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A. Introduction

TlIns document bnefly summarzes the issuesand
concernsraised dunngthe public commentpenod
for the proposed final Land and Resource Man-
agement Plan (Plan) and final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS),and modifies both the
final Planand FEIS Becauseofthemany changes
made between the release of draftandfinal Plans,
and the time penod in between, issuance of the
Record of Decision was delayed to allow for an
additional 60 day comment penod. This would
provide the public with another opportunity to
renew our management strategies and point out
any cntical information that we may have over-
looked.

The FEIS and Plan were released for public re-
new and comment on August 10,1992. Approxi-
mately 400 copies were mailed or distributed to
individuals, publicofficials,state andfederal agen-
cies, and public libranes A notice of availability
was published in the Federal Register on August
11,1992 News releases and public service an-
nouncements were also sent to all local and re-
gional newspapers, radio and television stations
Public meetings were held in Susanwille, Chester,
Clnco, and Burney Several other presentations
were made before interested groups

The comment penod concluded on October 9,
1992 Atotal of 1,722responseswere received (93
percent fromindividuals). These responses were
extremely beneficial in amendmg portions of the
Planand FEIS, clarfying points of confusion, and
incorporating new information as descnbed in
SectionsE and F of tins document Copies of the
pubhc comment analysis may be obtained from
the Forest Supervisor's Office in Susanwlle.

B. Overview

Several sigmficant themes emerged from the re-
sponses on the proposed final Plan They were

1 Desire for more protection for what re-
spondentsregarded as "specialareas” such as
roadless areas, rnvers with wild and scenic
charactenstics, npanan areas, and areas of
old growth.

2 A need for greater protection for mldlife
and fishenes, particularly spnng-run chinook
salmon

3 Concern that the level of the allowable
sale quantity (ASQ) is either too high or too
low

4 The opimon that the process used to de-
velop the Plan and the Plan itself is flawed

Other themes were also expressed, but these four
received the most attention. A summary of the
public comments and the Forest's response fol-
lows below

C. Themes

1. Desire for More Protection for
"Special Areas’!

Virtually alltheenvironmental andfishing groups
voiced tlns theme, along with many indinduals
Elements of tins theme included recommenda-
tions formlderness or semi-pnnntive non-motor-
1zed status (SPNM) for roadless and Further Plan-
ning Areas not proposed forwilderness; expanded
Wild and Sceruc River status for segments of
streams notrecommended or hemg recommended
for a less restnctive status (e g, recreational);
greater protectionfor remaining old growth areas
and old growth dependent wildlife species; and
strengthened standardsto protectnpanan areas

Specific areaswereidentified Forexample,many
commenters stated the Ishi1 B roadless areaneeded
more protection. Wild and Sceruc River status
was urged for all of Mill, Deer, and Antelope
Creeks

Commenters asked for less or no logging,
roadbwlding Or grazing in nparian areas lItwas
often suggested the Forest adopt a 300 to 1,600
foot streamside management zone (SMZ) as rec-
ommended by an old growth/riparian area report
doneonthe Tahoe National Forest Respondents
offered a vanety of reasons for increased SMZ
protection Their concernsincluded (1)fishenes
impacts, particularly on spring-run chinook
salmon, (2) protection of cultural resources; (3)
loss of the wilderness values these areas offered,
(@ anticipated water quality and soil erosion
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impacts; (5) fragmentation and loss of old growth,
and subsequent effects on wildlife and biodiver-
sity, (6)loss of visual quality, and (7) afeelingthat
npanan areas were irreplacable or were espe-
cially valuable to ecosystem functiomng

About 25 residents from the community of Min-
eral wrote and expressed a related subtheme
They asked that the prescnption for the Mineral
Basin area be changed from partial retention to
full retention, pnmanly for wisual quality rea-
sons

Runnmg counter to this theme were concerns
expressed by several off-highway vehicle (OHV)
organizations They commented that hmiting
accessmeant limiting opportunity to favor a very
small group ofpotential users atthe expense of a
much larger group They stated OHV limitations
and closures should be made on the basis of
documentedresource damage orunmanageability
of an area, not "user conflicts" Again, Ish1 B was
a main area of concern A smaller group of
respondentsprotested closureofthe OmonSprings
Road

Commenters supporting a agher ASQ statedtoo
much land was withdrawn from timber produc-
tion Many commented that other alternatives
could have been evaluated to allow timber man-
agement on withdrawn lands, whaile still main-
tamming suitable wildlife habitat, old growth, vi-
sual quality and other resource objectives They
statedthe social and economiceffects of removing
land from production, and thereby lowenng the
ASQ, had not been fully assessed or mitigated

Forest Response - Many respondents requested
either further restrictions in special or sensitive
areas, or less We believe the Plan provldes a
reasonable balance between protecting "special
areas" and managmg for appropnate levels of
multipleuses The Planproposesrelatively large
areas for mlderness, semi-primitive recreation,
Wild and Scenic Rivers, mldlife habitat, and r1-
paran vegetation

The Plan provildes Forest Standards and Gude-
lines, Management Area Standards and Guide-
lines, and management prescnptions to preserve
special areas. Many prescnptions restrict forest
practices on avanety of special areas, e g ,the F,
G, L, N, S and W Prescriptions as descnbed in
Chapter4. The Plan's guidelmes are intended to
be mimymum requirements in many cases Inter-

disciplinary (ID) project planmng teams are free
to develop more restnctive measures where ap-
propnate to protect resource values such aswater
quality nparian habitat, or channel condrtions
For example, the Riparian/Fish (F) Prescription
emphasizesthat all activities must be compatible
with mpanan-dependent resources ID teams
perform environmental analysesto develop suit-
able alternatives, mitigation measures, and stan-
dards for projects that are consistent with the
Plan, while accounting for local condrtions and
resource values Publicinvolvement wall be solic-
ited dunng project planning Ripanan zones can
be widened for mdmdual stream reaches where
additional protection is necessary Thresholds of
concernfor cumulative watershed effectscan also
be loweredinwatersheds contammganadromous
fishenes

To respond to the Mineral residents’ concerns,
most of the immediate area around Mineral is
already designated a Retention visual quality
objective(VQO) Effectsonthose areas withinthe
basin that have other VQO's (mamly partial re-
tention) will be determined and mitigated on a
site-specificbasis as projects are planned Min-
eral residents will be inwited to participate in the
project plannmg process

The main Omon SpnngsRoad will remam opento
OHV use (Refertothe Recreationand Off-High-
way Vehicle errata/addenda in the following

pages.)

Protection of habitat for Threatened and Sensi-
tive species, riparian area management, oldgrowth
retention, biodiversity, and ecosystem relation-
ships were emerging issues as the Planwas final-
ized Management direction for these issues is
foundin the Plan, which wall be amended as new
information becomes avadable The Forest made
every efforttomitigate the social/economaic effects
of resource protection on the ASQ by overlapping
reserved lands where possible, and permitting
limited timber management in other areas. (Also
see the Forest Response to Theme #4 )

2. Desire for More Fisheries and Wildlife
Protection

This theme was closely Imked to the first Com-
mentersfocusedonthe needforgreaterprotection
for spnng-run chinook salmon and old growth
dependentspenes The California Department of
Fish and Game emphasizedthe use of appropnate
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silvicultural and prescnbed burn methods to im-
prove habitat for deer and other species that
benefitted from early seral stage conditions

Onthe other hand, opimonswere expressed that
the Plan unduly favored Sensitive species and
managed them as1fthey were classified as Threat-
ened or Endangered wathout actual classification

Forest Response - The Plan provides for fishenes
habitat protection under existing Standards and
Guidehines, streamside management zone desig-
nations, and the Riparian/Fish Prescription at the
project plannmg level The Forest wall further
addressthis issue by developingbasm-level man-
agement plans for the protection of anadromous
fish. (Refer to the Fish errata/addenda in the
follomng pages )

Old growth related mldlife species are protected
inspotted owlhabitat areas, habitat conservation
areas, marten and fisher habitat management
areas, and other old growth retention areas In
addition, old growth stand conditions on the For-
est will also be found in npanan areas, wilder-
nesses, Wild and Scenic River corridors, semi--
primative areas, Research Natural Areas, and
Special Interest Areas The Plan provides for
vlable populations of these species, based on the
best information currentlyavailable of their habi-
tat requirements

Deer and other species that prefer early seral
habitat will be prownided for by mamntaming at
least five percent of each Management Areainthe
early seral stage, includmg use of the E Prescnp-
tion The Forest mtends to continue cooperation
with the California Department of Fish and Game
toidentifyareasandimplement aprescnbedburn
program to improve deer habitat

The Regional Forester selects Sensitive species
through ananalysisprocessoutlined inthe Forest
SemceManual SelectmgSensitive speciesisnot
the same as federal listing of Threatened and
Endangered species, nor does it have the same
planmng or management implications The For-
est has chosen management direction m the final
Planto provldehabitat for many Sensitive species
whosepopulations are atnsk ofbecoming Threat-
ened or Endangered The selection of Sensitive
Species is a proactive process to ensure that a
species does not require federal listing under the
Endangered Species Act

3. ConcernAbout the ASQ Level

Some commenters felt the ASQ was much too low
and the reduction was unnecessary or resulted
from misplaced pnonties Those who felt the
pnonties were misplaced wanted more weight
giventosocialand economicneeds of local commu-
mties Concernscentered around the anticipated
lossoftimberindustry jobs, along wath areduction
of Federal Reserve Funds to county schools and
roads, and the economic and social impacts that
could result

Somealso saw the reductions asunnecessary and
offered uneven-aged management as a way to
increase tunber production to meet local commu-
mty needs, winle at the same time maintaining
biological diversity and provlding other benefits
(eg., fire protection, recreation, visual quality)
They stated the Forest was gromng much more
timber than it proposedto harvest and losingthat
growth did not represent sustained yield

Skepticism was expressed by several commenters
thatthe Forest could evenreach the ASQ outlined
in the Plan (96 MMBF) Another group of com-
menters said the ASQ level was a reflection of a
needed downward trend Some stated it should
even be lower Most of these comments were
general in nature, and the reasons given were
simlar to those expressed under the special area
protection theme A few commenters were more
specific Severalenvironmental groups pointed to
the projected ASQ level identified in the CASPO
(Verner) Report regarding the Califorma spotted
owl as where the Forest's production level should
be (about40 MMBF)

ForestResponse - The ASQwas not changed inthe
Record of Decision (ROD). The Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement and Forest Plan ad-
equately address concernsabout ASQ Most com-
ments received were in terms of "votes" which
expressed either approval or disapproval of the
level descnbed in the Plan Daifficult trade-off
decisions balancing amemty values of the Forest
with commodity output levels were analyzed in
the FEIS. No additional factual information was
received dunng the 60 day comment penod to
support a strategy for less protection or that more
timber yields could be obtained from lands al-
ready withdrawn from production
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The ASQ does not approach the growth levels on
lands where only limited timber harvest wall oc-
cur, growth exceeds harvest significantly This is
by design, asthose lands carry resource objectives
whch have priority over timber management ob-
jectives Forest health conchtions on lands where
harvesting is minimized will be momtored. If
conifermortality duetoincreased stocking threat-
ens other resource values, adjustmentsto harvest
levels can be made. This1ssue will be analyzed in
specificareasdunngthe project planmngprocess.
Wheretimber managementisemphasized, growth
and harvest are apprommately equal

Resource management policy and legislation is
dynamic. Concerns expressed over the ability of
the Foresttoreach the ASQin thefuturearevalid

However, the Plan has to address the issues as
they exist and avoids as much as possible any
speculative estimates, based onlegislation or poli-
cies of new pohtical administrations, election ini-
tiatives, etc. If suchactionssignificantlyeffectthe
ASQ, anamendmenttothe Planwill be necessary.
This is expected to happen within the next two
years.

4. ConcernAbout the Planning Process

Asmaller number ofrespondentsvoicedthistheme.
Environmental groups cited new information as
reasons for re-doing the Plan, particularly the
CASPO, and Tahoe National Forest old growth
andnpananareareports. Somerespondents also
charactenzed dataor procedures asinadequate in
several areas (e.g., water quality, cumulative wa-
tershed effects analysis process)

Others, concerned that the ASQ was too low,
offered a vanety of reasons for re-doing the Plan
These were: (1) lack of proper consideration for
social and economzc effects, and inadequate mati-
gation for those effects, (2) inadequate public in-
volvement when revisions were made to alterna-
tives, (3)mmadequate range of alternatives, andthe
ASQ in the final Plan is outside the range origi-
nally identified in the Draft Envlronmental Im-
pact Statement; and (4) lack of proper coordina-
tion with local government officials

It was also contended that the Plan violates a
number of laws, incluchng the National Forest
Management Act (NFMA), NEPA, the Multiple-
Use Sustamed-Yield Act, and the Endangered
Species Act

Athird group of commenters,pnmanly environ-
mental groups, alsonoted some correctiveactions
were needed, but did not ask the Forest to start
over. These actions included clarifying Manage-
ment Area direction regardmg permitted and
emphasized activlties (especiallytimber manage-
ment), revising some Standards and Guidelines
for clarity, adding protection measures for npar-
ian areas and other resources, and preserving
roadless area options so they may be considered
for wlderness status i the next round of plan-
nng.

Forest Response - The broader npanan zones
descnbed in the Tahoe report have not been vali-
dated for use by other National Forests at this
time Manyofthat report's recommendations will
likely be incorporated whenthe Plan is amended
or dunng the next plannmg cycle However, we
believe the Plan as wntten provides protection
measures, monitoring reqmrements, and project
flexibility that will mimimize adverse effects to
(and often improve) ripanan areas, while sup-
portmg other management objectives

Some respondents believed that resource issues
should have been analyzed differently or in more
detail Planming procedureswere appropnate to
the "state of the art" when the analyses were
onginally done, and were coorchnated with local
peer specialists and Regional Office staff The
Plan was developed with an appropnate level of
rigor Resource analysis was done to reasonably
detemne the differing effects of alternatives.
For example, the Plan uses a land disturbance
index to compare alternatives, rather than at-
tempting detiled sediment modehng of effects
that could not be chrectly tied to specific geo-
graphic locationsbecause ofthe forestwide nature
of FORPLAN modehng

Numerous changes were made in response to
public comments. For example, the Forest Stan-
dards and Guidelmes for soils were rewritten to
more clearly explain measures needed to assure
continued productivity of the soil resource, and a
new Gudelme was added to Geology that wall
protect spnngs from potential adverse effects of
well pumping (Referto the erratafaddenda for
Soils,and Geology and Groundwater in the follow-

ing pages )

Our range of alternatives mcorporates all those
we analyzed in the draft Plan, including alterna-
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tives considered in detail, alternatives consid-
ered,but eliminated fromdetailed study, alterna-
tives dropped from further consideration after
public review, alternatives created through pub-
hcmput,andalternativeswe amendedandbrought
forward mto the final Plan. TlIns constitutes a
very wide range of alternatives.

The major changes in the alternatives between
the draftand final EIS's are dueto several factors
discussed 1 the Record of Decision. The most
significantwas the establishment of wildlafe habi-
tatareastomeettherequirements of the National
Forest Management Act regarding mamtenance
of population viability. These changes are dis-
played in every alternative, except CUR, and
resulted in considerably less land avadable for
timber management We cannot maintain suit-
able old growth habitat for late seral dependent
species like the spotted owl, fisher, marten, and
goshawk and still provide a Ingh level of timber
production. Trade-offswere made in response to
legal mandates We also chose to narrow the
range of alternatives in the FEIS in response to
pubhccomment. Mostalternativeswerenot mean-
ingful to the public or were not responsive to
emerging management issues

Through the NEPA planning process, we are re-
qured to identify appropnate mitigation mea-
sures for proposed actions However, NEPA rec-
ognizeswemaynotbe ableto completely mitigate
every action. The values of people dependent
upon the timber resource, and commumty stabil-
ity, wereimportantconsiderationsinour develop-
ment of the Plan. We did choose several mitiga-
tion measures to reduce the social/economic ef-
fects of a lower ASQ. Bnefly, they include:

a Overlapping areas with reduced timber
management constramts, in order to keep
outputsatthehighest possible level Approxi-
mately 72 percent of ourwildlafe habitat areas
occur on lands with multiple constraints

b Concessions were made to allow limited
timber harvest in npanan, goshawk and old
growth management areas.

¢ The Plan calls for an expansion of the
Forest's recreation program to attract more
tourism to our area.

d Wemllworkwith localgovernments and
entities to assist with economic diversifica-
tion under the new USDA - Rural Develop-
mentAdministration and the Forest Service's
Rural Community Development program

These programs, and others, provide commu-
mty planning assistance, grants,and loans to
help diversify local econonnes, and bmld es-
sential services and infrastructure for &sad-
vantaged rural commumties.

D. Other Themes

Although not asmany commentswere received on
these themes, public interest in range manage-
ment, fuel loading, and cultural resource protec-
tion were recognized as important concerns.

1. ConcernAbout Range Management.

Somerespondents expressed a desire to reduce or
elimnate grazing on the Forest, especially in
ripanan areas They sawgrazingasa damagmg
use of National Forest land, needing more restric-
tions. One group expressed concern about the
length of time the Forest allowed for the revision
of allotment management plans.

Conversely, many other respondents were con-
cerned about potential grazmg reductions and
effectsontheranchingmdnstryandlocaleconomy
Grazing penmttees expressed similar concerns
andweremorespecificin theircomments. Among
them: (1Xhattheblanket approach used in some
Standards and Gudelmes, notably those regard-
ing stubble height and utihzation standards, was
unfair. The standards should be site-specific;(2)
greater emphasis on cooperative planning with
penmttees was needed; (3) the residual dry mat-
ter standard should be revised, (4)-orest should
do more to buld and maintam fences for cattle
exclusion They saw the Forest as doing notlnng
about range improvements,whch reflected a dis-
regard for the livestock industry.

Forest Response - Although some respondents
stated cattle grazmg should be completely elimi-
nated from the Forest, tlns alternative was not
addressed as it is not within the authonty of the
Plan. The Forestdid agree with respondents who
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advocated better control of domestic livestock
grazing in npanan areas, the need for better
monitoring of grazing activlties, and the need to
shortenthe allotment management plan revision
schedule These comments are addressed in the
Record of Decision and in the erratafaddenda
sections of this document under Range

The Forest responded to commentsthat the Stan-
dards and Guidelines were unfair and inflexible
by clarifyang informationalready contained inthe
Plan. In addition, the residual dry matter stan-
dard was revised to better reflect a more realistic
approachtomanagement Commentsadvocating
that the Forest should build and maintain fences
to exclude livestock from sensitive areas d:d not
result in any changes in the Plan.

2. Concern About Increasing Fire Danger

Some of those concerned about the decline of the
ASQ pointed out that the Forest was gromng far
more timber than it proposed to harvest, which
they felt would lead to increased fuel build-up
problems and eventually to larger, more intense
wildfires At least one respondent was also con-
cerned about the threat to pnvate lands from
wildfires startingonpubliclands They suggested
more uneven-aged management and thinning to
reduce fuel loads.

Forest Response - The ASQ, as outlined 1n the
Plan, doesnotharvest atalevelwhch approaches
growth levels onthe Forest asa whole However,
conifer mortality will be salvagedonmost landsin
a manner that also leaves sufficient snags for
wildlife objectives This mcludes lands where
timber is a scheduled activity and those areas
where it is not Scheduled timber harvesting is
prohibited in some areas such as mlderness

Regardless of the timber harvest intensity,
Knutson-Vandenbergfunds can be collected from
timber sales to reduce fire hazards Additional
fuel reduction work adjacent to other ownerships
will be analyzed on a site-specific project basis

The Plan projects 4,000acres of commercial thin-
ning in overstocked stands each year Over the
courseofadecade, thisamountsto 40,000acres of
lands where the fuel loading and fire hazard have
been significantly reduced Clearcutting, group
selection, and shelterwood cuts are also timber
harvesttechmqueswhchsignificantly reduce fuel

hazards Theseharvesttechniques are estimated
to occur on 3,000acres of Forest land annually or
30,000 acres over the next decade

The fuels management program will be reviewed
to determine if resource objectives for the Forest
are being met The information above has been
adequately descnbed inthe Plan and FEIS, there-
fore no changes were made Mitigation measures
toreduce fuel loadsare descnbedin the FEIS and
Plan Standards and Guidelines

3 Concernfor Protection of Cultural
Resources in the Ishi Area

Cultural resource values were a pnmary reason
given by many respondents for greater protection
of the former Ishi B roadless area. They were
concernedthatmotonzed accesswould contribute
to vandalism and looting

Forest Response - (Refertothe Cultural Resources
addenda below.)

E. Specific Document Changes

The changes below are 1 response to comments
received dunng the 60 day public comment pe-
nod They provlde additional information in the
documents, make correctionsor clanfy pomnts of

confusion.

Cultural Resources
Plan - Chapter 4

Addendum. Page 4-16,add the followmg sen-
tence to "Cultural Resources" item a (38) "Ef-
fectively deter the looting and vandalism of
cultural resources."

Addenda AddtoManagementAreas2,5,6,7,11,
12, 13, 14, 25, 34,40, 41, 42, 47, and 48
Standards and Gudelines for cultural re-
sources: "1) Determine if motonzed access
contnbutes to the detenoration and destruc-
tion of cultural resources” and " 2) Mitigate
the effect of motonzed access on cultural re-
sources where it sigmficantly contnbutes to
their detenoration and destruction "
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Facilities

Plan - Chapter 3

Erratum Page 3-7 Amend the first sentence to
read, "Ofthe 19damsonthe Forest, sevenare
inspected by the State The remaining 12
dams "

Plan - Chapter 4

Erratum Page 4-148, Management Area 16,
under Facilities: Change Standardand Guade-
hne (1)toread "Maintainthe Onion Spnngs
Road for OHV use. Close all tributary roads "

FEIS - Chapter 3
of
Erratum Page 3-21. Amend the first sentenceto
read, "Ofthe 19damsonthe Forest, sevenare
inspected by the State The remaining 12
dams. "

Fish
Plan - Chapter 3

Erratum Page 3-10, under Anadromous Fish.
Replace sentences #6, 7, 8 with: "The esti-
mated spring chinook salmon run,measured
intotal average adult spawning fish per year,
was 4,100 (for 1970-1980) In recent years
(1984-1990), however, the total average re-
turn for spnng-run chinook was less than
1,000 fish The steelhead population (for
early 1960's) was estimated at 2,600; current
population estimates are not avsllable "

Addendum. Page 3-10,under Anadromous Fish,
firstparagraph. Add the followmgsentence
prior to last sentence "Inaddition, Nehlson,
et al, (1991) places the spnngsalmon run in
the category "at moderate nsk of extinction™.

Addendum Page 3-11, under C Demand Add
after last sentence of last paragraph “This
targetcannotbereached untilhmitmgfactors
downstream are addressed, asthe majonty of
avsllable anadromous habitat is already in
good conditionand currently under-utilized."

Plan - Chapter 4

Erratum Page 4-19, under Item 8, Fish, section
a. Replace Standard and Guideline (6) with
"Continue cooperation with California De-
partment of Fish and Game to evaluate fish
stockingin desiredwildernesslakesandother
lakes "

Addendum. Page4-19, underItem 8, Fish, section
a. Add new Standard and Guideline "(10)
Developfishhabitatrestoration projectsbased
on coordinated resource inventones, includ-
ing fish habitat assessments, completed at
the watershed level Coordmate and imple-
ment restoration projects that meet both up-
land and npanan needs -

Erratum Page 4-159,under A. Descnption,
Management Change: "The lake is stocked
with rainbow and brook trout and non-motor-
ized boats are permitted "

Plan - Chapter 6, Appendices

Addendum. Appendix A, page A-l,under2. Imple-
mentation Plans to be Prepared in Conform-
ance with the Forest Plan. Add "Anadro-
mous Fish Management Plan for Deer, Mill
and Antelope Creek Watersheds"

Addendum. Appendix O, page 0-21. Add to
bottom of table "Important holdmg habitat
requirements (including pool length, width,
depth) will be addressed as research informa-
tion becomes avsllable.”

Errata. Appendix R, page R-1, Footnote 2 Re-
place last sentence with. "The Forest Hy-
drologist and Forest Fishenes Biologist are
responsible for specifying the correct SMZ
distance for perenmal streamsin project ar-
eas"

FEIS - Chapter 2

Errata Page 2-40, Table 2-3. Correct values in
Total WEUD's to Base Year 1982. 90,000
Decade 1: 93,260 Decade?2 93,200 Decade 3
93,130 Decade4 93,070 Decadeb5. 93,090
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Errata Page 2-47, Table 2-4 Correct values in
Total WFUD's to Base Year 1982 90,000
Decade 191,620 Decade 2. 91,615 Decade
3: 91,610 Decade 4 91,605 Decade 5.
91,600

Errata. Page 2-54, Table 2-5 Correct values in
Total WFUDs to Base year 1982 90,000
Decade 1 93,260 Decade2: 93,200 Decade 3
93,130 Decade4 93,070. Decade5 93,090

Errata. Page 2-61, Table 2-6 Correct values in
Total WFUD's to Base year 1982 90,000.
Decade 1 93,260 Decade2: 93,200 Decade 3.
93,130 Decade4 93,070 Decade5 93,090

Errata. Page 2-72, Table 2-7 Correct values in
Total WFUDs to Base year 1982 90,000.
Decade 1,PRF 93,260 Decade5,PRF 93,090
Decade 1, CUR: 91,620. Decade 5, CUR:
91,600. Decade 1,EGP 93,260. Decade 5,
EGP. 93,090 Decadel, TGP: 93,260 Decade
5, TGP: 93,090

FEIS - Chapter 3

Addendum. Page 3-28, Table 3-8 Add "#*" after
the number 2,600 At bottom of table, above
'Source Forest Data', add '** Estimated
population for early 1960s"

Erratum Page 3-28 Replace last sentence in
firstparagraph with "Otherfisheryproblems
include sedimentation from land distur-
bances "

FEIS- Chapter 7, Appendices

Erratum Appendur E, page E-13, h Pit River
Replacelast sentencevvith "Substantialmini-
mum instream flows below Lake Bntton in
recentyearshaveresulted inthe development
of a popular trout fishery "

Erratum Appendur E, page E-21, Table E-7,
under Pit River, Fish Replace text with
"Averageto good trout stream”

Addendum Appendur Z, page Z-2, Bibliography
Add "Nehlsen, W ,J E Williams,and J A
Lachatowich. 1991. Pacific Salmon at the
Crossroads Stocks at Risk from Califorma,
Oregon, Idaho and Washington Fishenes,
Vol 16,No 2, pgs 4-21."

Forest Health
Plan - Chapter 4

Addendum Page4-20underItem 9, Forest Health
Add new Plan Standard and Gudeline "(6)
Use the full range of silvicultural techniques
to manage vegetation on forest lands to effect
forest vigor which is commensurate with the
resource objectives of the Forest "

Plan - Chapter 5, Monitoring

Errata. Page 5-13 includes minor changes to
monitonng plan elements for forest health.
See revisions to Table 5-2 at the end of this
document.

Geology and Groundwater
Plan - Chapter 4

Addenda. Inthe Management Area (MA)descrip-
tions for MA's 34, 42 and 48, add under the
Description ofthe Physical Environment "The
management area includes localized outerop-
pings of fossil-beanng, Upper Cretaceous ma-
rine geological formations along Mill, Deer or
Antelope Creeks "

Addenda. Add Geology to the list of Standards
and Gudehnes for Management Areas 34, 42,
and 48 wath the item "1) Avoid using Upper
Cretaceous marine rock formations for con-
struction, surfacing, or fill material -

Addenda Pages 4-4 and 4-20, under Item 10,
Geology and Groundwater Add a new Forest
Goal 10 b+ "Control groundwater pumping
to prevent adverse effects on nearby spnngs."
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Lands
Plan - Chapter 4

Addenda Pages 4-4 and 4-21, under Item 11,
Lands. Add to the list of electronic sites in
Forest Goali "Table Mountam "

Erratum. Page 4-88 Bntton Management Area
map should display all of section 34, T.37N.,
R.2E ,M D M. as National Forest land man-
aged under the Late Successional (L) Pre-
scription

Range
Plan - Chapter 3

Erratum Page 3-17, under Range, a Introduc-
tion Delete the last sentence in this section
and substitute "Mostallotmentswere inven-
toried for conchtion and trend in the 1960s
and early 1970s Range resource conchtions
have been adversely affected by the current
drought “

Plan - Chapter 4

Addendum: Page 4-22, under Item 14, Range.
Modafy Standard and Guadeline a (2)toread
"On perenmal grass rangelands, base forage
utilization standards on a site by site basis
thatconsidersexisting ecologic condition, plant
community sensitivity, desired future condi-
tion andgrazingmanagement system. Proper
use standards will be developed,based onthe
best scientificinformation avadable and could,
as new information becomes avadable, be
modified to better achieve management ob-
jectives On annual grass rangelands, strive
to leave a mintmum of 700 pounds of herba-
ceousresidue per acre atthe time of germina-
tion precipitation (October of each year) to
protect the soil and to maintain an adequate
germination seedbed

In all situations, site or allotment conchtions
may recommend devlation from these set
guidelines to accomphsh a specific manage-
ment objective Coorchnatingallotment plan-
ning efforts mth the permittee, California
Department of Fish and Game and other in-
terested parties is expected to result in plan-
mng efforts that will consider these condi-
tions and result in management activlties
designed to meet these objectives."

Addendum. Page 4-23, under ltem 14, Range

Modify Standard and Gudeline b (1)toread
"Coordmateallotment management planning
and activities with other resources incluchng
water, soils, fish, mldhfe, timber and npar-
ian Encourage active participation of the
affected grazing permttee in development of
allotment management plans and annual op-
erating plans. Ahstof the allotments onthe
Forest, ranked by current pnonty for revi-
sion,isfoundin AppenchxV This listwill be
revised as resource conditions and/or man-
agement prionties change -

Addendum: Page 4-23, under Item 14, Range

Modify Forest Goal c. to read "Establish
Foreststandards ofvegetationutihzationuntil
site-specificutilization standardsareinplace.
Sitespecificutilization standards will be1den-
tified in allotment management plans or an-
nualoperatmgplansforeachal lotment Imple-
ment these standards so they are in practice
for all hvestock grazingby the end of the first
decade.”

Plan - Chapter 5, Monitoring

Errata. Page 5-15 includes minor changes to

momtonng plan elements for Range See
revisions to Table 5-2 at the end of this docu-
ment.
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FEIS - Chapter 7, Appendices

Erratum AppendxV, Pnonties for Revising

Grazing Allotment Management Plans

Amend to read
1993-1995

Lower Pine Creek
Gooch

Tehama

S EagleLake
Cone Ward South
Benner

1996-2000

Butte Meadows
Grays Valley
Susan River

Hat Creek
Martin-Digger
North Battle Creek
Rice Creek
Antelope

Homer Lake
Soldier Meadows
Bear Valley
West Humbug
Blue Lake

Coon Hollow
North Creek

2001-2005

Soldier Mountam
Bald Mountain
Coyote Spnngs
Murken Lake
Signal Butte
Chips Creek
Coyote
Fredonyer

Recreation and Off-HighwayVehicle

(OHV)

Plan - Chapter 4

Comment Page 4-39 Prescnption application
pnonty was not clear
that the maps mis-represent what the most

Champs Flat

N EagleLake
Harvey Valley
Campbell Mountam
Hot Spnngs

Bndge Creek

Clover Valley
Silver Lake
Feather River
Manzamta Lake
Morgan Spnngs
Poison Lake
Robbers Creek
Deer Creek
Lyonswlle
South Hot Spnngs
Cayton

Willow Spnngs
Butt Creek
Murphy Hill
North Butte

Bainbndge

Butte Creek

Horse Valley
Proctor Creek
SixMile

Collins

Diamond Mountain
Mountam Meadows

One reader thought

restnctive prescnption mll actually be, and
that it is not clear whether the maps display
the highest pnonty prescnption

Clarification  Maps display the most restnctive
management prescnptions where more than
one prescnption applies As an example,
although Wildand ScenicRiver designationis
recommendedinthe Ish: Wilderness, only the
most restnctive prescnption, Wilderness (W)
is shown

Erratum Page 4-60 Delete "Restricted Off-
Highway Vehicle Use" under B Management
Practices Emphasized and insert the same
language under B Management Practices
Permitted

Addenda Addto Management Areas 27, and 36
Standards and Guidelines for Recreation "1)
Determine1f OHV useis effectingnaturaland
cultural resources." and "2)Mitigate the effect
of OHVuse onnaturaland culturalresources "

Erratum Page 4-146 Change Management
Area 16 map to continue motonzed access
along the Onion Spnngs Road under the M
Prescnption The southeast portion retains
the N Prescnption, and the F Prescnption
follows Bailey Creek. Within the M Prescnp-
tion in this Management Area, the Off-High-
way Vehicle mapis modified to Zone B Trbu-
tary roads wathin the N Prescnption wail be
closedand remain with a Zone A Off-Highway
Use designation, whch prohibits vehicles
Management of the Blue Lake Canyon Road
has been modafied to the F Prescription. The
Off-HighwayVehicle map will showZoneBin
this area

Addenda Page 4-148, Management Area 16,
under Recreation Add Standardsand Guide-
lines "(3)Provldedispersed recreation along
the main portion of the Omon Spnngs Road
where it is within the M Prescnption." and
"(4) Evaluate the Omon Spnngs and Blue
Canyon areas for possible integrated trail-
heads and trails whch would be beneficial to
the adjacent Heart Lake Wilderness and Las-
sen Volcamc National Park "

Erratum Page 4 -148, Management Area 16,
under section C  Prescnption Allocation.
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Change acreage allocations for the N Pre-
scnption in the following manner

Current New

N 2,800 N 1,170
M 930
F 160

Erratum Page 4-191, Management Area 27,
under Facilities. ChangeStandardand Guide-
line (L}oread “Afterthe proposed Mill Creek
Wilderness area has been either designated
orrejected by Congress,use site-specificinfor-
mation to analyze opemngthe old road to Big
Bend “

Addendum Page 4-220, Management Area 34,
under Recreation Add Standard and Gwde-
line. "3. Managethe Pehgreen Jeep Trail for
OHV use, to provide accessto the M Prescnp-
tion areas "

FEIS- Chapter 7, Appendices

Erratum. Appendix C, page C-34, Trail Lake B.
Changeparagraph under2 Capability, Natu-
ral Integntytoread "Threehundred acreson
the northeastern boundary are roaded and
regularly used by firewood cutters With the
excepltlion of these acres, the natural integ-
rtv ..

Erratum Appendur C, page C-35, under Timber.
Correct 1,065 acres to 765 acres and change
the percent to 69

Erratum Appendix C, page C-36, under Effects
on Non-Wilderness Resources and Uses.
Change 785 acres to 765 acres

Plan - Chapter 5, Monitoring

Comment. Page 5-17 statesthat "Nomorethan 10
user conflicts.. would comprise a variation
thatwould tngger further action Comment-
ers were concerned about using "user con-
flicts"asanexcusetoeliminate OHV opportu-
mties, and feel such language invites conflict
and mis-use

Clarification. The Forest will attempt to reduce
user conflictswithout an elimination of OHV

opportunities, when such conflicts sigmficantly
affectthe recreation experience

Plan Maps

Erratum Zone A (motonzed vehicle travel pro-
hibited) as depicted on the OHV map will be
changed to Zone B (motonzed vehicle travel
permitted) for lands in the Z Prescription
(Minimal Management) The Recreation Op-
portumty Spectrum (ROS) map of those lands
will be changed from Semi-Primitive Non-
Motorized (SPNM)to Semi-Primitive Motor-
ized (SPM).

Comment Mappingisimprecise and commenters
are concerned that SPNM boundanes on the
ROS map are very closeto OHV routes (espe-
cially in Ishi B) That may later cause us to
closethe routes if they actually fall outside of
the mapped line

Clarzficatzon. Due to their scale, the maps are
imprecise and areaboundary lines will not be
used to eliminate specific sites or routes from
their intended use In addition, motonzed
vehicle travel is permitted on the Peligreen
Jeep Trail (between Management Areas 34
and 48)

Soils
Plan - Chapter 4

Errata.: Page 4-27,1tem 17,Soils,a. (1) Reword
this section of the Forest Standards and Gwde-
lines as follows:

17 Soils
a Preventirreversible losses of soilproductiv-
ity

(1) Assess impacts of proposed projects on
the soil resource, and take appropnate
mitigative actions

a. Keep the areal extent of detrimen-
tal soildisturbance (DSD - see Glos-
sary) less than 15 percent of the
area dedicated for growing vegeta-
tion

Response to Comments
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b. Maintain soil cover of sufficient
depthandextent topreventtherate
of accelerated soil erosion from ex-
ceeding the rate of soil formation

¢ Changesingoil porosity or bulk den-
sity must not exceed 10 percent of
pre-disturbance conditions (Plan
for restoration where thas standard
is exceeded.)

d. Retain sufficient orgamc matter on
site to prevent significant short or
long-term nutrient cycle deficits, to
insure that

1. Soil orgamc matter in the up-
per 12inches of so1l is at least
85 percent of the total soil or-
ganic matter found under un-
disturbed or natural conditions
in nearby areas,

2 Litter and duff occurs on at
least 50 percent of the area, of
sufficient depth to persist as
cover through winter storms
and summer oxidation, and

3 Inforested areas, leave atleast
5 logs per acre in contact with
the soil surface Logsaretobe
1n various stages of decay, n-
cluding dead and down mate-
rial left to meet mldhfe stan-
dards Logs left for soil nutri-
ents should be 20 inches or
greaterinchameterandatleast
10 feet long. (If only smaller
sizes are available, leave
enough additional logs to cre-
ate anequvalent volume of or-
ganic matter)

FEIS - Chapter 8, Glossary

Addendum Page 8-9. Add new entry after "detec-

tion".

detrimental soil disturbance(DSD)

Adverse, longterm effectson soil productivity
caused by management aetivities. Usually
used to describe effects to lands dedicated for
growing vegetation, ratherthanforareasused
for roads or permanent skad trails DSD
occurs when soil management standards are
exceeded, resulting in an estimated 15 per-
cent decrease m the lands productimty, as
measured by changesin bulk density, poros-
ity, erosion rates, or soil nutrient levels.

Addendum. Page 8-10 Add new entry after

"ecosystem”

ecosystem management

The careful and skallful use of ecological, eco-
nonnc, social, and managenal principles in
managmg ecosystemsto produce, restore, or
sustain ecosystem mtegnty, diversity, and
desiredconditions, uses, products, values, and
services overthe long-term

Timber
Plan - Chapter 4

Erratum Page 4-29, under Item 19, Timber

Modify Standard and Gudeline (10) (f) to
read “designing clearcut umts to save ad-
vanced, natural regeneration and to reduce
visual quality impacts by maintaining the
appearance of continuous vegetative cover at
the landscape/watershed level "

FEIS - Chapter 4

Addenda Page4-84 Under (4)Silvicultural and
Harvest Practices, (a)Cutting Practices Add
the follomng reasons for selecting clearcut-
ting as a harvest method

Plan - Chapter 5, Monitoring

Errata Page 5-18 includes minor changes to
monitormg plan elements for soils, to be con-
sistentwith above changes to Chapter4 See "7) To establish, enhance, or maintam
revisions to Table 5-2 atthe end of this docu- habitat for Threatened, Endangered, or
ment Sensitive species
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8) Toenhance wildlife habitat or to pro-
vide for recreation, scenic vistas, utility
lines, road corndors, facihty sites, reser-
voirs, or simlar development

9) To rehabihtate lands adversely im-
pacted by events such as fires, windstorms,
or msect or disease infestations.

10) To meet research needs."

Vegetation and Diversity
Plan - Chapter 3

Addendum: Page 3-41,under Item 25, Wildlife,
a. Introduction, third paragraph Modify to
read "Inanattemptto considerthe habitat
needs and insure viable populations of all
native speciesonthe Forest, 18(add animal)
Management Indicator Species (MIS) were
identified by Forest biologists...."

Addendum: Page 3-41,atthe end of the above
'‘paragraph add "The shrubbitterbrush was
identified as a MIS for the eastside pme type,
and willow, alder, cottonwood,and aspen have
beenidentified asMISfornpanan areas See
Appendix O."

Addendum. Page 3-45 Add after the Oaks and
Aspenssection “Bitterbrush Bitterbrushis
animportant forage speciesfor deer and ante-
lope in eastside pme stands. Bitterbrushhas
been added as a management indicator spe-
ciesfor eastside pine. Bitterbrush standscan
be improved by prescnbed burning and live-
stock management to rejuvenate decadent
stands, and by thinning the conifer overstory
in some stands.”

Addendum Page 3-46 Add atend of the Water-
fowl and Riparian Species section "Willows,
alders, cottonwoods,and aspen can be impor-
tantcomponentsofnpanansystemsand func-
tion to provlde streambank stabihty, stream
shade, and mldhfe cover and habitat. These
species have been added as management in&-
cator speciesfornpananareas Management
activlties can restore or mamntain healthy
stands of these plants by managmg grazing
andother actintiesto mamtam desirable age
class distributions and shrubforms Willows,
alders, cottonwoods, and aspen should be man-

aged for where each species occurs naturally
or hustorically The Forest does not intend to
create new areas for these species, but to
restore or mamtam healthy stands of these
plants where they occur along npanan ar-
eas."

Plan - Chapter 4

Addendum Page 4-30,under Item 19, Timber.

Add a new Standard and Gudeline for sugar
pine: "(23) Harvest or precommercially thin
apparently rust-free sugar pine only if essen-
tial to meet stand management objectives
Protect apparently rust-resistant sugar pine
dunng management activlties (such as log-
ging, road construction or mamtenance)."

Addenda* Page 4-31,under Item 20,Vegetation

and Diversity. Addnew Standardsand Gude-
lines "(9) On a site-specific project basis,
inventory the condition of late successional
habitat areas and imtiate management to
enhance them where they are not fully suit-
able." and "(10) Maintain populations of
Prunus species, Ceanothus species, bitter-
brush and vine maple where such preferred
browse speciesoccur naturally "and *(11) For
revegetation, uselocally collectednative plant
species when possible."

Erratum. Page 4-38, under Item 25, Wildlife.

Change Standard and Guideline f. (5)to in-
clude the follomng: "Maintain an average of
25 square feet basal area/acre of black oak,
exceptincntical deer range (migration corri-
dors, holdmg areas, and winter ranges, as
delineated in conjunctionwith the Califorma
Department of Fish and Game) maintain 35
squarefeetbasalarea/acre ofblackoak. Main-
tam 40percent (10 percent) canopy coverin
blue oak, live oak, and Brewer oak stands,
calculated over 40 acre units."

Addendum. Page 4-38,under Item 25, Wildlife

Add new Standard and Gudeline. "f. (6)
Maintain hardwood trees that are receiving
obvious mldlife use "

Addendum Page 4-38,under ltem 25, Wildlife.

Add new Standard and Gudeline "f (7)
Mamtam hardwood species compositions at
original proportions "
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Plan - Chapter 5, Monitoring

Addenda. Page 5-121inecludes hew monitonng
plan elements for Vegetation and Diversity
See revistons to Table 5-2 at the end of this
document

FEIS - Summary

Erratum Page S-7, Wildlife paragraph, third
sentence. "Including these species, a total of
18wildlife(add 'andfiveplant’) management
indicator species were identified to represent
the habitat needs of all speciesonthe Forest "

FEIS - Chapter 3

Erratum. Page 3-96, second column, secondpara-
graph Eighteen wildlife and fish (add. "and
five plant™) species were selected as MIS on
the Forest (add. "Wildlife") species and a

summary of their habitat and habitat ele-
ments are listed in Table 3-26 Appendur S
describestheir distribution, habitat and popu-
lationsizes (Add "Theshrubbitterbrush was
identified as a MIS for the eastside pine type,
and willow, alder, cottonwood and aspen have
beenidentified asMISfornpanan areas*) No
Sensitive plants

FEIS - Chapter 4

Errata  Page 4-119. First paragraph, third
sentence: "They are (omit ‘vertebrate or
invertebrate') specieswhose "

Third paragraph Omitthe "and in front of
chinook salmon, and add at the end of the
paragraph “bitterbrush (indicator for east-
side pine), and willow, alder, cottonwood, and
aspen (npanan species)"

14
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Plan - Chapter 6, Appendices

Addenda' Appendix O The shrub bitterbrush is added as a MIS for the eastside pine type. Wil-
low, alder, cottonwood, and aspen are added as MIS for npanan areas These species are
included in the Plan, Appendix O - Wildlife Habitat Capability models for MIS See below

BITTERBRUSH AREA Northeastern California
HABITAT CHARACTERISTICS
HABITAT VARIABLE DESIRABLE ADEQUATE UNDESIRABLE
. . No of \ No of No of
Age Class Distnbution of Indiniduals Individuals Individuals
bitterbrush
S Y M D* S Y M D* S Y M D*
Relative Relative Relative
Percent /j Percent /_ Percent
of Cover of Cover of Cover
S Y M D* S Y M D* S Y M D*

*SYMD = Seedimgs, Young, Mature, and Decadent

Dominant Age Class Young and mature Mature Decadent

Overstory Canopy Cover Open to moderate Moderate High

(Jeffrey Pine/Juniper)

Bitterbrush Cover Moderate High or Low Absent or extremely
high

Note This model applies to eastside pine stands where bitterbrush naturally or hstoncally occurs

The age class distribution graphs refer to the relative number of individual bitterbrush shrubs
and relative percent cover of bitterbrush for each age class
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WILLOW/ALDER/ AREA Northeastem Califormia
COTTONWOOD/ASPEN

HABITAT CHARACTERISTICS

HABITAT VARIABLE DESIRABLE ADEQUATE UNDESIRABLE
.. . No of \ No of No of
Age Class Distribution Indivrduals Tndrduals Indviduals

SY M D* S Y M D#* SY M D*

Relative Relative Relative

Percent Percent / Percent

of Cover of Cover - of Cover
S Y M D* S Y M D* S Y M D*

*8Y M D = Seedlings or Sprouts, Young, Mature, and Decadent

Dommant Age Class Young and mature **  Mature Decadent

Utilization/Shrub Form Unbrowsed to lightly Moderately browsed, Heawly browsed,
browsed, lower lower branches mushroom shape
branches well present, gromng
developed

Conifer Overstory Open to moderate Moderate High

(canopy cover) ***

Willow/Alder/Cottonwood Moderate to high Moderate Low

or Apen (canopy cover) ***

Note Willow, alder, cottonwood, and aspen should be managed for where each species occurs naturally
or Instorically The goal is not to create new areas for these species, but to restore or mamntain healthy
stands or stringers of these plants where they occur

TlIns model applies to npanan area willow, alders, cottonwoods, and aspen stands wherever they occur

A decadent component of aspen and cottonwood is also desirable to provide habitat for snag
dependent species

*** The desirable proportion of comfer cover and willow/alder/cottonwood/aspen canopy cover m a
specific area depends on the individual site potential and should be determined on a site by site
basis The long-term goal for npanan areas is to maintain or improve stream shade and bank
stabihty If comfer canopy reduction is deemed desirable to increase hardwoods, it should be done
on a gradual basis to lrmut transient stream shade reductions and soil disturbance
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FEIS - Chapter 7, Appendices

Addenda Appendix S,page S-2 The shrubbitterbrush is added as a MIS for the eastside pme type,
and willow, alder, cottonwood, and aspen are added as MIS for npanan areas Add atend of the
existing chart the followmg:

Management
Indicator Species
Bitterbrush
Willows

Alders

Cottonwood

Aspen

Population/
Relative Abundance

Common across east side
of Forest

Several species.
Common along streams

Locally abundant along
some streams.

Small, localized populations
along some larger streams

Localized populations along
some streams, spnngs, and

areas wath subsurface water.

Distribution

In open eastside pme and juniper stands,
also 1n open sagebrush areas

Throughout the Forest inriparian areas.
Mostly on the west side of the Forest, in
nparian areas.

Throughout the Forest on mid to lower
elevation larger streams

Throughout the Forest, especially on the
east side

Water and Riparian Areas

Plan - Chapter 4

Addendum Page 4-31, Item 22, a (2) Add the

followmg "Recognize existing, private water
nghts onNational Forest land by administer-
ing them in accordance with the terms of
existmg easements and special use permits
Authonze no changes in use, mamtenance
procedures or structures that would create
new, adverse environmental effects Water
nghts holders should nntigate any unavoid-
able,adverseeffectson National Forestlands "

Erratum. Page 4-32. Add a new Standard and

Gudelme under Item 22. b (6), and change
currentitem (6)to (7). "(6) Assesswatersheds
dunng project planning, includmg determi-
nation of notable sediment sources and de-
velop pnontized lists of watershed improve-
ment needs Plan for appropriate improve-
ment projects to reduce sedimentation -

Addendum Page 4-171, Management Area 22,

under Description of the Physical Environ-
ment Add the followmg "Canbou Lake's
waters are claimed under a pnvate water
nght, fordownstreamirngation and domestic
use at Clover Valley Ranch Public recre-
ational access is allowed under terms of the
lake's easement™

Addenda. Pages4-171,4-179 and4-183. Addthe

following to MA 22, MA 24, and MA 25 to each,
Descnption of the Physical Environment
The Susan River is an adjudicated stream,
and itswaters are fully claimed by a number
of instream and downstream water nghts.
Any use of water from the Susan River must
benegotiated with the appropnate waterrights
holder(s) "

Plan- Chapter 6, Monitoring

Errata* Page 5-24 mcludesminor changesplusan

addition to the monitoring plan elements for
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water and npanan areas See revisions to
Table 5-2 at the end of this document.

Plan - Chapter 6, Appendices

Erratum. Appendix B, page B-1, Item c,, under

Soils, Water, and Ripanan Areas Changeto
read, "Develop an improved npanan area
condition rating system that considers Rosgen
stream type, stream order, and local geo-
graphical and ecological conditions when de-
terminming ripanan zone condition.”

FEIS-. Chapter3

Addendum Page 3-87, under (3) Demand, (a)

Quantity Modify paragraph 3 after the
second sentence: " The Forest has adequate
water to meet most of its Forest needs, except
in drought years when dust abatement and
fire control water sources are reduced on the
Forest's east side There are seven known
water nghts held by others on the National
Forest, including Caribou Lake, McCoy Flat
reservolr, and Hog Flat Reservoir Thoseuses
(and some associated transmission ditches
and diversion structures) are administered
under the terms of easements, grazing per-
mats, and/or special use permits The Forest
mtends to recognize and continue existing,
pnvate water nghts, in accordance with the
terms of the associated easements and per-
mits Generally such uses are allowed when
they do not harm other Forest resources or
uses."

Wild and Scenic Rivers

FEIS- Chapter 7, Appendices

Addendum. Appendix E, page B-1, under a Back-

ground Add atthe end of the section. "Since
rivers evaluated for Wild and Scemc status
extend beyond the Forest boundary, the For-
est coordinates with other agencies and adja-
cent land owners and managers such as the
Bureau of Land Management and National
Park Service, to evaluate and manage Wild
and Scemc Rivers"

Addendum Appendix E, page E-3,undera Mill
Creek Add at end of the second to last
paragraph "Land exchanges are being pur-
suedto acqure pnvate land along Mill Creek
to facilitate Wild and Scenic River manage-
ment "

Wildlife

Plan - Chapter 4

Erratum. Page 4-36, under Item 25, Wildlife -
Goshawks In place of Standard and Gude-
line (8), substitute "In each goshawk terri-
tory, manage for a 50 acre pnmary zone of
older mature forestsurrounding the occupied
or potential nest site A secondary zone of 75
acres around the pnmary zone mll have a
limited operatingpenodbased onsite-specific
information. Occupiednestsitesfound within
areas where management activities have al-
ready been authonzed shall be protected as
allowed by provisions of the contract”

Erratum. Page 4-36, under Item 25, Wildlife -
Goshawks Change Standard and Gudeline
(9): "In the pnmary zone, limited timber
management may occur n goshawk territe-
ries Applythe Standards and Gudelines for
the G Prescnption In the secondary zone,
timber management opportunities will be
decided dunng site-specific analysis and wall
maintam atleastMed:rum Habitat Capability
as descnbed in Appendix O "

Erratum' Page 4-37, under Item 25, Wildlife -
Marten and Fisher Replace Standard and
Gudeline (9)with "Establish the location of
HMA's on a site-specific project basis after
fieldreview Atthe sametime,identifyoppor-
tunities to enhance the habitat sutability

Errata Pages 4-37, 4-55, 4-57, 4-59, 4-62, 4-65
under Wildlfe Change the Standard and
Gudeline that states "Provlde at least the
follomng densities of down logs by vegetation
type on lands compnsed of 50to 200 acres™ to
"Provlde at least the follomng densities of
down logs by vegetation type, averaged over
50to 200 acre areas "
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Addendum Page 4-40, Non-Timber WildlifePre-
scnption under Fire and Fuels Add the
follomngsentenceto Standard and Guideline
(3) "In cooperation with the Califorma De-
partment of Fish and Game, and concerned
interest groups, identify key areas for using
prescnbed fire to maintain brushfields in
young seral stages for wildhfe forage "

Addendum. Page 4-103 Management Area 5,
under Wildlife Habitat Allocations Add to
other emphasis species: "Sandhill cranes”

FEIS- Chapter 7, Appendices

Addendum. Appendix R, page R-5under 5 Rep-
tiles Add Western Pond Turtle (Clemmys
marmorata).

Addenda. Appendur Z, Bibliography Add the
follomng references.

Freel, Maeton, USDA Forest Service, Pacific
Southwest Region, A Literature Rewview for
Management of the Marten and Fisher on
National Forests in California, July 1991.

Thomas,J W ,etal, A Conservation Strategy
for the Northern Spotted Owl Report of the
Interagency Scientific Committee to Address
the Conservation of the Northern Spotted
Owl, 1990

"USDA Forest Service, Pacific SouthwestRe-
gion, The California Spotted Owl A Technical
AssessmentofIts Current Status, May 1992

USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Re-
gion, Tahoe National Forest, Recommenda-
tions for Managing Late-Seral-Stage Forest
and Ripanan Habitats onthe Tahoe National
Forest, February 1992.

F. Plan, Table 5-2 Revisions

The followmg pages contain changes that were
made to the Momtonng Plan in Chapter 5 of the
Land and Resource Management Plan New 1n-
formationis displayed asdarkertextforthereader
to more easily see where the changes occurred

Response to Comments
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8. FOREST HEALTH

TABLE 5-2:
MONITORING
PLANBY A Forest Pest Conditions
RESOURCE
Detect and evaluate pest-related problems and damage
through the Forest pest detection reporting process
Through observation, timber inventory, and
Objective project planning, evaluate to determine if
conifer stocking levelsare compromuising
Forest resource objectives.
NFMA
Source

Techniques/data
sources

Timber stand or area-wide examination by ground and
aer1al surveys in conjunction with pest detection reports

Precisionheliability

Moderate/Moderate

Minimum monitoring
frequency

Ongoing.

Standard of
comparison

Maintenance of pest damage at acceptable levels

Variation from
standard

Pest damage levels not mnhibiting the Forest's ability to
meet umber producuon objectives, and not increasing tu
dangerous levels following managementactivities

Forest tree vigor allows resource objectives
to be met.

Responsible staff

Timber

Annual cost

$1,000
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11. RANGE i

A. Range Utilization Studies

Review Ranger District programs to determine appropnate
livestock grazing levels to maintain proper vegetative
condihons

Forest Standards and Guidelines

Monitor Ranger Distnct progress in

(1) Conduchngutilization studiesdunng and after the grazing
season

(2) Establishing uhlizahon plots to evaluate forage produchon
(3) Reviewing grazing reports to determune total animal months
produced

(4) Establishing and mantaming range condition and trend
momtoring programs

Moderate/Moderate

Renew two Allotment Management Plans per
Ranger District per year. Annually review
utilization and range resource conditions for each
allotment. ldentify the number of allotments
meeting or not meeting Forest Plan standards.

Utilization, and range condiuon and trend meeting standards
given in the Forest Service Handbook, Forest Standardsand
Guidelines, and range allotment strategies meeting Management
Area Direction and allotment management plans

Resources

$2,000

Response to Comments
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TABLE 5-2; 11. RANGE
MONITORING
PLAN BY B. Rangeland Condition and
RESOURCE Trend
Determine if all rangelands are mamtamning
productivity, are in satisfactory or better
condition, and have a static or improving
trend in range condition (This monitonng
L 1s in addition to Distnctrange program
Objective monitonng of conditon and trend on
allotments )
Forest Standards and Guidelines
Source

Techniquesldata
sources

(1) Document range condition, based on
review of Ranger District condition and
trend surveys that apply current, approved
range analysis methods

(2) Review range condition assessments in
Distnct environmental analyses of
projects that mampulate vegetation

Precision/rehiabilty

717—{1 gh/Moderate

Minimum monitoring
frequency

Evaluate conditionand trend on
each transectevery five years.

Standard of
comparison

Non-declining productivity, condition, and
trend as descnbed in FSH 2209 11

Variation from
standard

No measurable decline in range condiuon
or any analysis that indicates declining
trend

Responsible staff

Resources

Annual cost

$2,000
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14. SOILS g

A. Organic Matter and
Ground Cover

Preventirreversible loss of soil
productivity by using erosion hazard
information and by assessing the effects
of management prescnptions and Forest
projects on soil properties

NFMA

Assess key soil properties (1 e puddling,
erosion, mass movement, organic matter,
and evidence of severe burning) to
determine if any losses in soil
productivity are likely to occur Sample
projects on each Distnct to determine if
erosion hazard raungs were made and
consideredin project design

Moderate/Moderate

Annually sample one or more
land-disturbingprojects per
Ranger District.

Maintain soil charactenstics within
natural ranges Compare soils on
disturbed sites with equivalent soils on
undisturbed sites

Retain sufficient organic matter
on site to prevent shortor long
term nutrient cycle deficits.

Less than 15%0f total orgamc
matter in upper 12" islost. Less
than 50%oof duff and litter cover
is absent(<3") from treated
areas Maintain 10%oo0f soil
cover in riparian areas

Resources

$3,000

Response to Comments



TABLE 5-2: 14. SOILS
MONITORING
PLAN BY B. Soil Compaction
RESOURCE
Deterrmune sod compaction from timber harvesting, biomass
removal, site preparation, rangeland use, recreattonal
activity, and other soil disturbing activities  Use findings to
develop more stringent mtigation measures where needed
Objective and to suggestareasrequiring speglal sitepreparation
measures to remedy past compaction
Forest Standards and Guidelines
Source
Momtonng of changes in soil density will be conducted with
the nuclear gauge, air permeameter, penetrometer, or other
equipment [If possible, momntor selected sites before and
Techniques/data after disturbance Otherwise, compare the disturbed siteto an
sources undisturbed site with the same soil

Precisionheliability

Moderate/Moderate

Minimum monitoring
frequency

Monitor 3or more land disturbing projects per
Ranger Distnct each year. Assign sample
priorities to sites most Likely to be compacted.
The permanent road system is not considered as
part of the annually disturbed acreage.

Standard of
comparison

No significantincrease in bulk density or
reduction in total porosity on sites where more
than 15% of the area dedicated for growing
vegetation has been disturbed.

Variationfrom
standard

Changes in soil porosity or bulk density must

not exceed 10% of pre-disturbance conditions on
more than 15% of a managed area. If these
standards are exceeded, further activity would be
restricted, until remedial actions are done.

Responsible staff

Resources

Annual cost

$5,000
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17. VEGETATION AND DIVERSITY

C. Old Growth
Management

D. Maintenance of Old
Growth Component

Evaluate impacts of
harvesting iu goshawk
and old growth areas
within two years of
harvest completion.

Evaluate impacts of current
insect mortality and
salvageharvesting in all
designated habitat
management areas within
two years.

NFMA, Forest Standards
and Guidelines.

NFvL4, Forest Standards
and Guidelines.

Inventory sitesto compare
stand characteristies with
Habitat Capability Model

Inventory areasto compare
stand characteristics with
Habitat Capability

for goshawks. Models, Standards and
Guidelines.
Moderate/Moderate, Moderate/Moderate.

Within two years of
project complehon.

Assess all management
areas by 1995.

No loss of suitability

when compared to Habitat
Compability Model.
Retention of resident
goshawks.

Still meets required
suitability when compared
t Habitat Capability
Model.

No lossesin goshawk
populationsthat are
attributable to harvesting
effects.

No losses in resident
populationsthat are
attributable to habitat
degradation from
harveshng.

Timber and Resources

Timber and Resources

$1,000

$5,000
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19. WATER AND RIPARIAN AREAS i

TABLE 5-2:
MONITORING
PLAN BY E. Riparian Habitat
RESOURCE o S
1. Intensive Monitoring of Sampling Points
Assess riparian values and trend, including
associated channel and streambank conditions.
Objective
Forest Standardsand Guidelines
Source

Techniquesldata
sources

Quantlfy npanan values, condiuon, and trend by measuring
npanan parameters on permanentnpanan plots Establish
plots with an interdisciplmary team compnsed of soils,
biology, hydrology, range, and other specialists The
techniquewill include at least periodic photo point
documentanes, channel condiuonratings, and vegetation
condition ratings on permanent plots

Precisionheliability

High/High

Minimum monitoring

Annually for 20% of the permanent npanan plots established
on the Forest

frequency
Maintain npanan area condition, and meet goals estabbshed
for each npanan area Establish goals based on evaluation of
the mital data sets from the plots
Standard of
comparison

Variation from
standard

At least 90% of established goals for each specified npanan
areaare aciueved by decade one

Responsible staff

Resources and Operations

Annual cost

$5,000
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E. Riparian Habitat

2 Extensive Monitoring of Major Riparian Zone Types

Assess current, general condition of riparian zone
resources.

Forest Standards and Guidelines

Use riparian assessments from range condition reports,
including photos and professional narratives where
available. Establish additional photo points as needed

to determune the overall condition of key, indicator
riparian zones not reviewed as part of the range
management program. Persons taking the photos should
prepare brief, accompanying narratives after
consultation with Ranger District and Forest staff.

Moderate/High,

Annual, Forest-wide condition summary

Mamtam riparian area condition, and meet goals
established for riparian zones in Management Areas
where grazingand other management activities affect
nparian zones. Detect areas where riparian zones are
damaged or in declining condition.

Compareannual condition summary to desired future
conditronof ripanan zones in sampled Management
Areas. Any detected declinesin conditron would require
prompt remedial measures and consideration of needed
changes in management practrces.

Resources and Operations

$15,000
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