basin Creek draineges,

7. Low investment timber output emphasis an the Gilmore, Meadow Lake
and tlez Price oieas, and

8.  Range manageément emphasis in the Swan Basin area.

There was both strong public support and strong public opposition expressed
regarding wilderness designation of this area during the public comment
periods for BARE I, RARE II, the proposed 1984 Idaho Forest Management Act,
and ir input submitted to the proposed Salmon National Forest Management
Plan. Hardrock mineral potential 1s high wzth many myneral claims located
throughout the area. The potential for development of mineral claime (more
than annual assessment work) within the semi-pramitave area is considered
low; however, the potential is much higher at lower elevations., 011 and gas
potential wariee from none to moderate  Significant growing stocks of poles
and sawtimber mekes portions of thas area ar important ¢ontributor toward
Salmon Nationel Forest tamber product outputs. Management emphbasis on
anadromous fisheties habrtat in the Hayden Creek/Bear Valley Creek areas will
continue, WNo activitzes are planned that would effect the walderness
potentizl of semz~primitive areas, however, past and predacted activities
would preclude portions of the vemainang area from wilderness consideration
1n the next plan revision.

The Draft Sslmon Pet:onal Forest Management Plan adentified areas withain this
roadless area ags semi-primitive motorired. As 2 result of public comments,
the final Management Plan will recommend portions ag semi-primitive
soterazed; poviions as semi-pramative motorized on desagnated Toutes, and
portions as seml—primitive nonmotorized. We wall zlso increase the land
beang managed as semi-primitave in the Lemhi Range Roadless Area by 32,400
acres,

The West Big Hole Roadless Ares Mumber 13943 contains acresge on both the

Saloon and Beaverhead Watioual Forest. Wilderness designation has been
recommended for a portion (55,087 acres) of this area on the Beaverhead

FS 8200 20(7 82)
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National Forest Fave management prescraiptions will be applied 1c¢ the Salm
National Forest portion

1. Semi-—praimitave nonnotorized along the Continental Davide fiom the
head of Bradley Guleh, south to Golway Gulch,

2.  Semi-pramztive motorized aleng the mid-slope in the Fourth of July
Creek to Sheep Creek srea,

3 Semi=pramitive motorized on designated routes only 1n Carben Creak
and from the Freeran Creek drainage to Kenney Creek;

4.  Key big pape vinter range emphasis along the lower sloper fiom
Traial Gulch south to Gold Star Gulch, and

5. Eophasie on mediunm investment timber ocutputs along the wid-slope
between Fourth of July Creek and Lattle Silverleads and a portion of Kenney
Creek  There was both strong public support and strong opposition expressed
for wildernees designation of this area durang the public comment period. fr
RARE I, RARE 13X, the proposed 18B4 Idaho Forest Mapagewmeat Act, and 2n anput
submitted to the pioposed Salmon National Forest Management Plan  IMiperal
potential a1 hagh with many mineral claams located tlaioughout the mrea  The
potential for development of mineral claims (more than annual assessment
work) withir the sema~primitave area 1s considered hipgh while development
potential 2t the lower elevations 16 concidered low. Tre Gontanental Pavide
National Scenic Trail 15 located wrthin portions of the semi-primitive
units. Significant growaing stocks of poles and sawtimber make pcrtione of
this area an impertent coutributer toward Salman Natiomal Forest timber
product outputs. ko activities are planned that woula affect the wilderne ¢
potentizl of semi-primitive areas, however, past and predicted octavities
would preclude portions of the rem@aning area from wilderness consider tsen
wn the next plan revision

The Draft Salmon Hational Forest Management Plar 1dentified areas withip ths
roadless ares as semi-primitive motorazed As & resuit of public cobment
the final Management Plan will recommend portions as semi-primitive
wotorized, poirtions 88 SeMa—priritive motorized on designated rovles, and
portions as semi—primilive nonmotorized. This 1g an cverall ancreare of Jan
being managed as semi—ptindtave 1n the West Bip Hole Roadlers frca

The impect of domestic livestock grazing upen the wildlafe resource wac .
commonly expressed concern The level of grazing provided for in tt
preferred alternatave of the proposed Forest Flen 1s commepgurable with
maintainang high wildlife (i e , amenity} outprts onm the Szlmon Kationzl
Forest. Adequate qualaty ancd quantaties of habitat wall be maiptained
under this alternative to meet the 3-year species ategeuent ohjeetives
(1986-90) that have been set by the Idaho Department of Fish and Came for
&ll species of big pgame

The preferred alternatiave provides for & Tevel and irtencity of 1 wertock
nanagement which will reduce conflicts between livestock and b-g pane
This 3s especaally tree of hey or ciiztacal winter ienge areas. For
example, a key provisicn of the range prescripticn (8-A) state: 1hat
"forage use by Jivestock on eratical big game wopter range sites will not
be increased "

Fa 8200 28



2TT1-1IA

S1lver Cloud [xpeditionz <

Good quality winter ranges are often consadered to be the foundatran of T
pame herds As a land managing sgency, the Forest Servace 1s very
interested in mazntaining adeguate winte- rznges for deer and ¢lb .nd
babitat improvement projects are conducted yearly on rany acres Mowtver,
ag winter range areas contunue to be developed, the problem of neante ning
good quality winter rappes in adequate quantsty becormes more acute.
Masntaining the habatat gual>ty of key bag game wanter ranges will continue
to be a priority under the preferted dlternative of the Foiest Flano,

Redueing conflicts between big game and livestock on key big pame winier
ranges 1s also necessary 1f habitat quality 1s to he wmazntained By
reducing competition for forage on Hatiopal Forest Tands, depredation
pzoblems on private lands should be reduced {(such as these you describe
with elk and haystacks along the Lemhi Raver).

Responses like yours were helpful an preparing the final Flan, 4#gein, thauke
for taking the tame to provade us with your thoughts.

Sancerely,

RICHARD T HAUFF
Foregt Supervisor

F5 8200 28(7 B2)
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Mr. Richard Haurf SUP,

Forest Supervisor 123458
galmgggi\lational Forest ”. 12 -
ox
Salmon, Idsho 83467 R 2 se
RE Salmon Netional Forest Plan - o To_de CLFE,
e

Dear Mr. Hautf,

In revciwing the proposed iorest lan as
the Forest Service we more closely aggee withpgigggggf Eg the
perierred alternative, than any of the others but we woul&
gigg to see the following modaiications incorporated into the

As we Llook at our relatively new position
an employer and in reveiwing thg pastpmlll praégizzg,F::e:?eas
of the opinion that the timber base in the Salmon National
Forest needs to be increased so that the future of timbering
in this ares will continue to be a feasable operation. We feel
that 1t the timber base was raised by at least 25%, to about
28 mallion board ifeet, there would be no detramentul effect upon
;ggepignéheT;;shcould be accomplished by using more of the timber

sheries management persci

lunds in table 1, Appendlxgk Item§7 angtg?n 34 and reclassityng

Using these areas wisly and deversitying the water sheds so
they are not used simotaneously, controling harvest road size
and quality, keeping trafiic to a mnium, elosing when necessary
we feel that the higher tamber goal should be a reality, ’

In areas classified "Inadequate iniormation amd Not re-
stockable an 5 years", should be potentially available for some
kind of harvest, We do not feel the unstockable in 5 years is
correct in many cases.

We feel that to classity all such lands in ome cate
ory d
not leave enough flexability to address problems that mlghty;rggz.

The Salmon National Forest should modif
¥y their water standards
to meet the the State of Idaho standards.
the higher timber goals. T would help meet

Page 1
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United States Forest Salmon P 0. Box 729
Department of Servaice Mataonal Salmen, ID E°4ET
Agracul ture Forent

Reply to+ 1920

Date*

Dollae Olson, Preeadent
Salmon Intermountain, Inc.
P.0, Bex 978

Salmon, Idaho 83467

Desr Mr. Olsom.

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Freposed Land Management Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon lLationsl Forest

In our judgment, the selected alternative provades for a balanced prog:an
of actzvities and outputs. hore specifically, the selected mapsgemert [° 1
will 1nsure that sufficient habitat potertiazl 15 available to reet the
Idaho Departwment of Fach and Geme's objects-ves for bag pame, sradrorous
fish and resadent fish. It encourages the legitimste exploration snd
extraction of Teasable end lacatable sanerals, improves tre quelity of
recreation experiences, and provides {or pleasing visua] Jand.capec and a
quality wilderness experierce in the Frank Church--Raver of Wo Return
Wi1lderness  Selected portions of the Forest will be mapaged for
semi-primitive motorszed and sem1-primitive nomrotorized user experierce..
Equally important, timber harvest is maintaaned at a level comssstent w:th
other resource objectuves end economsc feasabalsty. The renagement plam
provades fo1 a level of lsvestock grazang consistent wath the agriculture
base and rural lifestyle of Lemha County and the sur ounding area. The
preferred alternatave var selected zfter consideration of both priced ztd
nonpraced costs and benefitr. UWe believe a1t provades Fagl net publa
benefits considering both current and expected future vses of tte Forest

Increasing the suttable timber hase or harvesting more in prescryption 34
woeuld result 7n lowel outplLts fot other resources

Current and proposed policies are that mortalaty which can be salvaped
economically 1s to be offered for sale, 1f 1t Joes not seriously conflict
with other rescurce objectives,

While there 15 considerable support for additacral wilderness designation
on the Salmon National Forest, there is slso consicerzhle oppositicn to 71y
additional wilderness. Despite strong disagreement on wilderness
classifacataon, publac ainput has andicated a hagh depree of support for a
management strategy that would Jlimit developrent on some portion of the
undeveloped areas A strategy that accomplishes this 12 the inplementat-on
of semi-pramitive recreation emphasis prescriptIons.

F§ 8200 28{T 82}
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Infeild testing needs to be done to guality the plan proposed
in the Forest plan and tamber harvests should not be subjected
to anything but proven data.

STRED [ ALDIRE S
00NOR I HAST IS

On page II 39 the 24 mllion of forest timber mortality
should be better addressed As fuel costs and energy becomes
hirher and rarer, there should be avenues left open in which
thrre may become more profitable te harvest.

In reveiwing the plan we are in total agreement that no more
Wilderness be added to the already vast amount we have here in
the Salmon Forest. In classifuing roadless areas the plan should
lesve open all avenues to the resources contained therein.

In using Wilderness eriteria, the cost of creating and
maintaining Wilderness should be addressed in dollars that
are snent or proposed to be spent in order to have such a Wilder-
ness The actual reduction of dollars generated by the Forest
should show how much tax base, including taxable wages,
county and State taxes, the lower revenus to schosls, and
Fenerally the overall less to the community. The dafference
between having a raw material of an area utilized wathin the
community vs the importing of salable items (gas, fast foods,
beverages etc.) which have a #0% export of dollars, leaving only
15 to 20 cents of a dollar within the community vs the #0 to
85 cents of that dollar the community will retain if a local
raw material source 1s used. It should also contaan the cost of
managrng, including all management and monitoring costs for
Wilderness

In addressing recreation, the costs of dispersing people
throughout the forest should have a place in figuring tge costs
of timber. The costs of bullding, upgrading and monitoring roads
to remote areas for recreation should be a cost that 1s not borne
by the timber industry and should be addressed when computing
the timber base figures.

In addressing the animal populations on the Forest, both
domestic, game and non-game, the fact should be used that the
wild game populations are very dependent upon a number of things,
ineluding but not limited to, weather, available forage, disease,
how well dispersed and the management of the same,

The domestic animals should be addressed & taxable base plus

the economic well being of the community. Each should be addressed
as a year round asset and not just for a2 month out of a year.

Page 2

Pallas Olson ?

Semi-pramitive monagefiint area prescraptions have been developed o1 1 v 71
provide a hagh degree of protection for ticee wotdeveloped arcar to vk}
they bave been applied, There ulezs will be mansged pramaraly for tle
berefit of recreation #nd wildlife There will be £ nix of ti1e 2ed 1o
nonmotolazed recreatsob opportunities available

Virtually all of the new voed construction proposed .n the plan 1r ringle
purpose road for L-mbér barvert. These roads wi1ll he clored upen
completion of harvest activatles.

The 1mpact of domeetac livestock grazang vpon the wildlife resouzce war o
coimonly expiressed concern The level of grezing provided for n the
preferred alternative of the proporcd Toiest Plan 18 conmenruiable wath
meyntaaning high wildlife {1 e., amenity) outputs on tte Salyen tational
Forest. Adequate quality and quantities of habitat will be maintained
under this alternative to meet the 5-year specier mamagunent objectives
{1986-90) that have been set by the Idaho Department of Fish and Came for
all species of big game

The preferred alternative provides for a level and uptetiaty of livestech
nmanagement which wi1ll reduce conflicts between livestock 2nd b-g gare
Thie 15 especielly true of key or critical winter yange elcar For
exapple, a hey proviszon of the range prescription (8-A) states thet
"fuisge vee by lavestech op cratres) bog gave wonter range sites will not
be increased."

Winter feeding of bag game herds 1s an expensive project tlat s _cretimes
conducted by the Idaho Departwent of Fish and Ceme duting extremely severe
winters to help reduce winter losses and/or reduce depredation problems
Money for this task 1s generated threugh the sele of elk, mule deer and
antelope tags, whereby $1 50 from eaclh tsg 1s specifically set aside for
emergency feeding., This 18 an effective method of placing the financiel
burden directly upen the recreatiopists who consumptively utilize the big
game resource Since thig 1s entirely a State function, you mey vant tc
contact the Idaho Department of Fish and Geme directly.

Federal instiream Flows (Federal Water Rights) sre ¢lrimed by the Forest
Service to fulfill the responsibalitses deseiibed an the Crpanic
Administration Act of June 4, 1887, apnd the Multiple-Use Sustained Yield
Act of 1960, as well as other legislation The Organic Adiinistratior Zct
specifically states that the securang of favorable water flox 1= a8 p1 ey
purpose for establishing National Forests. Instresm flows are needed foi
ma.ntainang stream channel stebslaty, providing adequate flow for tle
transport of sediment, and the protection of sssociated riparian habitat.
Instream flows are also 1mportant :r pasntaining stream channel conditions
in & way that provides downstream users with high qual ty watei, proper
digtrabution end timing, and protectiocn against {Jooding

Forest Service peol:zey has been to maintain current stream condit:oms, end

recognlze State Water Riphts Long-term Forest Service policy ee stated in
the Final Plan will be to continue to recognize all existing water rights

F5 6200 28(7 82)
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To allew a wild game herd to multaiply only to have it
limited by starvation every decade or so 1s not good management.
We should not expand numbers to amounts that cannot survave
our normal severe winter cycles just to have extensive death
by starvation.

Existing water rights should be protected and State and
private water rights should be recignized in the plan. In
stream flows that would jepordize these rights should not be
considered. The Salmon National Forest should recipgnize that
the private farms and ranches do and have always depended upocn
the water from the Forest. In Lemhi County almost all crops
demend upon 1rrigation and this should be addressed as an
i1ssue, To allow in-stream flows to jepordize the Farming
commnity would be disasterous.

In conculssion we would again repeat that multiple use
of 21l of our Forests is a must 1f we are to survive and prosper
in Lemh: County. We cannot afford shut downs of industry that
we have had in the past. With renewed effort and basic concern
for the people that use the forests, both for a lively hood
and recreation we can have a better community through the wise
and efficient use of our forest.

Sincerely

Dallas 0lson 3
issyed hy the State of Idgho. We are also oblageted to weel thore Tederal
Water Rights (both consumptaive and instream) whach o1¢ prerded for
management of the Salmon Nstzonal Forest.

Responses like yomis were hielpful ap preparing the fanal Plen  Apsesn, thanks

for tekang the time to provade us with your thoughts.

Sineerely,

RICHARD T. HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

FS @200 23T 3%;
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Box 415 DARBY MONTANA 59820

JAN 3186

January 28, 1986 Infa O Acten O

Salmon National Forest RRVIW

123456
123456
Mr Richard Hauff, Forest Supervisor EM 1234586
1234506
123456

P 0 Box 729 AD 4.5 6

Salmon, ID 83467

Re Salmon National Forest Plan Proposal - For the Record
Dear Mr Hauff

Stoltze-Conner Lumber Co 15 an employer/manufacturer of logs and lumber n
Ravalll County, Montana We currently consume 25MM bd ft of logs per year,
with 20% of our Tog supply originating on the Salmon National Forest Stoltze
15 a federal timber dependent sawm111 that has produced consistently through
the economic recession 1n spite of a major m11 fire We employ 85 persons

in the m11, 15 company loggers and contract the equivalent of 60 full time
loggers and roadbuilders  The Salmon Maticnal Forestisa necessary part of
this m1l's future raw material supply

We recommend Alternative 12{preferred) as the most proper alternative for the
Salmon Forest Plan If there are those who wish to choose an extreme wilderness
alternative such as Alternative 3, 8, 9 or 11, our extreme choice 15 Alterna-
tive &

We feel Alternative 12 1s a very professional and practical choice by the Forest
Service because
1} It requests no more wilderness, recognizing we don't need more than
24% of the entire forest 1n wilderness te satisfy that demand
2} The Roadless area question 1s resolved tn favor of retavning manage-
ment options for the future that can be responsive to changing public
needs
3) The Alternative 1dentifies certain semi-primtive motorized recrea-
tion areas that are tntended for primary recreatron purposes
4) The Alterpative meshes commodity needs and ammenity desires in a
practical manner so as not to badly disrupt en-going activities while
meeting water, $011, wildl1fe and esthetic criteria,
The Salmon National Forest 15 to be congratulated for formulating the most respon-
s1ve and responsible Forest Plan we've seen to date

Following are comments that pertain to specific areas of the Plan

Wild11fe and Fish - The Salmon National Forest 1s doing a credible job currently
balancing habitat, populations and a myrvad of public preferences  Refinements
and 1mprovements seem to be built 1n the plan within the scope of the preferred
alternative State Fish and Game folks often overstate their demands The pubiic
15 too easily led emotionally down this narrow path  The Plan seems to tdentify
1dealism and reality 1n 1t's recommendations

Timber Management - Trmber 1s the major bielogic mpact on the forest Because
1t can be professionally managed 1n perpetuity, 1t will continue to be the major

United States Forest Salmon P.C Box 729
Department of Service Nationai Salmon, 1D 83467
Agriculture Forest

Reply to: 1920

Date:

Rem Kohrt, Manager
Stoltze-Conner Lumber Co.
Box 415

Darby, Montana 39829

Dear Mr. Kohrt*

Thank you for takzng the time to comment on the Proposed Lend Management Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon National Forest.

We have tried to develop a plan which provides for a balanced program of
activities and outputs. More specifically, the selected management plan will
wnsure that sufficient habatat potentaal 1s available to meet the Idaho
Department of Fish and Game's objectives for bag game, anadromous fish and
resident fish It encourages the legatimate exploration and extractzon of
leasable and locatable minerals, improves the quality of recreation
experiences and provades for pleasang visual landscapes, and a quality
wilderness experience zn the Frank Church—Raver of Mo Return Wilderness
Selected portions of the Forest will be maraged for semi-primitive motorized
and semi-primitive nonmotorized user experiences. Equally important, timber
hervest 1g maintained at a level consistent with other rescurce objectives
and econcmac feagibalaty. The management plan slso provides for a level of
lavestock grazing consistent with the agriculture base and rural lifestyle of
Lemhi County and the surrounding area. The preferred alternative was
selected after consideration of both priced and nonpriced costs and

benefats. In our opinion it provides for the preatest net public benefit
considering both current and expected future uses of the Forest.

We will be re-examining the "Forest Land - Inadequate Information" with our
next timber 2nventory which should be completed by 1988, It 1g expected that
most of this land will remain as unsuitable for timber harvest because
regeneration cannot be assured on these poor sates

The Forest Plan was not intended to answer many of the other questions you
raise. MHost are national in nature and cannot be addressed atr the Forest
level {1 e , national timber meeds, products dasired, and balance of
payments) The 1979 RPA Assessment and the Assessment Supplement are the
most recent analysis of the nataon’s renewable rescurce situation. The
assessment and program analysif were considered 1n cur alternatives and plan
selaction.

FS 8200 2617 82)
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economic contributor 1n the $Salmon area Withasustained timber base, the industry i@
w11l supply jobs, a tax base and a stable community The United States 15 histor-

1cally a net tmporter of wood{6 2 ballien bd ft n 1984) This Plan and other

forest plans have not answered certain guestions How much timber do we need as a

nation? What products, what balance of payments, what communtty stability do we

desire? This ysn't established in the DEIS or Plan  Also, what effect w111 re-

duced timber sell on the Salmon have on adjacent forests, their planning process

and dependent industry There seems to be no coordination between forests addressed

1n the DEIS.

Forest road access should be expanded within pormal resource constraints such that
resource benefits can be maximized over time On Page I1-175 of the DETS, Table
11-12, ltem #6, "Forest Land - Inadequate Informatior - 235,000 acres" needs res-
olution as soon as possible

Nilderness - He don't need any additronal wilderness Wilderness 1s pot a public
need, 1t 15 a public desire 24% of the forest classified as wilderness 1s adequate
With over 8 m1lion acres of wilderness plus parks within 200 miles of the Bitter-
root Mational Forest, we're opverloaded. The wilderness we have should be used for
study, research and recreational purposes To that extent 1t too needs management
Addi1tional designated wilderness 15 l1ke money placed 1n a bank that permts no with-
drawal and pays no interest, we can do betier

Roadless Areas - They should be terminated as of the plan conclusion and refurned to
management  Semi-primitive motortzed recreation areas properly managed offer altern-
ative recreational opportunities These can be contracted or expanded as needed

The important thing 15 to retain management options

fecreation - Peveloped, semi-primitive and wilderness recreation are all necessary

As the population grows and more commodity uses are demanded of the forest, concur-
rent recreational development and management will be required It must be remembered
that the most adaptive factor relative to forest management is the least worked with -
that 15 the public themselves A resource educated public that understands the dif-
ference between public needs, public desires and the resources abilitiy to provide,

can master the mental challenge of reaping ammenity values within the managed forest
To date this area has been 1gnored

Water - This resource 1s being better managed on the Salmon Mational Forest than on
private lands  USFS current management 15 good and 1mproving Water concerns are
generally overstated by fish, wildlife and some recreational groups because they
work with only preferred facets of the larger resource management picture

Grazing - This use §s compatible with other forest uses under current management
techniques,

Visual Resource ~ This resource 15 more a matter of the aware mind than any other
discipline Basic resource education will help this area coupled with good manage-
ment technigques

Forest Planning - forest planning has degenerated over time from a process that
relates forest output potential to satisfy public needs to a political/legal/media
tug of war that 15 not 1n anyone's best tnterest It 15 a costly circumstance where
procedures have become more impartant than vesults  Because the agency has Timted
management authority, the judicial system becomes the decision arena, bad at best

Rem Kohrt 2

The questien on community stability was addressed ip terms of jobs and incomo
in the DEIS, The preferred alternative provides for the highest level of
timber industry employment and income consictent with other resource
objectives The effect of reducing timber harvest 1s estimated to be nin
Jobs lost for each millicn-board~foot reduction an the allowable sale ¢
quantity. We share your concern on the combined effect of reduced timber
cffer on the Salwmon, Bitterroot, and Beaverhead National Forests on local
dependent communities  Coordination meetangs for the Draft Statement and
Forest Plan were held with the adjacent National Forests The Salmon wall
continue to explore means of offering economically viable sales, consistent

wath other resource objectives, in an
» attempt to sell as
oEfared ot poconrse p much ¢f the tioher

Responses like yours were helpful 3n preparing the final Plan.

A r
for taking the time to provide us with your thoughts gain, rhanks

Sineerely,

RICHARD T HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

F5 8200 28(7 B2)
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General - We all must recognize that full stomach America 15 a poor medium in
which to seek public apinions on resource manzgement  The public needs food,
fiber, shelter, jobs, tax base, education opportunity, health care and stable
communities This can be provided by a responsively mapaged National Forest
System  Full stomach America relates more easily to ammenity desires on the
short term  An ammenity example 1s an elk(wildlife), wilderness acre or a
visual vista, none of which we need, but which we all desire It 1s 1n tis
area that resource educatton, professional resource management, hard economic
facts, long term vision, vetention of optiens and guts arve needed tg fi11 the
voids

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Salmon Forest Plan  You
are at a decision pownt of great importance Llet's keep the needs of the
common man 1n relation to the forests abi1lity to provide A managed forest
can do the job

Sincerely,

@Ay

Rem Kohrt, Mznager

Ri/be

cc  Senator MClure
Senator Symms
Representative Stallings
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Idahe Falls Trail Machine Association, Inc
Conservation, Courlesy, Safelf’

P.O. Box 2345 Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401
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November 3, 1985 pe
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M 1.2 34586
12345469
To1  r'orest Bupervisor, Salmon Mitlonal Farest vl 1234564
Forest Service Building & 12348 Bg
Salron, Id 83467 TR S
Gentleren, !

In b<half of the membership of the Idano Trill {inchine fscacta-
tlon ~nd the Idaho Snownobile Assnelation, we evpreos our suppmt foy
the dslreon National Forest proposed plin thle olannlne ye le.

Since 46 % of our national forest system is pre<ently clossiti._d
25 1lderness, it indientes strone evidinee th b ot have o f.r heen
very semernus with stewardship aver ovr mmhlie lands in Am:rica.

Wow 1s the tima ko prorcasd ecorefully In mm dng the oot ot

of nonullderness areas £o the sveraere (1tlsen 1171 e tit, +hirh 1z

62T1-IA

denied 1n wilderness lerisl-tlan, at lenst from our stedjoint of
bickcountry recreation.

Hatlonwlde studlies -indlecate thut thont 02 ¥ of our natinail 1 Li-
erness system iz being used wy about 08 £ of the reeroitionists. The
r2raining 92 € of us enjoy the nonwlldernes: arensy Fhat ofter soin =
thing for all Americanc Lo ~njny.

N the 08 % who use wildernae «, ~‘aub M X of Fher uie Lhe wrweae
originally locked up in the 196/ Wilderness Act,

Id tho wilderress use studles indlcate tvag 06 4 of the reeret-
tomlets in thlg state use wild~arness, Alon~ 'Ath thic 2 hnve ceon

a 30 £ decrease in uge of the Sairtonth NRL uildernass sinece 1979,

(nver, pleane)

11ted States Forest Salmon P.0, Box 729
* spartment of Service Nataional Salmon, ID 83467
Agriculture Forest

Reply to: 1920

Date:

Garl Atamanczyk

Publaic Relations and Land Use Committeeman
Xdaho Falls Traal Machine Association, Inc.
P. 0. Box 2345

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Dear Mr. Atapanczyk:

Thank you for teking the time to comment om the Proposed Land Management Flan
and Draft Envaronmental Impact Statement for the Salmon National Foreat.

In our judgment, the selected alternative provades for a balanced program of
actavities and outputs. Hore specafacally, the selected mansgement plan waill
insure that snffiezent habitat potential is available to meet the Idsho
Department of Fish and Game's objectaives for big pame, anadromous fish and
resident fish. It encouragee the leg:rtamate exploration and extraction of
leasable and locatable minerals, amproves the quality of recreation
experiences, and provades for pleasing wvisual landscapes and & quality
wilderness experaence n the Frank Church—-River of No Return Wildermess.
Belected portions of the Forest will be managed for semi-pramitive moteorized
and semi-primitive nonmotorazed user experiences. Equally important, the
management plan provides for a level of lavestock grazang comsistent with the
agriculture base and rural lifestyle of Lemhi County and the surrounding
area. Timber hatvest 1s maintained at a level consistent with other resource
objectives and economic feasibality. The preferred alternative was selected
after consideration of both priced and nonpriced coste and benefits. In our
opinion it provades for the greatest net public benefit consadering both
current and expected future uses of the Forest.

Responses like yours were helpful in preparang the final Plan. Again, thanks
for taking the time to provide us with your thoughts,

Sincerely,

RICHARD T, HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

FE-8200 28{7-82)
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In contrast, snowmobile snd trail blke recreatlon in Idaho have
Inrrangad over 08 % nnnually since 1979, This doesn't account for
tha {nreengped uae af 3 apd & whenlerg, which have excerded the 08 %
fionra, Sinen ORY waprnatian A~ onjoved hy over 10 % of Idaheta
paralatian, pnd marve that 11 million citlizens nationwlde, we would
rRemirnre the Selmon Natianal Forest £o plan ahemd into the future
for enrviroanmentally nazceptahle inereasen of motorized recreation,

Tha demand for ORY vee on our public lands ls increasing even
facter than we womld ermetimes like to see 1t, but 1t is inevitable
and our group would like to assist the Salmon forest planners im any
rays *re can be of ascistance, to help promote responsible ORV use,

Throwgh our statewlde volunteer service projlects, we mailntain

over 500 miles of forest trails annually Lo remove deadfall and repalr

¢

rrosion darape from hikers, horses and ORV travel, We would like to
ragommend the wilderness users to match our volunteer efforts, in
1irht of 19nd management hudmet cutbacks.

Thenkyou very much for this opportunlty to comment,

Sincerely vours,

Carl Atamanczyk

Publlec Relatlons
and Land use
Committeeman
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Forest Supervisor 10 1 2
Salmon National Forest th ‘
P.0, Box 729 @

Salmon, Idaho 83467
Dear Mr. Hauif.

I appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the Proposed Forest
Plan for the Salmon National Forest. My comments are concerned with
research natural areas,

The Salmon Katlcnal Forest has done an excellent job in treatment of
research natural areas in the Draft EIS and Forest Plan. All of the
proposed research natural areas which have resulied from the cooperative
effort of the Salmon National Forest, the Idaho Natural Areas Coordinating
Committee, and the Intermountaln Region RNA Committee are included in the
Plan except two, Sheep Mountain and lountain Peak, both on the Leadare
District. Mountain Peak was omitted because of mining eclesims. Sheep
Mountaln straddles the common boundary of three Forests, Salmon, Chaliis,
and Taxghee. The Challis Forest has taken the lead on this area and
has listed 1t in the Challis Forest Plan. I suggest that it should
also be included in the Salmon Forest Flan. I recognize that mining
claims may be a provlem but the 2lpine features of cheep hountaln with
its varied rock subsirate are so valuable for research purposes that I
Ic::el:lieve that it should be established as a RNA desplte possible mining
aims.

Some minor comments follow.

Forest Plan Page 1I-58

I belleve that the information for the Frog Meadows proposed RNA is
largely based on my letler to you of January 5, 1982. We made a
thorough examination of the Frog Meadows area in 1984 and suggested
some boundary changes to include a greater diversity of features and
and In¢rease in acreage more in keeping with Forest Service minimum
size recommendations. My letter to you of September 13, 1984 gives
detalls of these suggestlons for changes. The suggested area was
336 acres and the types included ABLA/VASC-VASC, ABLA/VASC-CARU,
ABLA/CARU, ABLA/CAGE, AND ABLA/CACA-LEGL. The majer cover type is
PICO,

Forest Plan Page II-59

The recommended Dome Lake RNA also was in part examined in 198%. My
lettér to you of September 13, 1984 listed the following habliat types
that we found in the area exanined: PSME/CARU, PShE/FHMA, PSME/VAGL,
PIEN/GATR (?), ABLA/VASC, ABLA/MEFE, ABLA/XETE, ABLA/CACA-LEGL,
PIal-ABLA, These could be Included on Page 1I-59.

Sincerely
e.q.
Charles A. Wellner
Idaho Natural Areas Coordinating Commitiee

United States Forest Salmott P 0. Box 729 .
Department of Sarvice Natzonal Salmon, ID B3467
Agraculrture Forest

Reply to 1920

Date.

Mr. Charles A. Wellner
Idaho Natural Areas
Coordinating Committee
439 Styner Avenue
Moscow, Idaho 83843

Dear Chuck*

on the Proposed Land Managewment Flan

I3 the time to comment
Thank you for takinp ¢ Managemes

and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon Nati

ave noted in the final plan that parts of the Sheep

) occur on three Forests., and that the
roposed RNA  We have
58 and II1-59 for the

As supgested, we h
Mountain RNA (Research Natural Area
Challis National Forest has taken the lead for this p
also made the minor corrections you noted on page I~
Frog Meadows and Dome Lake RNA's.

The Salmen Forest greatly appreciates all the help you and the Idaho Natural
Areas Committee has provided to our RNA program, and look forward to your

contzhued asSistance.

Responses like yours were helpful in preparing the final Plan Again, thanks

for taking the time to provide us with your thoughts.

Sincerely,

RICHARD T. HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

FS 6200 28(T 82)
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J
November 1, 1985 : 5 \ 2,, 5 ;
“ER dbza 156
Supervisor - 23453
Salmon Ndational Forest Y 12314835

U 8§ Forest Service
Salmon, Idaho 83467

Dear Sivr

Thank you for sending us a copy of the proposed Land and Resource
Management Plan for the Salmon Mational Forest  Qur comments
cencern the management of archaeological and historic properties

1 You should mention on page ITI-16 that Lemhi Pass 1s a N¥ational
Landmark, as well as a National Register Site

2 The Salmon National Forest should cooperate with the Salmon
BLM District in developing a management plan for the Lewis and
Clark Trai1l There 1s no reason to have two separate federal
management plans for the trail 1n this region

3 We believe the Forest should nominate the archaeological and
historic properties along the main Salmon River to the National
Register of Historic Places This clearly fits your priorities

in the management activities listed on page IV-6 OQur office will
be happy to help this endeavor

4 Tt 15 unrealistic to believe you can complete an inventory
of archaeclogical and historic properties on the Forest by 1990
(see page II-15)

5 We doubt the cultural respurce program outlined inm the plan
can be adeguately conducted with part—time seascnal employees and
paraprofessionals The Salmon National Forest should hire a full-
time CRM specialist

Thank you for allowing us to comment

Slncerely,

)
THOMAS J REEN

State Archaeologist
State Historic Preservation Offaice

TJG rm

United States Forest Salmon P.0. Box 729
Department of Service National Saimon, ID 83467
Agriculture Forest

Reply to: 1920

bate:

Thomas J. Green

State Archaeologist

Idaho State Historaical Socaety
610 North Julia Drave

Boise, Idaho 83702

Dear Mr. Green:

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Land Management Plan
and Draft Envirgnmental JImpact Statement for the Salmen Mational Forest.

Your suggestion to further adentify Lemhi Pass as a Natiocnal Landmark on
page I1I-16 of the DEIS will be adopted.

There 15 already an existing approved management plan for the Lewis and Clark
Nataional Historie Trail The plan was prepared by the National Park Service
and approved in January 1982.

Sates 1dentaified as eligible for the National Register of Hastoric Places
wall be nominated as workload permits

The proposed completion of an inventory of archeological and historic
properties under the current program 1e projected for the year 2020 (see
page IV-7).

We expect to confinue with shared service professionals, seasonals, and
para-professionals to accomplish the cultural resgurce job, but we will also
continue searching for improved methods of operaticn. It may be possible,
for example, to share the services of professional staff wath the Sgimon
Distraict, Bureau of Land Management.

Responses like yours were helpful in preparing the fanal Plan. Again, thanks
for takang the time to provide us with your thoughts,

Sincerely,

RICHARD T, HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

FS 8200 28(T 82}
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November 15, 1985

Hr  Gene Jensen

Forest Planner

Salmon National Forest
P 0 Box 729

Salmen, 1D B3467

Dear Mr Jensen

On behalf of the Rocky Mountain 011 and Gas Association (RMOGA), I am
writing to comment on the Draft Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) and
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Salmon National Forest
RMOGA 15 a trade association representing hundreds of members who account for
more than 90% of the o011 and gas exploration, production, and transportation
activities 1n the Rocky Mountain West Because of this, our members have a
vital 1nterest 1n how the Forest Service manages 1ts lands, particularly with
respect to mineral resource ackivities.

We are concerped with the treatment energy resources have received 1n the
draft planning documents  For instance, the discussion in the DEIS regarding
resource outputs, activities, costs and benefits for each of the benchmarks and
alternatives i1s misleading and i1naccurate. We are concerned that minerals have
been assigned a value of zero  There are many factors which should be taken
nto consideration when determining the relative value of mineral activities and
thetr associated benefits such as lease rentals and returns to the Treasury in
terms of bonuses and royalties We understand the Forest Service's concerns
with the possibility that, when calculated, the value of mineral activities
would outweigh all other resources  Regardless, there 15 no justification for
1gnoring mineral rescurces during the analysis process.

Other Forests have made varied attempts at dealing with mineral resources 1n
the planning process with different degrees of success. We recommend that the
SaTmon PTanning Team review the draft planning dacuments of the Custer National
Forest, the Wasatch-Cache National Forest, and the Shoshone National Forest.
Each of these plans approaches minerals from a relatively different view, but
they all 1ncorparate energy and mineral resources 1nto the planning analysis
process

345 PETROLEUM BUILDING * DENVER COLORADO 80202
3037534 8261

United States Forest Salmon P 0, Box 729
Department of Service National Salmon, Ib B3467
Agricul ture Forest

Reply to- 1920

Date

Alice I Frell, Public Lands Darector

Rocky Mountain 01l and Gas Association, Inme,
345 Petroleun Building

Denver, Colorade 80202

Dear Ms. Frell-

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Land Management Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon National Forest

To date there has been no production of leasable minerals on the Salmon
National Forest, and annual rental fees total $3,778.58 as of 4/21/86, 1In
regard to locatable minerals, there are no direct returns to the government
and mo way tc adequately predict future levels of this kind of mineral
activity. For these reasons we did not include speeific values for these
rescurces in our evaluations We dad recognize, however. that although the
current value of such resources 15 low or unknown, the potentzal for future
exploration and development 15 an important issue in the analysis of
alternatives  Table IV-1 displays how mineral exploration ané development
would be restricted under each alternative, based primarily ob how much
roadless area acreage was assigned to wilderness. We do believe it as
important to maintain the opportumity to explore for maneral resources on the
Forest. This 1ssue was recegmized zn the selection of the preferred
alternative whaich allows further exploraticn and development 1n areas not
already in wilderness, or waithdrewn from mineral entry.

The three National Forests cited in your letter as examples of how minerals
could be incorporated into the analysis of alternatives, represent areas
which have been hastoric producers of leasable minerals and/or have high
petentaal for such production. This 18 not the cgse on the Salmon National
Forest The current value of leasable mirerals expressed as direct returns
to the treasury hae already been discussed. FEarly in the plannming process
the Selmon National Forest attempted to define areaz which had low, moderate
or high potential for the various leasable minerals, We found that for
leasable miterals in genmeral, there was insufficient data to make
professionally sound evaluations. For this reason the potential of most of
the Forest 15 classed as unknown.

Since the present values are low, and the potentials unknown, a tradeoff
snalysis usang these factors does not meem meaningful. The Forest does

recognize the issue of preservang the opportunaty for private industry to
further define minerel potential. The DEIS daisplays the restrictions on

F$ 8209 2a(7 a2}



ZET-IA

oo

November 15, 1985

Mr, Gene Jensen
Forest Planner
Salmon National Forest

page two

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) regqulations, Section 219, require
the nclusion of a tradeoff analysis between surface and subsurface resource
uses during the preparation of Land and Rescurce Management Plans. We believe
that the Forplan model utilized by the Forest to determine the most efficient
mx of resource uses does not allow for site-specific considerations to be made
in terms of which areas have low, moderate or high potential for ¢11 and gas or
whether the use of these resources should receive priority treatment over other
uses. There 15 no evidence 1n the draft planning documents that any sort of
tradeoff analysis has been prepared, If such an analysis does exist, 1t should
be 1ncluded n the draft planming documents so that the public can review 1t to
determine why and how the Forest has made certain proposals. The energy
1ndustry needs to know, for imstance, which areas are going to be withdrawn,
leased with surface occupancy restrictigns or seasonal restrictions, and the
rationale for these decisions. The energy ndustry operates on a site-specific
basi1s  One of the major components n reviewing a draft LRMB 15 our ability to
determine how areas of particular geologic interest are going to be affected by
surface management decisions.

Ancther 1tem of concern 1s the Environmenta?l Consequences Section of the
DEIS It does not provide an indepth discussion as to how mineral activities
could be affected by surface resource decisions This section 1s flawed because
1t deals only with the possible effects mineral activities would have on other
resource values While 1t 15 true that the Toss of a resource 15 an irrever-
s1ble degradation of productivity, 1t should be noted that o1l and gas activi-
ties don't normally vresult in an irreversible loss of a resource. This 15 due
to the fact that numerous mitigation measures are taken to minmmize or avold
mmpacts, It 1§ interesting to note the contradiction n the statement on Page
Iv-96 of the DEIS that "the Forest Service administrative sites and roads may
cause irreversible respurce loss to the 1mmediate area they supply, although
they may be removed and the land restored over time" Impacts from mrneral
exploration and develgpment activities may also be removed and the land restored
to a natural conditvan. Yet the section on minerals does anot really make the
same qualifying statements, even though 1t 1s said that the Forest Guidelines
are designed to minimize the resource damage which may occur during exploration
and development activities.

On a positive note, we support the Forest's decision not to designate addi-
tional wilderness The portion of the River of Wo Return Wilderness located on
the Salmon Natienal Forest ameunts to almost 25% of the Forest's land base We
understand there has been Tittle support for additional wrlderness on the
Forest, and we concur. The 2.2 miTlion acres of the River of No Return
Wilderness 15 centrally located and should satisfy the needs for wilderness
recreatton 1n the area.

Alice I. Frell 2

mineral explotation and development under each alternative in Table IV-1.
The preferred alrernative does not further restriet access or development
opportunity, although such actavities may be more diffacult and expensive in
the roadless areas which remain in semi-primitrve clessifications. For
locatable minerals, based on USFS maneral evaluation, USGS Rare Ii mineral
potent2sl clessificatzon, and confidentzal industry data, all of the Forest
with known mineral potential is considered to have a h:r.g}.1 mineral potential
for the purpese of broad scale Forest plannang.

Although the Forest Service does not recerve royalties on the production of
locatable minerals, the impact of surface recource decisious on this mineral
rescliree s an important issue which was tracked in the analysis process
The DEIS displays the restrictions on mineral exploration anhd development
under each alternative in Table IV-1  The preferred alternetive does not
further restrict access or development opportuniaty although such asctivities
may be more difficult and expensive in the roadless areas which will repain
in semi~priwitive classifications.

The DEIS does document the impacts that would occur as a result of surface
resource decisions For example ses Pages IV-45, 46, and IV-99, and

Tablas IV-1 and II-1. We do agree that the discussion of "Irreverszble and
Irretrievable Commitments of Resources," omits the effeets that surface
regource decisions have on the mineral and energy resources availability and
use. This has been corrected in the FEIS We do not see the contradaction
referred to between the treatment of "Facilities" on Page IV-96 and Minerals
and Energy on Page IV-95. Both sectzens note that through use of appropriate
gridelines, most potentially arreversible impacts are not expected to pccur

Responses like yours were helpful in preparing the final Plan. Again, thanks
for taking the time to provide us with your thoughts.

Sancerely,

RICHARD T. HAUFF
Foregt Superviser

F§ 6200 7007 B2}
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November 15, 1985

WMr Gene Jensen
Forest Planner
5almon National Forest

page three

We agree w1th the Forest's use of a semi-primitive recreation designation in
those roadless areas which require added protection but net a wilderness classi-
fication, because these areas will be available for 011 and gas exploration and
subsequent development activities  We support the Forest's decision to lease
these areas with surface occupancy, but with reclamation requiremenis regarding
constructed roads. Congress has mandated through numerous acts that oppor-
tunitres allowing domestic exploration for and production of energy resources
should recetve priprity consideration in the management of federal lands.

In conclusign, we believe the final planning documents should be revised to
1n¢Tude an 11lustration of the tradeoff analysis beiween surface and subsurface
resource valugs We further encourage that the benchmark analysis be revised to
properly address energy and mineral respurces and their assocrated costs and
benefi1ts to the Forest As we previously stated, there are several other
Forests which have 1ncorporated 011 and gas resources into the planning process
and we recommend that the Salmon Planning Team confer with these other Forest
Planners to discuss their respective methods

We appreciate this opporiunmity to comment on the Draft LRMP and EIS If you
would Tike to discuss our comments 1n more detail, please do not hesitate to
contact me

S1nc7rely,

16- "F
\_:>¢5% () /Lﬁltﬁ,
Alice I. Frell
Public Lands Director

AlF.cw
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Mr. Gene Jensen 0 § 23453
Forest Planner T men T ’s

Salmon National Forest H
P.0 Box 72%

Salmon, ID 83467
Dear Mr. JenSen

On kehalf of the Idaho Petrpleum Council, I would like to take the
opportunity to comment on the proposed Salmon Forest L R.M.P. We
feel that there are several points that we would like you to consider,

We support the Forest's decisicn not to designate additional wilder-
ness The portion of the River of No Return Wilderness logated

on the Salmon National FPorest amounts to almost 25% of the Forest's
land base We understand there has been little support for addition-~
al wilderness on the Forest and we concur. The 2.2 milliocn acres

of the River of No Return Wilderness 15 centrally located and should
satisfy the needs for wilderness recreation 1n the area.

We support the Forest's use of a semi-primitive recreation designa-
tion in those roadless areas which require added protection but not

a wilderness classification because these areas will be availlable

for o1l and gas exploration and subsequent development activities.

We support the Forest's decision to lease these areas with surface
occupancy, but with reclamatien reguirements regarding constructed
roads Congress has mandated through numerous acts that opportun:ities
allowing domestic exploration for and productzon of energy supplies
should receive priority consideration in the management of federal
lands.

The discussion in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement regardaing
resource outputs, activitlies, ¢osts and benefits for each of the
benchmarks and alternatives 1s misleading and inaccurate. We are
concerned that minerals have been assigned a value of zero. There
are many factors whaich should be taken inte consideration when
determining the relative value of mineral actavities and their
associated benefits such as lease rentals and returns to the treasury
in terms of bonuses and rovalties We understand the Forest Service's
concerns with the possibilities that, when calculated, the value of
mineral activities would outweigh all other resources Regardless,
there 15 no justification for i1gnoring mineral resources during the
analysis process.

ROCKY MOUNTAIN STATES - ENERGY RESOURCES FOR TODAY AND TOMORROW

United States

Forest Salmen P.0. Box 729
Department of Service Nataonal Salmon, ID 83467
Agriculture Forest

Reply to+ 1920

Date:

Andrew G Anderson

Executive Dairector

Idaho Petroleum Council

205 N 10th St , Suites 614-616-618
Boise, Idaho 83702

Deer Mr. Anderson

Thenk you for taking the time to ccmment on the Proposed Land Management Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon National Forest

To date there has been no production of leasable minerals on the Salmon
Hational Forest, and annual rental feem total §3,778.58 as of 4/21/86 1In
regard to lecatable minerals, there are no darect returns to the government
and no way to adequately predict future levels of this kind of mineral
activity For these reasons we dad not include specific values for these
resources in our evaluations We did recognize, however, that although the
current value of such resources 1s laow ar ucknoutt, the potentizl for future
exploration and development is an lmportant issue 1n the analysis of
alternatives Table IV-1 displays how mineral exploration ard development
would be restricted under each alternative, based primarily on how much
roadless area acreage was assigned to wilderness We do believe 1t a3
mportant to mainta:n the oppartunity to explore for mineral Tescurces on the
Forest  This 1ssue was recognized 1in the selectien of the preferred
alternative which allows further exploration and development in areas not
already in wilderness, or withdrewn from mineral entry

The three National Forasts eited in your letter as examples of how miherals
could be incorporated into the analysis of alternatives represent areas which
have been historic producers of leasable minerals andfor have high potential
for such production. This zs not the case on the Salmon Nayzenal Forest

The current value of leasable minerals expressed as direct returns to the
treasury has already been discussed, Early in the planning process the
Salmon National Forest attempted to define areas whick had low, moderate or
high potenrtial for the varicus leasable minerals We found that for leasable
minerals 1n gemeral, there was insufficient data to make professionally sound

evaluations For this reason the potential of most of the Forest 1s classed
as unknown,

Since the present values are low, and the potentials unknown, a tradeoff
analysis using these factors does hot seem meaningful  The Forest does
recognize the 1ssue of preserving the apportunity for private industry to
further define minersl potential The DEIS displays the restrictzons on

s 6280 C0I7 82)
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Mr Gene Jensen 2

Other Forests have made var:ied attempts at dealing with mineral
resources in the planning process with different degrees of
success. We recommend that the Salmon Planning Team review the
draft planning documents of the Custer National Forest, the Wasatch
-Cache National Torest, and the Shoshone National Forest. Fach

of these plans approaches minerals from a relatively different
view, but they all incorporate energy and mineral resources 1into
the planning analysis process.

The Natacnal Forest Management Act regulations, Section 219, require
the 1nclusion of a tradeoff analysis between surface and subsur—
face rescurce uses during the preparation of Land and Resource
Management Plans We are concerned that the Forplan mcdel utilaized
by the Forest to determine the most efficient mix of resource uses
does not allow for site-specific considerations to be made 1in

terms of which areas have low, moderate, or high potential for

o1l and gas and whether the use of these resources should receive
priority treatment over other uses. There :rs no evidence in the
draft planning documents that any sort of tradeoff analysis has been
prepared. If such an analysis dces exist, it should be included

in the draft planning documents so that the public can review 1t

to determine why and how the Forest has made certain proposals. The
energy aindustry needs to know, for instance, which areas are going
to be withdrawn, leased with surface cccupancy restrictions,
seasonal restrictions, and the rationale for these decisions. The
energy industry operates on a site-speclfic basis One of the major
components 1n reviewing a draft L.R.M P. 1s our abilaty to determine
how areas of particular geologic interest are going to be affected
by surface management decisions.

The Environmental Consequences Section of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement does not provide an indepth discussion as to how
mineral activities could be affected by surface rescurce decisions.
This section deals only with the possible effects minerals activities
would have on other resource values. While 1t is true that the

loss of a resource 1s an irreversible degradation of productivaty,

1t should also be stated that numerous mitigaticn measures are taken
to minimize or avoid serious impacts or loss of resources., It 1s
interesting to note the statement on Page IV-%6 of the DEIS that

"the Forest Service administrative sites and roads may cause
irreversible resource loss to the immediate area they supply, although
they may be removed and the land restored over tame." The same 1s
true of mineral exploration and development activities. Yet the
section on minerals does not really make the same gqualifying state-
ments, even though 1t 1s said that the Forest Guidelines are designed
to minimize the resource damage which may occur during exploration

and development activities.

ANDREW G ANDERSON
Executive Director

AGA:jbt

Andrew G Anderson 4

nineral exploration and development under each altermatave in Table IV-1

The preferred alternative does not further restrict access o1 development
opportunity, although such activities may be more difficult and eapensive n
the roadless areas which remain in semivpramitive prescriptions

For locatable minerals, based on USFS minheral evaluation, USGS Rare IT
nmineral potential ¢lassification, and confiadential industry data, all of the
Forest with known mineral potential 15 considered to have a high mineral
potential for the purpose of broad scale Forest Planning Although the
Forest Service does not receive royalties on the production of locatable
minerals, the impact of surface resource decisions on this mineral resource
1s an impertant issue which was tracked ain the analysis process  The DFIS
displays the restrictions on mineral expleoratzon and development under ecach
alternative in Table IV-1 The preferred alternative dees not further
restrict access or development opportunity although such activities may be
more difficult and expensive in the roadless areas which will renain .n
semi-primitive prescriptions

The DEIS does document the impacts that would occur as a result of surface
resource decisions For example see Pages IV-45, 46, and IV-99, and Tables
V-1 and II-1 We do agree that the discussion of "Irrevers:ble and
Irretrievable Commitments of Resources,™ omits the effects that surface
resource decisions have on the minersl and energy rescurces availability and
use  Thais has been corrected an the FEIS We do not see the contradiction
referred to between the treatment of "Facalaties" on Page IV-96 and Minersla
and Energy on Page IV-95 Both sections note that through use of apprupriste
guidelines, most potentially irreversible impacts are not expected to occul

Responses lake yours were helpful in preparang the fimnal Plen  Again, thants
for taking the time to provade us with your thoughts.

Sircerely,

RICHARD T HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

FS 6100 2B(7 61)
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Gentleman.

We offer this letter as technical advice to the Hational Forests on adequate
ways to develop changes in Forest Plans and Environmental Impact Statements
before final documents are 1ssued. We have recently had the opportunity to
review many different groups' concerns regarding the draft Forest Plans, and
draft Environmental Impact Statements 1ssued for National Forests in Idaho
There seems to be several common deficiencies in these documents, which couwld
be resolved by proper application of technical fisheries i1nformation and
analysis. '

Areas of analysis needing more attention from a fisheries standpoint
fall into seven main categories. These are 1.} lack of site specific
inventory, 2.) lack of site specific wmpact amalysis, 3.) lack of hierarchical
treatment of drainage systems in order to analyze cumulative impacts, 4.)
lack of adequate calibration of models, inciuding sediment and fisheries
models, 5.) lack of specific direction for the enhancement or protection of
fisheries, 6.) Tack of adequate soci1al and ecanomic analysis, and 7.} lack
of sc1ent§f1ca11y adequate wmenmitoring programs for fisheries resources.

1 J Llack of Site Spec1fic lnventory

In order to meet legal requirements for the amalysis of 1wpacts to
fisheries resources, some stratified, random or systematic inventory of the

conditien and trend of fish habitat and populations 1s necessary. We have
found that Forests are remiss 1n presenting only subjective, wide ranging
descriptions of fish habitat. Mapping and information are presented at such
coarse scale that the public has very Tittle information about the factual
conditions or extent of fish habitat resources on the Forest. This may be
sati1sfactory for programmatic planning, but we do not believe that it pro-
vides the necessary detall to authorize project development. If program-
matic documents are 1ssued showing or anticipating the possibility of sigmfi-
cant site specific impacts, then the Plan should require subsequent Environ-
mental Impact Statements for specific projects. Site specaific fish habitat
1nventory and analysis should be required for project analysis.

Forest Plans should present all known inventory references, so that
their adequacy can be judged in light of Section 6 of the National Forest
Management Act. After reviewing the Draft Forest Plans and Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statements to date, 1% 1s apparent that far too 11ttle empha-
sis has been placed on fisheries inventory relative to the 1nventories

Unaited States Forest Salmon P 0. Box 779
Department of Sexvice National Salmon, ID B3467
Agriculture Forest

Reply to+ 1920

Date:

Mr. Ned Hormer, Presadent

Idaho Chapter, American Fisheries Society
South 2450 Greenferry Rd.

Coeur d'Alene, Idahc 83814

Dear Mr., Morner-

Thank you for taking the time to comnent on the Proposed Land Management Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon Natiopal Forest

Your conecéern related te the presentation of information in the platming
documents and what appeared to be superficial treatment of the fashery
resource 1% closely tied to the level of planning that was undertaken The
programmatic nature of Forest Flans makes 1t impractical to present the
information in a saite specific manner, even though such information was
available and used i1n plan development and analysis

Many of the tables presented in the planning documents provide ahformation
that 15 in combined form In most instances, fish species values are
presented jointly, in other cases the values represent a combination of
yearly or decadal values. This was done to provide & summarization ef
informat:on and to reduce, through consolidation, the volume of information
Outputs displayed were consistent with units {1bs and user days) to be used
by other Forests in an effort to standardize and simplafy comparisons

The Proposed Plan presents detazled information in Chapter IV regarding fi h
habitat management goals, Forest-wide management direction, essociated
standards and guidelines and specific mz2nagement area prescriptions  Under
the preferred alternative, aquatic habitats will be =managed to provide hagh
water quality and meet State species management goals and cbjectives for all
fish species and habitats The specif:c managerent requirements rdentified
i the standards and guidelines are intended to assist in achieving these
goals The sedimant oriented objectives are alsoc linked with attainment of
fishery objectives. Water quality and species geals and objectaves wete
applied vn a stream-by-stream basis and the analysis of effects was also
evaluated on the same basis,

it 15 impertant to note that Forest Planning and the associated Fnvironmental
Impact Statement are not intended to replace project level emvirommental
assesspentg, Information specificity at the Forest planbanp level will be
supplemented with site specific assessments pricor to project authorizat-on

F$§ 5200 3(f €2)



6CT-IA

D

2z

such as timber. Oynamic resources, such as fish habitat, require far wore
expenditure 1n order to acquire equivalent reliability 1nformation compared
to more static resources, such as twmber The old adage that, "you get
what you pay for," 1s all too evident 1n most Forest documents to date
Forests have not budgeted for precise fisheries information, and have not
presented this 1nformation 1n draft documents. Future programs should
1nclude sufficient budget to analyze 1mpacts to fish habitat due to other
resource development projects.

2.) Lack of Site Specific Impact Analyses

Prediction of impacts to fisheries 15 not displayed for specific
spawning, rearing, or other habitats In order to be meaningful, 1mpacts
should be displayed for specific random sites on a systewatic basis reflec-
ting all of the major habitats on the Forest Only in this manner can later
mon1toring determine whether predictions of impact were correct Estimates
or guesses about mpacts to large drainages at amorphous sites or on a Forest-
wide basis do not provide sufficient deta1l.

3.} Lack of Hierarchical Treatment of Drainage Systems

Mapprng and analysis of watershed and fisherfes resources should be
developed by starting with relatively small watersheds (<10,000 acres) con-
taining fish habitat nested within larger drainages up to several hundred
thousand acres 1n size. Only 1n this manner can site specific 1mpacts be
described for small drainages and their cumulative or synergistic effects 1n
larger basins be developed.

4 } lack of Adequate Calibratfon of lodels

Data to substantiate relationships between physical processes, such as
sediment y1eld and fish habitat, must be presented. Only 1n this manner can
clawms about the "significance” or "thresholds of 1mpact” be assessed.
Statystically mprecise or subjective evaluation of such relationships will
always result in greater risk to fish habitat from development, than 1f
natural processes are allowed to proceed. This 1s because decisions to
develop or disturb land are absolute decisions, while the determination of
significance 1s probabilistic. When absolute decisions are made, they always
carry an element of uncertainty or risk. When this risk has the potential to
negatively 1nfluence fish habitat, a great deal of precision is needed to
assess the significance of jmpact 1n order to avoid “worst case" types of
analyses.

5.) tack of Specific Direction

Direction for the protection and/or enhancement of fisheries should use
the adverb "w111" and "must" rather than “should.” If "should" 1s used
to describe prescriptions for fish habitat in the Plen, then the “worst case"
analysis should be presented 1n the EIS assuming that the action described
is not carried out to benefit the fishery, Fisheries targets based on pro-
tection, mitigation, andfor enhancement of fish habitat should be guaranteed
rather than recommended if those targets are being used to support multiple
use ohjectives,

tir Ned Horner 7

The concern for future [unding 1s aleo 2 concern for afl 2ond win pes

Budgets will continue to be a concern in the coming yesr~ 1< funding he-rre
more restrictive Habitat management sctivities and projocts conld well bic
influenced by budget cutbacks, as will other resource are~~ (1 e , tirhor,
range, recreation, etc ) Prioritizatzon of improvernent project il
anclude cost/accomplishment a.-essments as well as project focus
considerataons., The 10-year habitat manspement program 1dentified an
Appendin D (page VII-D-2 to VII-D-7) 1s intended to be a dynamic program
respensive to budget levels and habatat needs Wildlife nd fish populst.on
levels 1dentafied in the plan were not dependent upon the hab.tat IMpProvenent
program  Coordination of wildlafe/fish objectives with other resgu (e
activities was the key component in meeting population production
objectives Improvement projects can and will enbance hat_tat effectivenr
but other habitat management elements (1 e , inventory, monitoring, and
coordination} will be responsible for attainment of the populatzon
objectives

*

Use of modelling and simulation of natural conditions has been and w111
continue to be 2 valuable tool in the decision mating process modelling
technagues utalized on the Salmon Nationsl Forest have helped to enhance
professional judgment  Output from models 15 being used to help ar v
long-term effects of numerous activities within an area Before modelling
technzques were 1mitiated to compare alternatives and help evaluate
cumulative effects, no consistent methodologies were available which couléd
maintain a running assessment of total watershed disturbance and sediment
creating activities within a watershed

Modellaing techniques on the Salmon Mationsl Forest have anvolved the use of
local so1l, geologic, climatic, topographie, bydrologic and firtery habitat
data whieh has modified regaonal models to more closely represent localized
conditions. This was donre to reduce uncertainty, rasl, and the possibalaty
of meking manapement decisions that ereate irreversible conditione  Forest
monitoriflg programs will continuously evaluate all model outputs, utilizing
locally c¢ollected ainformation, such as fishery habitat conditions Becau-e
of variability of all natural systems, all modelling data will be used as
indicators of wagnitude of effects, and not absclute decision making tools
Onsite reviews and professional judgment will continue to be an integral part
of evaluating impacts of land management activities on resources wathtin

the National Forast

The ecoromic valuation and social consideration of the fisheries rescurce
included comsaderation of both on— and off-Forest use of the fishery
production  Components inciuded sport use, commercial fishing and Indian
treaty use The relative distribution of fish use was based on State and
Federal agency i1nformation and personal communication with individuals
familiar with harvest patterns

The intent of menitoring and evaluation is to provide an assessment of the
propress achieved toward meetaing the poals, objectives and standards
erpressed in the plan At present, a detailed mohitoring program has not
been adentified Allocation of available funds ¢an and will have &n
wnfluence an the scope and intengxty of monitorang and evaluation effopris.

FS 8200 28T B2)



0%1-IA

0027

3
6 ) Lack of Adequate Social and Economic Analyses

Huch of the social and economic values of Fishery resources associated
with the Mational Forests 1s due to use by people from large urban areas,
such as Boise/Spokane/Salt Lake City, or 1n marine or Tower Columbia River
fisheries, 1n the case of anadromous species Economic and social analyses
should be extended to those areas. The scope of spcial and economic analyses
should not be limited to rural communities dependent on Forest tymber or
range products. Such analyses are severely biased against fisheries
resources  Social and economic values should be displayed for the sectors
directly consuming most of the fish resource of a Forest

7.) lLack of Adequate Momitoring

HMopitoring should be describad 1n terms of specific Fish habitat loca-
tions and measurements It should be designed around multivariate and
ampirically valid statistical models, so that error and uncertainty can be
quantified. Monrtoring should be designed to validate site specific impact
projections It should also be tied to righd direction statements which
define how management actions will be modified when monitored effects do not
meet projected values, or when adequate monitoring 1s not funded

Adequately funded momitoring of fishery/sediment models should also be
a key component of the Forest Plans It 15 to everyones benefi1t to determine
how wetl existing medels predict the impact of twmber harvest and other develop-
mental activities are having on watersheds and fish habitat, so all resources
can be managed appropriately

This advice is pregented vn order to help gurde your techmical staff
1n developing final Forest Plans and Environmental Impact Statements. MWe
hope that substantive changes 1n Forest planning result i1n techmcally
acceptable documents The Idaho Chapter of the American Fishery Society will
be glad to provide further asststance to clarify how their advice can be used
to the advantage of your National Forest in finalizing the Forest Plan and
any future Forest planming documents

Sincerely,

Ned Horner, President

Idaho Chapter American Fisheries Society
So 2450 Greenferry Rd

Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814

cc  Carl SuTlivan, Washington D C
Johanna Rienhart, Ottawa, Ontarieo
Tony Novotny, Seattle, WA

Mr. Hed Forner 3
Specifics on the monitorang program will be detcrmined dursng development of
annual monitoring programs  Habatst feavures that could be monitored inciuér
both rearing and spawning compenentg

Pesponges 1ike yours were helpful in preparing the fimal Plan  Again, thank-
for raking the time to provide us with your thought

Sancerely,

RICHARD T HAUFF
Forest Supervisor
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The Nature Conser¥dney

e/ Frrcstey Sonnees 1 thoratory

iit23 '8

1221 Somth M un
Moscow Iehaho 83843 e el - BN
1208 B2 1557 D oK B
5P
it  Richard T Hauff, Forest Diperviso T «dld 56
“il .n Hationol Forest TF 123456
i B o b 123456
- - ww 123456
. [ d
< li2n, Idaho 7167 10 123454

Dzar Hr Hauff
Thanl you for the opportunity to review the Plcposed Salmou
pbational Forest Flan Tne Hature Conservancy’s cverall gudal 1o
the prezer..*.sn of rare flements of brotic daversity anl % s
+¢ward this that tne following comments are directed Mor:
speci1fically, I am commenting on how the plan addres=es tve w77
W ’l‘a
Zensitive Plaut Taxa - For this informetiou I 121y -u the
Idahu Natural Heritoge Program The Horitog. ToiofLowt .o
woppreheusive biological inventory undertzken 1n o cocpzmialive
“ffa .t between The Mature Conservancy and the Iduho Department ot
Fizh and Game The resulting data base serves as a clearsbgd o
for information on rare species and ecosystems in Idako and as
cortinnowsl, being updated and refined, naling 1t iaeallsy su.ted
f_: natural reoe.onzce planaing =ffeorts on National Forests
Begeapch Natural Areo (ENAY Establaishment - In Apral, 197,
L= Nature Conseirvaucy entered 1uto a cooperative agrecnent with
i.e USFS, Intermountain Research Station, wherein ths Canserv-
1.2 wuuald assist the Forest Service 1n 1ts RNA establishment
fforts in [Qaho, Hevada, apnd Utah As thie Idano reprocentabove,
am worl ing with hkat.onal Forecsts in Idalio In addition, I am
worhing closely with acombers of the Idsho Natural Area. Coordin-
o 1ng Ccamitter

|

Overall, the Forest has done a good jJob in planning for zousitiee
srecies and RNA's The Hature Conservancy suggestiz, however,
that the Forest Plan could be improved by consideratzon of the
following comments

i3 The Salmon National Forest has done & good Job 1a establich
1ng and recommending ENA’'s The ten RHA’s propuced 1n the Flon
wi1ll be si1gnificant additions to the RNA system in Idaho It is
also encouraging that the Forest achnowledges their role in
future RHA sstablishment efforts as our knowleddge of the range
-f diversity embraced by the Forest incieases

<&

Nanional Office, 1800 North Kent Street, Acinglon, Virginia 22209

United States Forest Salmon P 0. Box 729
Departmont of Searvice Hational S4lmon, TD A346R7
Agriculture Foregt

Reply to: 1920

Date*

Bob Moseley, Natural Areas Tgologist
The Nature Conservatcy

c/o Forestry Science Laboratory

1221 South Main

Moscow, Idaho  B3843

Dear Mr. Moseley.

Thanks for your comments regarding sensitive plant species. As you are
probably aware, our Regienal Office 1s working on a revasion of our regienal
sensitive plant species list. The list 1s scheduled for completion prior to
the date our final Forest Plan will be completed. Changes in the sensative
plant ppecies list, as mentivhed in your letter, will be reflected in the
final copy

Also, as suggested, we wall note in our final Plan that a portion of the
proposed Sheep Mountain RNA (Research Natural Area) 1s on the Salmon Naticnal
Forest. As you noted, the Sheep Mountazn RNA spans portions of three
Forests, and the Challis Haticnal Forest has taken the lead for this
proposed ENA.

Responses like yours were helpful in preparang the final Plan. Again, thanks
for taking the time to provide us with your thoughts.

Sincerely,

RICHARD T. HAUFF
Forest Supervascr

FS 8200 28(7 B2)



eh1-IA

0033

Thzre 1s one omrissicn, however, from the list of proposed =0 eog

Sheer Homtain 13 a candadate BNA that 15 ineluled in the Challis
hational Forect FPlan The northeast portion of the rropossd REA

wesura on the Salmeon National Forest,

< Szverrl problems » 1st with the sensitive plaut species list

presented in the DEISZ Tpewifically 1) It ineludes tana no
Ionge. couzlderea rore and, therefore, the Forest need not

wider them 1n rlaauing (1 e, Agagtache cuzlekil and Physoara
< ha YAr puppupad).  Z) East-central Idahe ha- ercellent
vi.gtio pufcrmabicon, espeelally on rare plantz, due ta tle
cwearch of T P M Hewderson of the University =¥ Idaho Your
i1st includes species that are not known to oceur near the Icrest
boandry and, again, the Forest probably need not cousider them

{1 ¢, Agtragalus amnis-—smussy and others), and, most impo: bontis
2} The list does not consider species occurring on thoe Salmom
Matiunal Forest that have only recently been fourd 0 te iare

(r » , Astisdalus scaphoides)

-

I realize that, uwa%il recently, the Fuoests in Idalio have
had no eazily cccesgsible souree of up-to-date information ou rate
Elants The Idaho Matu:al Heritage Program 1s now available Lo
1 7ide this data

Thanls again Fur the ciuworbtunlty o comment on the Proposed Plan
ard DLIS ard T 1ol foi--ed to working with the Salmon National
Fu.=<t 1n the Futuir If you have any questions cuncernlhag

‘L ier vorments feel froo Lo uontost me

Tapeer 1y,

—
25»6/%@{9/
Eul Moselo

atural Areas Foologist

[ Lloyd - Chairman, R-4 RHA Commitiee
Welloner - Idaho Natural Areas Coordinating Committes
ID Natural Herit=ge Program
Atwond ~ R-4 Zone Botanaist
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CD__]L ;,11_'!3 W) Reply to 1970
Forest Superviscr Dec. 21, 1985 173 ;g g
Salmon National Forest v 12314535 Date
Porest Service Bldg. 12345¢
PTMA Salmon, Idahe 83467 A@WZ
PO Box 4459 Dear Forest Superiisor:
Pocatello Id Although we don't have a chapter of the I.T.M.A. in Salmen, Clark L. Coll:in-, Vice Precidcnt
83205 many of our members ride cn the foresi, and there are many Idaho Trail Machine A ~ociation, Inc
trail riders in the area. Because of the projected increase 201 Henry
in demand for motorized reereation areas we would like to Pocatello, Idzho 83202
IFTMA insure that consaderation is given to those needs in your
PC Box 2345 Resource Mamagement Plan.
Idaho Falls 1d We are opposed to any addriions to the Wilderness Preservation
83401 system on your forest. This formal designation iz to-ww— Dear Mr Collans-
restrictive, and proper consideration 23 never given to motorized
MVTMA recreaztion when making wirlderness decisions, All trails now Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Laind lanagement
open to motorized recreationisis should remain open, with Plan and Draftr Enviremmental Impact Staterent for the Szlmen Natiomal
PO Box 1023 seasonal closures used where necessary, to protect wildlife Forest
Twin Falls 1d at particularly vulnerable times of the year. Seasonal closures
83301 could also be advisable, in certain areas vulnerable to damage In our judgment, the selected alternat.ve provides for a balanccd
from to early of use of wheeled vehicles. These temporary program of activities and outputs Hore specifically, the selected
SRTRA closyres woulé be preferadle to closing an area entirely due management plan will snsure that sufficient habatat potentsial as
Rt 2 Box 72 to these concernes, and only the type vehicle effecting the available to meet the Idaho Department of Fish and Came's objective.
Rupert 1d the area should be prohibited, Sometimes the roads aren't for big game, anadromous fish and resadent fish Tt encourages the
83350 ready for four vheel use but the trails are ready for trail legitimate exploratwon and extraction of leasable and locatable
bike use, minerals, improves the guality of i1ecreation experiencec and provides
= 45 no trails axe closed to non-motorized users due to user for pleasing visual landscapes, ard a quality wilderpess experience 1n
J_ TVTMA conflict, we feel that 1t would be unfair to clese trails the Frank Church—-River of No Return Wildernmess. Selected portions
BP0 Box 1913 or areas to motorized use due to a percieved user conflict of the Forest will be managed for semi-primitive rotorized and
W Bese Id expressed by non-motorized users, There aren't enough trails gemi-primitive non-motorized user experiences  Equally important, the
83701 and recreation areas to segresate use and it is unfair te management plan provides for a level of livestoch grazing con=<istent
descriminate against one user group as a result of a percieved with the agriculture base and tural lifestyle of Lemha County and the
conflict by a user group who is not willing to share the resource, surrounding area  Timber harvest 1s maintsined at a leve] ron<istent
and has access to the entire forest. If in the future umer with other resource objectives and economic feasibility In our
conflicta are going to prompt closures, non-motorized users opanion the selected Plan provides for the greatest net public benefat
should be excluded from some of the areas. considering both current and expected future uses of the Forest
In these times of lamited funding for recreatiomal amprovements
and maintenance, it 1s increasingly imporiant that costs 411 newly-constructed roads will be closed, when not actually be:np
not be increased by overly resirictive Wilderness Classification. used for timber harvest or other resource management activitier,
Exciuzion of motorized recreation also excludes use of State unless substantial reason to keep a road open 1s identified through
Parks and Recreation 0.R.V. munfd-yhay-pir—ogyri-udrf-got the process as outiined 1n the National Fnviremmental Policy Act
funds that are often used Sor improvementa that benefit all (NEPA)  Additional road, trail, and area clesures on the existing
trail users. system will be outlined 1n the Saimon National Forect Travel Flan
Please consider the many motorized foreat umers in finalizing This travel plan 18 updoted periodically uring beth publie anput and
your management plan and send me a copy of your final decision. information pathered by monitoring the ecurrent trevel plan  Through
this process the travel plan will be revised to provide for changes
Sincere, Y- related to fire, recreation, timber sale scheduling, firewood

gatherzng, and range. The guidelines for transportation system
management are located in the Draft Forest Planm on pages IV 65-68

F3 8200 287 82)
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Clark L. Collzns 2.

You are correct in stat:ng that exclusion of motorized recreation also
excludes uee of Etate ORV funds; however, 2t 18 our antent to provide
a wide range of recreation gpportunities, including both motorized and
nonmotorrzzed uses. We hope you wall agree that the selected plan
provades pignificant opportunities For motorized recreation users,

Responses like yours were helpful an preparing the fainal Plan. Again,
thanks for teking the time to provide ue with your thoughts.

Sincerely,

RICHARD T. HAUFF
¥orest Supervasor

FS 8200 287 62)
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. . PO Box 1708
Idaho Environmental-Council
Idaho Falls, 1daho 83401
GEb2» T3
Dec. 21, 1985
X0 0 WETEh DD
°pLp Proposed Sglmen N.E. Elan
Richard Hauff, Superviedmw ) .1« *420b
Salmon National Forest Jﬁ :g ;: gg
P. 0 Box 729 tivw 1234568
Salmeon, Idaho 83467 [ 123455

Dear Dich, m/&f oL,
Here asre our comments on the proposed Salmon National Forest Plan
and draft EiS

On the Salmen National Foreast are some of the most outstanding
wildlands, wild ravera, and wildlafe in America, including parts of
the Frank Church-River of No Return Wilderness, Middle Fork Salmon
Wild & Scenic River, and main Salmon Wild & Scenic River. In
addition, the Salmon N.F., has lesser known but cutstanding de facto
wilderness aresa, noteably the Lemhi Range and the Bitterroot Range

However, these high values have been de-emphasized, and often
damaged, by primary emphasis on timber harvest. Since the mid-
1950’a, the Foreat has been badly overcut. Hundreda of miles of
roads have bean conatructed to access the timber. MNost of these
roads remain open, continuing to cause wildlife impactza. Damage te
fisheriea and big game habitat has alao been caused by cattle in the
wrong pleces, and by mining. These problens have been identified
by public input. Although the DEIS liasts them as Issues and
Concerna, atill the propoaed Foreat Plan fails to addreaa them in
any substantial way, instead esttempting to juatify primary emnphaais
on comnmodity outputs.

Alternatives 2, 8, 9, and 11 all have a positive thruat regarding
protection of habitat, watersheds, wildlife, £iash, and roadless
areas. Unfortunately, you have selected none of those. instread,
for no good reason and without even listing Decision Criteria, you
selected Alternative 12, one of the more eanvirconmentslly destructive
and economically wasteful of the alternativea you evaluated.

Inatead, we urge vou to adopt Alternative 3, the "Non-Market
Opportunities™ Alternative, with some modifications and points of
empheaia which follow.

A very important criterion for alternative selection should be the
amount of roadless area left undeveloped at the end of the planning
period, More roadless araa left will mean more ecosystens retained
and more floral and faunal diversity, and generally will mean more
habitat, more watershed and fishery protection, mora primitive
rocreational opportunity, and leasa money lost on timber aubsidies.

Bnited States Forest Salmon P O Bor: 729
Depar tment of Service Nataional Salmon, ID B834€7
Agraiculture Forest

Reply to 1920

Date

Jerry Jayne, Board Member
TIdaho Envaironmental Councal
1568 Lola Street

Idaho Falls, Idzho 83402

Dear Mr. Jayne

Thank you for taking the tame to comment on the Proposed Land Management Plan
and Draft Envircnmental Impact Statement for the Ffalmern Nataonal Forest

Fach of the twelve alternat.ves presented in the Forest Plan presents ap
achievable, yet different, maxture of resource levels Some alternatzves
place more emphasis on commodity resources such as timber  Other
alternatives place more emphasis on nommarket resources with correspondingly
less emphasis on cemmodity rescurces Alternative 12 was choten because at
provides the best max of resource outputs at a reasonable cost  to ooe
resource 1&g maxim.zed st the expense of others  Timber harvest levels have
actually been reduced from the 38 millaion board foot levels of the 197C's to
approximately 21 million board feet

WILDLIFE AND FISR

Etk

Timber harvests and road construetion in areas of hey elk summer range
(KESR's) are concerns that surfaced in many letters of response  The
preferred alternative aincorporates management activity design and
associated coordination measures to ensure that any adverse effects upon
the big game resource will be very short term and, 1n most cares, limited
to the life of the timber sale The pred:icted leng-term effects of these
activities will in most cases be of benefit to deer and elk, and in many
cases the benefits will be very substantial, especizlly in areas where
natural forage openings and timber/nontimber ecotones are only present in
very limited quantaities

Early xn the planning process, KESR's were mapped on the entzre SNF At
the same time, all other acres on this Forest were classified anto optimum,
acceptable, or marginal summer e£lk habatat, and the key big game wanter
ranges were also mapped These maps then became the basis for predicting
the elk habztat potentaal under each of the 12 preposed management
alternatives ancluded in the Draft Forest Plan. These predictiens were
caleulated based upon proposed timber harvest levels, assocrated road

FS 8200 28(7 52}
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The table below ranka all 12 alternatives by the amount of roadless
area to be retained for the next 10 years. To the neareat 1000
acres, it ahows the total areas recommended for wilderness, SPNHM
racreation, SPM recreation, and other multiple uses. The “Loat"
column ahowa the roadleas acreage the DEIS predicta will actually be
roaded and logged in the first 10 yearas. (Tha amount of roadleas
acreage retained = 830 thousand - Lost.) The tahle alac shows, for
the firat decade, annual average timber harveat levels and annual
average miles of road conatruction and recenstructien. In addition,
the table shows the 50 year Present Net Value. Note the general
correlation between the PNV and the amount of wildland retained for
16 yesrs, and the inverae correlation between PNV and levels of
road-building and timber harveat. Theae correlationes clearly
indicate that low commodity/high amenity alternatives are
economically superior as well aa envircnmentally superior for the
Salmon National Forest, (DEIS II-79,81,154,155, 160,164, and
Iv-7,92.)

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES, with
Alternativas Ranked by Amount of Wildland Retained, lst Dscade

(All values are for the first decade except PNV.)

Rank Alt W Rec SPNM SPM Other Loat Timber Raada PNV,50 yr
Areas are in 1000 acres MMBF/yr Mi/yr Million S

1 11 830 o] 1 [+ o] 9,1 31 64.1
2 10 677 & 2 145 45 18.1 58 19.2
3 9 579 60 52 138 72 7.7 30 49.8
4 ] 471 96 35 228 104 9.5 29 564.0
5 3 349 85 227 169 109 8.0 29 49.4
6 & Q 0 483 347 165 i17.6 38 34.4
7 7 237 90 107 396 209 17.9 49 24.6
8 b3 77 21 46 686 221 20.5 63 15.3
9 12 ) o] 286 544 224 21.1 &6 0.5
10 2 184 2 23 621 320 32.9 97 -28.8
11 4 158 3 a0 639 348 32.7 104 -28.2
12 ) o] 17 o] 813 385 36.8 115 -34.4

Jerry Joync ?

construction, sr1lvzcultural practices and knowledge of the effecta that
habatat parameters such as cover, forage and eopen road denrities have on
elk Thas analysis revealed that the elk habatat potentiis] wnder propased
Alternative 12 (the draft preferred alternative) would be more than
adequate to support an ¢lk population level that meets the Tdshe Department
of Fish and Game's Species Management Plan goal for the perscd 1986-90

Varying anounts of KESR's were recognized as geographic areas (with
wildlife prescriptions applied) under each propesed alternative, dependang
upcn the theme (1.e , commedity, amenity, ote ) of the partaculer
alternative. These designated KESR's will be managed to favor elk under a
set of very specific preseriptions designed to enhance elk habatat,
however, the prescriptions being proposed for applacation te other
geographic areas also include an array of waildiaife coordination measures
that weil help enszure that adequate habitats to meet species management
goals for elk and other management indicator species are maintained in all
areas. In other words, management activaties in all geographac aren ,
includang desagnated and undesignated KESR's wall be subject to wildlife
coordination measures designed to at least maintain adequate habitat to
support elk population levels that meet ihe current specres management
goals establzshed by the Idaho Department of Fash and Game

Good quality winter tranpes are often considered to be the foundation of bag
game herds. As a land managing agency, the Forest Service 1s very
interested in maintaining adequate winter ranges for deer and elk and
habitat improvement projects are conducted yearly on maby acres, however,
@s winter ranpe areas contanue te be developed, the problem of maintaining
good quality winter ranpes 1n adequate quantity becomes more acute
Maintaining the habitat qualaty of key big game winter ranges will contvnuc
to be a priority under the preferred alternative of the Forest Plen

Reducing conflacis between bip game and lavestock on key big geme winter
ranges 1s also necessary 2f habatat qualaty 1s to be marnteined, By
reducing competition for forage on National Forest lands, depredation
proeblems on privare lards should be reduced

Maintaining the antegrity of the various elk and mule deer migration routes
across the Montana-Idaho divide 1s critical to the long tecm welfare of the
big game populations that primarily summer in Montana and winter in Idaho.
This premise was an undetlying force in the anataal phases of the plarning
process and prescraptions for managing these corridors were developed
During the development of the geogiaphical area boundaries and the
assaighment of prescriptions to each area, 1t became apperent that the
semi-primitive motorized andfor nonmotorized recreation prescriptions
adequately handle all wildlife conrcerns for meintenance of thesc

corridore  Consequently, since the peopraphic areas proposed for the
recreation prescriptions encompass the areac propesed for wildl+fe
migration prescriptions, the wildlife areas were simply lumped under the
semi-primitive motorized and/or nonmotorized precciiptreons  Under the
draft preferred altarnative (12), most of the Montana-Idaho divide from tte
head of Spring Creek through Lost Trail Pags and on south to Goldstone
Mountain 1s within either the 24 (semi-primitive motorized) or 2B
(semi-primitive nonmotorized) prescriptions. As such, these arear
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Richsrd Hauff page 3 Dec. 21, 1985

WILDLIFE AND FISH
The Salnon National Forest is a tremendous fish and wildlife

resgurce, with a large diversity of habitat., There are 337 species
of vertebrates which derive all or part of their habitet needs from

the Forest, including 21 species of fish, 3 of amphibians, 10 of
reptiles, 222 of birds, and 75 of mamnala. Species include elk,
maosea, nule deer, white-tailed deer, baghorn sheep, goat,

prenghorn, bear, lion, coyote, marten, etc. There ia khabitat for
4 TEE speciea! bald eagles winter on the Forest, peragrine falconsa
have traditianally neated there, there have been past grizzly
sightings, and a very few wolves seem to be present. In addition,
Specaea of Special Concern to Idaho Fish & Game Dept. are
wolverine, lynx, bobcat, trumpter awan, ferruginous hawk, and
prairie falcon, (Plan II-6,20; DEIS III-26,IV-15,295)

The table below shows a partisl list of Management Indicator
Species (MIS) with estimated existing populations, mininum viable
populations, maximum potential populations, and the predicted
effecta on habitat for several alternatives., Shown are
Alternativea 3, 8, and 9, all generally good wildlife slternatives;
the proposed Plan, Alternative 12, which la not; end Alterpative S,
which 18 prohably the worst wildlife alternative of the 12
evaluated. This table showa only those MIS for which estimated
populations vary aignificantly by alternative; primarily elk, deer,
and mature/ald growth forest species. (DEIS 5-9, IV-24)

Effectas on Selected MIS by Alternative

(Elk and deer populations are shown in theusands; other
species as % of maximum habitat, with pop. nosz. in parens.)

Speciea Minimpum Maximunm Exiating Alternative
Viable Potential 2 8 9 1z =1
Elk 1.5 10.3 7.1 9.6 8,7 9.1 T.4n 5.4
Hula Deer S.0 qd .4 21.7 22,3 22.3 22.3 18.6 14.8
Marten 13x 100% S5% So% 65% 64% asx 20%
(200) (1090) <{600)
Pileated 10x 100% 38% 46X S50% S50%x 23X 14%x
Woodpacker (46 {456 (172>
Goshawk 3I3x 100% 48% 46% 55% 55% 8% 37%
(50) (1802 {72)
Great Grey 12% 100% 25% 21% 34% 3I2% 17% 13%
Owl {30 (244> {60)
Pygny ? 100% 24% 20% 35% 35%  12x  11x
Nuthatch <3800) (90012
Brown 5% 100% 26% 20% 35% 35% 9% 9%
Creeper (1800) (3S00Q0) (3000)

{# This elk figure is highly ocptimistic. See "Elk"™ below.)

Jerry Jayne k]

w1ll only be subject to zalvage tamber harvest followsng natural
disasters  Consequently, these migration roufes are provided protectior
from road encroachment and cover removal.

There has been some confusion penerated regarding the abality of the
various alternatives of the Draft Forest Plan to weet Idabo Department «f
Fish and Game wildlafe and fish population objectives  This ecnfi. onp
stems from two sources the use of outdated figures for the State's
population poals, and the relationship of various habitat cepabil ty “runlr
to population numbers

The degree to which the various alternatives meet the wildlaife and fishk
pepulation objectves as expressed in the State's Species Manzgement Plans
for the period 1986-90 was a major evaluation criterion used in developing
the draft preferred altermative The information dazplayed on page IV-£8
of the DEIS and in Table II-7 of the Draft Forest Plan, however, reflects
the State's 1981-85 figures which were used when the planmning piroce<r 1%
mnatiated This information will be corrected an the final Forest Pian to
reflect the new objectives for the period 1986-9C

Many andividuals de not understand how the preferred alternatave can meet
or exceed the State's population geels for baig gene while reducang hab rat
potential on key elk summer range. Tn fact, the current number of elk,
whach 1s growing, i1s sagnificantly less than what can be supperted by
current habitat conditaons. The habatat potential resulting from
implementation of Alternative 12, though lower than tle precert Tevel, will
be adequate to accommodate the population objectives listed in the State's
current Species Management Plan, and will provide for a sigrrficart
increase in elk numbers.

Fash

The relationship between timber management activities within a drainage and
the influence on fash habitat was modeled with sedipent beirg the
contrelling fector  Two key approaches were incorporated into the

analysis The first approach was the application of the relationships
presented in the "Guide for Predictinpg Sediment Yields from Forested
Watersheds™ to estimate changes in sediment delivery to streams  The
second approach utilized the relataonships in the MGuade for Predicting
Salmonid Rerponse to Sediment Yields in Idaho Batholith Watersheds™ to
estimate the influence sediment would have on f£ish gurvaivel  Both guides
are available from the Forest Service.

Sediment rates were limited xn all alternatives so that fisheries goals for
that alternzt.ve could be met. The nature of fishery goals are different
for anadromous and resident species because of the difference 1p 1life
histories  Even though each alternative had dsfferent fishery goals with
respect to anadromous and resident populations, the difference between
alternatives was not very great because of the life hastory relstsenships
used In order to meet the sediment restrictions essocaated with fighery
goals, the tamber production model directed actzvity :into the more steble
geologic areas of the forest and lamated the rate of sccess construction
and acres of logging activaty
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The proposed Plan would have adversa impacts upon many species of
wildlafe, includang elk, deer, anadromous fish, trout, and saveral

old growth species.

For blg geme mpecies, the Plan admita that Fish & Geame geals cannot
be met, In “Summary of the Need for Chasnge on tha Forast as a
Whole" it says (Plan II-84,85):

"Wildlife and fisheries changes identified are centerad
around the ability to provide habitat asufficient to meat
State Fiah and Game Department population goals. As
projected, the current management direction would not
provide the habitat quelity needed to meet big game goals
after the first decade. This will neceszitate changing

thae objectiva of neseting State goala or changing the amount
and achaduling of timber harvest and road construction.”™

("current management diraction" ia Alternative 1, which has about
the sana level of timber harveat aa the proposed Plan.)

A atated Forest Managemant Goal for wildlife and fisheries is*
“Provide wildlife habitat of sufficient quantity and quality to
auatain current populations of economically important management
indjicator species " (Plan IV-12 But the Plan will not even do

thias, at least not for elk, deer, aalmon, steelhead, or trout.
Elk
In 1980, the Idaho Fish & Game Dept. Director asked all N.F.

Supervisora in Idaho to manage all key elk ranges in the State

at 100% of potential. & Salmon N.F. inventory found a total of
271 thousand acrea of key elk habitat cutside the FC-RNR
Wildernesa, and that 60% of the summering elk were found on these
lands. Hadley Roberts has determined that the Plan will eliminate
over half of the exiating key elk summer range. We must therafore
challenge the claim that the Plan will maintein the existaing 7000-
plus elk Most key elk summer range is high (over 7000 £ft) with
short growing sesasona, Sc these areas must be regarded as poor
timber growing sites. It is difficult to understend why the F.S.
has created & timber-wildlife conflict by propoasing that a low
resource timber value degrade a high resource elk range value.

The Plan indicates that many of the key elk aummer range areaa,

all favorite hunting spota, will be roaded and cut within the first
decade. Some of the better areas are Huasgrove Creek, Salzer Bar,
Anderson=-Threemile Creeka, Hayden and Tobias Creeks, Pilerce Cresk,
Big Deer Creek, Horse Creek, and Oreana Ridge. And thia is only
the firat decade, The Plan aimply ignores the F&G Diractor’s 1980
requeat for protecting key elk range.

The Plan proposea to road and leog in Threemile, Anderson, and
Plerce Creeks in the Anderson Mt. Roadleaa Area, and in Sheep Creek
and Dahlonega Creek, juat scuth of the that Roadless Area. A F.S5.
financed remearch project in 1976 pointed out the extreme value of
this elk migration corridor. It recommended that the area remain
roadleasa to protect this value. The Plan completely ignores thia
recommendation and might even lead to complete abandenment of the
Sheep Creek-Silverleads Creek elk and deer winter range.

Jerry Jayne 4,

Throuphout the Forcot Planning procesr, cumulative idinentation effectr of
loggang and road construction have been evaluated. Tn Alternatave 12,
downstream beneficial uees are beang protected and no long-term dounrtrenm
detersoration 1n water quality or bencficial uses will result from the
lopging and roading scheduled. Localized areas in small drainages within
the portiens of the Salmon Raver Basin on the Salmon Rational Forcct will
experience short-tern degradetion as a resvlt of activitiee such as read
construction and timber harvest. The uce of mitigation featurec and
etandard: and guzdelincs dencribed 1n Chapter IV of the Forect Plam, will
mrnimize Lhese cffects, as well as protect local channel conditions and
beneficial vses, such as fisheries babstat. Cumulstive sedimentatinn
analyses done for development of the Forest Plan, as well as duting
continuing project level snalyses will continue to provide greidance 1n

protecting the downstream resources as well as stream channel conditzens rn
the Salmon National Forest

0ld Growth

The 1978 Sikes Act Plan titled, "A Program For Fich snd Wildlife Habzitat On
the Naticnal Forests end Gressland in Idzho,™ did contain a Goal to manage
for existing populations. Based on the State-wide plan, each Natiomal
Forest in Idaho prepered an indivadual Forest Sikes Act Plan which was
based on the State Plan, These plans were approved in 1978 and expited

in 1982. Following zts expiration in 1982, the Salmon Forest did not
prepare & new Sikes Act Plan, but instead directed our wildlife and f1sh
coordination efforts into our Comprehensive Forest Land Hanagement Plan

Throughout cur Torest Planning process we have tried to predict {throuph
the use of models asz well as professional Judgment) the consequences of not
only natural events, but also induced management activities on populat ons
of wildlife and fizh A predeminant constraint in thas Process was to
ensure adequate habitat was available at all times for perpetuatzon of each
species of wildlaife

As I am sure you are aware, habitat condrtions for a diverse cerplex of
nztive fauna i1s dynamic and corstantly changing A low serel stage,
indicative of conditsons following a tamber sale or natural event such as a
wildfire, may be conducive to some species of wildl:fe, whereas, climax
conditions may favor others For these reascms i3t becomes essentially
impossible (even with ne induced management activity) to maintain existing
or current populations of all species of wildlife

T cen assure you, however, that the Salmon Maticnzl Forest will continue teo
manage and monitor habitat to insure viable populations of the native fauna
are maintained  Should any species become Federally listed as threateped
or endangered, requirements of the Endangered Species Act of 1972 will be
enforced, which dictates that "no actions will be authorized or conducted
1f judged likely to jeopatrdize the centinued existerce of eny Tederally-
listed specres or designated cratical habataz™ (III-5)

The wildlzfe species selected as ranagement indicator species (MIS) for the

Salmon Forest Plan are considered to represent each of the various wildl-fe
habitats found on the Szlmon National Forest and to have the most limitang
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Fish

Anadromous fish and trout (all species combined) are alaso used as
MIS. But the predictiona of effects (DEIS IV-24) are guestaionable,
since they show no great difference in fiah mass by alternative,
while the stream sedimentation rates do. Wa believe that there

is more linkage between increased sedimentation rates and decreased
flgh production than the Plan indicates The following table, from
the DEIS IV-41-42, comperes the rate of ateam sedimentation for the
same alterantives compared in the MIS table above.

Sedimentation Ratea in Streama, by Alternative
(X aver natural lewael, for the first decade)

Alternative
3 & ] 12 5
Anadromous streanms 11% 11 11x 21% 40%
Resident-only streams 22% 28% 23% S3% 81%

The Plan would greatly increase the rate of sedimentation in
important spawning streamsg, ingluding Hayden Creek, Iron Creek,
North Fork of the Salmeon River, and Indian Creek, which are all
clagsified as Blue Ribbon sireams by the Idaho Fish & Game Dept..,
as indicated on the 1978 map “Stream Evaluation Map for the State
of Idaho'. All are important for anadromous fish apawning, but
all are threatened by timber msalea. In the North Lemhi Roadless
Area, Hayden Creek, including the Basin and Bear Lake Creek
Drainagea, is an important spawning tributary of the Lemhi River.
The planned timber sales in Hayden Creek would probably destroy
anadromous fish spawning there. Iron Creek drains east from the
Taylor Mt. Roadlesa Area into the Salmon River; the Plan calls for
timber harvest in the drainage. Timber harvesting is planned an
several of the North Fork drainages, thresatening apawning habitat
as well as key elk habitat

0l1d Growth Species

For MIS species other than economically important ones, the Forest
Management Goal for wildlife and fisheries says: “Provide wildlife
habitat of sufficient guantity and quality to at least maintain
minimum viable populations for all other MIS."™ (Plan IV-1),

The non-game MIS species to be impacted moat by the Plan are the
old growth species. The discuasion of Plan responses to issues and
concerns says that "Habitat for old growth-dependent apecies will
decrease in non-wilderness areaa, but will not fall below that
necessary to support minimum viable populationa.™ {(Plan III-17.

"Minimum viable populations”™ ia inadequate. In 1978, Regions 1 and
4 of the F.S., signed a wildlife plan with the Ideho F&G Daept. for
habitat management on the National Foreata in Idaho. One of the
apecific goals of that plan aaya! “Intensify fish and wildlifae
management to protect, malntein, and enhance exiasting populationa.™
("A Program for Fish and Wildlife Habitat on the National Forests
and Grassland in Idaho", August, 1978, U.S. GP0O 1978-796~058/20.)

Jerry Jayne 5

habatat requsrewrsnzs af the species using these habatats Ry satisfying
the habaitat needs of those wildlife species with the mest restrictive
raquirements, 1t 18 felt the needs of 2l1 other species will also be met

For example, of the meny species that depend on ¢r do hest in old grewth
Douglas-far stands, the pileated woodpecker requires the largect diemeter
trees for cavity nesting and the largest number of cobtsnuous acres fnr
breeding and feeding purposes  Other cavity nesters find suvitsble nesting
sites in trees of equal or lesser diameter. The home ranges/breedang
territories of other old prowth dependent species can be met wathin the
size limitations established for the pileated

0ld growth acres outside wilderness areas have been mapped to ensure stands
of adequate size and distribution will be retained to meet the 10 pcrcent
established as minimally acceptable. These stands are Vocated over a wide
range of aspects and elevations, to ensuie good represeniat.on of existing
site conditions Stands are fairly evenly distributed gver the Forest to
min:maze the daspersal dastance between stands and to reduce the chance of
losing stands from catastrophic events

The actusl ampunt of old prowth retained under all alternatives excceds

the 10 percent minimum allocation The amount retained n excess of the 10
percent minimum varies by alternative depending on several factors,
ineluding timber harvest levels and rcading/logging ecchomic feasibilaty
Many of these stands do not meet the stand size or dastribution
requirements establishked as mapping criteria, yet they do centribute tao
sataisfying the needs of many old growth associated species.

TIMBER

Tt 18 true that most taimber sales are expected to have costs in excess of
stumpage returns That i1z, the cost of preparetion snd administicl-or 1s
expected to exceed sturpage returns to the Treasury  If the other bepefits
associated with timber haivest are ignored, then timber management om the
Salmon can appear to be a poor apvestment In eddition to supplying &
portian of the nation's timber needs, other important benefits of tinkter
harvest are employment, income, and the related contribution to the
economie diversity of dependent communities. These nonpriced outputs are
not valued zn the economic analysis  Another important bepef:t, which is
not valued an the economic analysis, 15 the return to the Treasury 1n tle
form of aincome and corporate taxes. These taxes can offset a sizeable
portiom of the cost of preparation and admanaistraticn  Timber mansgement
zs the only resource program which was #nalyzed strictly on the basis of
direct cash flow to the Treasury. If other iesource programs were valued
in the same way, most, i1f not all, would appear to be poor investments
based on present net value, however, most other resources such as
recreation are valued based on willingness-to-pay veluves, which are
estimates of what nommarket outputs are worth in the sbmence of established
marhet values  These willingness—to-pay values are included in the
economic analysis even though they do oot represent any cash flow to the
Treasury, The important thing to remember 18 that the eccnomic apalysis
does not displsy the whale economic picture All costs and bepefits, both
priced and nonpriced, were considered before selection of the preferred
alternative.
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TIMBER

In the mid=-1950‘m, the Forest Service natlonwidae encouraged the
timbar industry to move to the National Forests on a large acale.
The Salmon is a good example of a National Foresat with low timber
valuea, which has subsidized the local mill with roada, cheap logs,
and overharvest since then, to the detriment of fish and wildlife.

In February of this year, Champion International closed their
Salmon mill because of poor market conditiona. Ancther economic
problem for the Salmon mill has been that it is farther from a
railroad head than just about any other logging community in the
U.5. It should be pointed out that wilderness, deaignated or
propesed, had very little to do with the cloaure. In fact, aftar
Chempion cloged the mill, they turned bpack at leaat 36 HMBF of
timber they had contracted to buy but had not cut; this represented
a 2 year aupply even at a former 2 shift level of operation. The
mill is now being operated by new management at a much lower level
of output.

The Plan proposes to eoffer 21.1 MMBF/yr for sale during the first
decade, and an averagae of 23,9 MMBF/yr over the next 50 years, But
1t states that “"If current lumber market conditions continue, only
10.6 MMBF per year ils expected to sell." (Plan II-93,94).

The proposed 23 9 MMBF/yr is certainly lower than the peak overcut
of 34 MKBF/yr in the 1970’s. But it is atill too high. Elk, deer,
finh, and many of the non-game MIS speciea, particularly the old
growth species, would suffer significant habitat loss and
population reductiona, as diacusased in the previous section on
Wildlife and Fish. Aa to big game apeciea, the Plan (I1-83)

zays that-~

“Projected levela of harveat exceed that which would allow
the attainment of State big game goala. Meeting these
goals would neceassitete o reduction of timber harveat levels."

The extaent of economic losa on past Salmon N.F. timber sales is
indicated by =& 1984 GAOD report (“Congress Needa Better Information
on Foreat Service’s Below-Cost Timber Sales", GAO/RCED-84-96, June
28, 1984). It showa that all timber aalea on the Salmon N.F in
19381 and 19872 were below-cost; the 5 sales in 1981 loat S1.5
nillion and the 8 =ales in 1982 lost $0.95 million. A nore recent
sale example is the Mill Creek Timber Sale in the Lemhis, which
sold on October 21 of this year. The 2039 MBF sale coat the F.S.
%25/MBF for preparation and administration, and another &25+/MBF
for the road, or a direct cost of $102,929. The timber brought
$13,43/HBF, or 527,384, With a B/C ratio of 0.27, this represents
a loas to the government (i.e., the taxpayera) of over $75,000,

Hore teo the point, the Plan propeses to continue this economically
waateful and environmentally destructive mode of management. The
timber submidies which the F.S5. offera only induce more
overcutting, mining of old growth, and loas of fish and wildlife
habitat. The F.S. plans to continue using approprited funding to
buald new arterial timber access roads, For other timber access

Jerry Jayne 6

It would be true to eay that there are areas of forest land on the Salmon
National Forert incepable of producang crope of indvstrial wood There
are, in fact, many acres which probably fall into thel category Tlo o
acres are included in clarsificatien 6, inadequete information, 1m

Table I1-12, page II-175 of the DEIS A final determination on there acres
w1ll be made through the next Forest inventory effort on the Salmon
National Forest beginming this year., While the actual current net growth
15 about 26 cubic feet per acre per year, the average potential
productivaty 1c about &5 cubic feet per acre per year If ali cf Lhe
potential could be realized, the tamber productivity could be sncreared
sbout 73 percent This large potential ipcrease in productivity wath
management supports the desirabality of continuing developrent of a portion
of the currently undeveloped lands

The Wational Forest Management Act does state that regulations should be
developed specifying guidelines whach insure that timber will be Ferveried
only where "there 1s assurance that such lands can be adequately rectocked
within five years after harvest " These "NIMA Regulations" (36 CFR 719)
state that "when trees are cut to achieve timber picduct-or cbjectives, the
cuttiags shall he made in such 2 way as te assure thet the technology and
knowledge exists to adequately restock the lands within 5 years after final
harvest ™ The znitial cut in the shelterwood and seed tice methods 1.
nermally made to encourage prompt regeneration, however, the final harve t
must often be delayed more than 5 years to ensure ttet there will he
adequate regeneration after the final harvest. This deleyed final lariert
to ewait regeneration was used in our FORFLAN model for beivest projectiors
and 18 consistent with the Regulations

Fire

In the inatazl suppression considelatzoms for the Plan 1t wes felt thau
fire suppression could be managed through breoad strategy staterents witheut
tying managers to specific tact-cal considerations, however, after the 1975
fire season, we feel as you do that specafic standards are necessary for
the use of beavy cquipment on the Salmon These standards will provide
guidelines to the inecident {fire) management team pertaiming to line width,
fire rehabilatation considerations, and firefighter safcty

ROADS

All newly-constructed reads will be elosed. when not e2etually being used
for timber harvest or other 1escurce management actavities, unlecs
substantial reacon to keep & road open 15 zdentified through the proce~s ar
cutlined in the National Envircomental Polacy Act (NEPA)  Additioral 1ee7,
trail, and area closures on the exastang system will be outlaned an the
Salmon Hatieonal Forest Travel Plan. This travel plan 1s updated
periodically using both public input and anformetion gathered by monitoring
the current travel plan  Through this process the travel plan will be
revised to provide for chanpes related to fire, recreation, timber sale
scheduling, firewood gathering, and range The guidelines for
TTansportation system management are Jocated in the Draft Forest Plan on
pages IV 45-68
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roada, the Plan proposea to continue augumentation funding at 22x
of the total road costs (DEIS 1I-73). Both of these road funding
schemes represent raids on the Federal treasury While many of us
are not opposed to all subsidies, we do tend to oppose those
subsidies which contraibute to the destruction of natural resources
such as wilderness and wildlife habitakt.

How much money would the propesed timber plan waate? The DEIS
shows that the Present Net Benefit (PNV) for timber for the S0 year
period is £14.9 million, while the Present Net Coat (PNC) for
timber is $66.7 million. That ias, the Present Net Value (PNV) for
timber ta -551.8 million! The timber PNV ranges from about -218
million (Alternativea 3, 8, &and 9) to about ~S$70 million
{Alternatives 2, 4, and 5) (DEIS II-&8l>.

Honey loser that it is on the Salmon N.F., timber harvest is even
worse than it looksa in the Plan, which bases its economic analysis
on timber prices from 1971-1980 (DEIS Appx B-31). The much lower
price of more recent vears is probably more realistic.

The Salmon National Foreat is not a good timber growing forest,
with a current average annual growth of 26 cubic feet of weod per
acre, which is far below what is considered econemic on private
timber landa. And yet the DEIS deoes not identify lands which are
econonically unsuitable for timber harvest, in spite of the fact
that NFMA reguires this. Section 6(K) says that the Forest Servaice
“shall identify lands within the management area which are not
suited for timber production, considering physical, economic and
other pertinent factors...".

Regeneration of Douglas-fir is also a problem. NFMA requires that
regeneration can reascnably be expected in S yeara. The Plan
ahould indicate the historical succese rate of regenerating
harveated Dougfir stands, to ahow whether or not thia requirement
can bhe meet.

Fire

There is no significant difference in the fire protection progran
for alternatives (DEIS IV-34). One would expect that fires in
wildernesa would usually be allowed to burn, and that thie would
reduce fire costs in the higher wilderness alternatives,

Firea burned large areas on the Salmen N.F. thia summer. But
bulldozer damage created by fighting those £ F88, may have caused
more damage than the fires. Hundreds of acr BAJEnudad by
bulldozers because of lack of guidance for their operation.

The Plan should includes standardas and guidelines for asoil resource
management that will cover eventualities when catastrophic firea
occur again.

ROADS

The Pian proposes 66 miles of new and reconstructed roads per year
for the firet decade (DEIS II-154,155). This is far too much
roading for the good of wildlife and watersheda, The Plan predicts
that the totel permanent road system at the end of 50 years would

Jerry Jeync 7
ROADLFSS ARFAS

Whila there 1s considerable support for zdditionzl wilderness de-+gnat or
on the Salmorn Natioral Forest, there 1s also consaderable opposition 16 ary
additional wslderners. This opposition to wilderne-< designation 1, baend
on numerous factors One 1s the potential for mineral values whick ocour
in many of the Salmon's RARE II roadless aress. fnother is the h-gk leve?
of interest from motorized users who would be excluded from thezr piefe rd
activities Concerns ebout the availabil.ty of odequate turber 1pplies
and the potential future loss of water riphts or reduct.ons in livestork
grazing have also been erpressed

Decpite strong disagreerent on wilderness classificetion, rublic input has
indicated a bigh degree of svpport for a management strategy thst would
l1imait developrnenit cn some portion of the undeveloped areas .n orde: to
protect the veere «t-nn, wildlzfe, fisheries, zcenic and watershed valu
commonly associated with wilderres. A strategy that accomplictes thag as
the implepent «t en of onu-priv.tive recresation emphasis prescriptiors
Semi-primilive Lan“gerert area prescriptions have been developed whick will
provide a hagh degrve of protection for thore undeveloped arcas to whach
they have been ~ppl «d There will be no timber harvest or new road
construction vriess rece ary for rineral development  Judging fror past
experience there & 1 ttJe Iikelihood that significant impacts from mineral
activity will ocour duzing the rest decade  These areas will be ransged
primarily for the benef:t of recreation and wildlife  There will be a mi¢
of motorzzed and nonnoto-ized recreation opportunities averlable

It 15 anticapated that the wilderness values of areas assigned 2
semi—primitive manzgement prescription will be essertially intaet at the
end of the first planning eycle, thereby maintaiming their current
sustabality for consideration as wilderness during the next plan revision.

The Lemh1 Pange Roadless Area Number 13903 contains acreage on both the
Salmen and Chailas Mational Forests The Challis Naticnal Foiest has not
recommended wilderness designation for that portion of the area  The Salmon
hLational Forest portion of the Lemhi Range Roedless Area will net be
recommended wilderness  Eight management prescraiptions will be applacd

1 Semi-primitive motorized recreation emphasis in the head of Pag
Tamber Creek and associated draznages,

2 Semi-pramitive motorized on decignated routes in the head cf
drainages from the Middle Fork of Lattle Timber Creek north to Basir Lale,

3 Semi-primitive nommotorized recreatsor emphasis in the head
drainages from Bruce Canyon north to Alder Creek,

4.  Anadromous fish emphasis with medium investment timber cutputs in
the Hayden Creel/Bear Valley Creek drainages,

5 ey big game summer range in the Tobzas Creek area,
6. Hedium nvestment tamber output emphasis from Mill Creek to Little

Sawmill Creek and in the McNutt Creek/Basin Creek drainages,
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be 3080 milea, a net increase of 1245 milesa over the current road
system. Even alternataive 3, with the smallest anticipated road
aystem in SO years, shows 2300 milea, a nat increase of 455 milas.
(DEIS II-164).

One proposal which is very good, which we support, is road closures
for new roads. The Plan says that there is a need for "a more
effectiva road and area closure policy"” {(Plen 1]I-85) and that "All
newly-conatructad roads will be closed when not actually being used
for timber hayvest, or related timber managemant activitiess, except
those roads 1left open for other needs as determined through the
NEPA procesm, (Plan IXII-2). This means that an Environmental
Assessment would have to ba done and justify leaving any new road
open.

However, there are alao existing roads on the Forest that should be
closed. Some of the roads are in high value wildlife habitat, and
are not needed for management purposea.

ROADLESS AREAS

There are 830,469 acres in 30 roadleas aresa in the Saimon Natienal
Forest, not counting 427 thousand acrea of the Frank Church-River
of No Return Wildernesa. MNany of these wild areas have very high
fish and wildlife, scenic, and recreational values. The
descriptione of these roadless areas in Appendix C of the DEIS
make aumercus references to species of wildlife end fish which
don’t even exist in most of the United States.

For nll the magnificent wild land on the Sslmon National Forest,
the Forest Service is not proposing a single acre for wilderneasa
designation! Furthermora, this atrocious plan proposes to develon
224 thousand acres of the 830 thousand acres of existing roadlere
area within 10 years. Twelve of the roadiess areas would be
conpletely eliminated from further wildernese consideration. Large
fractions of 8 other roadless areas would slao be daveloped (DEIS
Appendix C).

There are 3 regions of the Salmen N.F. that should remain wild -
the Lemhi Range, the Bltterroot Range (5 roadless areas), and the 1)
roadleas areams contiguoua to the FC-RNR Wilderness. Several of
these areas are in the wilildernass recommnendation of Alternative 3,
which includes part of the Lemhi Range, moat of Weat Blg Hole and
Allan Mt in the Bitterroot Range, and all of the roadless areas
contiguous to FC-RNRW.

We urge that you recommend faor wildernesa those areas in
Alternative 3, with this modification: that eil eof the Lemhi Renge
Roadless Area be included, and that Anderson Mit. be included. In
addition, Geat Mt , Italian Peaka, and Taylor Mt. Roadleas Areas
should be managed as roadless.

Jerry Jayne o,

7 Low ipvestment timber eutput empha~is ip the Cilmore, Movdow Lake
and Nez Perce areas} and

8. Range management emphasis in the Swan Barin area

There was both strong public support and strong public opposition expreseed
regarding wilderness dessgnation of this area during the public compent
periods for RARE I, RARE II, the proposed 1984 Idgho Forest Managemant Act,
and in input submatted to the proposed Salmon Natioral Forest Manapgement
Plan  Hardrock maneral potentsal 1s high with many miperal claims Icc.ted
throughout the area. The potential for developrent of mineral claims (more
than annual assessment work) within the sema~primitive area 1§ consifered
low, howevcr, the potential 18 much higher at lower elevations 011 and gas
potentzal varies from none to moderate Significant growing stocks of poler
and sawtimber makes portions of this area an irportant contributer toeard
Salmen Narional Fore t timber product outputs Management emphasis on
anadromous ficheries habitat in the Hayden Creek/Bear Valley Creek areas will
contifue. No activities are planned that would effect the wilderrese
potential of semi-primitive areas, however, past and predicted activities
would preclude portions of the reraining area frow wilderness copsideratsan
in the next plan revigion

The Draft Salmon National Forest Management Plan identified aress within thas
readless area as seml-primitave motorazed As a result of public comments,
the final Management Plap will recommend pertions as sem1-primitive
metorized, portions as sepl-primitive wotorlzed on desipgnated routes, and
POYLions as semi-primitive noninotorszed This 15 an overall ircrease of Tand
being mavaged as semi-primitive in the Lewh: Ranpge Roadless Area,

McEleny Roadless Area Humber 13505 will not be recormended for wrldervess
designation or managed for “emi-primitive recreation emphasis A manapement
prescraption of anadromous firh er{hasis with medium investment timber
outputs will be applied to the entire roadless area. Moderste public support
for wilderness designation was generated dur~ng PAPE I, RARE II, and more
recent publie cenment oppurtunities while considerable opposition to new
wilderness was also expressed The Conference Copmittee Report to the
Central idaho Wilderness Act of 1980 states that 1t 25 tle intent of Corgrc &
that this area be menaped for nonwilderness multiple-use purposes Figh
minerzl potential and post maning activities indicate a high prebsbal-ry of
continued mineral development within this area During the current planning
period, GnEoiIng mining activities will continuve, ard tiober barvert n
plarned 1n Slaughterhouse Culch, precluding the eastern hslf of thas roadjess
area from consideration as wilderness during the next plan revision

West Panther Creek Poadless Area Number 13504 will pot he recommended for
wilderness designation or managed for semi-primitive recication emplzens
Three management prescriptions will be applied

1. FKey big game wanter range emphasis on the Panther Creck Fece,

2z Fophasis on medium anvestment timber outputs on mest of the aree,
and

F3 6220 2007 B2y



eG1-1A

o3 g

Richard Hapff page 9 Dec., 21,1985

Lanhi Range

Lemhi Range Roadlaess Area - provides outstanding habitet, acenery,
end primitive recreation. Thiaz large, high area, 303 thousand
acres, has 153 thousand acres on the Salmon N.F. and 150 thousand
on the Challia N F. Wildlife includea bighorn sheep, goat, bear,
deer, elk, antelope, and probably wolf, Some of the lower
elevation forest has already been roasded and logged on the Salmon
a1de, even though timber values are low. The Plan calls for even
more timber sales and roads in the Lemhia, These are planned for
Alder Creek {a tributary of Big Timber Creek}, Deep Creek, Hayden
Creek, and Basin Creek, which ia a tributary of Hayden Creek.
Theae timber sales and roads would ruin elk calving range,
anadromous and reaident fish spawning habitat in Heyden Creek, and
beautiful roadless land best left alene. Continuing to log the
Lemhis 18 asking the taxpayers to pay for miping taimber and
destroying fish and wildlife habitat.

Instead you should recommend wilderness designation for the entire
Lemhi Range Roadlesa Area. Alternative 3 leavea out 50 thousand
acrea, But the exeluded portiona tend to be at lower elevation,
and these are generally the best habitat for moat species.

Bitterrcot Range

Thia mountain range forming the Continental Divide between Idaho
and Montane is importent habitet for several wildernesa apecias.
It is especially valuable elk range. It is esaential that the
roadless areas in the Bitterroots remain undeveloped.

Weat Big Hola R.A. - This area, with its spectacular range of sharp
peaks, provides important elk and deer migration corridors and
anadromous fish streama., Other wildlife includes bear and goat. On
the Montana side, the Beaverhead N.F. has recommended part of Weat
Big Hole for wildernessa.

Anderacn Mt. R.A. - This mrea is key elk summer range and an
important migration area for a large 2 atate elk herd. The Fish &
Ganme Department has asked you to leave it undeveloped (as we havel,
but you have a large timber sale plenned in Anderson-Threemile
Creeks, and another in Pierce Creek.

Allan Mt. R.A. - This acenic area has sonme old burned open areas
furnishing good habitat and good views. There are bear, lion,
goat, wolverine, pileated woodpeckex, and many raptors.

Goat Mt. R.A. - This is high, largely open, agenic country
Antelope and deer migrate through the area. There msy be wolves.
prairie falcona and golden eagles nest there. *“Prehistoric and
historie cultural resources are known to exist within this unit,
but their significsance haa not been determined." (DEIS Appendix C).

Italian Peak R.A. «~ Ia contiguous to BLM roadless lend, which is
contiguoua to the Targhee N.F. portion of IYtalian Peak R.A. It’a
also open on top and scenic, has elk calving and deer fawning areaa
as well as wintear and summer range. Cultural resources exist here

too.

Jerry .Jayne [}

3 Fupbasis en low investment timber outputs on a portion of the wprer
Big Deer Creek drainage

Tioderate public support for wilderness designation was generated ii.rg RARE
I, RARE II, and more recent publsc comment opportunities while consadreable
opposition to new wilderness wee also expressed. The Confcrence Conrattee
Report to the Central Idahe Wilderness Act of 1920 states that at s 11«
intent of Congress that this ares be managed for noruilderness wultiple-ugc
purposes. High mineral potential and s2gnificant growing stocks of ¢ v rt¢
occur within thas roadless area which can contribute significantly tec falmon
National Forest outputs. During the current planning period, tiuber heiwest
activities gre planned on sbout 65 percent of the aree, predominantly in the
Big Deer Creek, Little Deer Creek and Guaitz Guleh dreanages, precludarg
ttese portions of the ares from consaderstion as wilderness durang the nest
plan revision

Little Hoirse Readless Area Number 13514 4111 not be recommended for
wilderness designation or mansged for sema-primitive recreation emphse s A
naragement prescription of anadromous fish emphasis with medaiur investrent
tamber outputs will be applied to the entire roadless area. PModerate publ.c
support for wilderness uesignatign was generated during RARF T, BARE IT, and
mote recent public comment opportunities while considerable opposition
againet new wilderness was also expressed  The Conference Conmittee Feport
to the Central Idsho Walderness Act of 198C states that it 1s the antert of
Congress that this roadless area be ranaged for nonwilderness multiple-use
purposes  Mineral potentisl 1s undetermiped Miming claims are located
throughout the area and claim owners continue to do assesspent work
Significant growing stocks of sawtimber make this area an i1mpertart
contributor toward Salmon Nat.onzl Forest tamber outputs. During the current
planning perzod, resource activities would occur on about 50 percent c¢f the
area, precluding that portion of the area from consideration for wilderness
during the pext plan revision

Oreana Roadless Area Humber 13516 will not be retcomended for wilderness
designation or managed for semi-primitfive 1ecreation emphasis A managecent
prescraption of anadromous fish emphasis with mediur 2nvestment tirber
cutputs will be applied to the entire roadlesr area  Moderate pubJic support
fur wilderness designataon was generated duraing RARE I, FAPE 1J, and more
recent publi¢c comment opportumities while considerable oppositier to new
Wilderness was zlso ecpressed The Conference Committee Foport to the
Central Idahe W:lderness Act of 1980 states that 1t 15 the intent of Congress
that thig roadless area be wanaged for ronwilderness multiple-use [wposes
Mineral potential for thiys area is undetermined and the area currently 1« no
active mining operations  Signaficant growing stocke of sawtimber make thas
area an important contributor toward Salmon hational Forest timber cutputs
During the current planning period, resource activities would occur on

sbout &5 percent of the area piecluding that portion of the arez from
consideration for wilderness during the next plan revigien

Blue Joint Roadless Area Number 13941 {Salwmon Portion) will not be
reconmended for wilderness designhation, however, the ranagement emphasis will
be semi-primitive motorized Moderate public svpport for wilderness
designatich was generated during RARE I, RARE II, and mere recent public
comment opportunity while consaderable opposition again:t new wilderners wac
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Araas Contiguous to tha FC-RNR Wilderneas

Camas Cresk R.A. - Wildlife includes elk, deer, bear, sheep, goat,
cougar, and trout., There is potential for wolf recovary. Thea
northern end lies moatly on the Salmon N.F., draining inte Camas
Creek {via Silver, Caatle, and Furnace creeks). Since Camas Creek
is a major tributary of the Middle Fork of the Salmon, and thias is
steep, rugged land, wilderneaa recommendation ia a good idea,

Duck Peak R.A. - Drainage ia mostly inteo Camaa Creek via
Yellowjacket and Silver Creeks. The DEIS says (Appendic C) that
the area ia “extremaly diver=ze in terma of vegetative and
topographic features, containing & wide variety of wildlife
habitats over almost a mile of vertical relief." There is hkay elk
range and anadromous fish habitat.

West Panther Creek R.A. - Elevation from 3500 feet to 9000 feet.
Deer, elk, and bighorn.

Long Tom R.A. - Steep. Corn Creek and Wheet Creek. E1lk, deer,
lion, baar

Little Horse R.A. and Oresna R.A. - These 2 snall areas are
separated only by the road on Ureana Ridge.

Other

Taylor Mt. R.A. - Iron Creek, an important anadromous fish spawning
stream which drains directly into the main Salmon River, is
threatened by planned roads and timber malea. The area has several
alpine lakes in cirque baaina, noteably the scenic Hat Creek Lakea
Several lakes have trout, and one has grayling. There 1a key elk
summer and winter range for the 200 to 250 animals in the Moyer
Creehk herd.

MINERALS

The Plan (II-52) pointa out that "Past mineral exploration and
production activitiaes within the Forest have created asrious
environrental problems, primarily in the areas of degraded watexr
guality and aquatic habitat, in the vicinaty of the Blackbird
Mine.” Some of the settling ponds left in the Cobalt area from
previous mining activitiea are in need of repair. Otherwaise,
affluents containing heavy metals, and perhaps other toxic
materiala, may eacape and further degrade water quality and agquatic
habitat in Panther Creek and the main Salmon River

Although there hae been no historiec production of leasable minerala
and there are now only 6 oil & gaa leasea on about 5400 acres,
there are 40 to 50 more oil & gas leasea pending on 177,000 acrea.
And there are alao 9 phosphate prosapecting permits pending on
18,000 acres, some east of Leadore in Hall Creek and some in the
Italian Peak area (Plan II~53>.

Jerry Jayne 10

exprecsed  Mineral potent a} 1s lew on the Salmon Mational Forest portioh
(490 acres), and no rescurce activities are plarned which wonld pieclude
conszderation of this area for wilderness during the next plan revirion
Wilderness desagnation has been recommended for a portion of this area v 1l
Bitterroot Natzonal Forert

The West Big Hole Roadless Area Number 13942 contains acreage <n both the
Salmon and Beaverhead Netional Forest Wildernese designation har been
recommended for a portion (55,087 acres) of thigs arca ep the Beaverhead
Natzonal Torest. Five management prescriptions will be applied to the “2lmon
Hatzonal Forest portion

1.  Semi-primit.ve nonmotorized along the Continental Divide fien the
head of Bradley Gulch, south to Golway Gulch,

Z. Semi-pr.mitive motorszed along the rid~slepe on the Fourth of July
Creek to Sheep Ciecl Aiea,

3 Semi-primitave motorized on designated routes only in Carmen Creer
and from the Freeman Creek drainage to Kerney Crech,

4 Key big game winter range emphasas alohg the lower <lopes from
Trazl Guich south te Gold Star Culch, and

5 Fmpha 18 on nedium 1nvestmenrt timber outputs along the mid-slope
between Fourth of July Creek and Little S.lverlead &nd a portyon of Fenney
Cresli  There was both strong public support and strong opporition exple:~ed
for wildeiness designation of this area during the public comment peraed  fen
RARL 1, PAPT IT, tbe proposed 1984 Idaho Torest Manapement Act, -<nd sn 1nput
subastted to the proposed Salmon toticnal Forest Management Pian  Mareral
potential 18 high with many mineral claims located throughout the area  The
pctentral for development of maneral elaims {more then anruval arcecement
work) within the semi-primitive area 15 considered Ligh while developrent
potentsal at tte lower elevaticns s considered low  The Continental Pavide
National Scenic Trail 15 located within porticns of thte cna-primitive
units Signifacant growing stocks of poles and rawtizber make portiors of
this area an impoitant conmtrabuter toward Salmon batyonal Forest tinter
product cutputs No activities are planned that weculd affect the wilderrc««
rotential of semi-primitive aieas, however, past and predacted activities
would preclude poitzons of the remaining i11ea from wildernecr consideratson
ir the next plan revision

The Draft Salmon Maticnal Forest Maznagement Plar adentificd ateas » thin this
roadless area as semi-prim.tive motorized As & re-ult cf public corments,
the final Management Plan wi1ll recommend portione as cemi-primitive
metorrzed, poitions as cemi-primicive motorized on drespnated 1outes, ond
pertions &8s semi-primitive nenmotorized Thie 15 an overall increace of lend
being managed as semi-primitive in the West Big Hole Roadless Aren

Allan Mountain Roadless Area Number 13246 wall not be 1ecommended fo:
wilderness designation A managewment prescription of ~ami-prigit we
metorized will be applied to most of the roadless area Mederate public
support for wilderness designation was generated duiing PARF T, RARE TI, and
more recent public comment opportunities while considerable opposat.on
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We ask that ne oll & gaa leases or proapecting permits be granted
in any roadless area which we are asking you to recemmend for
wilderness desighation or to manage as roadlass (See previcus
section on Rpadlese Areas.), or an any other area with hagh
wildlife values. In 1981, the IEC, and most of the other parties
who respondecd, asked the F.S. to deny the phosphate prospecting
permit applications in Hall Creek begause of wildlife values. But
we were easentially ignored, as the final EA proposed to grant the
permits. The Plan offera the opportunity to correct this error and
deny the permits.

Already, 69%X of the Forest is open to mineral entry and leaaing.
The Plan would increase this to make 76% available, which as

too much to offer needed protection to important roadless area= and
habitat. (Alternatives 3, 8, and 9 would make available 57x%, 5S0%,
and 44%, resp.) (DEIS II-162)

RANGE

Alternative 12 proposes a slight increase from the existing grazing
level of 54,100 AUM’a per year to 55,000 A lower level would be
better, auch aa the 48,000 in Alternative 3.

But at least as important ag the total AUM‘m is the need to direct
cattle use away from key wildlife areas The Plan paintas out that
"l.ivestock grazing is currently adversely impacting some ripar:ian
zones and ceonflictzs with environment policy and direction. Grazaing
systems and structural improvements need to be implemented on some
riparian zonea if this direction and policy is to be met."™ (Plan
11-39) It alao says that “Enhancement of riparian areas in a
deteriorated condition will be emphasized." (Plan III-3). We
support your efforts to proteect riparian areas.

Tha Salmon N.F. earlier inventoried areas of conflict between
livestock and wildlife. Thia report shows that of the 188,000
acres of sultable rangeland on the Salmon N.F., there are 33,500
acrea where conflicta exiast between cettle and wildlife in general.
0Of thisz area, there are conflicts between cattle and elk on 18,400
acrea, These include interspecific competition for forage anpd
space on calving areas, wet meadows and wallow complexes, and key
forage areas, Yet this report ia not part of the DEIS, and the
cattle-elk problems it identified are not addressed. We suggest
that a summary of thia report be inclwuded in the EIS, and that the
cattle be moved out of areaa of conflict as identified by this
report. Otherwise, elk will continue to be displaced from these
key summer habitats into marginal areas.

RECREATION

Tha outstanding wilderneass, wildlife, and recreational values of
the Selmon Natjonal Foreat are of naticnal significance. "Hany
pecple know of, and are attracted to, the Salmon National Forest
and nearby areas, becauase of the National reputation of the raver,
floating, wilderness areasn, and hunting and fishing activities
along with the general acenic bpeauty of the area.” (Plan I1-3).

Jerry Jayre 1

against new wilderpess woe eapre  ed The Conference Comrittee Peport to the
Central Idabo Wilde rers Act of 1960 ctates thar 3t 55 the ntent of Congie
that this arc be renaged for norwilderness mult,ple ures Righ mineral
potential and past miming actavaties indarate a high prebability of cortipurd
muineral develepment in pertions of tte area  The Divide-Twin Crecks hational
Recreation Trail 1c nica Jocated within this area This hational Recreation
Trail 1s aveilable for all types of trail u-e includang motorszed vehaclee
(t181]1 machines) Mo other actaviti¢e are planned that would precs e
considerataon of this area for wilderne-s durirg the nent Forest PT1-n
revicion

The Andeicon lountain Roadlecs d1e2 lumbo. 1242 will not be recemmendcd for
wilderness de~ignation  Two mamagencnt pY<ccriptions will be applicé

1 Semi-primitive wotorized for an area adjacent to the Continental
Divide, osud

? Apadromou~ f- b ocorhn 31 with bagh invectpent 1-pler rutputs at
the Jower elevatior:

There war wodcrate public suppert for, hot ilen Trerp publae oppe 1tien 1o
wildernass desighution of thig area during the public comment peracds o
RARE T, PARE 1I, the proposed 19P4 Tdaho Forest Manipercnt Act, »nd n 1nput
subritted to the propo<ed Salmer Maticnal Forest Managemert Plan  Past
mining activities indicate a hagh picbability of cont nued tineral
development within thas area  Mineral potential, recreatjon values
(neluding tle Centanental Divide hational Scenic Traal), ond significant
growlng stocks of sawtirber occur within thir readlece area  ho rectutcs
activaties are planned 1n the upper elevat-crs, to be managed as
semi-primitave, that would preclude future consideralion of thic si1ee 1
wilderness durinpg the text plan revision

The Goat Mountain Readless Atea Number 13944 will nat be ;eccmnended for
wilderness designation Two managemant prescriptiens will be applied

1 Seni-pramitive metorized recreation emphasis for ure oh
approximately 90 percent of the area, and

2 fedium inveeiment tamber outputs on the Grizzly ¥:1)/Trish Foy
area

There was moderate public support for, but also atrong public opposition to
wilderness designation of this area during the publie comment periods for
RARE I, RARF II, the propowcd 1984 Idaho Forest Management Act and 1n input
submitted to the pioposed Salmon bational Forest Maragerment Plan H-gh
mineral potentzal and past mining activitrer sndicate a high probability of
continued mineral development wathin this area, During the current plannirg
period, timber harvest and minerals develepment (3£ 3t oceurs) would preciude
protions of the area from wilderness consideration during the pert planning
period

The Italiar Peak Roadless Area involves portions of the Salmon, Beaverhead

and Targhee National Forects and abuts the Bur¢au of Land Management's (BLM)
Fighteen Mile Wilderness Study Area. Portions on the Braverheaad National
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But the Plan, i1f implemented, will diminieh hunting, £fiahing,
hiking, and other primitive forms of recreation. It will

destroy fish and wildlife habitat. It will degrade ascenic quality
of many areas. It will recommend not one mcre of designated
wilderness, And it will make all Semi-primitive recreational areas
motorized instead of non-motorized, which means not even the Lemhis
or the West Big Holes will be off limita to the use of dirt bikes.

We agree that the Meadow Lake Caapground ie overused. But instead
of expanding the existang campground, we recommend that you put
the larger campground well below the lake along the existing

road, and that you make MHeadow Lake itaelf a day use area only.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Since no asystematic asurvey of the Forest has been dopne, it is
speculated that in addition to the 407 recorded sites, there may be
several thousand aites not lnventoried. We do not feel that your
level of profeasional staffing for cultural resocurces, vhich has
been limitad to 1 or 2 temporary summer employeesa, is adeguate.

We support a higher level of surveying, deneral research, and
interpretation. We agree that the location of most sites should
not be publicized unleas protection can be afforded

The interpretive signs at the Shoup Rocksheltera and at Lemhi Pacs
are very good. It 1a important to protect the historic resourcas
as well as the prehistoric ones; for example the indians trails and
the Lewts and Clark trail.

RESEARCH NATURAL AREAS

Thera 18 now anly 1 RNA on the Forest, in the Frapk Church RNR
Wwilderness (Gunbarrel), We recommend that you propose for RNA
staus all 10 of the sites which have heen recommended by tha
Intermountain and Idaho Natural Areas coordinating committee.

SUMMARY

alternative 12 is unacceptable because it overremphasizes timber
nanagement and road-building at the expense of fish and wildliife
hablitat, scenic valuea, and primitive racreaticen. It proposes no
wildernessa, even for the Lemhis or West Big Holes

You need a complete change in management direction for the Salmon
National Forest, not juat amlight modification of Current Direction.
We urge that you adopt the thrust of Alternative 3, which says:
vEmphasis is on nonmarket cutpurs snd values such as water, fish
and wildlife and disperased recreation.”™

Jerry Jayne 12

Forest, the Targhoe Metsonal Foreet, end portion~ of the Figlicon Mile ey
Arez have been propored for wilderness desighation  Fave managenent
prestraptions will be applied to the Salmon Rationa! Forest portron-

1 Semi-primitive nonretor;zed recreation erphasis in the Chanberla n
Basin area,

2 Key bag game winter range emphesis in Hawley Creek,

:
3, Key elk summer range in the broad headwateir areas of Qﬂak:n’ fip
Creek, Reservoir Creek, Meadow Creek, and Rocky Canyon,

4,  Range managerwent for domestic livestock emphasis on the

gentle/moderate elopes in Crurkshank, Little Bear, Big Bear, and Powdc hmr
drainages, and

5. Medium invertient (.mber outputs in Frank Hall apd Wildeat
Creehs.

There was moderate public support for, but alse strong public oppesiticn to
wilderness desigpation of the Salmon National Forest portion of this cled
during the public comment periods for RARE I, RARE I, the proposed 10F4
Idaho Forez1 lanagement Act and in zpput <ubm.tted to the piopored Salwon
National Forest Management Plan  The hardrock pinerals and phosphate
potential of this area 1s high, which indicates a high probability of
continued mineral development an the future Currently, intens:ve range
managenent occurs with many fences znd water developrents in existence
During the curient plarning period, contitued mineral development, timber
harvest and range management activities will preclude much of the Faltion
portion of this area-—cmcept the Chamberlain Basin portion—-from
consideration as wilderness during the next plen revision

Taylor lountain Roadless Area bumber 13505 contains acreage on both the
Salmon and Challis National Ferests  The Challais Mational Forest has not
recomuended that the Challss portzon be designated wilderness  F-ve
management prescriptions will be applied to the Salmon Fational Forest
portion of thiz area*

1, Sema-primitive motorized recreztion emphasis along the Ridge Poad
to Iron Lake and in toyer Creek, Opal Creek, and Otter Creek drzanages ard
the Hat Creek Lakes ares,

7. Key elk sumrer range--optimum habitat emphasis in the upper
elevations of Spring Cieceh, Middle Fork of Hat Creek and Morth Fork of Hat
Creek,

3.  Anadromous f-ch enthasye with medium invecfment timber outputs an
the headwaters area of Iron Creek;

4.  Emphasis on medium investment timber outputs in Salt Creel and
Weodtiek Creek, and a portzon of the North Ferk of Hat Creek, o1d

5. Fmphasis on low investment timber outputs 2n Weasel Creek, lower
Opal Creek and at the high elevations around Moyer Feak
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We ask that inastead of Alternstive 12 you select a modified
Alternative 3 as preferred alternative. Our suggested
modifications and points of emphaasis are?

= Wilderness recommendation for Roadleas Aress as in Alt. 3,

= Roadlesa management for Goat Mt., Italian Peak, and
Taylor Mt. R.A.”s, with SPNM instead of 3PM claasification.

» Manage big game and f£iah habitat to meet Fish & Gome
Departnent goals.

* Manage non-game MIS habitat for existing populations,
not minimum viable populations.

= Support for your proposal to close new timber accessg
roads after logging ia completed.

# Cleose those existing roads in important wildlife habitat
which are not needed for Forest management.

# Identify landas not ecconomically or phyaically suitable
for timber harvest, as raquired by NFMA 6(K).

* Summarize degrea of success with Dougfir regeneration.
» Provide guidelines for fireline construction
# Repajr old tailings ponds in Cobalt area.

# Do not grant mineral leases in roadlesz areas referenced
abova, or in other important habitat, including Hall Creek.

# Support for riparien hebitat protection and improvement.

# Move cattle out of important elk habitats.
Include summary of livestock-wildlife conflicts inventory.

# Put the new Meadow Leke Campground down the road.

# Increase level of survey and research for cultural resources.

* Recommend the 10 nominated areae for RNA status,

Thanka for all the work you and your people have been putting into
the plenning effort. We are hoping you will improve the Plan aleong

the lines we have suggeasted.
Sincerely,

erry HYayne
IEC Board

1568 Lola St.

Idaho Falls, Id. 83402

Jerry Jayne 13

Lrttle publac suppurt for walderness derignation was generated durang RAF) T,
RAPE II, and more recent public corment epportunities while curttdershle
opposition was exprerred The Conference Committee Report to the Centizl
Idaho Wilderne<s Act of 1980 states that it 1s the intent of Congless tlat
thics area be managed for nomwildermess multaple use purposer  The rajoraty
of the area provides hzgh elevation big game surmer halatat and oppolturily
for scenic and pramitive recreation experiences  Significant growirg rtorls
of post, pole and sawtimber oceur promarily in the northern and northeaz~t
porticns of the roadless arca  During the current plannipg persod, 1 nhes
management activitres would occur on approximately 25 percent of the area
The 1ematning urdeveloped poltions of the area will retain thear wilderne
attributes and be available for wilderness consideration during the next plan
Trevisraon

Camas Creek Roadless Area Number 13504 contains acresge on both the Salmon
and Challigs MNational Forests  The Challis National Forest has not
recommended wilderness designation for that portion of the area.

Three menagement prescraptions will be applied to the Salmon National Forect
porticn

1, Semi-primitive nommotorized recreation emphasis on most of the
area,

2. Anadromous fish ewphasis with medium 1myestment t{iwber outpuis
aleong the existing road up Camas and Castle Creeks, on the lower Silver
Creek Face, and on the northern tip between the Rabbit Foot and Singheire:
Mines, and

3 Emphasis on medium rovestnepnt timber outpute on the Panther Creek
Face.

Moderate publze support for wilderness designation was generated durrng
RARE I, RARE IT, and more tecent public comment opportunities, while
considerable opposition to new wilderness was also expresscd The
Conference Committee Report to the Centrzl Idaho Wilderness act of 1080
states that it 12 the intent of Congiess that this area be managed for
nonwilderness multiple-use purposes. High mineral potentral end pert sosoug
activzties indicate & high probabalaty of continued mineral development 'n
the northern tip of the area. Sigmificant growing stocks of post, pole, nd
sawtamber also occur in the northern tip end along the Panther Creek Face.
Hest of the remazning area provides hagh elevation big game summer bebrtat
and good opportunity for primitive recreation experiences, Durang the
current planning period, the majoraty of thas roadless srea will remain
undeveloped and be available for comsideration as wilderness during the pre-t
plan revision

Duck Peal. Roadless Area Number 13518 will not be recommended for wilderness
designation, Seven management prescraptions will be applied

1. Anedromous fish erphasis with low investpent t mher outputs on &

large portion of the area 1n Rams Creek, Duck Cieek, Hammer Creek, Little
Jacket Creek and Traal Creek;

FS 6200 287 82)
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2 foodicocts Tach emphasis with medium 1nvesiment timber outputs o
Meadow Creek and Beaple Creek,

3 Apnadromous fi:h emphasis with high investment timber outputs on the
5-]ver Creek Face,

4 Fmphasis on medium irvestnent timber outputs in Cabin Greek, Corrval
Cieek and Fourth of July Creek,

5. Key big game winter range emphasis on the lower Panther Creek Face,

6 Key elk summer range--optimum habitat emphasis on the radge and
vpper rlopes between Duck Peak and Red Rock Pesk; and

7 Semi-primitive nonmotorilzed recreation emphesis in Torge and Anvil
Crecks

Moderate public support For wilderness designation was generated during

RARF T, RARF II, and more tecent public comment opportunities while
eonsiderable opposition to new wilderness was also expressed The Conference
Comeittee Report to the Certral ILdaho Wildermess Act of 1980 statee that 1t
15 the intent of Congress that this area be managed for nonwilderness
multiple-use purperes. Hrgh mineral potentral and some mining activaty
oceurs 1n the southwestern portion of this readless area. Sagnafacant
growing stocks of sawtimber exist on the Si1lver Creek Face, tributary
drainages to Perther Creek and in Beagle Creek where timber management
activities are occurring or planned. The remaining area provides key elk
summer range, good opportunity for pramitive recreation expeérience and
preduction of high quality water for anadromous fish habitat an the M:ddle
Fork Drainage. During the cuirent planning period st 1s estamated that
resource management activities would occur on approximately 25 percent of the
area The remaining undeveloped portions of the arez wzll retain their
wilderness attributes and be available for wilderness consideration during
the next plan revision

Long Tom Roadless Area Number 13521 wili not be recomtnended for wilderness
designation A management prescription of semi-primitive, nonmotorized
tecreation emphasis will be applied to the entire rosdless area Moderate
public support of wildernesss desigration was generated duraing RARE I,

RARE II, and mote recent public comment opportunities while considerable
opposition to hew wilderness wes also expressed. The Cenference Committee
Report to the Central Idaho Wilderness Act of 1980 states that it zs the
intent of Congress that this roadiess area be neraged for nonwilderness
multiple-use purposes The unit 1s adjacent to the Frark Church—Raver of No
Return Wilderness and the Wild snd Scenic Salmen Raver. Miperal potentzal is
undetermined Mo activities are predicted that would preclude consideration
of 1hs: area for wilderness during the next Forest Plam revision

MINERALS
We don't fully understand your reference to problems with existang settling

pords 1n the Cobait area. TYou are probably referring to the heavy metal
effluents whach originate on the Blackbird Mine property and which has

FS 8200 28{7 82}
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teverely Jimited the anadremous finhery an Panther Creck.  Thic pollution r
caused by acad mane drainage and by nonpoint sources of pollution such as tle
wacte piles and dumps 1n the Meadow Creek and Bucktail DNrainage Mo 4 of
thie pollutzon resulte from past operation of the mane, and originete  om
private land. The Salmon Naticnal Forest is particaipating in a study funded
by the Booneville Power Admipietration, which sg derapned to develop
rehabilitation strategies for facilities on both public and private lande

We understand your concorns about the effects of mineral lracing on the
surface resources, especially in roadless areas. The DEIS does rcecommend n
certain amount of these lands to be managed as wilderness under rome
alternatzves and mineral leasing would not be recommended to the Burcau of
Land Management under those alterpatives unt:il Congress acte on the
proposalr. The Preferred Alternative doec not contain any wildrrnerr
recommendataons .

In regard to 1he 10adless areas that will be menaged under @ remi=pramitive
motorized or nonmotorized prescraiption and other National Forest Sy tem
Lands, 1t was originally thought that Forest Plans would providc the finatl
doeumentation and guidance for leasing recommerdations, however, gevesal
court rulings have established that the LEPA analysis in Fore t Plans
generally do mot centain cnough detail on whiach to bare 2 1ca ng decacinn
Because of thig, the Salmon hational Forest believes that the Forest Plannrng
direction should establish mapagement prioritiec which wiall guide, but uct
dictate future leasing deczsions This darect:ion is found in the descriptaon
of each alternative {DFIS), Forest Coa's and Cbjectives (Forcstr I'lan),
Standards and Guidelanes, VII-B-1 (Torest Plan), and the Desired Future
Condition found in the Forest Plan  Applacatzon cf all Forest Planrming
Direction will depend upon site specific analysis prior te lemse s<cuance

In 1h:e way we belacve thet 1o can avoid the problems asseciated with blanker
denial or approval of lease activaties and concentrate on site «pecific
288008

RANGE

The impact of domestic Jivestock grazing upon the wildlife resource wasc »
commonly expressed concervr The level of girazing provaded for in tle
preferred alternatave of the pioposed Torect Flan as commensurable wath
maintaintng high w1ldT1fe (1 e , amenity) outputs on the Salmen batzonal
Torest Adequate quality &nd quantities of habitat will be marntaired
under this alternative to meet the 5-year species ranagement objectives

(1986-90) that have been set by the Idaho Department of Fieh 2nd Came fo1
all species of bip gome

The preferred alternative provides for a level and wntensity of livestock
managemert which will reduce conflicts between livestock ard big gare
This 15 especiglly trve of Ley or cratical winter range areas For
example, a key provaision of the range prescription (8-A) statec *hat
"forape use by livestoch on cratical big game winter range sites will not
be increased "
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The Forest Plan will provide z wide range of recreat:oh opportunities
11cludang primitave and semi-primitive The final plan will also designaie
scme portion of the areas that were depicted as semi-primitive motorized in
the draft as nonmotor:zed and some as motorized-restricted tc decigpnated
reutes.

The Plan w21l weet the population objectives established in the species
ranagement plans prepared by the Idaho Departwen. of Figsh and Came.

Feadcw Lake Campground 1 one of the most popular overnight cemping and
fr=hing spots on the Forest The resovrce derage that 18 occntring, such
as eros:ion and compaction, 15 the result of uncontrolled, unrestricted
vehicular and pedestrien traffic. The new desigh for the campground will
zncorporate features, such as barriers and hardened gzurfaces, that wall
restrict or channel vehicles and pecple onto surfaces that will accommodate
their uge without further resource damage. The lakeshore w2ll be
rehabilitated with topserl and seeding and a surfaced access trail
provided The reconstruction of the campground will not increase use over
curzernt leveils, but will accomrodate the use that the site 18 already
teceiving, and in a wanner that will protect the frapile envaironment at
this popular location Your suggestion of building a new campground well
below the lake 1s a good one except for the fact that there 1s no other
surtable location between the lake and the Forest boundary

CULTURAL RESQURCFS

Ve appreciate your support for the cultural resource program The purpose
of the Plan 1s to guide our efforts in protectang and fostering public use
and enjoyment of these cultural resources We intend to maintain
confidentislaty of site locarions except thoge maraged for publac
interpretation  We expect to continue with shared servace professionals,
seascnals, and paraprofessionals to accomplish the cuvlturel 1rwource job.
but we will also continue searchirg for improved methods of operation. It
may be possible, for example, to share the services of professional staff
with the Salmon District, Bureau of Land Manapewent.

RFSEARCH NATURAL AREAS
The Forest Plan sets in motion the process of establishing Research Natural
areas By this Plan, 10 areas were identified for protection until field

verification ¢an be wade and Bstablishment Reports can be prepared

The Idaho Watural Area Coordination Committee has taken the lead an field
verification and 1s assistaing with Establishment Reports

As their reports are completed, we will submit them to the Chief of the
Forest Service for approval

FS 8200 20{7 02)
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Responses like yours wete helpful in pigparang the farsl F1m
for taking the tsme to provide us with your thoughts

Sancerely,

RICHARD T. HAUFF
Forest Bupervisor

17
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P O BOX 30002

BETHESDA, MD 20814
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w00 a December 26, 1985

o IIITSE
M. Raichard T. Hauff R it S b
Forest Supervisor ER 123456
Salmon National Forest e 123456
P.0. Box 729 AD 1234%6
Salmor, Idaho 83467

Attn: Forest Plan (1920)

pPear Mr. Hauff:

We wish to submit these comments on the proposed land and resource
management plan for the Salmon National Aorest. OCur comments are drrected
exclusively to these aspects of the plan that are related to the Continental
Invade National Scenze Trail.

There sre 2mportant posative elements of the plan - notably the inclusion
of CDT provisions in management prescraption A12 (pages IV-69 to 72). We
agree with the prescraptions and their application, on an interim basis, to
routes to be i1dentaified in the CDNST comprehensive plan, We algo welcome the
priority contemplated for maintenance and improvement of nationally designated
trails (e.g., III-2, IV-1, IV-84, IV-91) and for right-of-way acquisition (TV-58).

The principal deficiency may have been an overs:ght. Nowehere does the
proposed plan explacitly declare that the Forest antends to take the necessary
steps te formally designate rights-of-way for the CDP. This cmssion should be
corrected. The plan should incorporate both a timetable for such designation and.
a brief desecriptaon of the procedures that wall be observed, including the manner
in which the advzce and assistance of the States, local govermments, private
organizations, and landowners and land users concerned will be obtazned. (See
16 UsC 121;6(a5(2).) We have no reason to believe that the designation of a route
would be particularly controversial, and for thst reason recommend that 1t be
scheduled for completion over the next three or four years. If need be, the
reute could temporarily follow some exastang roads, such as FR 184, with later
relocatzon "to preserve the purposes for which the trexl was established™ to new
treadway closer to the actual Continental Divide. (See 26 USC 1246(b}(1).)

We are confused about walderness designation for the Mest Bag Hole. What
does 1t mean that the preferred alternative 1s a recommendation untal a final
decision on the Beaverhead plan® If this means that the West Eig Hele should be
degignated ag wilderness uf contiguous to wilderness in the Beaverhead, then it
should say so. Irrespectave of the Beaverhead action, though, the information
1n your EIS supports wilderness designation for the West Bag Hole, and the plan
should be revised accordingly. Overall, the plan strikes us as being insuffi-
ciently sensitaive to wiiderness concerns, leading us to favor selection of one
of the other alternataves (1.e. &, 9, 10, or 11). Although we place particular
emphasis upon the West Big Hole, we think Anderson Mountain and Italian Peak
merit further consideration as well.

James H. Wolfy Darector

United States Forest Selmon P.0 Box 729
Department of Service Nataionsl Salmon, ID 83467
Agriculture Forest

Reply to: 1920

Date

James R Welf, Director
Continental Divide Trail Society
P 0 Box 30002

Bethesda, Maryland 20814

Dear Mr Wolf

Thark you for takang the time to comment on the Proposed Land Management Plan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon National Forest.

Management direction has been added to the Finzl Plan that specifies adoptzen
of the CDNST Final Comprehensive Plan and anitzation of the process to
formally designate right-of-way A timetable for designation of POW has not
been inclnded, but work to identify specific location of the trzil begen 3
years ago in cooperation with the Beaverhead Nationzl Forest and the Bureau
of Land Management.

The advice and assastance of the State, local govermment, private
organizations, and users will be obtained through the normal publice
invelvement process associated with the National Environmental Policy Act

of 1969 (NEPA) process. This will occur in the near future once agreement 1s
reached on specific alternative locations.

The West Big Hole Roadless Ares Number 13943 contains acreage on both the
Salmon and Beaverhead Natiopal Forest. Wilderness desighation has been
recomzended for a portion (55,087 acres) of this area on the Beaverhead
Natzonal Forest. Fave management prescriptzons will be applied to the Salmon
National Forest portion

1 Semi-primitive nommotorized along the Continental Divide frem the
head of Bradley Gulch, south to Golway Gulch;

2 Semi-primative motorzzed along the mid-slope in the Fourth of July
Creek to Sheep Creek area;

3 Semz-primitive motorazed on designated routes only in Carmen Creek
and from the Freeman Creek drainage to Kenney Creek;

4 Key big game winter range emphasis along the lower slopes from
Trail Gulch south to Gold Star Gulch, and

F56200 23{” 87)
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5 Fiphisis on redium invertment timber outputs along the mid-slope

"vtuor v Feurtl of July Creel and Lirtle Silverleads and a portion of Kenney
Creel

Threre war both strong publie suppert and atrong opposition expressed for
w1ldrrregs derignation of this area during the public comment periecds for
RARF I, PARE 11, the proposed 1984 Idaho Forest Nanagement Act, and in 1nput
~ubr.tted to the proposed Salmon National Forest Hanagement Plan. Mineral
petent.al s hiph with many mineral clzams located throughout the area. The
porent-21 fo- development of mineral claims (more than annual assessment
wovk) within the semi-primitive area 15 considered high while development
po~ential at the lower elevations 1s considered low The Continental Divade
12t ene? Scemic Trail 1s located wathan portions of the gemz-primative

ut t= Sizgnificant growing stoclks of poles and sawtimber make porticns of
thig area an wmportant cobtiabutor toward Salmon Hational Forest tamber
preduct outputs ho actaivities are planned that would affect the wilderness
potential of sem:-primitive areas, however, past and predicted actavities
would preclude portions of the remaining area from wilderness consideration
«n the nert plan revision

The Draft Salmen National Forest lanagement Plan identified areas within thas
ruadlcrs alea as semi—primitave motorized As a result of public comments,
the final hanagement Plan will recommend portions as semi-primitive
moturised, portions as semi-primitive motorized on designated routes; and
POITIONS &$ Semi-primitive nonmotorazed. This 1s an overall increase of land
be.ng managed as semi-primitive in the West Big Hole Roadless Area.

The Anderson Mountain Readless Area Number 13942 will not be recommended for
wilderness designation Two management prescriptions will be applied

1 Semi-primitive motarized for an area adjacent to the Containental
Davzde, ard

2 Anadromans fish emphasis with high investment tamber outputs at
the lower elevations,

There was moderate public support for, but alse atrang public opposition to
wilderness designation of this area during the public comment periods for
RARE I, RARE II, the proposed 1984 Idaho Forest Management Act, and ain input
submztted to the proposed Salmon Naticnal Forest Managewent Plan  Past
mining activitzes indicste a high probabality of e¢ontinued mineral
development within thais area  Maineral potential, recreation wvalues
{including the Continental Divide National Scemac Trail}, and significant
growing stocks of sawtimber occur withia this rcadless area. No resource
actzvitaies are planned in the upper elevations, to be managed as
semi-primitive, that would preclude future consgaderation of thais areas for
wilderness during the next plan revasion.

The Italign Peak Poadless #rea involves portions of the Salmon. Beaverhead
and Tatghee National Forests and abuts the Bureau of Land Management's {BLM)
Eighteen Mile Wilderness Study Area  Portaons on the Beaverheaad National
Forest, the Targhee National Forest, and portions of the Eighteen Mile Study
Area have been proposed for wildernegs designation. Five management
prescriptions will be applied to the Salmon Netional Forest portion:

F§ 86200 26(T B2)
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1.  Semi-primitive nopmotorized recreation epphasis in rhe Chamberlaan
Basin area,

2 Key big game wititer rarge emphasis in Hawley Creek,

3. Key elk summer range in the broad headwater areas of Quakin' Asp
Creek, Reservoir Creek, Meadow Creek, and Rocky Canyon,

4. Ranpe managenent for domestic livestock emphasie cn the
gentle/moderate slopes in Cruikshank, Little Bear, Big Bear, and Powdeihorn
drainages, and

5. Medium investment taimber outputs in Franmk Hall and Waldcat
Crgeks.

There was moderate public support for, but also strong public opposition to
wilderness desagnation of the Salmon National Forest portiom of this area
duraing the public comment periods for RARE I, RARE II, the proposed 1984
Idaho Fore=t Management Act and in anput subwmitted to the proposed Salmon
National Forest Management Plan  The hardrock minerals and phosphate
potentzal of this atea is high, whach indicates a haigh probabalzty of
continued mineral development zn the future. Currently, aintensive range
managemert cccurs with many fences and water developbments 1n existence
Durang the current plammang period, continued mineral development, timber
harvest and range management activities will preclude much of the Salwon
portion of this area--except the Chamberlain Basain portion——from
congsaderation as wilderness during the next plan revisien

Responses like yours were helpful in preparing the final Plan  Again, thenks
for taking the time to provide us with your thoughts.

Saincerely,

RICHARD T, HAUFF
Forest Superviser

FS 8200 28(7 82)
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Dear Sir

The Wildlife Management Institute is pleased to comment on PROPOSED
FOREST PLAN AND DRAFT ENVIRORNMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, SALMON NATIONAL FOREST,
Idaho.

We prefer Alternative 9 It is the best for neariy all wildlife populations,

has good cost benefits, is the lowest in road copstructlon, retains the most
old growth and is high in wilderness. Selection of Alternative 9 can be
justified by data in Table IV-2 (Forest Plan), which shows the wildlife has
53.7 percent of the annual valwe of all resources combined during the first
decade, and has 46 percent of the annual wvalue of all resources in the 10th
decade. We see no reason why wildlife should be a subordinate resource to
timber and domestic livestack.

Road constructlon is excessive in the Preferred Alternative 12  There is
disagreement within the plan about how many miles of road will be built a year
in the first decade. For example

Plan Page II-72
Plan Page IV=94
Flan Page IV-97
EIS Page 5~9 (Table S-L)

50 miles per year (our calculatiom)
22.8 miles pexr year

17 miles per year

36,2 miles per year {our calculation)

Unless a consistent plan for road building, the most controversisl activity
gn the forest, can be presented, there 1s not much confidence in the reet of
the Forplan-generated data

It is good that the Idaho Fish and Game Department's cbjectives are
presented in the EIS We are concerned that these are based on existing
habitat, not on the potential that could be realized by habitat improvement
(Page I1-24) Improvement is the key, after all, wildlife is the most valuable
resource on the forest and it should receive priority treatment, On page II-
24 of the plan it 15 clearly stated that winter range 1s the limiting factor.
The Preferred Alternative 12 does not meet all state objectives, and fs the
highest of all alternatives in ameunt of vegetation altered

DEDICATED TO WILDLIFE SINCE 1911
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United States Forest Salmon P.0. Box 729
Depertment of Service National Salmon, 1D BIAE7
Agriculture Forest

Reply to: 1920

Datet

Paniel A. Poole, Presadent
Wildlife Management Institute
1101 1l4th Street, N.W., Suite 725
Idaho Falls, Idahe 83401

Dear Mr. Poole:

Thank you for tgking the time to comment on the Propesed Land Management Plan
end Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon National Forest.

The impact of domestic livestock grazing upon the wildlife rescurce was a
commonly expressed concern. The level of grazang provided for im the
preferred alternative of the Proposed Forest Plan i1s commensurable with
maintaining high wildlife (1.e., amenity} outputs on the Salmon Nataonel
Forest., Adequate quality and quantities of habitat will be maintained under
this alternative to meet the 5-year spaecies management objectives (1986-90)
that have been set by the Idaho Depsrtment of Fiszh and Game for all species
of big game., The preferred alternative provides for a level and intensity of
Livestock management which wall reduce conflicts between livestock and big
game, This 15 especially true of key or c¢ratical winter ranpe areas  For
example, a key provision of the range prescraption (8-A) states that "forage
usge by livestock on critical big game winter range sites will not be
ancreased.”™

Good quality wanter ranges are often considered to be the foundation of big
game herds. A&s a land menaging agency, the Forest Servige 1s very 1nterested
xn maintaining adequate winter ranges for deer and elk and habitat
wmprovement projects are conducted yearly on many acres. However, as winter
range areas continue to bhe developed. the problem of maintaining good gualaty
winter ranges in adequate quantity becomes more acute  Maintainang the
hgbaitat quality of key bip pgame winter ranges will continue to be a priority
under the praferred slternative of the Forest Plan

Reducing conflicts between big game and livestock on key big pame wainter
ranges 15 also necessary 1f habaitat quality 1s to be maintained By reducing
competition for forage on Maticnel Forest lands, depredation problers on
private lands ghould be teduced,
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Provision of quality hunting should be a reason for seasonal road clusures

The EIS should recognize that the timber industry has moved to the Souch-
east and may never recover in the Northwest

How wany of the 85 grazing permittees are viable economic operations?
Some specific comments follow
ELS

Page 5-5 The awverage sale offering was 32 6 mmbf, of this only 26 2
mmbf was sold, and only 13.8 mmbf was sold in each of last 3 years. On Page
II-73 we are told that 21.1 mmbf will be offered in first decade but only 10 6
mmbf are expected to sell The plan should be realistic and get goals, sales
and roads imto perspective rather than issuing chalienges to managers to push
sales and roads

Page I1I-23. These are pood definirions of the varlous wildlife population
levels. A similar table should be included in the forest plan,

Page IV-20. 10 percent old growth in the timber base is good  What
provision is made for replacement as these tracts are burned or die?

Page IV-22., This table should include state wildlife population goals.

Page IV-64. The statement that loggers' problems are economic is good.
This section should be expanded to discuss moves, uses and quality of wood
products that will permanently influence the western timber Industry.

PLAN

Page 1I-25, Table I1-7 on wildlife populations is good. It should be
expanded to include state objectives.

Page II-72. The magnitude of the road problem is clear. There are 1,835
miles of road and 2,000 to 2,500 more miles are needed

Page I1-73 The only reason for seasonal road closures given is erosion
control. Wildlife harassment and provision of quality hunting should be
added. Page I11-2 is not explicit on reasons for closure.

Page IV-7 Vegetative diversity, The use of "Where feasible" negates
these guidelipes.

Page IV-22, Range Respurces. Numbers 2 and 4 are incompatible.
Page IV-23, {#f6. Grazing conflicts should not search for solutions or
coordinate activities with wildlife. Any ilivestock grazing problems in riparian

areas should be eliminated at once. All riparian problems should be resolved
in favor of wildlife,

Page IV-36, #8. Why cut any timber in riparisn zones?

Daniel A Poole 2.

The timber harvest level ain the selected alternative :s ccnpatzble with
provadaing very high levels of noncommodzty outputs. The selected alternative
provades fore

1 MNMeeting Idaho Department of Fash and Game goals for big game

2 Meeting Idaho Department of Fish and Geme goals for anadromous and
resident fish as well as protecting downstream beneficial uses of water.

3, Protecting soil preductivity in accordance with the National Forest
Hanagement Act

4. More recreational capacity than enticipated demand for all classes
of recreation, aincluding wilderness, except an the Wild and Sceric Raver
¢orridors,

5. Mainteining hzgh visual qualaty throughout most of the Forest Less
than 10 percent will appear to be modif:ed by management activaities.

6. Retaining 1,032,000 acres of the Forest in &n undeveloped condation
throughout the plannrang petriod.

The read mileages needed for the level of timber management identifaed in the
plan are calculated based on the road density (number of miles per square
mile) needed to access the cuztable timberland., Densities vary according to
the harvest system used and the locat:on of the timber stands. The harvest
system used veries depending on the type of terrasan, waith helicopter yarding
beaing used where roading costs are excessive or reading would produce
unacceptable adverse ampacts. The random scattering of mature ticber stands
on the Forest requires additional toad milesz for access.

Deczeions on road lovation and standards are made by consadering
environfental effects on se1l, water, wildlife, visuals and associated
costs. The road standerds for specifac projects are developed during the
project's Environmental Assessment. Basic guadelines for transportation
system management can be found an the Draft Forest Plan on pages IV 65-68.

The road maleage figures in both DEIS and Plam wzll be displayed 1n a
different manner to avoid the confusion that you noted in your letter. The
miles of new comstruction will be separated from the reconstruction
wileages. It 15 important to note that these maleages represent the maximum
construction expected zf all the timber sales were to sell.

There has been some confusion generated regarding the abilaty of the various
glternatives of the Draft Forest Plan to meet Idzho Department of Fish and
Game wildlife and fish population objectives. This confusion stems from two
sources: the use of outdated figures for the State's population geals, and
the relationship of various hab:itat capabil:ity levels to population numbers.

The degree to which the various alternatives meet the wildlife and fish
population objectives as expressed in the Stete'’s Species Management Plans
for the perzod 1986-90 was a major evaluation craterion used in developing
the draft preferred alternative, The information displayed on page IV-88 of
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Page IV-65, #3, Seasonal road closures Add provision of quality hunting
as a reason for closure

Daniel A, Poole 3.

the DEIS and in Table II-7 of the Draft Forest Plan, however, reflects the
Page IV-110, Dispersed recreation. Better controls on roads and vehicles State's 1981-85 figures whach were used when the plannhing process was
are needed on winter range. 1natzated Thieg information will be corrected in the final Forest Plan to
reflect the new objectives for the period 1986-90,
Page IV-159, Fish and Wildlife #2, It is not enough that "Forage use by

livestock on c¢ritical winter range should not be encouraged " Rather livestock Many individuals do not understand how the preferred alternative can meet or
use of winter range should be eliminated unless that grazing is needed for exceed the State's population goals for big game while reducaing habitat
vegetative menipulation for wildlife habitat improvement potenti1al on key elk summer range., In fact, the current number of elk, which
18 growing, 15 significantly less than potential resulting from
Page V-6 Monitoring should also provide vegetative trend surveys on 1mplementation of Alternatave 12. Though lower than the present level, the
critical winter ranges. resultang habitar potential will be adeguate to accommodate the population
objectives lzsted in the State's current Species Hanagement Plan, and wall
These remarks have been coordinated with Williiam B. Morse, the Imstitute's provade for a significant ancrease in elk numbers.

Western Representative.
P We agree that the taimber andustry is experiencing a shift between the
Sincerely, northwestern and the southeastern portaons of the country. Many malls have
,; ) recently closed in the Northwest, however, there are stall many wood

" s manufacturing facilities operating in the Northwest, contributing to the
i/LAS-tKJ°¢‘LfCJ£;/ employment and economac stability of many dependent communities while

Daniel A Poole provading a sagnificant portaon of the nation's timber needs.

President

The allowable sale quantity proposed in the Draft Forest Plan 1s 21 1
millaion board feet per year compared with epproxamately 38 million boarzd feet
per year during the 1970's and early 1980's. The dafference as due partly to
Dap dt wncreased lamits placed on timber harvest to produce other resources and
partly due to changes an the timber bese brought about by either new
information ot past treatment., The last timber management plan calculated
the allcwsble sale quantity based on certern growth rates, reforestation
pericds and other resource objectaves, all of which have been revised to
include more current information., The allowable sale quantaty proposed in
the Forest Plan reflects the yield that can be maintained under the existing
gituataon, including other resource objectives and the exiating tamber base.
As shown in the benchmark and alternatives analyesis, considerably hagher
levels of timber harvest are possible but were not selected.

When and 1f stands of old growth are destroyed by fire or die, other stands
wi1ll be set aside and allowed to age to replace the lost old growth.

Reasons for managing roads by seasonal closures are further noted in the
gurdelznes for Transportation System Management on page VI-065.

Some soils are not capable of supporting much an the way of vegetative
diversity  An example would be grasslands or extended areas of sagebrush
Vegetation 1s almost absent on some shallow sterale soils.

Riparian zones are indeed areas of special amportance to many resources.
Management concern for these aress has been expressed in Nationel Forest
Management Act direction to protect riparzan zones and their dependent
respurces {(water, figh and wildlife). Planning direction, expressed through
numercus standards and guidelines, outlines managemenrt requirements
egssociated rith resource management activities necessary to protect and
preserve v parian areas on the Forest.

FR 8200 AT A2
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Multaple use actaivities can end do influence the nature and condation of
riparian areas. Not all of these influences are detrimental, but some are,
and changes in use will be necessary to comply with legal intent. Resolution
of conflicte will be completed on a site and/or project specific basis using
options appropriate to the conditione and circumstances inveolved.

Timber management and associated harvest 1s but one of the many multiple ures
that can oceur an forested riparien zones. Timber management activities in
rzparian areas will, however, be conducted i1n a very controlled menner
consistent with protecting and maintaining cother raparisn dependent rescurces
such as water, fash and wildlife. Standards and guadelines presented in
chapter IV of the Plan are intended to provide direction adequate to protect
Forest riparian zones

The qual:ity of hunting as & concern we share with State agencies, and we work
closely with the Idaho Department of Fish and Game an structuring our road
management program to meet mutual objectaves whenever poss:ible.

The direction, standards apd guadelines on page IV-110 contain sufficient
direction to ensure that motorized vebicle use must be compatible with bag
game objectives This will be accomplished with wildlife baoclogists'
involvement in ORV wse management and travel plannang

We received seversl comments regarding wildlafe considerations in the Parge
Prescriptions listed on pages IV-158, 159 and 160 of the Draft Forest Plan.
Consequently, the statement under General Direction, Wildlife #2, has been
changed to "Forage use by livestock on critacal winter range should not be
ancreased "

Monitorang of the various resources wall be an important part of the
amplementation of the final Forest Plan We currently conduct vegetative
trend and utzlization transects on big game winter ranges and will continue
these efforts durang this planning period.

Responses like yours were helpful in preparing the final Plan. Again, thanks
for takaing the time to provide us with your thooghts

Sancerely,

RICHARD T. HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

FS 8200 2N T-A9%
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United States Forest Salwon P 0, Box 729
J; E3 Department of Service National Salmon, ID 83457
e Agriculture Forest
W [rala a)
1288 President mﬁ= |:¢m=:5
Bary Siesfr ied (503 E£B8-4893) F 123456 Reply to: 1920
Decexbar 39,1985 il ] [2315s
e 127456 Date*
Association PO Box 5681, Kennewick, WA 99386 _ L 231454
= &
Faract Supsruizor C. E. Leach, Member of Board of Darectors
@airpn Mstional Favags E.W. Dirt Raders Association
PC Pov 729 P.0, Box 5681
231man, ldaha 97487 Kennewack, Washington 99336
tn Ba 1927 Earest Plan
flozr Simg
The Fastern Mashington Dirt Riders Azsccietion is pleasezd to provide Dear Mr. Leach:
comments gn the Salmon Mational Farest Draft Forest Flan in reply to
yonr +ngnsmittal of September 19, 1935. ODut comments are principally Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Land Management Plan
sddpecead tryard land resou-ce ise £ince that is the peincipal thrust and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmen National Forest.
5& *ha plannirg precass, b do have saverzl comments regarding the
12vd use prescripticns, Reduction of user pressure or user density has never been used as a raticnale
for motorized travel restrictions on the Salmon National Forest. Travel
Tha commente are srranged in four partst restrictions are generally for three purposes: protection of wildlife
Grnrwat uisnooint of the Associstion tesources, protection of soil and water resources, or to provide a wide range
Cererat romments on scope of alternstives presented of recreation opportunities which includes both motorized and nonmotorized
Ares allocation comments uses.
Land and Rescurce Mamzgame=t Plan comments
The Draft Salmon National Forest Management Plan adentified several areas as
semi-primitive motorized. As a result of public comments, the Final
ARSOC TATION ¥ TELEA THT Management Pian wall recommend portions of these as semi-primitave motorized,
- portions as sema-primitive motoxxzed on designated routes, and portions as
We roesi€ira'l: apdodrcs the nscovmewdztion of ao additional area for semi-primitive nonmoterized. Thie results in an overall increase of land
wilderness and are in genaral cencurrence uWith the areas recommended being managed as sema-primitrve in the Salmon Forest.
for "ari-Primitiva-Motorized, prescription 2-A dasignation.
’ Everson Lake, Mill Lake and Basin Lakes will all be managed for
Our basie positier in Formulation of comments 1s that toe MNational gemi-primitive recreation emphasis with motorized traffie restricted to
Fareazts are public domzin znd therefore the resourcas should be open designated routes. Forested land in the vieinity will not be managed for
4o a1l user groups commatible with the environmant <Please, do not tamber productaon.
corfuse uith visucoints of some user groups as to thear opinion of
crwpatibilitvd The availability of recreational rescusce in roadless The plamned use capacaty you recommend for the semi—primitive clagses 15 much
anane uhich include lakas and streams to provide 2 mrimitive trail more restrictive than the guidelines contained in the Reereation Opportunity
ridina, camping, fishirg, and hunting sxperacnce for traiilike users Planning handbook which guides Forest Service recreation planning. The
i1s of particular concern to us. Reduction of user pressure on an area numbers you propose are in the range that 1 appropriate for the Pramitave
by restriction of scecess of a single user group is not an equitable ROS claes. On the Salmon Nat:onal Ferest, the only areas which meet the
legistatfve nr administrative meais +to achieve reduction of user eriterie for the Primitaive class are located within the Frank Church--River
tanz ity, The trail“ike user group should be accorded the same low of No Return Wilderness.
density use resource as is accorded other user grouks The statement to which you refer on page IV-105 under Trail System
Mpantenance and Operation refers to general ma:ntenance guidelines to be
implemented by Menagement Preseription 2A--Semi-Primitive Motorized
Recreation Emphasis. Specifie routes that will be open to motorized traffic

\ ) are designated in the Salmon National Forest Travel Plan., Public meetings to

@ F5-8200 28(7 B2)
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Crrcrt Super fenr, Talm p (0 -2 December 30, i385

e0ner oF ALTEPHATIVES

H The prtan rancidrrzs a <y *-hly G o0ad ronge Gf al ter natives to
£uzpr wme fpacziple mar=pgemant sche-zg, #lthough fthz z2ll cvadless areas
*+n 0 itldarnze- =l1termatives At e prabiably, nol fueceszaty to the
Aeliberatirne ¢ voe they svz pct wi<bEe alte aataves

= The aropaszard actiam erbtrdied in altesrnatise 12 appear S to
rarrn-en¥ sn o mrcertible Cowmgromize betdeon CviPpuling wssires of user
grcues ~nd Congrecsionz) mandate Tris conclusion 15 reached based on
*he followire chbzervatipnes

The mrnposed pre<scripticn 2-A sz +he lesser portion of the
irentrrded roadlecc arecas when Corgre.sional desagtialed
vi1ldermess fe incl.ded Samip-imitive motor ized areas ale  Opeh
+n hivers and horeziren, wheress w1lderress areas are hul oren to
recrastygn-] wetar izad wee Al 3 gas w & open to haKing  and
Favgaman and *herefore, these Jsar  groups Thay fheke toesr
rerroational croice  Tre fprogectes vaisater days densaty  for
prascr ptinn 2-f srent are  suhstartizlly, hagher than for
tilderncee precscription 7-2 Therefore, nt Further wilderneszs
reed he reraminndsd L2694 on use density.

T Y =g spviows th3+ tke pram:tive rmpterized use areas be
-1t=1 =g 3¢ sueh withtut  f.tare  erosacr  to either wilderness,
rr=dad parveat o ar Fores+ pradast rescn C1h3

4 Th=— el nming ct2¥% arpeyrs t) hawe made rzasonable effort to
rqtair ruhlic arrut thrcral public ewd 1nterezt  group neetings e
rtenr 8 dhat geitten capqnt wezt Le czratully gauged it feasuring
robrircat—larga {nteresgt Feo-wwer since 1t tends to favor 1nose user
arveupe tigll org9=nized, fimded and educated Surely, these attributes
da sat relate to the availability of the Ppublic resource te  tne
AF 1OUE USEr groups.

. F. Leach 2

update or change the current Tolert Travel Plan are Leld when tere oo m oy
changes or significant public concerns, usually during the winict nonth

Re~pon « Tibe yourr were helpful an prepatiop the faps1 Pl-y [N
for taking the time to provide us with your thoughte

Sincerely,

RTCHARD T HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

FS 8200 28(7 82}



891-IA

0os3
EW DIRT RIDERS AESOCIATION
Fores* Supervizor, Salmon NF -3- Dacember 38, (985
PPERA SPECIFIC COMMENTS
LERDORE FPAMZEP DISTRICT
Euersen, Mill, and Basin Lakes should be mairtained n the

semiroprimitiup-mptor jzed prescription rather than be included in a
*sehor putput prescription, Thera are pracious feuw roadless area
lavee oren to wotorized use for primitive camping and Fishina. ihe
allacations and corridors =allocatasz to prescription S-B +fot these
lavee especiallv Mill Leke suagasts & fuluvre plan to Proviue 1oaded
accrss  Such access would add 1ittle to the roaded primitive rasource
but subtract substantia! from the moftorizad pt imitive resodrca. The
significant impAact on the moterized primitive resource is because eof
*he wirimal number of roadless area lakKes available to the trailbixe
neer ccmmrunity The reduced irpact on the roaded rescurce is hecause
nf the wany rozded lakes available to the roaded prescription users.
It is acparent thet the motorized primitive trailbiKe user areas are
pressured from both wilderness and roaded users and the trailbiKe
vrer evoeriences 3 decreéasing resource, unlike the other users.

A opssible compromise pesitlon for Basin Lake would be 4o maantain =&
vwrnoded, primitive trail corrider to and including Basin LakKe, Any
lpasing rp2ds would not occlude the access trail and +the leoaging
razids 1culd be closed uvron completion of each contract.

0053

Ebl DIRY RIDERS AS.QLIATION

Forast Sycerjusor, Salmon NF 4= JuCeuwer 38, 1399

PPOPASED FOREST Fi AR
LAND armDy RESTURTE wa*WAREMENT PLAN

Page IY-104
Disoersed Recreation Mamzg=rmant
Max imum use and capa-1t: le ale awct

- Teafi) arf r=mp aplourters 1 - va 324k 4:5 d
a*har partiaz pes fry
CAMMENT
Planned use cavacity should not recult in sreater than one Llrail and
camp party encountar each other hour during peak dse days  (5ar
erncounters in a tuelve hour daslfght period? Qne otjective of the
primitive or semi-primitive recreation experience is solitude, surely
not obt2ained with an encounter ezch half-hour

- o o= lsoo than aa

Pige IV-{05

Trajl Svstem Maintenance and Cperation

COMMEMT

Please zdd to thz orescriptiont
Provide for trallbixke accescs to rosdles: ez lorves and 2t eams
for cemiprimitive ¢ wrirg ,fishins, L.at lselanyg, wysdlare
obsenvatian, ard hiking experjancer

U ampraciste thiz anpantunite te participate {1 the torest fpianning
BRrpA=ACE

Rircernlv

A u)‘iZZj; \////
P PrA |

“garh
Mambhor af tha Roard af Qirectors
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Portneuf Valley
Audubon Society
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173 12345¢
Rechard Haufl Superviser 11 123456
Salmon Natsonal Forest 123438

Box 729
Salmgn, 10ghe 83467 w
Dear Mr Haulf

Cur 200 member Audubon Chapler is very much oaposed toyour preferred allernative
Mumger 12 0 your draft forest plan We feel 1t places far {00 much emphasis on the harvest of
Lrber , which are all below cost sales, at the expense of wildlife and recreational values
Zertainly the city of Salmon receives other 1ncome than from just the timber industry, and
those A 1ensive interests need o be represented in your plan  For example, there is no new
wilter ness proposed n your aligrnative, and yet there ars several exceilent cangidates n the
Lemhis and the West 219 Hole areas  These resaurces bring recreational meney nto the
busrasses of Salmon, and sheuld not be disregarded as unimportant  The elk population is not
managed preper Iy 1n your prefered proposal, and there are very real confiicts with bimber
harvest roads, end grazing that need te be addressed  Grazing in par bcular needs further
control, especially in elk calying areas and 1n riparian habrtals Your preferred aliernative
doezn t even recoqnize conflicts here, and et vou prapasz fo increase the A s an the forest
Cattle and sheep degrade r1parian areas, which reduces bird species diversity, and caitle
compete directly with the elk for forage end for space We wouid Trke to 5ee a reduction m their
numbers and contral of their mavements wikh fencing

Your group af ingdicatar spectes 15 8 good 10ea, but we feel others should be considered as
mmpartant ioo For exemple, there have been several Boreal 0wl sightings on your forest, and it
appears they have a nead for old growth trmber  Your draft plan 1gnores this species and its
needs Are you planming any stud:es to detect their presence before begrnning logging® Many
cavity nesters, such as Boreal Owls, depend on woodpeckers for cavities The Prleated
Woodpect er is anather old growth species, and yel your proposed plan weuld surely be
detrimental to this species  The Yellow-belled Sepsucker has been split into two species, with
the name of gur birds changed to Red-naped Sapsucker, and the Yellow-bellied spectes is found
n the east Is the cuttang of aspen forests or grazing of ripartan areas affecting this species?
Wea would ke to see you address these protrems before you propose increased foggrng of ofd
grow*h and mcreesed orazing rn riparien habitats

In short, we are strongly oppesed to your prefered alternative, end want 1o suppert

Alternative 3 instead

Sincerely,

-/ﬂ-ﬂr

CharfesH Trost
President

Unzted States Forest Salmon P.0 Box 729
Department of Service National Salmon, ID B3467
Agriculture Forest

Reply to 1920

Bate

Portneuf Valley Audubon Scciety
ATTN- Charles H. Trost

P.0. Box 4755

Pocatello, Idaho 83209

Deer Mr Trost-

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Land Management Plan
and Praft Enwironmental Impact Statement for the Salmon Naticnal Forest.

The timber harvest level in the selected alternative 1s compatible waith
provadang very high levels of nohcommedaty outputs The selected alternative
provides for:

1. Meeting Idaho Department of Fish and Gawe goals for bag game

2, Meeting Idaho Department of Fish and Game goals for anadromous and
resadent fish as well as protecting downstream bereficisl uses of water.

3, Protecting soil productavity an accordance wath the National Forest
Management Act.

4. More recreational capacity than antacipated dewand for sll classes
of recreatzon, inciuding wilderness, except an the Wild and Scenic River
coxrradors.

5. Maintaining high vasual qual:ity throughout most of the Forest.,
Less than 10 percent will appear to be modified by management actaivities,

6. Retaining 1,032,000 acres of the Forest in an undeveloped conditicn
throughout the planning peried.

We feel thet we have selected an alternative that best meets the needs of gll
Forest users. Forest users have a wide range of needs and wents. Taimber
andustry would laike to see us cut more timber whale backpackers would like
more wilderness, The management of ope resource may impact another

regource. We have tried to provaide a belance of bapefite from the forest and
at the zame time mainimize the impacts to other resources. The National
Forest Syztem 18 dedicated to provading a flow of goods and services from the
Forest while minimizing envircnmental impacts.

FA 8200 20T A7
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Although not recommended for wilderness, much of the Lemhi Range (Lemha
Roadless Area), and the Beaverhead Range (Anderson Mountain, Big Heles, and
Italian Peaks Roadlese Areas) will remain undeveloped. Mogt of these ateas
will be menaged for semi-primitive recreation Opportunity; Semi~primitive
management ares prescriptaons wall provide a high degree of protection.

There will be no timber harvest or new road construction unless necessary for
mineral develcopment. There 18 & low lakelihcod of signaficant impacts from
thas activicty. These areas will be managed primeraly for the benef:t of
recreation and waldlife, There will be a mixture of motorized and
nonmotorized reereation opportunities available.

It 15 true that most timber sales are expected to have costs in excess of
stumpage returns. That is, the cost of preparat:on and adminustration is
expected to exceed stumpage returns to the treasury. If the other benefits
associated with timber harvest are ignored, then timber management on the
Salmon can appear to be a poor anvestment. In addxtion to supplying a
portion of the nation's timber needs, other important benefaite of tamber
harvest are employment, income, and the related contribution to the economic
diversity of dependent communities. These nonpriced outputs are not valued
i1n the ecenomic analysis. Another important benefat not valued 2n the
economic analysis 1s the return to the Treasury in the form of aincome and
corporate taxes. These taxes can offset a sizeable portion of the cost of
preparation and administration Timber management 28 the only rescurce
program which was analyzed strictly on the basie of darect cash flow to the
Treasury. If other resource programs were valued in the same way, most, 1f
not all, would appear to he poor anvestments baged on present net value.

Host other resources such as recreation sre valued based on willinghess—
to-pay values These values are estimates of what nonmarket cutputs are worth
in the sbsence of established market values. These willingness-to-pay values
are included in the economic analysis even though they do not represent any
cash flow to the Treasury. The important thing to remember 1z that the
economic analysis does not display the whole economac pacture, All costs end
benefite, both priced and nonpriced, were consadered before selection of the
preferred alternative.

Timber harvests and road construction in areas of key elk summer range
(KESR's) are concerns that surfaced in many letters of response. The
preferred alternative incorporates management sctivity design and associated
coordination measures to ensure that any adverse effects upon the bag game
resource will be very short term and, in most cases, limited to the Iife of
the tamber sale. The predicted leong~term effects of these activities will an
mest cases be of benefit to deer and elk; and in many caszes the benefits will
be very substantial, especially in areas where natural forage openings and
timber/non-timber ecotones are only present in very limited quantities

Early in the planning process, KESR's were mepped on the entire SNF. At the
same time, all other acres on this Forest were classified into optrmum,
acceptable, or marginal summer elk habatat, and the key bag game winter
ranges were also mapped. These mape then became the basis for predicting the
elk habitat potentaal under each of the 12 proposed management alternatives
ancluded an the deaft Forest Plan. These predictions were caleulated based
upon proposed timber harvest levels, associated road construction,
s1lvaicultural practices and knowledge of the effects that habatat pazameters
such as cover, forage and open road densities have on elk., This analysis

FS.8200 2AIT A2\
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revealed that the elk habitat potentisl under proposed Alternative 12 (cthe
draft preferred alternative) would be more thap adequate to support an elk
population level that meets the Idaho Department of Figh and Game's Species
Management Plan goal for the period 1986—-90.

Varying smounts of KESR's were recognized as geographic areas {with wildlife
prescriptions epplied) under each proposed alternative, depending upon the
theme (1.e., commodity, amenity, ete.) of the particular alternative. These
designated KESR's will be managed to favor elk under a set of very specific
prescriptions designed to enhance elk habrtar, however, the prescriptaons
being proposed for application to other geographic areaz also include an
array of wildlafe coordination measures that will help ensure that adequate
habaitats to meet species management goals for elk and other management
indicator epecies are maintained in all areas. In other words, management
aetaivatzed in all geographic arees, including designated and undesipnated
KESR's will be subject to wildlife ccordinetion messures designed to at least
masntain adequate habitat to support elk population levels thet meet the
current species menagement goals established by the Idaho Department of Fish
and Game.

The impact of domestic livestock grazing upon the wildlife resource was a
commonly expressed concern, The level of grazing provided for in the
preferred alternative of the proposed Forest Plan :5 commensurable with
meantaining high wildlife (z.e., amenaty) outputs on the Selmon National
Forest. Adequate qualaty and quantities of habztat will be maintazxned
under this alternataive to meet the 5-year species management objectives
(1986-90) that have been set by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game for
all species of big game

The preferred alternative provides for a level and intensity of livestock
managenent which wall veduce conflicts between livestock and big geme.
This 18 especially true of key or critical winter range areas  For
example, a key provision of the range prescription {8-A) states that
"forage use by livestock on cratical bipg pame winter range sites will not
be increased.”

Riparian zones are tndeed areas of speczal importence to many rescurces
Management concern for these areas has been expressed in National Forest
Management Act direction to protect riparian zones and their dependent
resources (water, fish and wildlafe). Plannang direction, expressed
through numerous standards and guidelines, outlines management requirements
associated with resource management activitles necessary to protect and
preserve riparien areas on the Forest,

Livestock prazing can and does influence the nature and condition of
raparian areas. Resolution of conflicts will be completed ¢n a eite and/or
project specafic basis using options appropriate to the condations and
circumstances involved.

Fencing 18 but one of many tools that may be used to meet the raparian
management objectives. Use of fencing, as well as other management
options, will be considered on a site spec:ific basis. Environmental
assessments will be made to evaluate all reasonable alternatives and the

FS 8200 2817 A
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final decisions to resclve riparzan zone manegement arrues will consader
all aspects of the specific area.

The wildlaife species selected as management andicator rpecier (MIS) for the
Salmon Forest Plan are censidered to represent each of the various wildlife
habitats found on the Selmon Nationmal Forest ané to have the most Iimiting
habitat requirements of the species using theee habitats By satasfying
the habztat needs of those wildlaife species with the most restractave
requirements, it 15 felt the needs of a2ll other species will aleo be met

For example, of the meny species that depend on or do best an old growth
Douglas—far stands, the pileated woodpecker requires the largest diamete:
trees for cavity nesting and the largest number of continuous acres for
breedang and feedaing purposes. Other cav:ity nesters find suitable nesting
sites in trées of equal or Jesser diamerter. The home ranges/breedaing
territories of other old growth dependent species can be met within the
s1ze lamitationg established for the pileated.

0ld growth acree outside wilderness areas have been mapped to ensure stards
of adequate saze and distribution will be retained to meet the 10 percent
ostablished ps manarally acceptable., These stands are located over a wide
range of aspects end elevations, to ensure good representation of exastang
gite conditions, BStands are fairly evenly distributed over the Forest to
minimaize the dispersal digtance between stands and to reduce the chance of
loging stands from catastrophic events

The actual amount of old growth retained under all alternatives exceeds

the 10 percent minamum allocatien. The smount retsined in excess of the 10
percent minamum varies by alternative depending on several factors,
ncludang tamber harvest levels and roading/logging economac feasibilaty
Many of these stands do not meet the stand size or daistribution
requirements established as mapping criteria, yet they do contribute to
satiefyang the needs of many old growth associated species

The Salmon Forest has been, and continues to be, involved 1in a cooperatave
program with the University of Idaho to monitor the distribution and use of
the Forest by boreal owls.

Aspen a5 a plant community type is very lamited on the Salmon Farest and
regarded as key w2ldlafe babatat. We currently have an ongoing enhancement
program to ensure thig important community type is perpetuated over tame.

Responses like yours were helpful in prepaxing the final Plan. Again, thanks
for taking the time to provide us with your thoughts,

Sincerely,

RICHARD T. HAUFF
Forest Supervasor
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United Siates Forest Salpon 2.0, Box 729
Department of Service National Salmon, 1B 83467
Agriculture Forest

Reply to 1920

Date:

Tverett DeCeta, Presadent

Salmon River Back Country Horsemen
Route 1, Box 7A

Salmon, Idabo B3457

Dear Mr. DeCora*

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the FPropesed Land Management Flan
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Salmon Watsonal Foreet,

All newly-constructed roads will be closed, when not actually being used for
tamber harvest or other resource management activities, unless substantial
reason to keep a road open 1is identified through the precess as outlired an
the Natienal Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Additional rosd, trail, and
area closures on the existing system will be outlined 3n tle Salmon Pational
Forest Travel Plan  This travel plan s updated periodically using both
public input ar informat:ion gathered by monitoring the current travel plan
Through thigz process the travel plan will be revised to provide far changes
relared to fire, recreation, timber sale scheduling, firewcod gatherzng, and
range. The puidelines for transportation system management sre located in
the Draft Forest Plan on pages IV 65-68.

The road mileages needed for the level of timber management identified in the
plan are calculated based on the road density (nurber of miles per square
mile} needed to access the sumitable tamberland Densities vary according to
the barvest system used and the location of the tamberstands The harvest
system used varies depending on the type of terrain, with helicopter yaiding
beang used where roading costs are excessive. The random scattering of
mature timber stands on the foreet requires additional road miles for mccecs

Decisions on road location znd standards are made by censadering
environmental effects on so1l, water, wildlife, visuals and associated
costs  The road standards for specific projects are developed durang the
project's Envaironmental Assessment Besrc guidelines for transportation
system menagement can be found in the Draft Forest Plan on pages IV 65-68

Maintairing the integrity of the varsour elk and mule deer migration routes
across the Montama-Tdahe divade 15 craticsl to the long-term welfare of the
big game populations that primarily summer in Fontanz and wanter in Idaho.
This premige was an underlying force in the anitial phases of the plannang
procers and prescriptions for managing thase corridors were developed

During the developnent of the geographical area boundaries gnd the assignment
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of preceriptions to fach arca, 1t becoms spparent that the emr-pramitase
motorized andfor nonmotoriced recreation prescr prion  rdrquately 1 ol (1)
wildlafe concerns for maintenance of thees rorridors CongequentTy, rirsr
the geopraphic areas propesed for the reerration pre criftions eneompas 11«
areas proposed for wildlife migration prescriptions, the wildlife arcar wiirs
s1mply lunped under the semz-pramitive motorized and/ar nonmeten o4
prescriptions Under the draft preferred alternai vt {12), moct of the
Montana-Idaho divide from the head of Epring Creek through Lost Trail Pzas
and on south to Goldstone Mountain 19 within eather the 24 (repa- Promaitve
notorazed) or 2B (semi-priw:tive nonrotorized) prescr.ptions As ruch, thee
areas will only be subject te szlvage tamber harvest followrng natural
disarters Consequently, these migratzon routes aie provided protection fror
road encroachment and cover removal.

Seme portaons of RARF TT inventoried roadless arear will he managed for
femi-primitive nonmotoiized recreation emphasis including  all of tte Long
Tom Readless Area Number 13521 and portions of the Camas Creek Roadless Area
tlamber 13504, West Bag Hole Number 13943, Italian Peak Roadless Area

Number 13945, Jesse Creek Roadless Area Number 13510, Lemhi Range Roadless
Area Number 13903  ‘The zmportance of mesntainang the .rieg=rty of elk
migration corradors along the Montana-Idaho divide has been recognized and
w1ll receive semi-primitive motovized, semi-pramitive motorized restrictcd to
designated routes, and semi-primitive nonmotorized managerent strategies that
wzll protect migration routes from road enctoachrent &nd cover reroval 411
areas recelving semi—prifaitave nonmotorized recreation emphasis provide good
cpportunities for solitude and scenic landscapes with the exception of Jes.e
Creek, which was designated nonmotorized to protect Salmon's municapel

water shed

Responses like yours were helpful in preparing the final Plan  Aga:n, thanke
for taking the tame to provide us with your thoughts

Sincerely,

RICHARD T HAUFF
Forest Supervisor

FS 8209 a7 82)
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Jdaho Conservati

Box 844 Boise, Idaho 83701 (208) 345-6933

League

oJoY

Januaxy 8, 1986

Ri1chard T. Hauwff, Supervisor
Salmon Yational Forest

Box 729

salmoen, Idaho 83467

Dear Mr, Hauff,

on behalf of the Idaho Conservation League, thank you for
this opportunity to comment on the future dixection of the Salmon
Mational Forest. As one of the state's premier recreation
forests, and one contalning a large amount of unroaded land, it
1§ essenti1al that all management descisions be glven careful
consideration.

Attached 1s the Idaho Conservation Leafiue review of the
proposed Land and Natural Resource Management plan and Draft
Envitonmental Impact Statewent for the Salmom National Forest.
Wwhile we did not attempt to address every peint in the plan,
those that concern us most are included.

The 1Idaho Conservation League repeSents approximately 1500
individual and family members. This document 1S meant to
represent a summary of concerns of the Idaho Conservation League.

Thank you once again for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

- RE Mary Kelfly
Execut:v irector

JAY 9'8R Idaho Conservaticn League

Info O Acon 1

SUP.

P 1234586

TAF 123456

EM 1224586

RRW 1234586

AO 1,23 456

@

United States Forest Salmon P.0, Box 729
Department of Service Hatzonal cplmon, ID 83467
Agriculture Forest

Reply to., 1920

Date*

Mary Kelly, Executive Director
Idaho Conservation Leapue

Box B44

Boige, Idabo 83701

Dear Ms Kelly*

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Proposed Land Management Plan
and Draft Epvironmental Impact Statement for the Salmon National Forert

Wh2le there 1s considerable support for additional wilderness designation on
the Salmon National Forest, there is also conssderable oppesation to any
additional wilderness This opposition to wilderness designation 15 ba<ed on
numerous factors Ope as the potentazal for maneral values whach accur an
many of the Salmon's RARE II roadless areas, Another 1s the high level of
isterest Erom motorized users who would be excluded from thear prefeired
activities Concerns about the availabilaty of adequate t-pber supplier and
the potential future loss of water rights or reductions in lavestock graz-nup
have also been expressed

Despate strong disagreement oo wilderness classification, public input her
andacated a high degree of support for a management strategy that would lsr
development on some portion of the undeveloped areas zn order to protecl ks
recreation, wildlife, fisheries, scenic and watershed values comnoenly
associated with walderness A ctratepy that accomplislies this 1s the
mplerentation of semi-primitive recreation emphasis prescraption:
Semi-praimitive management #ref prescriptions have becen developed which wall
provide a high degree of protectson for thore undeveloped areac to whach they
have been applied There will be no timber harvest o1 new road constructzon
unless necessary for mineral development. Judping from past experience there
1s little lakelahood that cagpificant wwpecie fiom minetal actavity will
occur during the next decade  These areas will be managed prawarily for the
benefit of reereataon and wildlafe There will be 8 mi* of motoriced and
nonmotorized recrepation opportunities aveilable.

It 1 anticipated that the wildernese values of areas arsigned a
gemi-primitive management prescription will be essentially intact at tte end
of the faist planning cvele, thereby maintainang their current cuitabilaty
for consideretion ag wilderness during the next plan 1evacinn
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A REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION
ON THE PROPOSED LAND AND
HATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
PLAN AND DRAFT ENVIROHNMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

SALMON NATIONAL FOREST
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HMary Kelly

As directed by the A 1 tani Sceretary of Apraculture and an conpliomirs
with 36 Code of Cederal Pegulations 219 17 (36 CTR 719 17) publ. Led an tle
Fedcral Regaster on Apral 18, 1983, roadless areas on the Salmon Natroy
Corest wers re-evalvated doiing the Toerert Planhang Prore ey 1 sable
wilderness recommendation. Each roadless area was deccribed as to 1t
envirohmental, wilderness and resource attributes and evaluated apiinct 711
Forest Plan Alternatzves to identafy anpocts to wildeince~ characterartasc
and environmental consequences of wilderners/nom 2lderness designat o
Criteria used for evaluating roadless areze veie develowd barcd on the 9l
Czreust Court rulsng of Cal-fornra yve Block

Significant zssues, conpcerns and opportvmities were 1deri-fied duripg tle
scoping process and are the basis for the formulation of alterpat.vec. If
15gues, concerns and opportunities were propetly ident:fied, and .o frol
they were, the full range of alternatives <hould be the r1ecult  An
alternatave empha<izing market vajues (2) has been included zc 1 et
alternative emphasizing nonmarket values (3)  An slternative cmphasizing
wildeiness and waldlafe (8) Fes alse heen anclvded, as has an alteri~t wr
emphasizing haigh productaivary (5) We feel thie represents an odequate
range of alternatavet

The Lemh1 Range Roadless Area Mumber 13903 contains acreage on both the
Salmon 2nd Challis Mational Forestz. The Challis Iatiana? Toiest bas not
recommended wilderness designation for that portion of the area  The Salmon
Ratzonal Forest portiom of the Lemha Ranpge Readless Area will not be
reconmended wilderness  Eight management prescriptions will be appl-ed

1, Semi-primitive moterized recreation emphasis im the heee o Ty
Timber Creek and associated drainages,

2. Semi-primitive motorized on designated rovtes in the head of
draineges from the Middle Fork of Little Timber Creek north tc Far t lake,

3.  Semi-primitive nonmotorized recreation ewphasis in the head
drainages from Bruce Canyon north to Alder Creek,

& Anadronous figh emphasas with med:zom investment t:imber cutputs in
the Hayden Creek/Bear Valley Creek drainages,

5. HKey big game summer rapge an the Tobias Creek area,

6 Med:ium investment timber cutput emphaszis from Mall Creek te Little
Sewm1ll Creek and 1n the McHutt Creek/Basan Creek diaanagesw,

7 Low anvestment tamber output emphasis an the Gilwore, Headow Lale
ond Wez Perce areas, and

B. Range management emphasis in the Swan Barin area

There was both strong publac support and etrong puhlac opporition exprerced
regarding wilderness designation of this area during the publac comment
periods for RARE I, RARE II, the proposed 1984 Idaho Forest llanagemerti Act,
and in input submitted to the proposed Salmon Watzonal Forest Management
Plan. Hardrock mineral potential is high with many mineral claims located
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January 8, 1986

Mr. Richard T. Hauff - Supervisor
Salmon 'lational Forest

Box 729

Salmon, Idaho 83467

Dear Mr. Hauff,

The following are the comments on the Propeosed Land and
Ylatural Rescurce Management Plan and the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement ({DFP) for the Salmon Wational Forest (SHNF) by
the Jdaho Conservation League (ICL). We thank you for the
opportunity ta comment on the plan and hope oury comments are an
aid to the formulaetion of a final plan for the Salmon NWational
Forest

We are 11n agreecment that the past management direction of
the Salmon MNational Forest was in need of modification, but we
feel that the proposed plan offers entirely teoo little, There
has been a long histery of environmental degradation in much of
the 5WF and we do not see¢ any real change from that past history
1n the OFP,

Your DFP offers a good response +te the reguirements set
forth 1n the HWNational Forest Management Act (NFMA] bhut fails to
follow throuygh with them, Alternatives are offered, but the
preferred altermative deoes not present any significant change
from pre~NFMA standards and continges the trend of forest
management  that falls to see the forest through the timbey, The
the DI'P contlnues tc advocate commodaty management at the expense
of other 1mportant forest values,

Hary Kelly 3

throughout the area. The potential for development of rneral claime (mere
than annual assessment wotk) within the semi-primitave area 38 considered
low, however, the potential 18 much higher at Jower elevations. O0s] ord gas
potential veries fiom nome to moderate. Significant growing stocks of poles
and sawtipber makes portions of this area an important contributer toward
Salmon Hational Forest tamber product outputs  Management emphasis on
anadromous fisherzes habstat in the Hayden Creek/Bear Valley Creek areas will
continue. MNo actavitses ave plamned thar would effect the wilderness
potentral of semi-primitive areas. however, past and predicted activities
uould preclude portions of the remaining area from wildermess consideration
1n the next plan revasion.

The Draft Salmon National Forest lManagement Flan ideptified arcag witbin this
readless area as semi-praimitive motorzzed As a 1esult of rublic comments,
the final Menagement Flan wi1ll recommend portiong as semi—primit.ve
motorazed, portions as semi-pramitive motol:zed on designated routes; ard
portions as gemi-primitive nonmotoizzed This 18 an overall increase of land
beang managed &5 semz~primitive in the Lemhi Range Roadless Area.

The West Big Hole Roadless Area Number 13943 contaans acreage on both rthe
salmon and Beaverhead Kationsl Forest Wilderness designation les beer
recommended for a portzen (55,087 acres) of thig zrea on the Beaverhead
Mational Forest Five management prescriptions will be applied to tte Salmon
NWatioral Forest portion

1 Semi-primitive nonmotorized aleng the Continental DBivide fice the
head of Fradley Gulch, south te Golway Gulch,

2 Seri~primitive motorized along the mid-slope 1n the Fuurth of July
Creek to Sheep Creek ares,

3. Sema-pramitive motor:zed on designated routes only in Carmen Creek
and from the Freeman Creek drainage to ¥enney Creek,

4 Key big game winter range emphasis alorg the lower slopes from
Trail Guleh south to Gold Star Gulch, and

5 Emphasi¢ on medium investment timber outpuis along the rid-slope
between Fourth of July Creek and Little Silverleads and a portion of Kenney
Creek. There was both strong public support and strong opposition exprecsed
for wilderness designation of this area durang the public comment periods for
RARE I, RARE II, the proposed 1984 Idaho Forest Manzgement Act, anrd 1r 1nhput
submitted to the proposed Szlmon Kational Forxest Menagewent Plan  Maneral
potentzal as high with many mineral claims located throughout the area. The
potential for develapwent of wineral claiwms {more then arnusl assessrent
work)} within the semi-primitive area is considered high while development
poteatiel at the lower elevataons 315 concidered low. The Continental Drvide
National Scenic Traal 3s Jocated wiathin portzons of the seri-primitive
units  Significant growing stocks of poles and sawtaimber make port-onc of
this area sn important contributer toward Salmon NMationsl Forest timber
product outputs Mo activities sre planned that would affect the wilderness
potential of semi-pramitive areas, however, past and predicted activities
would preclude portzons of the remaining area from wilderness consideration
1n the next plan revision
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PEFCORLFYS WITH THE PREFFRRED ALTERNATIVE

11)drrness Recommendatlons

The BCP 1nventories 30 different roadless areas in the SWF
coToromising 830,469 acres, not 1ncluding any of the existing
frank Church/River of Ho Return Wilderness. These 30 roadless
areas 1nclude the Lemhi: Mountains and the West Bigholes 1n the
peaverheads, as well as several 1mportant areas contiguous to the
FC/RYR Wilderness. After a consideration of the requirements of
the HFMA, a Judgement of state and national public opinmion, and
an evaluation of the 1964 Wildernmess Act, the ICL 15 1n complete
opposition to the DFP which fails to recommend any wilderness 1in
the SHF.

The wilderness recommendations in the DFP are the result of
the restudy of the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE 1I),
the second attempt by the Forest Service to i1dentify roadless
lands 1n the National Forests for inclusion n the Nat:ional
Wilderness Preservation System. This restudy was required by a
Minth Circuit Court of Appeals decision in 1982 (California v.
Bleock, 690 £f. 2nd 753} that declared RARE II 1nadeguate and
biased toward development. The wilderness recommendations 1n the
proposed plan are the third attempt to complete this process.

we feel that this third attempt 1s totally inadeguate as
well, and hope the SHF will reconsader i1ts recocmmendakion based
on public comment received and make the needed changes in the
fipal plan. RARE 1! was determined to be biased toward
development, a ruling that precipitated the roadless area review
included 1n the DFP. we feel that the DFP contlnues to be
heavily biased toward development, which constitutes a treversal
of the direction set by California v. Block.

Californmia v. Block also reguired that an adequate range of
alternatives be presented in the DEIS. We feel that the SNF has
not achieved this. The wilderness recommendations of the ICL are
included 1n the proposal made by the Idaho Wildlands Defense
cecalition, This proposal has recerved a great deal of attentaon,

Hary Kelly 4

The Draft Saimecn National Forest Mavapepent Plan 1dentified areas w.th o tla-
roadless area as semi—pramitive motovized As a result of publie connertr,
the final Management Plan will recommend portigns as sermi-primmtive
motorized, portiong as semi-primitive motorized on desipgnated Toutes, and
portions as semi-primitive nenmotorszed This is an overall increase of lard
being managed as .ema-pramitive in the Weet Bag Hole Roadlers frea

laintaining the inteprsty of the varatie ¢l¥ and wule deer migration revies
across the Montana-Idaho divade 1 cratical to the long term welfare of the
big game populations that primarily surmer in Montana end w nter an Idelno
This premise was an underlying force in the inatial phaces o¢f the rlanring
process and prescriptions for renaging there cerridors were developed
During the development of the geographical area boundaries and the
assignment of prescraptions to each #t+a, 1t becane apparent that the
semi-primitave motorized and/or nonmotorized recreztion prescriptions
adequately bandle all wildlafe conterns for maintenance of these

corridors  Consequently, since the peographic areas proposed for the
recreation prescriptions encompass the areas proposed for waldlife
migration prescriptions, the wildlife areas were simply lwped under the
semi-primitive wotorszed end/or nonmotorized prescriptions  Under the
draft preferred alternatave (12), much of the hontana-Idaho divide ftom the
head of Spring Creek through Lost Tra:l Pass and on south to Goldsrune
Mountain 25 within e-ther the 2A (zemi-pramitave motorized) or 2B
(semi-primitive nonwotorized) prescriptions As such, these areas wall
only be subject to salvage timber harvest following natursl disasters
Consequently, these mipration routes are provided protection fromw rced
encroachment and cover iemoval

The ForesSt is concerned that adequate hading cove & evealeble to provide
for the needs of elk and other larpe game species To insure that ttese
needs are met the Plan requires that created opepings a~e «¢parated by
timber stands (ref Chap 1IV-243). These openings must be stocked before
the stands separating them may be removed. The preferred alternative im
the Draft Forest Plan provades adequate habaitat to meet Idahe Depaitrent of
Fish and Game population objectives for all big game species

The Gareral Forest Darection for Transportation Nenagement in the Plan 1g
to close newly constructed roads with a few stated exceptions Refer to
page IV-65 Reoad closures will mitigate some of the effects of tiwmbe:
harvest

Framples of poor regeneratzon in Douglas-far kabitats can be found  Many
of theze are old "diameter limit cuts" where the better leave trees vcie
cut  Many of these areas would be well repenerated 1f current methods had
been used Current treatments for shelterwood cuts include

1 Providang properly spaced suitable leave tiees for sced and
shade,
2 Providing site preparatien by destroying suppiessed and daseared

trees that prevent a suitable stand fiom beang establaished and wheve
possgable scarifyang o1 otherwise exposing a seedbed, and
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and rather than being a proposal of a single interest group, 1t
1s supported by a broad-based coalition of conservation and
sportlng Groups.

The IWDC propesal has had political support as well, as
evidenced by 1ts introduction in the form of the Moody-Kostmayer
Idaho Wilderness Act. This legislation has been introduced in
the 98th and 99th sessions of Congress,

Clearly, the support for this proposal is strong and long
standing, and therefore worthy of inclusion as an alternative in
the DFP.

The DFP proposes to develop 224,000 acres of the remaining
roadless acreage 1n the first planning decade, an action that
would lead to 12 of the 30 1inventoried roadless areas beinyg
excluded from further wilderness consideration i1n the future. 1In
addition, the wilderness characteristics would be severely
compromised in ancther B areas.

There are numerous reasons that there should be more
wilderness 1n the SNF, but foremost 1s the outstanding qual:ity of
some of the areas, particularly the Lemhi Mountains, and the West
Big Heoles. Other areas, such as the roadless areas countiguous to
the FC/RNR Wilderness should also be protected, but semi-
primitive non-motorized classification would be adequate for
these areas, although we would support their ineclusion into the
FC/RNR Wildernesgs,

Lemh:i Mountains- This very special area should certainly be

recommended for wilderness 1n the DFP, and should not be
classified as semi-primitive motorized,

The Lemh: Range has had strong support and was included 1in
the Carter Administration wilderness proposal. It has long been
supported for wildermess by the Idaho Wildlands Defense Coalition
{IWDC), a group that includes the ICL., Wilderness designation of
even larger portions of the roadless area has been supported by
other groups.

The L[emhis are a spectacular region, rich 1n wildlife and
outstanding scenery and meeting all criteria of the Wilderness
Act. While 1t 18 close to the FC/RNR Wilderness, 1t 13

Mary Kelly 5

3.  Recogmzing those areas that can't be repenerated (unsuitable
lands) and 1ecognizing those sreas that must be planted.

Due to the uncertarinty of weather and seed crops, the ghelterwood method
does take some time, however, and many of our recent cuts are just {fatting
to regenerate, Recent stocking surveys heve verified that successful
regeneration cen be expected in a reasonable time when proper t1echniques
ere applied Improved techrique w11l result in puch better establishment

and growth than in the past It wzll be necessary to continually monstor
our regeneration efforte

The Naticnal Forest Management Act does steste that regulations should be
developed rpecifying guidelines which insure that timber will be harvected
only where "there 1s assurance that such Tands can be adequately rewtocked
within five years after harvest.," These "NFMA Regulations™ (36 CFR 219)
state that "when trees are cut to achieve timber production objectives, the
cuttings shall be made in such a way as to asgure that the technology and
knowledge exists to adequately restock the lands within 5 years after final
harvest ™ The anitial cut 1n the shelterwood and seed tree methods 1s
normally made to encourage prowpt repeneration, however, the final harvest
must often be delayed more then 5 years to ensure that there wall he
adequate regeneration after the final harvest ‘This delayed fansl harvest
to await regeneration was ueed in our FORPLAN model for harvest projections
and 18 consistent with the Repulations,

It 15 true that most timber sales 2re expected to have costs in excess of
stumpage returns That is, the cost of preparation and administration ss
expected to exceed stumpage returns to the Treasury. If the other benefate
associated with tamber harvest are 1gnored, then timber maragement on the
Salmon can appear to be a poor investment, In addztion to supplying a
portion of the nation's tamber needs, other important benefits of timber
harvest are employment, income, and the related contr:ibution to the
economic diversity of dependent communities, These nonpriced outputs are
not valued an the economic anelysis. Another important benefit, which 18
not valued in the economic analysze, is the return to Lhe Treasury in the
form of income and corporate taxes These taxes ¢san offset a sazesbie
portion of the cost of preparation and admimastration  Timber menagement
18 the only resource program which was spnalyzed strictly on the bes's of
dizect eash flow to the Treasury. If other resource programs were valued
in the same way, most, if not all, would appear to be poor 1investments
based on present net value; however, most other resources such ag
recreation are valued based on willingness—to~pay values, which are
estimates of what nonmarket cutputs are worth an the absence of establashed
market values. These willangnesg-to-pay values are uncluded in the
economic anelysis even though they do not represent amy cash flow to the
Treasury. The important thing to remember 1s that the economic analysis
does not display the whole ecenomic pacture. All costs and benefits, both
prrced and nonpriced, were considered before selection of the preferred
alternative.

A decrease in the volume of timber to be offered for sale on the Salmon

National Forest 15 proposed in the relected glternative. Tymber volumes
offered under the current program were approxaimately 35 million board feet
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substantially different 1n character. There 1s a propable
population of gray wolves in the area, and other wildlife species
of concern are plentiful,

Some &0 remote lakes and numerous streams offer excellent
fishing and destination hiking. Hunhting opportunities are
excellent, Ranchers adjacent to the roadless atea have expressed
support for wilderness in the Lembis.

We support a minimum of 189,000 acres of wildermess in the
Lemhis, For habitat protection we support the boundaries 1n
Rlternative 3.

West Big Holes - This area of rugged peaks, lakes and
valleys on the Continental Divide 15 spectacular and worthy of
wilderness recommendation by the SNF on its own merits, but since
the Beaverhead Nataonal Forest side of this area has been
recommended for wilderness 1t 18 1ncomprehensible that the SHF
did not do likewlse.

The DFP clearly states that "(r)ecreation use in this unit
1s expected to ihcrease significantly 1n the future as
implementation of the Continental Davide Hatienmal Scenic Trail
proceeds" (DEIS Appendix C, p. C-89), The types of recreation
that wi1ll 1increase are specific to the types of recreation found
1n wilderness areas.

The West Big Holes also offer significant waldlife values
including such 1ndicators of prime wilderness habitat as the
mountain lion and the black bear. There are very impertant elk
migration corridors in this roadlsss area, as well as winter
range. Anadromous fish habitat 1s also i1n the umit. The diverse
elevations and habitat types make the West Big Heoles and
important wildlife rescurce.

Other WNational Forests have set the precedent of wilderness
protection along the Continental Divide an Colorado, Wyoming, and
Montana. Why 1s 1t the SNF refuses to recommend this area as
wilderness? The Continentazl Divide 1is the backbone of the region
and makes an absurd boundary for the Beaverhead side of the
wilderness. We recommend & minimum ©of 51,0N0 acres of wilderness

for the West Big Heoles,

Mary Kelly 1

versus 21 million board feet under the gelected alternative Thie
decreased volume does not represent the Mincreased dependency upon marginal
tumber ralesr® to which you referred an your letter. The volume ar paopocrd
1 the selectad alternative as considered to begt meet all of tFr
interdependent issuee considered in the Forest Plan

The road mileagcs needed for the level of tamber manspement adentafred 1n
the plar are calculated based on the road density (number of miles per
squate mile) needed to access the susteble timber Iend  Densstias vary
according to the harvect eystem used and the loecation of the timber
stands  The harvest system used varies depending on the type of terrain
The random scattering of mature tamber stands on the Forest requires
additional road males for access

Decisions on road locataon snd standards are made by conridrrang
environmental effects on soil, warer, wildlife, visuals and assceiated
costs. The road standards for specific projects are develcoped dutang the
project's Eavironpentsl Assesswent, Basic guadelint: for transpotrtation
system management can be found in the Draft Forest Plan on pages IV £5-68,

TPimber harvests and road construction in areas of key elk surmer rangg
(KESR's) are concerns that surfaced in msny letters of response. The
preferred alternative ipcorporates manggement petivity design and
ssgociated coordination measures to ensure that any adverse effects upon
the bip gome resource will be very short terw and, in mest cases, lamated
to the 1life of the tamber sale The predicted long-term effects of these
activities will in most cafes be of benefit to deer and elk; 2nd in meny
cases the benefits will be very substantial, especzally in areas where
natural forage openings and timber/nontimber ecotones are only present in
very limited quentzties.

Early 1n the planning process, KESR's were mapped on the entire SNF At
the same time, all other acres on thic FPorest were classified anto optimrum,
accepteble, or marginal summer elk habitat, and the key big game wanter
ranges were also napped. These meps then became the basis for predictang
the elk hebatat potential under esch of the 12 proposed managerent
alternatives included irn the Draft Forest Plan., These predictions were
caleulated based upon proposed timber harvest levels, associated road
construction, eilvicultural practices and knowledge of the effects that
habatat parameters such as cover, forage and open toad densities have on
elk  This analysis revealed that the elk hasbitat potential under proposed
Alternative 12 (the draft preferred alternative) would be more than
adequate to support an elk populatzon level that meete the Idaho Department
of Fisk and Game's Species Management Plan goal for the period 1986-90.

Varying amounts of KESR's wele lecogpized as geographic areas (with
wzldlzfe prescriptions applied) under each proposed miternative, depending
upon the theme (1.e., commodity, smenity, etc } of the perticular
alternative, These designated KESR's will be managed to faver elk under a
set of very specific prescriptions designed to enhance elk habatat;
however, the prescriptions beang proposed foi application to other
geographic areas also include an array of wildlife coord:nation measures
that will help ensuxe that adequate habitats to meet species mansgement

F5 6200 28(7 B2)
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gther Areas of Concerxrn = The Anderson, Allan, and Coat

Mountain, and Italian Peak Roadless Areas 1n the Bitteroots
should all be managed as semi-primitive non-moetorized.

In Alternative 3, which comes closest to any reasonable
alternative for conservationists, the readless areas contiguous
to the FC/RHR Wilderness are 1ne¢luded as wilderness
recommendations While the IWDC has not supported these areas
for wilderness 1n the past, they would make good additions to the
existing wilderness. At the very least, these areas should be
managed as seml-primitive non-motorized. These areas include the
Camas Creek, Duck Peak, West Panther Creek, Long Tom, Little
Horse and Oreana Roadless Areas.

Timber Management

The preferred elternative places far too much emphasis on
timber production for the SNF. fThe rationale for this emphasis
15 guesticnable. The forest's conhtribution to the natioan's
timber supply 15 meager at best, and the forest's contributions
to water, fish, wildlife, and recreation 1S great and continually
increasing,

The timber management plans 1n  the RFP will continue the
trend 1n the SNF of destroying 1ts wildlife populations for a
timber harvest of marginal value The eik, deer, fish, and many
of the non-game management indicator species will be subiyected to
1ncreasing habitat and population losses 2:f the DTP 15
implemented.,

and why should 1t be® The SNF 1s a poot timber producer,
with an average annual growth that barely gives 1t classification
as commercial timber, and 15 far below what 1s considered
commerclal timber on private land.I The only reason timber 15 cut
on the forest 18 that the federal goverpment has been giving 1t
away 1n the form of subsidy to timber interests This 15 a trend
that 1s Qlikely to see a serious change in the future as the

nation cuts hack on defacit-building government practices,

Mary Kelly 7

goals for elk and other management indicator peécies are raintained o o1l
areas In other words, management activities an all geographic &1¢nr,
including designated and undesignated KESP's will be subject to wildlife
coordination measures designed to at leost main'atb adequate habitat so
support elk population levels that peet the current species nmanagenent
goals esteblished by the Idaho Depeitwent of Figh and Gare

The degree to which the vorious alternatives neet the wildlife and fish
population objective. a5 erpressed 3n the Slate's Species hanagement Plans
for the period 1986-90 was a major evalustion criterion used an developing
the draft preferred alternztive. The znforraticr dispteyed en pege IV-22
of the DEIS and an Table IT-7 of the Draft Forest Plan, howaver, teflects
the State's 1981-85 figures which were used when the plannirg process wa-
initsated  This anformation will be corrected in the final Forest Plan to
reflect the new objectives for the pericd 1986-90

Many individuals deo not understand how the preferred slternative can reet
or exceed the State's populatren goals for big game while reducing lebutat
potential on key elh suwmer range In fact, the current muweber of oll,
which 15 growing, 1s significantly less than what vzn be ciyjcired by
current habitat conditions  The habatat potential resulting from
implementation of Alternative 12, tlrough lower than tle precent leve?, w.ll
be adequate to acconmodate the populsticn eobjectsver listed 1n the Statefs
current Species Management Plan, end will provide for a sigpificant
wncrease in elk nucbers

Throughout the Forest Planning process, cumulative sedimentation effects of
loggang and road constructicn !eve been evaluated In Alterpstsve 12,
downstieam beneficisl uses are being protected and no Jong-term downstresar
detersoiatson sn tater quality or bereficial ures will result from the
logging and roading scheduled Localized 2rezs 1n srall drainages within
the portions of the Salmon River Basin on the Salmon Fetvreral Forest will
experience short-term depradstion as & result of actavities such as road
construction and tirber harvert The use of matgation featurer ard
standards and guidelines described in Chapter IV of the Forest Plan, wil1l
minimize these effects, as well as protect local clannel conditions end
beneficial wses, guch as fickeraes Fabitat Curvlative redimentatson
analyses done for development of the Foiest Plan, a5 well as during
continuing preject level espzlyses wall continue to provide guzdence an
protecting the down tream resources as well as strezr channel conditicres en
the Salmon Natiopal Forest,

The impact of domestic livestock grazing upon the w.1d1:1fe resource was »
commonly expressed corcern  The Jevel of grazang provided for n tle
preferred alteinative of the preposed Forest Flan 1s commensurable with
maintaining bigh wildlife (1 e , arenity} outputs on the Salpop Bational
Forest  Adequiate qualaty and quantities of habitat will be masntained
under this alternative to meet the 5-year species management objectaves
(1986-90) that have been set by the Idaho Department of Fish and Came for
all species of big game.

The preferred alternetive provides for a level end intensity of livestock
managemert which will reduce conflicts between lzvestock and big game
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We are  also concerned with  the regeneration of harvested
ai1trs  1n  the SHNE NFMA requlations requlre "assurance that such
1ands can be adeguately restocked withan five years after
harvest™ [“potion 6(g){3) (E}{11)]. lladley Roberts, a retired
wildlife biologist that worked on the SNF for 14 years, has "not
scen  one site on the entire Forest where a Douglas-fir stand has
bern  harvested apd regenerated to the point where 1t 1s elk
hidirg cover "

which sales 1n  the SNI are specifically to achieve timber
gorls ana which are specifically to i1mprove wildlife habitat?
The DFP appears to promote sales to achieve wildlife habitat
goals for the purpose of avolding the regeneration requirements
that wi1ll be mpossible to achieve 1n many areas proposed for
harvest. Many of the the sales scheduled for the Lemha Mountains
are not likely to be successfully restoched due to many factors
including the difficulty 1n regenerating Douglas-fir stands, the
dry climate, unstable terrain, ground squirrel infestations in
tlearcut areas, and several others. What 115 the SNF's past
record 1n such ateas?

Security of an  area 1s craitical to 1ts quality as habitat,
In most cases, the harvests planned to enhance habitat will have
a ncgative effect due to the road construction that goes with 1t,
Also, there 1s little mention of the species that will be harmed

by so called habitat 1mprovements.
The MacCleery decision and below-cost sales -

on  July 31, 1985, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Natural
Resgurces and Environment in the U.S. Department of Agraiculture
Douglas MacCleery signed an order that reguires a forest meet
certain procedural standards in explaining and ratienalizing the
pteferred alternative when the proposed timber program will have
substantial below-cost sales.

While +this opinion applied to the San Juan National Forest
and the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, Gunnison HNatlonal Forest
administration wnit, 1t st1ll sets a standard for all national

Mary Kelly r

This 18 especially truc of key or ciitiesl winte) vange #reer e
example, a key provision of the rerpe preseription {8-A)} state 1hot
"forage use by livestock <¢p €1 :13rel brg gome wirter rorge <1tes will aed
be incrcnred "

Provading a level of lsivestock glazing consistent with the agricultural
boe e aud rural lifestyle of Lemhi County was an i1mportent tomsiderat b n
the selection of our preferred alternative The projecied increase in
pernatfed grazaing over the current progrem Jevel is less than 1 perceni,
and 1nvelves implementing & hkigher level of pansgement on selected
allotments One of the main reasons for proposing a mere irterre Teve' of
grazing manapgement was to reduce conflicts with wildlife and fash

Riparian zones 8re indeed dreas of special importance to Fany reron cpc
Manapement concern for these areas has been expressed :n letional Forest
Management Act direction to protect riparian zones and their dependent
resources (water, fish and wildlife). Flanning direction, expres-ed
through numerous standards end gurdelines, outlines r magement requiremenis
associated with resource ranagerent activities necessary to protect and
piererve raparian areas on the Forest

Livestock grazing can and does influence the nature and condation of
riparian areas. Fesolution of conflacts will be completed cn a g1tc ¢nd/fo-
project spec:fic basis using options eppropriate to the condatrens znd
circurstances znvolved

The use of heavy equ.puent st Tormotorized areas wall be consistent with
Forest Servace policies relative to these aress

In the initial suppression considerations for the Plan 1t was felt that
fire suppression could be nenaged through brozd strategy statements without
tying lal agers to specific tactical considerations, however, after tte 1985
fire season, we feel as you do that specific srandards are necessary for
the uvse of heavy equipment cn tle Salmon  These standaids will provade
guidelines to the incadent (fire) management team pertaining to 1ime widil,
fire rehabilatation considerstions, and firefighter safety

Responses like yours weie helpful zn preparing the frnal Plan. Again, therks
for taking the time to provade vs wath your thoughts.

Sincerely,

RICHARD T HAUKF
Forest Supervisor
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forests, and sets requirements on the Forest Service that are not

clearly outlined in the forest planning regulat:ions. The
decision does not forbid below-cost sales, instead 1t guestions
when they should allowed and recognizes that below-cost sales may
net be Justified ain some clrrcumstances where past management
would have allowed them.

It 15 1mportant to pote that the ICL 15 not opposed to below-
cost sales 1n  their entirety; below-cost sales are oppesed when
they promise to destroy a resource that would be more valuable to
the forest and the public 1n an uncut state.

In this time of budget restraints, many of which the SHF
w1ll Tthave to face directly, we feel 1t 1s not appropriate for the
SMF to continue i1ts' timber give-away. & 1984 GAO report titled
"Congress MNeeds Better Informaticn en Forest Service's Below-Cost
Timber Sales" (GAC/RCED-84-96, June 28, 1984) clearly shows that
21l timber sales 1n the SNF were below-cost sales in 1981 and
1982, Recent sales alsc continue this trend.

Information from the Office of Timber Management of the U,8.
Forest Service 1n Washington D.C., clearly shows the recent
trends 1n the SNF. In the last six years (1979-84} the SHF has
recelved $§503,000 in timber receipts. During that same time
52,%%2,000 was spent on those sales, amounting to net timber
recel1pts for the SNF of -§2,091,000.

The approprlations decisions in Congress 1n 1985, which cut
road building budgets i1n an effert to curb the funding imbalance
between the multiple uses, will likely continue. These cuts have
taken place neot only because of the poor economic base for much
of the timber activity, but also because such activity destroys a
resource more valuable 1n 1ts wi1ld, unroaded state

The DFP proposes a Present ﬁet Benefit for timber of £14.9
million ecver the 50 year planning cycle balanced scmehow aga:inst
a2 Present Net Cost of §66.7 miliion. How can the SHF justify a
Present Het Walue {for timber of -566 7 mi1llion® A Jloss teo
taxpayers of $66.7 million!

O/Lﬂ{

Community stability has becn given as a reason for the brlow-
cost sales ain  the 5SNF for a number of years. 1In light of this
past and current situation the SNF should consider the following
passage from the MacCleerly decision "({A)n explanation 18 necded
as to why 1increasing the dependency of local community mill
capacity and Jobs which could result from an increase ih sales of
Mational Forest timber with zrevenues exceeding costs will
contribute to g¢greater national or 1local welfare -- especrally
since 1ncreased dcpendency upon marginal timber sales would seorm
to result 1in potentially greater community instability due to
uncertatnties aver continuation of a relatively high level of
Faderal funding to sSsuppert a timber program with costs grcatcr
than revenues. The Record of Decision should address this
question,” (page 9, MacClecry decis:ion),

Theére are several areas that the ICL 1s oppesed to any
timber bharvest The ICL oppoeses all sales i1n the Lemhl Range
Exrom Gilmore Summit to Hayden Creek, particularly those planncd
for Deer Creek, Alder {reek, Big Fightmile Creek, and Mill and
Hayden Creeks.

We are 1n opposition to all legging in the Dahlonega Creck
And Sheep Creck clk migration corridor. Logglng in this area
would jJecopardize the clk migration between Idahe and Montana with
the possibility of distupting the ¢ntire winterang elk populatien
1n the Idaho Fish and Game Department Management Unit 21-A.

All sales 1n these areas can not be justified due to the
destruction of habitat, loss of wvaluable unroaded terraln
potentially up for wilderness designation, and because of thetrr
below-cost nature,

The DFP calls for the construction of 56 miles of road to be
constructed or reconstructed each year of the first planning
decade This wi1ll continue to displace wildlife, with little or
ne benefit to the forest and state, and for that reascn we opposc
the level of road constructien for the SHF

We wurge that very serious consideration be qaven to a
reduction of roadbuilding activity i1n the SNF.
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Fish and Wildlafe Management

The SNF 1s a fish and wildlife resource of incalculable
value, We feel that the DFP does not take into consideration the
value of this resocurce, 1t fact the DFP would 4o much to harm
this resource,

0f partreular concern to the ICL are the effects the DFP
will have on the elk and fish populations i1n the SNF., For the
most part, the problems with fish and wildlife management center
on the excessive timber program.

Sedimentation will be greatly increased in several important
fisheries as shown by the DFP. 1In streams that contain resident
trout populations only, sedimentation will 1increase at a rate of
53% above natural levels. This 1s unacceptable, Fisheries with
anadromous fish populations will see an aincrease in the
sedimentation rate over natural levels by 21%. Given the hagh
value of restoration of anadromous fisheries, we alsc find this
level unacceptable,

Hlayden Creek, Iren Creek, Indian Creek, and the North Fork
of the Salmen have all been classified as Blue Ribbon streams by
the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, and are important
apadromous spawning streams. The proposed timber harvests in
these areas will very 1likely curtail the improving anadromous
fish populations 1in the SNF. The ICL opposes all programs that
wi1ll damage these resources.

The elk resource of the SNF should net be compromised, The
DFP 1gnores the request o¢f Idahe Fish and Game Director Jerry
Conley to manage all key elk ranges 1n the state at 100% of
potential. An 1inventory of the forest by the SNF shows that
270,500 acres of the SNF 1s classified as key elk habitat,
outside of the existing wilderness, We estimate that the DFP
wi1ll! eliminate as much as 50% of this habitat during the planning
cycle, mest within the £first decade. Some of the areas we are
particularly concerned about are Musgrove Creek, Salzer Bar,
anderson and Threemile Creeks, and Hayden, Tobias, Pierce, Big
peer, and Horse Creeks, Oreana Ridge 15 also an area of concern.,

ooy

How does the SHF jJustify this destraction of a valuable
resource?

As has already heen mentioned, the Sheep Creck and Dahlenega
Creek area 15 an elk migration corridor of very high valuec. A
1276 Porest Service research project described the high value of
thi1s area and recommended that it remain roadless, The proposed
logging activity for this area i1s unacceptable,

Fish and wildlife values 1n the SMNF are of tremendous and
inereasing value, The ICL strongly advocates a managemont
program that wi1ll protect the fish and wildlife values to the
fullest.

RANGE MANAGEMENT

Grazing has been shown to be a source of conflict with
wildlife, SNF studies have shown that there are 33,500 acres on
the forest where cattle conflict with wildlife, These conflicts
are particularly important with elk where competition for forage
and space requirements are accurring. We See little in the DFP
that attempts to do anything about this problem, in fact, there
is no mention of the study made for this purpose by the SHF. Why?

Section 219,20 of the NFMA states: “Lands suitable for
grazing and browsing shall be 1dentified and their condition and
trend shall be determined. The present and potential supply of
forage for livestock, wi1ld and free-roaming horses and burros,
and the capability of these lands to produce suitable food and
cover for selected w:léd specires shall be estimated. The use of
forage by grazing and browsing animals will be estimated, Lands
10 less than satisfactory conditien shall be 1dentified and
appropriate action planned for their restoration.™

We feel that this information has neot been adequately
supplied in the DFP, and that 1t should be a part of the final
plan.

We 1nsist that grazing 1in the SNF be planned to allow
adequate forage and habitat antegrity for wildlife specles.
Where a conflict develops between livestock and wildlife, the SNF
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supuld protect wildlife, particular action should be given to

riparlian areas.

FIRF MANAGLCMI'NT

in the event of a large fire, the SNF should be abkle to rely
upon prepared standards for machine use and fireline construction
for each area of the forest. Damage from fireline construction
and other bulldozer wuse 1n 1985 was excessive on the SNF. We
recommend that bulldezers not be used 1n any area that is
recommended for wilderness or semi-primitive npon-motorized
classification by the ICL.

CORCLUSION

fdaho 1s the seventh fastest growing state 1n the nation.
As the population of the state 1increases, abd as the state
becomes more popular as a tour:rst destination, the resources of
our National Forests will become a2u i1ncreasingly more valuable
resoutcoe, Idaho's economy 1s 1in the process of change. It 1s
impertant  that the primary stewards of the land 1n Idsho be aware
of that change.

Timber productien 1n  Idahoe will never regain the place 1t
once had in the state's economy. Idaho's quality of life - a
resource, 1n part, reflected by many of the values in the SNF -
must 0okt be compromised. The DFP proposes to make that very kaind
of compromise.

The ICL rejects the preferred alternative §12, and
recommends alternative §3. The Wllderness recommendatiens 1n
this alternative are excessive, and should be adjusted as

recommended earlier.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Salmon
Nat:onal Forest.
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Ilhr Assacfated logping (ontraciors of Tdaho, with a ewrrent membership of
568, would like to tlhank you for the opportunfty to make reconmendations and
toamendg on the Saimon Natfonnl Torest's Draft tovironmental Impact Statement
and Preposed Torest Plan  We have apprecilated your plamning staffs willing
wod friendly gsaistance during our review process

ther sperifle roeommendations and comments are enclosed In this letter by
the foltnuwing categories Fimber, Tisherfea/Water Quality, Vianals, Wildlife,
1lreftnaect [hisenses, Solls, Wilderners, Recrealion, Land, md Teonomles
1he fmmenrse pffort required for these publications ls very evident, and your
planuing team §s to be congratulated for complet {npg this work to date As
Adways, we loak forward to the contfnulng opportunlly we have to help you,
and your forest staflf, to manage the Salmon National ror?st [

In general we are deeply concerned with the increasing ewphasis on the
deseltopment of, nd use of techniques that tend to rewmove prnfesqlnnnJ—J"dq~'
mout and common sense from the decision making process  This trend has tended
to produce mechanical, or mathematical, decislon making technigues that redpce
the judpmont (nctor to that which (an be applicd by a non-thinking computer,
Medeling {8 one good example of thi«?! Ihe detafling iovalved in matrix model-
ing lins hoen ysed erLoanwﬂly fit 1hi= plqnning process In many cases the
fimdamental assumpliona that are made for the design of the mndel are not
fonnded {n a sound date base but rather theory or quasi-theory {very 1ittle
stitistieally sound Jacal data swpport) Furthermore, large quantities of
bert term data in a few areas such 18 [igheries habitat and sedimentation
miy stand the test of statiatical signifleance in parts or by sawple aren,
hut T4i1 miserably to achlceve statistical significince when grovped togelher
throagh matrix sodelilng or eypancion of the sample  We want to emphasize that

yau ad your decfsion mikers in this plan pecd to maintatn flexilil ity to depart

o SALMONN T ___ .

Lnzted States Forest fatren - - .
Department of Service Patrers) - [
Agriculture Te ===

Reply to inen

Dzte

Donald B Jepsen, Fressdert
Associsted Logging Contractors, Inc
P O Box 671

Coeur d'Alene, Ydaho 83814

Dear Mr Jenser

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Froposed Land 1anagement iz
and D.aft Enviromwental Inpact Statement for the Salmen lwetiemal Fote t

Ve feel we have selected zn alternative that best reets the needs cof all
Forgst users We have tried to provide & balance of bene{ite from the feorest
and at the same time manipize the impacts to other resocurces The preferred
alternative was selected after considerarion of both praced ard ronp  ced
costs and benefits In our opinion, it piovides for the g-estect ret publac
benefit considering both curient and expected future tros of the Forrst
Timber harvest is maintained at a level consistent with other resource
objectives and econemic feasibility

The selected alternative alsoc provides for important noncommedity cutputs
such as

1 Meeting Idahe Department of Fish and Cane geals for bag pare

2 Meeting Idahe Department of Fieh and Cane geale fo  sradvowers 17
resident fish as well as protectaing dewnstieam benef-cae 1eer ¥ yevce

3 Prolecting soil productavity ain accoirdance with the betional Fo ¢
Management Act

4 deetang 1ecreatsonal demand for all classes of recrcat cr,
including wilderness, except in tbe Wild and Scenic River c dovr

5., MHaapteaimang high vsvel gual-ty thivvgiout rost of 1be Forest
Less than 10 percent w131 onpes: to be modifred by ranesenent actiy.ties

6 Livesteck grazing conssstert with the agricultuiral base and rvral
lifestyle of our area

7 The exploration for and development of mireral and eneigy
Teaources,
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] “rveral arear to be menaged waoth aoropn preimitive potor) (8 or
TR nonmotorized empharis. Tn there cmi—pramitive of phe 38 8169 a full 1enosr

of managemr o1 optione will be pvaddable for the 1yt plaoning peoacd

eow deed b thg wllT, o yenee be forced By wmahowd Lol fmehmlonl
ST RR NI I duadiguate research or data exlsts we dnalst that this be

If 1t war possible to sncrease the suitsble timber hare, one would noially
aspect a corresponding 1ncreace 1n the Salmon'r allowsble rale quantily T
do 5o, however, would either lower outputs from other re<ources, require
harvesting low productavity sites or involve offering ceonomically

dacimented, bl fod as theoerctical, aml net be utilized or Tmplonentod
it pvhovince s s tinlly provon and dorumented  We recognize that
Tenpor T i spec e ateas may, ol do easily, exaggerate the data bace,

provide ont Bde Tloee ature toviows Trom sources whibeh e enly the 4T htasn, questionable cales. Ue believe the 407,000 zcre ~u.table trmber hare in the
oy pplicatfong and conclede with grandioes wodel fng propgr s Tor large chosen altermative reprcsent: 8 prectical choiee given these ronsaderation
e v whindl inwve not boen Tield proefod or cvon supported with 1 mathemat feal Specifically
tatd tacal Tomdgtlon to the sosle dt s appl lad Lo We are nod tiylog tn
de troy o even ctitiee thise exports in thelr poseareh ondeavons We siaply 1. The Nationzl Forest Management Act prohibits lervest when
watt Looinsure that ro ey, Ddogs, ol theevbes ate properly fdont Iitod regeneration cannot be assured in five years (physically uncuitable or fore t
ml catvpord vd vice tonvoibed to Tut without Toeal complete fleld proofing land--inadequate informstion) By defimation, this catepo.y would sneclude
o day  of pa 1l we see 1o worly abour pultiog the eirt hefore the horse  In dwarf mistletoe stands that must be clearcut, yet cannot be adequately
oot vpinton moch 6f 1his modi Ting and stacldng of aosdo s (one nodels output regenerated, either naturally or through planting Itewm B2 on page TV-40 17,
1 wolhor mode Ts anput) is building the cut in Front of the horao (1 non- therefore, lepal and proper We will be re—examining the foreet
cammi SO o apptoach) Unless sound cstensfve fleld proofling s dewmardod land--znadequate information catepery during our nest tirber inventory
botore tmploment b ton we bellowe that the codimentat lon/fich habicat ffish scheduled this year. Tt 1s expected most of this land will remain urcuit.} ¢
poepulition goals will result o the cut hefore the horse constrm taon while for tumber harvest because regeneration cannot be assured on many of these
the Lremendous tinbor base in Ul madeemous drafnage [s Teft oommaged or poor Ssites
it bt opoatly maaged We gecognise that the Pindted Funding fur researeh
wotk [ the past his caweed mach of this absence of extensive fleld resting 2 Salmon t.mber sales are characterized by steep slopes, low volume
md it cofloctton We afso v sce thal g gooed potentlal oxists thar futare per acre, several m:les of road construction per million board feer, and lcrn
fanding bewels may also be well bulow pereelved needs Wowevit, we cannot be distances fyom mills  Topping 2nd 1oadipg costr terd to be fagh  Despate
expected to accept decision making which Is founded in the wnknown, or unproven, effoits to reduce these costs during the past 5 years, ar zverape of only 15
boc s af this fundmg problem A review of the DUIS, and proposed plan m1llion beard feet of 28 million board feet offered annually actually sold — S,
fo 1vis s wondoocing to what extont you hase your decisions, [indings and Indust1y has demonstrated that not all sales are eccnomaical If such arcar
mope ils oo formal proven and testod resoarch versus adminisirative Titeratuve (forest land not apptoprzate for timber pioduction) sere ancluded in the
rovicw stwlies, plos interested general ohservations and "expert” vr scare suitable timber hase and a corresponding increase in allovable szle quanmtity
titics Mo find ne mndates in HIMA, RPA, NIPA, or Bulliplo-flse Sustain was made, several things could occur  Publie funds couuld be <pert for tswbe:
Vicld Act, which requices the use of aything except Lhe beet rellable {nforin- sale prepazation on lands where sales are unlikely to be purchared
tion vailabic Alterpatively, saler from uneconcizical areas could be shifted snto the
existing 407.000-acre sustable timber base asz additional volume We bel.cae
tiually, we are decply conce rned ahout the fncreasing emphasis on puocedure the second option 15 not an keeping with 2 balanced ranagement program Tte
md metigation of these proccdmes al the cxpense of results  lhis 1s paiticular- first as a poor expenditure of public funds For there reasons, we belicve
iy appasunt in the pambor nanagomontl proge L appears as §F the wilueal Tong clessafying forest land as not appropriate for timber pioduction éue to
totm foresat dymamles have been eithor overlocked or wndevest Imated and 1oplaced economics 18 reasonable, prudent, and legal  Many of these cconemical’ly
i many Cases With microscopic short torm viewpeinty whibch stverely, wfalrly, unsuitable areas were finally classified as sewi-praimitive  Should
wel aliepally constreain once of our priwary cash fncowme reoewable resource crops conditions change, these arcas could be considered for inclusion 1n the
- = Liwber suitable timber base durang the next planning revision
We submit that the Salwon Natlenal torest has aot aceurately ldentifled its 3. Other resource values can best be provided by clans'fying sone
tiube r supply opperumitics or loral tinher Jndustry nccdsg It is mandatorcy that timber land as switable for rimber production, but not appropriate Two
a munimm Annual Sale tQuantity of 36 7MUBE, plus salvapge De implemented for the major consideraisons are the protection of downstream benefic al u-es of
[list tuo dicades [n order to allow for local economic stabllity  lo not atinin water, and maintaining viable wildlafe/fish populations, sncluding old grosrt
a teasunable tivber productivity impairs the shert term and 'ong term productivity dependent speeies  While a manimum 10 percent old growth teter+ on

requirement was built into the FORPLAN model, t 31s& concervable, fer whatever
reason, that suitable tzmber land was not scteduled for harvert For th -
reason, the words "a minimum of" are appropriate on pages IV-19 and IV-£3
0ld growth stends do occin in wilderpees, and these stands do contribute to
old growth dependent waldlife species; however, the peed for old growth
stands applies to the rest of the Forest al<e  Juntaposition of old gtowth
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Pecember 31, 1985

Pape 1

of the forest and violates the multiple use—---sustaln yleld act as well as the
R.T.A.

Oar conceens in todays cconomle climate are heavy. We submit that without
major changes in this proposed forest plan and DEIS that onr locat timber
industrins future will he scaled in a Tate which will cause it tn mderpo A
snrvere downward reorpganizatlon with disasterows economic romaequences for the
industry itself, the local commmitics, the atate of Tdale and all amerfcans
who use and need products. We are not proposing a different cholre of the
Pdent ified alternatives, Rather, we are propasing to revise the preferred
alteruative primacily through additions to the anltable 1and base classiff~
cation for timher production amd revistens in the proposed discret fonary

constralnts,
,’fégfﬂkﬁﬁkzaq_/

-

Sincerely,

. .
-2, y
Ponald B. Jensen
President

e/ Im

Inefosures

Doneld B. .Jepzan o

stands ig very important, &t the werds "ontaide of wildernes o™ on poge TV0?

become e¢scential.

He egree thet dncreacging the alile tiphes berne an
sale gquantity might decrease fire suppression coste
waste. A egimilar cace can be made for ircect and diccare control. As witl
meet management activity, there is a cogtr ascocated with sauerh action., Ve
believe the preferred alternat’ve cfferc tle best clteice of smuft1slle tinter
base at a reasonsble cost. For exenple, cduring the Salmen's last mcurta’yn
pine beetle epidemic in the 1930's, meny standr of lofgepole pine vere
killed, This was certeinly ¢ preat leos of a tickeyr tesource. Witlhovt 2
small log manufacturing facility in the #1¢e, Frvever, the value of L
resocurce did not warrent the cost of roneperert. T re ccnld be said T
ouch of the vnsuitable timber land tcéay.

curresponding o Towal1e

[ L R N S S ST R

The 4,021 acres from which thke 21,1 ~i13ian
quantity ves based (pape ITT-1) was intended
clarify this matter in the final plan. Thopl
attention.

cnble rrle

I figure, e w1l
ing thic re coer

While the Selmen’s Uinber ontpur i= certainly feportant 1o the Joeal oconony,
we do not epree that 21 millicn bezrd fecl out of & JC P30 ien borad foot
natjonal tirber szle piogran '« «f paticnal significerce. The presence of
cobelt end the Salmon Wild end 3cenic Piver, on tie other tand, do rake
mining ard recreation national in influence.

The calcvlated 30 million beard fuot "short—fail"™ for area rills war bored
upon a 1980 study which inelvded input T:iom indust,y, Tlhe 1-tIcnal and
regicnal econinic lumber sitatuion | changed significertly aince JEFC,
Locally tue fever mills are in operation then in 1979, The point broupht out
by the 1980 study was that the existing mills have ¢ liiger capacity than the
long terr sustained yield timber supply from the area Forests. That
conditior otill exists. We believe thte srpliasis for a lecal stud mill
operation should come from the private sector. We weuld be willing to
provide Forest data, and meet with potential operaters c¢n tlat siljecr,

i

Your suggestion that we "integrate uneven-aged panapcd s1ovds between
even-aged stands"™ would have drawbacks if applied 05 a blanket prescription.
Many of the benefits that you cite can be obtaired by selecting priority
stands for initial treatment. There are stands where uncven-aped management
would be the system of choice; After considering the silvics of o tice
species {including its regenerarion requirements), fire histary,
susceptability to insects »rd digeascs, ete., an even-aped ryoion of
managemer:t is usvally preferred becaure it derives optimur benefits frab cu:
forest resource. In our sitvation, uneven—sged nznagenent often carvies with
it some serious economic and stand management drawbacks. Some of {le
drawbacks include:

1. Stand condition is cften such thet the leave stand will not provide
an acceptable level of grovth., EReralining wolure isn itadequate to a3lov T
an additional entry. Several sitvet:ons still exist on our Forest where
appropriated dollars are required to restore previously cut uneven—age stands
to a productive state since the remaining timber value is inadequate to
support a commercial emtry.

F5-6200-28(7 82}
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ASSOCIATED LOGGING CONIRACIORS, INC, Response to the Salmon National Forest Plan/DLIS

EIMBLR

Fundamentally the forest has failed to provide adequate levels of timber resources
for both current and future uses. The forests also falls to meet the needs of the
local wood products industry for the first decade Page 11-45 ddentified that a
30 MMBF shortfall exists for the study area. We submit that this is a conservative
volume estimation and recommend that a 50 MMBF is more realistic to provide
efficiency to these facilities. Additionally, we believe that the forest of the
Salmon and Challis shonld combine efforts te attract a small log processing manu-
facturer to handle the small log problems of both forests.

We agree that the demand curve for timber should be considered perfectly elastic.
We have every faith in our democratic free enterprise system. As such, we recognize
that opportunities for growth in our wood products industry will be absorbed when
equitable profits are available (Page 2-45 applies),

an 15 MMBF per year constraint identified on page B-144 for alternative 7 is
not considered to be enough timber to maintain a viable logging and manufacturing
industry in dependent communities. We suggest that the current output of 36.7 MMBF
Is minimum level ! It is absolutely Impersgtive that the logging and manufacturing
industry must be supported at a level which will optimize efficiency to enable the
loeal timber industry to remain competitive in the wood products industry. The

I8 MMBF simply will not achieve this goal

We submit that the timber objective on page 4-85 must be changed from an ASQ
of 21.1 MMBF to 3& 7 MMBF for the first decade and for planning purposes it should
increase to the forest patential yield over time.

Only 4,012 acres have been identified as the area that the 21 1 MMBF ASQ will
affect during the entire first decade {page 3~1) We recognize that the forest
management goal of "vegetative diversity" is not attainable, The forest simply
is not treating enough acres on the forest te achieve this diversity of age groups
or the various ecologlcal stages of endemic plant communities (Page 4=1)
Simultaneously, the forest is showing a 24 MMUF aonual mortality which it states
is not recoverable (page 2-39), and a 19 cubic feet per acre per year loss in
growth petentlal A wore agpresslve timber manzgement program would accelerate the
conversion of existing mature and overmature stands to vounger and thriftier age
classes while increasing the timber productivity, Simultaneously, it would
significantly reduce the susceptability of the suitable lands to insects and
dlseases plus fire while reduclag mortality losses. This Is the intent of the
Multiple use Sustain-Yeild Act of 1960 plus RPA/NTMA, To not optimize this
putential is to fail to meet the intent and mandates of these laws and other
regulations We submit that the forest has reduced the forests productivicy in
the proposed plan . through discreationary constraints and failed to fully respond
to the requirements of RPA/NFMA, and the Multiple Use Sustain Yield Act  Also,
it has not provided a program which will maintain the potential productivity
of the forest lands A strong aggressive timber managiment program coupled
with an increascd annmual sale quantity would correct thiz error  We submit
that othuy mangement objectives of the forest would also be achioved ot levels
of legal requirements whilereasonably attainlog the required productivity potential,
lable 2-15 exemplifies this situation. It ldentifles that by Lhe year 2030 that
over 51% of the suitable forest land will still be in overmature decayiog
timber stands

Donald B Jepncen ’

? Prevalent arrect and darea ¢ prevlens (3.6, ~p e bhudwerse 14

dwarf mistletoe) arc often comirolled bettez with en vver -

managee ¢l e gt

3 Loggtng costs associated with laghter velinc
higher

hevE's Aye fter

The tractor skidding «lope limit of 45 Lercent 1g intencded te limit the
erosion potential on our rore ercsive forle Yo do net 1 hank ettt
questionable improvenent 1o rale economics dsgociated with increer rp tic
limat te 55 percent 1s worth tte risk of increased erorion

We have no evidence thet your suggested water bar spacing would ach.e ¢ thr
ane level of erosien contrel as our standard cpacing.

Qur standards and guidelines do not preclude the use of cuer- «od ¢ crery
In riparian areas - -
Watershed management on the Salmon NMational Torest 1e ¢irected teward
mpimizaing sedimentatiop in 21l land manaperent act.y ty The Tear o
invelved In any actions to reduce naturally occurr.ng sedimentation
Instead, emphasis has beer placed on reducang leré nzpepenert .nduced
sedimentation (1) through the uze of ritigation neasures wch as rhose
deserabed in the otandards znd guadelres of tle p op Ted acticn, (1d 7}
through the use of cumulative assessments to evaluzte rotentzel impactes *a
watershed ttability and «t1eam chapnel cerditiors  The general staterey
pages T1-48 and 49, dealing with land management activities and water
qualaty, we believe to be true Two areas listed on page TI-49 give site
specafac exanples of this relationslip

ol

A ficheraes objective of the propesed Planm 1t meetang the State cpecacr
production goals At present, cettein habitats are belew v} - Trecitoaen
level as a result of undersreding Numercus factors have contributed to tlr
underseeding, most invelve wff-Forest conditions znd the 1nfluence of ra t
activities on site conditions wh.ch teve been reredied TCfforts te reee o
off-site problens lave teen cccelerated and positive results are bepuimmin, -c
shew  In additien, Idaho Department of Fish and Game effcrt ar b-1cle ;
culture has provided a sowrce of fry snd smolts to -e-establ_sh pcpuTﬂtJrns
in habatats that are under.eedad,

Modelling technique= ut-l1zed on the Srlron batvonal Forest have helped to
enhance profecsional judgment ratrher than remove Judgmert from the dec.cior—
making process  Output from models are being tsed to telp assese Tonp term
effects of nunerous aclivities within an area Before mccelline tecknzquee
were initialed to compare alternatives and help evaluate cumu]a?;ve cifecte
no comsarfert retedologies were avarlable which covld te rioin a irtary, )

assessment of total watershed distuibance and rediment Creating activaties
within a watershed

Modelling tectniques «n tle Salmen ¥atsoral Forest have involved the use cf
local sgo3l, geologie, climatic, topographic, hydreleogac and farhery habit it

data which has modified regional models to more clesely represent lotalized
cond 1 10ne

FS 8200 287 82}
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TIMBER page 2

We believe the forest has a good handle on its silviculture and even-aged/
uneven-zged mangements  However, it 1s believed that the forest has gverlooked
a major economic opportunity to address below cost sales and mortality salvage
It is recommended that the forest integrate unevenaged managed stands between
even—aged stands This will allow the forest to treat the entire area accessed
upon the first or next entry where this is economically viable The forest
benefits attributable to wildlife, visual quality, recreation, ect can be
met while allowing timber harvesting prescriptions to operate on the entire
sale area which is economically viable Ve submit that econemies of scale in

logging costs will be fully employed while harvestable volume per mile of road will

dramatically increase, Additionally, the stands can be sanitized to reduce
mortality potential We recommend this unevenaged program while recognizing
the Dwarf Mistletve and the Spruce Bud Worm problems. We suggest that the
Te—entry constraints associated with wildlife hiding and thermal cover, visual
quality objectives, and Fisheries habitat coupled with the 40 acte size
limitation will cause a tremendous requirement for retention of old growth
forests between even-aged treated stands for about three decades These con—
straints reduce the forests productivity in both the short run and throughout
the planning period while permitting the forests mortality to continue without
i significant recovery opportunity. Unevenaged mangement for these areas is
ogical!

The Silvicyltural Prescriptions on Page 4-33 needs to guarantee that the
general direction numbers ! & 3 should insure that the economics of the sale
are not reduced by these activity considerations The standards and guidelines
for DF, PP, and LPP should stress a combined evenage and unevenage silvicultural
treatmeunt within a timber sale when the overall economics of the sale can be
enhanced while maintaining a reasonable level of other mulitiple use outputs.
Thig will allow the timber harvest entry to treat the majority of the area
while adding economies of scale to the timber harvesting related costs This
should greatly assist the below cost problems. We submit that rthe tractor
skidding slope limitation for volcanic, granitic, and sedimentary landtypes
be raised to 55Z. This should improve overall costs associated with timber
harvesting, and can be expected to contribute favorably to overall nmultiple
use benefita, We suggest that the skid trail water bar spacing will not
achieve ita erosien control intent We suggest doubling thesg distances at
a minumum. We submit that these doubled distances will accomplish the same
goal while significantly reducing erosion contrel costs. We suggest that
the use of unevenaged management in riparian areas is a sound silvicultural
prescription which will allow greater timber availability per entry. We
suggest that whis be included in the standards and guidelines (Pages4, 36&37
apply). It appearg as if a climax forest will result from hhe exclusive use
of the prescriptions proposed with a very high mortality as one of the un-
desireable results.

The general direction 13 on page 4-39 has agsocciafed draudards-and guide—
lines number 2 which must be scrutinized and reviewed before utilized to insure
that.any information shurtfall is not used to default to this land class.

Item 5 indentifies, under subgection "C",that dwarf mistletoe stands may
qualify an area for unsuitability for timber production. We suggest that this
be removed. This regeneration classification should be used for managed stands
not evaluated in a unmanaged stands status We submit that item B2 on page 4~40
is not legal or in confomance with the Presidents goals for long term sustained
vield. We ineiat that this be eliminated from the standards and guidelines.

Denald B Jensen 3

Forest monitoraing programs will continuously evsluate 217 podel ovtjnts,
utalizing locally collected information such as fastery habitat cond.liins
Because of the vaivtabal.ity of all paturel _ystem-, 211 ncdellang date v 17 Te
vsed a2 indicators of nagnitude of effeets, and not abseclute deczsion-rel ry,
tools Onsite reviews and professional judgment will contarte o

integral part of evaluating impacis of lard zanagement -ctit.ties cn
resources within the Naticnal Forest

Many andividuals do pet understand liow the preferred alternative cap rert 01
enceed the State's populatior geals for bag game  In fact, the cur-er:
pumber of elk, which 18 growing. is sagnifsesntly Tess than what can be
supported by current habitat cordaitions  The labitet potential result ng
Erom implementatson of Alternztive 12, though lower than the present level,
w11l be adequate to accommodate the populatzer cobjectaves listed in the
State’s current Species hanagerent Flan, and will provade foi o cagpaftcert
aperease an elk nuwbers

lMenipulation of forest vegetation (1 e , ripber managerert), ¢f jcu point
oul, 28 & very powerful habitat menagerent technique ard can be of great
benefil to early and mid-succesgional species such as rule deer rcd elk,
however, forage 1& only one conponent of waldlafe hebitat  Therefore, timber
parvest entries are designed to provide agpects of good waldl:fe habatat
cloging roads to restore necessary securaty for hunted species, léov ng
plocks between cutt:ng units, and smaller (under 60 acre) unats

The Salmen Ferest Plan does not include target numbers for the prazzly btear
since the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan developed by the U § Fash and Valdlafe
Service does pot i1nvolve recovery efforts on the Salmon Mational Forerer

The standards and pradel.pes which zpply teo the Visval Quality Object wes
(VQ0's) of Reterntion and Partial Retention are intended to be restrictirve
¥Q0's of Retention and Fartial Retention zre only applied to visually
sensitave arees  You will pote that the majority of the areas assigned a
timber mansgement piescription have assagned VQ0's of Lodificetzon ¢nd
Léezawum Modification, and the accerpanying stardards and guscelzmes peiwat
standard salvicultuvral pract.ce in terms of repenerat.oh and 1otat,on ape
The intent of 22-foot regenerdtion 1n Retention 15 to assure that haivested
areas are sufficrently healed 25 to not be obvious before further act+vaty -r
permatted, thereby assuring that management activaties are pot v sually
evident The same 1s true of rotation age, which 15 or'y restrrctave in
foreground retention, wtetre the intent 1s te provide mature and overnatuore
speciments in the immediate foreground. The awount of land bace tlat has
foreground retention, a timber management prescription ana merchartable
timber 1s insaignificant In short, the approach that 1¢ neccssary 18 rot to
relax standaids for VQO's but rather to lower the VOO in aiess where degiied
management actavities and restrictive VO0's are incompatibie

The constraints used in the formulation eof the alternatives were baseq on
results of the benchmark analysis. Mapy are not requared by law, but ere
necessary in order to ensure a reasonable, implimentable alteirctive A very
broad ariay of alternatives was censidered, and we feel that we have ccnpl.ed
with all lepal requirements, ancluding the KFMA requirement fex coct
efficiency.
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L1HBLR page 3

The vegetative diversity standard and guldeline of old growth retention
should be set at exactly 10% overall with a minimum of 5% for any identified
type. This will allow for n maximizatlon of the TCRNR 263,400 productive
forest land acres to contribute at Its maximum potential to this old growth
requirement while reducing the restriction on the tentatively suitable forested
lands. The standard of providing 2 minimum 20-30 hard snags per 10 acre
should befully relaxed for the suitable timber production lands, The large
percentage of unsuitable lands should meet these objectives  However, this
constraint will severly reduce the long term productivity of the forest and
increase the costs assocfated with timber management {page 4~17 applies).

We sugpest that the words " a minimum of" be eliminated form item 2b and
throughout the plan (page 4-1% applies). We believe that these goals need
to be mandated at their legal minimums only.

Page 4-83 identifies " Forest Managemeat Obiectives " The "Negetative
Diversity" subsection should be changed by the removal of the words " CQutside
of Wilderness". We cannot understand why the wilderness lands camnot contribute

thefir share in this requirement. It is within the applicable laws and regulatilons

to have the wilderness designated lands provide for this need We suggest the
maximum use of the wilderness areas in this area to mianimize the establisiment
of defacte wilderness acreage (Page 4-84 applies also). We also suggest the
use of the Research Natural Areas for simultancous satisfaction of this need.

Finally, we encourage the forest to set vegetative diversity objectives which stress

the need for establishing a diversity of age groups throughout the forest.
This diversity has proven to maximize overall multiple use benefits.

It is stated on page 2-3 that only recreation and mining have a significant
influence in the National Zone of Influence. We submit that the forest
potential timber output capability also has a national influence level,
and request that this be identified fregquently.

Donald B T en f

Your 1uppretion that tanber stumppage 1s not 1he 1otal men ure of tinhed
benefits 1s well taken  The effects of tambor lunvict on Toc 0 arplaynem
and Jncome ar¢ very important and arc docusintid 1o the FT9 0 Theer cemnin 1

stabilaty honefal verc worghed beavaly an the clectvan of Te proloited
alternative which had a less than attractive precent oot value for ragheo
activities. We are aware of the inconristencies in the ccononte wmulyer 114

are confident that all bemefite and costr, both praced and nonpisced, weie
congidered in our decizaom

fluost all of your cost saving sugpe 1tone have alrcady heen anplencnted be
are continuing to work with the local industry to minimise purcka e1 coet
consistent with meeting resource ohjeetives Ay 1nput you mipht howe
regarding coct cavanp opportunities specifrc to thr ©alpon would be
appreciated

Tust as you ‘uppest, road costs are capitad sed over long periods of time a1
the precent net velue apaly«

We believe that comunity stability bas been adequately addressed in
accordance with regulations, directions, nd purdelines for the Toreet
Plarning process Under tlie concept of conmunity tabilsty, the Forest Plan
1+ not intepded to guarantee full opciatien of the leeally ertabliched weod
product operations  We have, however, propored a tumber + ffer level which
provides the opporiunity for the timber sector to be an important part f tir
economy throughout our zone of influence This condition 1s especially
recognizeable when nonlocal bidders ere successful at competztive bid tarber
sales. The economic tables for manufacturing costs (Appendices page B-27)
were developed through aud:its of actuzl industry cost and represert ar
operator of average ¢ ffaciency

Responres J1ke yours were helpful in preparing the fine1 Flan  Apain thonk
for taking the time to provade us with your thoughts

Sincerely,

RTCHARD T PAUTT
Forest Supervisor

Feent s vt A,
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ASSICTANT I 1OGGLING CONTRACTORS, TNC RESPONST 0 LUT SALHON NALTONAL TORPST PEAM/©N IS

VAL QUATLIYS1IISIHRITS

Pape 2-46 states that “the poal of watershed management on the Salmon
Hatlonal Torest, is to provide the optimum comtribution of the water resources
From natienal forest Iatds to the Nation's present and [uture needg” Tt states
further that "the reduction of stream sedimentation” is a specific goal  These
statements tead us to helieve that the Salmon National Torest is placing water
resouries at Lhe head of the list of multiple use ontputs. The Multiple Use
Sustain Yield Act of 1960 (MUSY) and the Ressurie Planning Act (RPA) are laws
whirh look for a balance of outputs from the forest rather than one output
oplimized and anotlhier output minimized or eliminated. We suggest that this
wnalershed management goal conform to these laws. The specific emphasis towards
reduring stream sedimentation indicates that the forest has seL a goal which Is
oppasing the acts of niture  We sugpest that the specific goal of reducing
atream sedimentation be eliminated

The general direction for Anadromous fish habitat requirements identifies
tnat adeqnate =ediment free spauning gravels will be provided We =zubmit that the
forest has taken on a “ereator™ managerial position in this endeavor Hatural
sedimentatinn has been overlovked, and Lhe forest is proposing to ¢l iminate all
sedimentation  We suggest that the words "adequate spawning sravels™ be used
instead of this impossible peneral direction  We submlit that che trout general
dirertion Is also infected with this sime delusion of grandure

We agree that of [ forest Influences on anadrowous f1sh populatlions make it
impractical to emphasize actual popnlation Factors using forest habitats  Howewver,
we dn pot apgree with the statement on Page 2-22 which states “Potential populations
or use levels can be derived from habitat relationships” for anadromous Fish We
sulmit that the avallable data and resecarch work on sediment and habicat relation-
shipe have not been extensive enough for the rivers and streams of the forest or
tir eut fee Idaho Batholytly System he major shorefqll is a soond {leld provem
relatinnchip Letween anadromous fish hahitat and populations  The factors which
Affret this tremendons shortfall in appiicable Infermationm nre budget constraints
wlifch live Limited the quantity of studies, research, and data hase collectlon
o wild and free flowing streqwes In this system plus others Ihis Vack of infor-
matfon on the dynamics of streams and rivers, both seasonaliy and over long perlods
nf time, hts caused the experts in thias aren to rely upon a very restrirtive wn-
representative, environmentally rontrolled, 1qhoratory experiment by the Unjversity
of Idahio on sedlmentation verans fry omorgence, and fiekd data which does not
properly arcoumt for the dowmstream affects of dams, natlve Ameriran fishing/
capturr, and international {isheries Fo create habitnt for a population of
Mmadromons fish which are severely impacted by off forest downstream affects
which have yet to be mitigated, or to estimate habitat needs for the nse of 2
full seeding adult population when the need is substantially below this level
is prosmature if not totally inappropriate With the obJective (Page 2-30) to
rebuild anadremous species population levels to the 1960 levels, it appears as
if the forest Is inteading to become involved in off forest effects in this
endeavor 1L Is recommended that the forest objective be changed to a statement
which provides satisiactory habitat for returning adult population based upon the
previous 1ife cycle population returns wntil the mnjor downstream impediments are
resolved

(Y

WAILR QUAEILY/LISIIRLIS fage 2

We do not helleve that the research needs fdent{ffed on Page 2-31 chouwld
exclude anadremous fish lhabitat needs on the forests streams ad rivers We
request that this area of research be included to either ficld proof or disprove
many of Lhe existing theoriecs and postulates which exist today

Tie "Wildlife and Fish Resource Management" standard and guideline item
"g" states that the forest will manage an-dromous fish habitat to supply and
maintain 90% or more of its inherent small production capability (Page 4-20
applies) This standard anrd guideline is completely unressonahle. By ignoring
the downstream off forest problems, we are providing habitat for anadromouns fish
which are not existing This complete over reaction to this problem constrains
seriously other mutliple use outputs and increases the costs associated with
these other outputs dramatically Furthermore, the forest cannot identify
from existing data and research the habitat condition required for a fully
seeded spawning arca for wild and free flowing streams We suggest that until
our data and research results ideatifies the real needs, and the downstream
problems are solved, that this standard and guideline be removed We submit
that 11 should be replaced with one which identifies that meeting the existing
state water quality standards will meet the fisheries aquatic hibitat needs

1he Water Resource Improvement and Malntenance Management Activity on
Page 4-45 1dentifies under "a" that the "salsed" model will be used to deter-
mine increased sediment yields that exceed threshold limits We submit that
this madel may be either "state of the art™ or worthless Tt has not been
field proven or field tested on the Salmon National Fovest We submit that
its use should be limited to an indicator status only, and that actual measure-
ments be the only trigger mechanism used We encourage the use of additjonal
research and field proofing of this "salsed" model during this planning peried
(Page 4~48 also applies)

The Eish response models are notat all reasenable for use on the Salmon
National TForest Its soils foundation is very weak, nd its fundamentals are
founded in granitic soils This mzkes the establishment of base line natural
sediment Tevels for streams and rivers a very rough approximation  Without the
ahility to properly determine this base line situation (sometimes referred to as
the pristine habitat condition) the forest cannot predict relrtive sediment changes
to fisheries nceds The reliance upon the University of Jdaio laboratory studics
far Fry emergence and sedimentation lacked the important stream dynamics in this
contrelled environment No field proefing of this test has yet to be published
or known to have been done We find no statistically sound information, research,
or data which coordinates free flowing or wild streams or rivers and this laboratory
testing We cannot accept the covelation which has been drawn between sedimentqtion,
habitat and anadromous [ish populations. Tt must be considered theoretical for use
on any forest However, for the Salmon National Forest to use it or the "Guide™
is an extension of everyones lmagination and could only be accurate accidentally
We submit that the Model and Guide be abandoned, except for research, and that

the forest utilize the attainment goals for water quality as gn indicator of

satisfactory fish habitat response Additionally, we submit that the fry survival

objective on Page 4-85 13 not monitorable and therefore not a viable cbjective.
Ve suggest that this be replaced with the following "Maintain water quality te
the established state standards to maintain fry survival for both resident trout
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and anadromous specles

Page 2-48 states that timber harvesting and road construction are sources

We submit that the vQOD on page TV-9 which requires that trees veach 22-29
of water quallty dopradatlon  Me fusisl that this be changed to a reallstlc

feet in helght,before retentlon or partial retention openings are reclassiffcd,
statement 1f you persist in this prollferation The statement simply 1s not is over-restrictive We suggest that satisfactory stacking should be used vice
true on a carte blane basis We strongly suggest that the forest recognize this standard. We helieve that this constraint will seriously reduce the forests
the natural degradation which water quality would undergo aver time if no productivity overall and dramatically reduce future potentisl outputs, The
timber harvesting were to take place. Certainly the major fires the forest rotation ages required for VQO are completely uareasonahle and perminently
had in 1983 dramatize that a do nothing attitude is unsatisfactory as well as restrict the forest long teem productivity and LTSY capabilities We supgest
illepal  We recommend that any statement like this and the one specifically that no rotatlon age exceed the timber types hiological rotation nage and
conrerning road construction on Page 2-49 be eliminated ualess qualified by strongly recommend that the culmination of mein annual increment be used as
site specific areas and time  This will allow the user of these documents to the desirable rotation age for the retention/partial retention proups, (page 4-9
recognize wlcre past problems exist and where our current state of the art through 4=11 applies)
timber harvesting techniques offer botter results,
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WI1DLITT
sllvicultural practices to accomplish Wildlife habitat objectives This

would assure that a twin crop of timber and wildlife {s the real goal
wiienever possible

We note that “Habltat Diversity i1s a critieal element necessary for
maintenance of the wildlife and fish population on the forest". (page 2-70)
Recause of these relationships, we encourage the foreat to fully recognize
the symbiotie relationships between vegetative manipulatien by timber harvesting
and wildlife and fish population goals. We believe an increased timber output
is achievable without significantly affecting fish goals as outlined in the
proposed plan, and aiding the achievement of wildlife goals.

We suggest that the raptor nest site "no cutting zones" (page 4-20)
be utilized only 1f these species become classified as threatemed or en-
dangered under the T & E Species Act.,

The Forest Services Grizzly Bear objectives of 215,000 acres are not
warrented as the recovery plan for this species does not include the Salmon
National Forest. We suggest the use of the exilsting acreage until an ident-
ifiable target is established unless this area is already within the
Congressionally designated wilderness lands

We suggest that the forest expand the representative hablitats used as
indicative of specific biotiec communities for timbered types to include all
ape groups vice mature and/or old growth only. We submit that the successional
stages of each rotation provide specific needs within the biotic community
vice just the old growth and/or mature forests.

We seriously question the forests ability to meet its elk and mvle deer
ghjectives at the propesed timber harvest levels, We supgest tnat this
indicates a substantial number of acres of the forest scheduled to be burned
to achieve the required forage through vegetative manipulation. We submit
thtat the forest should re—evalute its suitable land base for timber harvesting/
production to accomodate this increasing habitat need vice destroying the timber
stand by buraing,

We take great exception to the statement that says "uith the exception of mule
deer, management activities permitted in optimum areas will cause a serious decline in
animal wse We submit that vegetative manipulation of the forested liabitat
have been proven to increase forage for elk as well as nule deer, and that
population increases can be expected with forage value increases. Timber
narvesting, through an aggressive timber management program, will accomplish
this needed vegetative manipulation and fnhance the habitat. We request that
this quoted statement and any others which relate the same connotatlon be
specifically exempted for both elk and wmule deer (page 2~23 applies).

Obviously, a forest habitat classified as optisum elk habitat today would
deteriorate over time as the forest matures and avallable forage deminishes.
The need for ongoing timber management in optimum areas ig obvious

We submit that a fallure by the forest to implement adequate guantities of
road closures has been the cause of the inability to attain reasonable big
game goals However, we submit that the goals set by the Department of Fish
and Game are over zealous and seriously lack a full multiple use output
approach as required by RPA and the Multiple Use Sustain Yield Act (page 2-84
applies) We do not agree with the change in amount and scheduling of timber
harvest and toad comstruction which was deemed necessary to cbtaining reasonble
objectives for big game populations. Your Mr Jensen indicates that hiding
cover was the major contributor to this big game habitat problem . Road closures
allow for the twin production of big game populations and timber. The
"yildlife Habitat Improvement and Maintenance” standard and guideline requires
hiding cover It is submitted that this standard and guideline will be un-
necessary along roads which are cloged  Furthermore, natural openings behind
closed roads will not require buffer strips or special nt tigations, It is
suggested that this road closure situatien be put into this standard and puideline
(page 4-21 applies)., The general direction #3 should stress commercial
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As the forest identlfies a upward trend in fire occurreace gnd acreage bumed
during the 50 yedr planning pericd duc primarily to the accumulation of natural

fucls | we sudmil that this suggests o need for a much more fnteasive tinbor

harvest ing/management program. [he forest expects to be expending lavge amounts
of tax payers dellars for fire fighting in the future Clertainly 1985 proved
this prejcction' We suggest that a major paction of this catastrophic Fire
suppression expenditure can be avelded by a much more intensive timber larvesting
program than projected Turthoermore, the forest has nol rucogniced the past
investmnt In 1tg timber rusource which was made through fire suppression Ve
recommend that these investments be recognized, and that a much more Intensive
timber harvesting program be instigated Lo recapture theae lnvestments. We note
with pleasure that recognition to some of the values of timbir harvesting in

flre maenagement s concludud on Tage ¥T-64 and 63 We coneur!

We are not at all convinced that the fire program properxrly addresses the
immense natural fuel buildup which will result from the low level of timber
harvesting proposed. We submit that the average acyes buzned (Page VI1I-D-33)

cannot be cxpected to decrease to the levels projected Certainly the 198%

fires can be ewpected to indicate this trend We submit that this unrealistic
"orojected fire program” misleads the public as to the real catastrophic fires
which this propesed ferest plan will cause as a result of the very low level of
timber management proposed. We project that at a minimum we expect an increase
oF at least L0% per year over the historic averape We also expect that the
suppression costs are grossly underestimated The costs should reasonably be
15 times those identified. We submit that an apgressive timber harvesting
program coupled with a large increase in the suitable land base can be expected
to result in a major reduction in the realistie suppression costs We projuet
that one-half of these costs can be expected  Also, the rotal F.F P Budget
should be able to be reduced through a re—evaluation of the program which will
reduce the work to an abselute minimum We estimate that the proposed F.F P,
Budget is basically focused upon rather minute project work and overstates its
value on a forest goal basls

Mortality associated with misletoe Is estimated at 10MUBL/year in the D.F
type and 12¥MBTfyear in LPT rype {pp 1I-8t) We submit that the forest insect
and diseave control planned will vesult in increases in mortality throughout
the planning period (pp 1I-82-83) We believe the forest properly recognizes
its opportunities to strongly reduce this mortality through the application of
sound economically viable silvicultural methads. However, the forest has not
utilized this ecgpablility We recommend a much mere aggressive timber management
progtam to accomplish a major reduction in thiswaste of our timber resources as
well as other multiple use outpuks. We note that if current management continue
no improvements can be expected {pp 11-82) We suggest that reduced timber outputs
will cause significant increases in this mortality as well as severely reduce
overall multiple use putputs and goals Major fires can be expected to radically
decrease visual quality objectives, recreation benefits, fisheries and wildlife
benefirs, tiumber benefits, water quality and copmunity stability, as well as othcr
multiple uses We iInsist that this proposed output from the plan be changed

oyt

ASSOCTATED BORGTHE CONTRAC TORS, 1H0, RISTONSD To TIE SATHON HALTOHAL TOUTST 11 AN N

SOILS

The soll Survey fction Plan on Papge V11-p 34 fdentified a major shert{all
[n avallable inTormatfon neeeusary to ronsonthly pravlde the {nformatten requined
for the sedlment production modeling proposed by the forest Woe suppest that the
SAMSTD Model should not be implemented until the next planning cycle when,
opefully, the data base will be adequately refined and the model field tested
and fleld procfed  Ihe use of the gulde for predicting sediment yields from
forested watersheds (guide} is¢ inapprapriate {or use on the Stlmon Natfonal
Torest becavse of the extremoly swall amount of data/resrarch whiel in heen
actually done on the Salmen Hational Forest lhe utiliration of a class four
soile classification standard simply is not deotailed enough to pryovide the
neeessary solls foundation data which this model depends upun so very mich.
Even the use of the broad based methodology of the “Guide" s seriousty gquestioned
as to fts applicgbllity on granitics However, it i3 Lasieally wneubatantiated
ont voleanics and other soils We sibmit that there arte very few local research
based rocfficients for the Salmon National Forest for ronds or timher hirvesting
to corrclate sediment production to there activites What the forests "experts"
have done is to take a limited amount of data (primarily in granitic based sofls)
and eXtrapolated this skimpy information to form the fowmdation for this model
We conclude that the model is theoretical and produces only empirical values, We
do not support ies use oxeept om a research/field testing basis  We cannot find
in the applicable laws the need to utilize this form of information  However,
its impacts on tlmber harvesting related activities is severe It causes, a lJoss
in available ASQ forest productivity in both the short and long term, and increased
costs associated with timber harvesting We ingist that this creativity of
estimation without factual proof be concelied, and that the model bhe withdrawn
from use for thig planning cycle, We are left wondering what is really beling
satd on Page II-50 concerning mass wasting  Surely the "speceial mass movement
hazard areas" ave not intended to be the entire erecks, basins, or drainage that
ate identified We suggest that specifles in these areas be disclosed vice
condemming the entire creek, basin, or drainage We assume that the definition
on Page IV-63 concerns itgself with volume growth measured in cublc feet over the
rotation age In other words a reduction in timber growth for say 20 years while
regeneration is established would not be considered a reductfon in timber value
arowth  We stress this line of reasoning because of its fmpact upon Jtem T in
the standards and guldelines on Page IV-62  We belicve that the 80X activity
limitatfon will seriously teduce the gvailable silviewltural treatments in an
arca for an entry, and cause a severe less in the timber resource avallalbility
and preductivity potential in the long term  Additionally, it will nat allow
for a reasonable attainment of the Presidents goal of achieving 907 ITSY We
also submit that this standard and guideline would ta the cause of severe decreqses
in economic bencfits due to increased coste associated with dIspersion of timbor
harvesiing areas We simply cawmot afford this constraint We recommend its
deletion encirely!
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WELDERNESS:

We support the forest proposal which does not recommend any more lands for
wilderness classificaticon or management. Obviously, the needs for wilderness
lands exceeds demand throughout the planning perlod. Any change in this
allocation in the final plan would be vehemently opposed.

vl
ASSOCIALED LOGGING GONIRACIORS, INC Response to the Salmon Hatlon Forcst Plan/iles

RECREATION.

We note that dispersed recreatjon supply excedds dimand by dan extremcly
large margin of over 20 times {table 2-B page 2-11) We also note that
developed recreation also exceeds demand but by a smaller margin of over 3
times (table 2-4 on page 2-11) We submit that any future cmphasis fur
recreation sheuld only occur in very site specific small areas, and that this
resource output tot become constraioing upon any other resvurce culpuls
I'ie need for roadless area designation for recreation opportenitics simply
is not warrented. The supply exceeds demand by an extrumely large margin
for the entire planning period, We recommend that all semi-primitive non-
motorized recreation opportunities can be satlsfied in the FCROHNR wildernuss
around areas where access exsits. The preclusion of a classification of
suitable for timber preduction in roadless areas is not intended by the
applicable laws when other resource outputs can be met al Lhear legally
mandated levels, This discrerionary constraint must be removed
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It Is ol stronp concern to us the difference between the Forest Land
¢l alfication of 1,935,700 acres and the sultible foreatr Tand ¢Iannifiention
of enly 407,000 acres i1his is barely 30% of the forested lind and only about
23% of the total Salmon National Forest land base When we focus on the land
sultahillty classification for timber preduction on page VII-A-], our concern
toncentrates upon the 235,000 acres of forest land which s unsuleable lLecause
of "{nadequate informtion", and the 337,900 acrcs of forest land which is
t1ig dlied as ™ot appropriate for tlmber prodoction ihfs tremendous erosion
of our previously classified commercial forest land base of 909,000 acres
(provided by your staff) demonstrates that the forest is not adequately concerned
about Lts timber management program and i disregarding the basic intents of
RPA and the multiple use sustain yield act (page 7-A-1 applies) We recommend
thay the portion of the 337,900 acres of land classified as not appropriate for
Limber production due to economics be reevalualed based upon our economic
recommendation  We also recommend that the propesed extensive roadless area
allocations are not needed to satisfy seml primitive recreation projections We
do not suppert the minigement of any linds as seml-primitive maznagewcnt areas.
Wo submit that the wilderness areas established provide For this need on lands
wlrcent to the access wilderness arets (page 4-84 applies). For a semi primitive
moterized recreation objective a timberf/retreation prescription should be
identefled vice a single use recreation objective An even more stringent
road manigement program should be instigated to allow the targets for elk

and deer to be met instead of a classification of the land which excludes
timber harvesting

Ve belleve that witholding a suitable timber land classiflcation for
fish objectives based on sediment models of very quiestionable reliability
ia tllegnl  We recommend a timber land sultability classification for
these [Ish ohjectives which gives reasonnble gonsideration to fish while
mecting current state water quality standards We believe that velativaly
Inexpensive migigation mesures exist which can achlieve these water quality
objectives ane allow almost full availibitity of forested lands to be eligible
for timber harvesting land management programs while achreving the legal
requirment of all applicable laws

We want to stress the importance of maintalning the largest possible
sinitible timber productlon land base for this planning e¢ycle. WWe submit
that this allows the forest its maximum flexibllity for timber production
polential te meet current and future needs of local communities, the State
of Idaho and all Americans for wood products  Exeluding timber productiom
capabilitles while meeting the legal mandates for all multiple use outputs
cnployes discretionary <onstralnt cholces by the forest which were not
intended by RPA or the Multiple Use Sustain Yleld Act, and not in accordance
with the Preaidents [TSY goals. As such, we request that the 235,000 acres
classificd as unsuitable because of inadequate information be given the
beneftt of the doubt and classified as suitable land for timber production
for this planning cycle
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We find that the 8almon Nitlonal Forest hns excessively employed diserotionary
conatrifnts in all alternatlvea,  [his use hes caused the overall productiviry
of the land to be radically reduced It has alzo geriously reduccd timber amutpats
such that no oppertunlty exiscs or is even atrempted, to achleve tlie presidents
g0l of long term austain yield, 1In additfon it has falled to provide for economic
stabllity in local comminities. We cannet identify any Jepal requirements for
implementing most of these discretionary constrnints, but do recopnize the in-
fringementg they cquse on these legil requirements and drimatic cost Inord imes
associited with timber harvesting. WEMA regulations require the forest service
to effect the most cost-efficlent combinations of manapgement prescriptions We
gubmit that this has not been accomplished Rather, the forest service liis chosen
very costly methods widch has resulted in a low level of present met value outpuls
for timber am minerals. When these bloated inaccurate costs are displayed, all
comparisons on a PNV basis become unrealisitic and unusable,

We submit that the benefits assoclated with timber found on Pape IV-89 are
misrepresented. Timber values must recognkze more than stumpage recefpls We
suggest the use of end product values for wood products be utilized and combined
«@ith the employment caused values 7TWe forest consisiently prossly undervalucs
its timber program, ‘lhe average cost/MBF in Table B-5 on Page B-33 for logging
costs In the first decade are not considered reasonable, We submit that the
tractor skidding costs are $5 to high, and the tractor overlead costs are in the
range of $2.00/MBF to high Also the loading costs are G.80/MBF to high for
fractor. We encourage the use of annual road closure when this would allow for timber
access road construction cost savings over mitigation measures for multiple use
roads., We could not find this general direction in the road management activity
for roads (PagesIV-G65 through IV-68 apply) in reviewing the road development
cost, it became apparent that many of these costs could be drastically reduced
It appears as if the forest is continuing to use cost appraisals which can be
related to the old high standard roads of past These roads were characterized
by 15'-24" road widths, with high speed (15MPIl+) alignment, oversized culverts,

100 percent brush disposal, full stqbilization, inslopes with ditches, and many
other sophisticated and costly measures Our menbers and miny other interested
people have expressed very strong concerns about these high standard roads which
easily have costs in excess of §30,000 per wile to construct, and require large
miintenance requirements annually, in the past. We have found a reasonable
response to some of these road problems, but seem to be plagued with a constant
reoccurrence of this high cost/over building disease type problem  Simply put,

we are agaln expressing our opposition to these high standard roads _Re cannot
atford to contipue te subsidize the USFS through deficit timber sales, or live
with helow cost timber sales We submit that timber access roads de not require
these high standard type roads, except for the arterlal type roads which are
generally already in place _We are continuing to recommeénd very low standard roads
for local and collector type roads. These low standard roads are characterized
by roads which fit the contour of the land, have very close excavation balance
points, allow for brush disposal by windrowing, are narrow in width (12-14 feet),
are outsloped, and have cccasional turnouts. Additionally, they can have road
grades up to 12 percent adverse, and 15 percent favorable These low standard
rozds can have rolling dips for watet dispersion and /or water bars  They also
way reduce water velocity related problems with pitched grades. These local reads
can also have vertical cut banks, or near vertical cut banks, when roads closures
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are utilized. 1he culvert pipes, or log culverts, or other stream channel
crossings installed, tan either be temporary or permanent, If they are
perminent we insist that they be minimally sized (past roads have all to
often required overslzed culveres) ihese low standard timber -ccess roadg
will reduce the cost previously assocliated with average xoad development
costs by one-half in peneral. This must be reflected in the costs assccilated
with the current planning process before any final plan or DEIS is acceptable.
We alse believe that engineering related costs can and should be reduced by
at least one-half. We submit that the increased use of flag line locations
of roads with a template design standard vice full field designed and staked
roads will be the major engineering cost reductions, However, a drastic
reduction in overhead assessments must alse be achieved, and a_back to basics
alfordability approach re-introduced. We believe that we can work with the
forest in road development costs, to drive these costs down to a level of
affordability, such that a major increase in the suitable land base classification
for rtimber production will result, We also request that all future road
development costs be capitalized over long perlods wice fully charged to the
first timber sale accessed

Issue number 13 ™ (ommunity Stability™ has not been adeqbately addressed
We submit that until an adequate ASQ is provided for full operation of locally
established wood products manufacturing facilities, that the minimum achievement
of economic community stability cannot be attained, Only through economies of
ac1le, and the efficiency which result from a double shift operation, can these
manufactyrers expect to remain competitive with their wood products  The community
cn only rely upon these manufacturers when they are competitive We submit
that the manufacturing costs utilized in the Economic Tables are at least 20
percent to high for double shift operatiens,
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Re. INRLF's Comments on the Salmen
Nataional Forest Plan

Dear Forest Supervisor
Here 15 Idaho Natural Resources Legal Foundation,

Inc.'s comments on the Salmon National Forest Plan. We
appreciate the opportunity to make these comments and thank

you for consider:ing them.
Sinceyely yo ’

Edwin W. Stockly
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Reply to: 1970

Date

Fdwan W Stockly, Chief Executave Offjcer
Tdaho Fatural Resources Legal Foundatson, Inc
P.0. Box 1946

Roaise, Idahe 83701

Dear Mr Stockly-

Thank you for takirg the tame to comment on the Proposed Land Management Plap
ance Draft Environmente] Irmpact Statement for the falmon hationa] Foresi

Areas jdentified as having significant mars faslure and slope instabalaty
potential hove bren adentified daring the Torert Plaiming proes Torge
areas of mass failure o: severe grosion areas have been designatcd as "fereat
land physically wnswvitable,™ and are rot ~chediled for 1oading, timber
harvest or other site disturbing actavities  These arcas zve also designated
on Forest Land System Inventory maps, which are continuously updated and vred
duiing project lewel aiTyens Fince the Land System Tnventory wepe ave
working mapg, and continuoncly updated with new Tield anforrataon, they 1e1¢
1ot included 1n the Forest Plan document, but are beang vged ontencively an
the planning procers

Worst rase 7‘nalyses aire required when there 1s moesing information or
scient2fic vncerrzirty ar to the significant adverse environmental ampact- of
a course of action  The Draft EIS prerented Forert Plapning <7frirst ves
that are within the ninimum manegenent lLequitements To protect %o3l ard wa ry
recources  Under the Tore~t Plan, any project tlar teledited w117 he
subjected to further etvironmentdl analyses to arsure that soil anc wnter
quelaty ~tardards end guideline a1¢ ochieved. The 1+ kh of 1 c0 1 ron,
accelerated erosion, sediment tiansport and mars fazlute ate nelnded 1 ek
analysis, and preject ategs fre planned accordasigly 10 ovevdl o0 1t gete
these srtuations (40 CFR 1507 27, revi<cal}

Medelling techniques utslized on the S:dpon Frion1' Furc-t have bolped to
enhance profesrional judpment rather than 1eneve pudprart facm the dee caop
making pracess. Cuipnt fyum mudedr ore Yo, 1ice 1o 1™y . Ter ,1ern
effects of nurcrous actaivities within on =rea Pefc ¢ meee?) np toehimigur
were initiated to compare alterpat ver ard help cvaluiie cira? 1y
eifects, po consistent methodolcy ¢ were avatiiable which ccvld r 1o s
running arsessment of total water hed distwbance and 1 iTent Cieat Ty,
activities wathin a waterrhed

=l QO g7 A7)



