360/0013

I recommend a stricter policy for forest management so that those few remaining wild rivers are
protected under any and all circumstances 1Ifeel that the Forest Plan Alternative D provides a more
protective policy than Altcrnative A.

Alternative 4 recommends 222 miles be included in the Wild and Scenic System. Alternative D
recommends 163 mules. If your objective is to protect the rivers, then we assume your preference
would be the stricter recommendation which is Alternative A, See response to 360/0005.

360/0218
1 hope you will give wild and scenic status for portions of San Joaquin River.

Portions of the main San Joaquin River, North Fork San Joaquin River, Middle Fork San Joaquin
River, and portions of the South Fork San Joaquin River wiil be recommended for designation in
the W/S river system tn the preferred alternative

360/0307
The Forest Plan has excellent wild and scenic river recommendations. 1support protection for North
Fork San Joaquin River, South Fork Merced River and the entire main Merced.

Thank you for your support concerning the Forest’s W/S river recommendations. See response to
361/0219.

36070349

I am opposed to the Forest Service Plan to make 73 out of 75 miles of river in the Forest "wild and
scenic,” I think that the Forest Service needs to give more consideration to what the tax paying
citizens in general think about the forest and not jump every time the Sierra says frog.

We are sorry you are opposed to the recommendations However, there was overwhelming public
support for the Preferred Alternative’s position on W/S Rivers. See response to 360/0005.

360/0453

The Plan, concerning WSR called for inclusion of 73 miles in the Forest as part of expected 225 miles
does not seem desirable. Currently, there 15 such distrust of atomic energy plants it does not seem
likely they will be viable alternatives for production of electrical energy in the future. Since o1l and

coal fired steam plants produce undesirable by-products, that leaves one currently viable source of
electrical cnergy, hydro projects.

The Forest at present has more major hydroelectric projects than any other National Forest in
California. The recommendations would give the Forest a good balance of scenic rivers, while
retaining existing hydroelectric resources See response to 360/0349.

360/0599
I support the W/S classification of South Fork Merced and North, Middle and Main Forks San

Joaguin River. The section of Merced between Briceburg and Lake McClure is especially deserving
of protection

See response fo 361/1533 and 361/0219.

360/0691

Future water needs of Mariposa County would be locked up with the proposed WSR plan. We
recommend no WSR designation.

The Preferred Alternative will show the Merced as a Wild and Scenic River for approximately 71
miles from the headwaters within Yosemite National Park to a point 300 feet upstream of the
confluence with Bear Creek on BLM lands. This will be in accordance with the 1987 Congressional
Act We understand the county’s water needs below this point. The original Merced River
recommendation was for a total of 82 miles.
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360/0778
I support the recommendation for W/S designations for South Fork, Middle Fork, and North Fork,
upper San Joaquin, Middle Fork Kings, and South Fork and main Merced Rivers, and opposition to

power plant projects there.
Thank you for your support.

360/0808
I would like to see W/S studies for all appropriate segments of South, Middle and North Forks San

Joaquin and upper San Joaquin, Middle Fork Kings and South Fork Merced.

Studies for these rivers have been complieted and will be shown in the Preferred Alternative After
Congressional designation, site specific  environmental analysis and documentation, apart from
this Forest Plan, will also be complieted. See response to 360/0005.

360/0849
My sincerest applause for your support of the W/S recommendations I am a director of the

Peregrine Fund which for the last 10+ years has released captive bred peregrine falcons into the
wilderness. Incidentally, the Upper King River Canyon is an important part of this habitat.

The peregrine falcon and other wildiife species will have guaranteed preservation of communities
under the WIS designations. The Kings River area has been established under a Congressional Act
of 1987 as a Special Management Area, which should give wildlife species added protection

360/0851
We applaud your position on banning water and power dams on the wild and scenic rivers within your
jurisdiction More can and should be done

If the rivers are designated by Congress as Wild/Scenic, then development of hydroelectric power
facilities will not be permitted The Merced and King Rivers have already been designated See
response to 360/0005.

360/0989

I agree with your recommendation to designate various river segments on the Forest for inclusion in
the WSR system There are many miles which I feel would be sunitable for inclusion 1n this system,
but I believe the Preferred Alternative strikes a reasonable balance.

The Forest analyzed 227 miles indentified in the Nationwide Rivers Inventory of January, 1982 as
potentially suitable for inclusion tn the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System The Preferred
Alternative will recommend 222 of these miles be included in the W/S System. In November 1987,
Congress designated the Merced and Kings as W/S Rivers.

360/0991
I would like to see all these rivers protected, not just segments

All the rivers that are recommended by this LMP wtll be protected by Congressional acts if
designated. The classification of the segments of wild, scenic, or recreational will be done by the
administration agency. The estimated effects of these classifications differ with each segment See
response to 360/0005

360/1069
I would like to encourage you to do what you can to preserve San Joaquin, Merced and South Fork
Merced Rivers

We have recommended preserving these rivers through this LMP process by suggesting designations
for 222 mules of potential W/S rivers. See response to 360/0989.
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360/1158

1 am unable to respond adequately because the information presented does not mnclude water power
or irrigation reservations, mineral claims, water right diversions or vested and perfected water rights
which must be purchased, or the location and value of private property The main concern is that
these river segments will be managed as WSR upon the approval of the Plan.

The rivers will be managed as WSR when designated by Congress. Land ownership and use with
quantity of mineral claims, value of private property and water rights are shown in the FEIS See
response to 360/0005.

The Regional Forester, 1n a presumptuous and contemptuous manner, declares that the Merced, San
Joaquin and Kings River segments shall be WSR now. To hell with the authority of the Congress, the
President, the Secretary of Agriculture. Forest Dictator Zane Smith has spoken, so it shall be.
Whenever this type of tyranny raises its ugly head it shouild be struck down in order to preserve the
freedoms of our constitutional democracy. I conclude this action is willful and unlawful.

The Forest recommends wrld and scentc rivers through this LMP. The Congress designates the rivers
according to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968. The Secretary of Agriculture admunisters the
rivers that are within the department’s boundaries. This is the established constitutional system.

360/1160
I support rivers for W/S status. Let us find other clean sources of power generation, rather than
hydro-projects

See response to 360/0851

360/1195
Thank you for your W/S recommendation, especially those prohibiting more dams. Please set aside
some of the unmatched and irreplaceable Sierras into a roadless wilderness.

See response to 375/0989, especially the paragraph concerning the roadless wilderness issues.

360/1223
I can appreciate the interests of the timber, mining, livestock, and water developers, yet we must not

sacrifice forever a God-given treasure for a short term commercial gain. On behalf of posterity, the
Forest WSR recommendations are applauded

Thank you for supporting the WiS recommendations. The Preferred Alternative 15 recommending
gpproximately 71,000 acres be included with the 222 mules of rivers. The Forest will administer

about 24,000 acres adjacent to approximately 75 miles of river on Forest lands. Other agencies will
administer the remaiming 47,000 acres

360/1230

1 support W/S recommendations and hope youn will include the Upper Kings River Canyon as
wilderness I would give up a lot of my electrical conveniences and be more restrictive in my water
use to have one less dam and keep the rivers wild.

Thank you for your support The Middle Fork, South Fork, and portions of the main Kings River
have been designated by a 1987 Act of Congress as a Wild and Scenic River. Also, by an Act of
Congress, the Kings River Canyon area has been designated a Special Management Area. The

dispostiion of this area, referred to in the DEIS, has been resolved and will be managed similar to
a primitive/wilderness area

360/1418

I agree with the Forest Plan’s designation of 1/4 mile corridors on either side of a WSR. This is
probably the strongest, most desirable aspect of the Preferred Alternative.

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act states that an average of not more than 320 acres of land per mile
will be managed This means there are about 320 acres per mile and the Forest has approximately
24,000 acres along 75 miles of river that will have to be managed under WSR criteria.
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360/1484
There should be a reduction in the number of miles recommended for W/S classification.

A reduction in the number of miles recommended for W/S classification was considered in
Alternatives B, C, D, and H. The Preferred Alternative will recommend 222 mties be included n
the W/S river system.

360/1520

We commend studies to determine whether rivers are eligible for inclusion into WSR System, We
support the recommendations for designation of segments of the Kings, Merced, and San Joaquin
Rivers for WSR status. Forest should make the following determinations and include them in the
Final Plan Decide whether a river 1s eligible for national designation, and declare what
classification 1t would have, if designated.

The Forest decided if a river was eligible for national designation by analyzing seven rivers tdentified
in the 1982 National Wild Rivers Inventory. The Forest completed ehigible classifications for a total
of 224 miles of rivers with about 75 miles being within the forest boundartes. These efforts were
coordinated with two national parks, the BLM, one national monument, the national forests, and
various public environmental groups

360/1537

American Alpine Club 1s pleased to submit comments on the Proposed Plan Good Points: WSR
would prevent severe objectionable hydroelectric projects. We are concerned about diversion of the
Merced below Yosemite Valley ("El Portal" Project) and dam at Hemlock Crossing or North Fork of
San Joaquin, within the Ansel Adams Wilderness. We appreciate the clear discussion of roadless
areas and disposition and map 1n Appendix H. No other is so forthright

Thank you for your comments concerning the LMP WSR recommendations. The Merced River has
been designated a Wild and Scenic River by a Congressional Act of 1987. No Hydroelectric projects
will be allowed See response to 370/1540 concerning the Hemlock Crossing issue. A hydroelectric
project could be allowed under the Wilderness Act, however, an acceptance of the Forest’s "Wild"
designation could prohibit this project. See response to 375/0283 for discussion of the roadless
areas

360/1541 & 1381

A bright point in the Plan 1s the recommendation that portions of seven rivers, some 220 miles, be
designated WSR. However, the Kings River above Rogers Crossing should be included in the
recommendation as well

The Forest was not responsible for the recommendations concerning the matn Kings River.
However, this area has now been designated a Special Management Area by an Act of Congress
(1987) with administration responsibtiity given to the Forest.

360/1595

Some changes I would like to see adopted 1n the final plan: Kings River should be designated as a
WSR Kings River Canyon and Mt Raymond Areas should be designated as a Wilderness Merced
River Canyon should be a dispersed recreation area. Merced River below Briceburg should also be
considered for a WSR designation

A portion of the main Kings has been designated a W/R and a 49,000 acre area has been designated
a Speciral Management Area by a 1987 Act of Congress The Preferred Alternative will show the
6,850 acre Mt Raymond area as dispersed recreation - no scheduled harvest area. The South Fork
Merced which runs through the Mt. Raymond area, has been designated as a WSR by Congress, and
there will be no regulated timber harvesting within the river corrtdor. The Merced River below
Briceburg was eligible for classification and was considered for WSR designation.
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360/1647

We would like to take exception to your intention stated in the Plan pg.3-5 Sec. 3.6, which states that
"...unless Congress acts on these designated river recommendations, no management activities will
take place that preclude designation " In light of DEIS pg.4-17 Sec. 4.4.2 we consider this as being
stalled long enough, unless the intention is to prevent the project by simply stalling forever.

The 100th Congress has acted on the disposition of the Merced, South Fork Merced, Middle Fork
Kings, South Fork Kings and portions of the main Kings Rivers by designating these as wild and
scenic rivers As stated in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, the final LMP w:ll indicate that
rivers under study will retain wording like, "no management activities will take place that preclude
designation "

360/1658

I support Alternative A for W/S designations of the Merced River. Segment 7 on the South Fork
should be classified scenic only, and wild from Hite Cove to the private property. $&G 229-232 are
supported for management

Thank you for your support Segment 7 on the South Fork will have a "scenic” recommendation. A
new Segment 8, about one-half mile downstream from Hite Cove to the Merced/South Fork Merced
confluence, will have a "wild" recommendation. However, the final disposition of these
classifications wtll be determined through an Environmental Analysis apart from the Forest Plan.
We have three years from the time Congress passed the act tn November, 1987 to complete these
WSR plans. More analysis and public involvement will have to be completed at the Forest level.
We will consider your comments and implementation of Draft Plan §&Gs #231-234 for the Merced,
South Fork Merced during this planning phase.

360/1683
I'd like you to adopt Alternative E - the Amenity Alternative! However, Alternative E does not

designate (rather call for designation) the entire main fork and south fork as WSR and I think it
should

The Preferred Alternative recommends 222 miles of river be designated. Alternative E, the Amenity
Alternative, recommends 224 mules of river be designated, which 1s 99% of what you would like.
See response to 36071647

360/1684

I support Alternative A, although E would be even better. 1 am particularly concerned about
hare-brained hydro schemes which could negatively affect the pristine canyons forever, like KRCD’s
proposed Rogers Crossing dam or plans for the main Merced River Canyon between Briceburg and
Portal

Thank you for your comment. See response to 360/1230 and 360/1595

360/1700

We support the Forest Service 1n adopting the excellent WSR recommendations. We commend the
Forest Service for its pivotal cooperation and coordination with other agencies in preparing a
comprehensive protection plan for each river, including lands outside Forest boundaries

We received excellent support and cooperation from other federal agencies, state and private
environmental, resource and utiiity management groups. These groups contributed by reviewing and
commenting on the early WSR preliminary drafts The LMP documents showed the results of these
efforts.

360/1702
An 1ncrease in the volume of timber could be made with a reduction 1n the number of miles of rivers
recommended for "Wild and Scenic River" classification

Wild and Scenic River proposals did not reduce timber harvest in the Preferred Alternative.
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360/1704

I am writing concerning the proposal to recommend WSR status for Merced, South, North, Middle
and upper San Joaquin, Middle Fork Kings, and South Fork Merced,and wilderness status of upper
Kings River Canyon. I support development of these types of natural areas

Thank you for your comment. See response to 360/1647.

360/1775

I support your proposals for WSR designations I would like to see some of the segments upgraded
from scenic to wild and from recreational to scenic and wild Segment 7 of the South Fork Merced
1s one such section that should have most of it upgraded from scenic to wild I would like to see
parts of Segments 6, 7 and 9 of the main Merced upgraded to wild or scenic. I would especially like
the lower section of Segment 9 made wild or scenic.

Thank you for your support Congress has designated the South Fork and the main Merced as W/S
rivers. The disposition of the segments will be determined through an Environmental Analysis apart
from the Forest Plan. We will examine your recommendations during this planning process. See
response to 360/1658

360/1797

We do not oppose or support WSR designations, although we recognize them to be strongly
supported by environmental groups and opposed by water and dam user groups. We are opposed to
adding to WSR The protection should be limited to 1/4 mile of each side of the river and no more.
Established 4WD access points and river crossings should be, and can be, provided for 1n a W/S river
legislation management plan, such as on the middle fork of the Feather Ruver.

OHV motorized travel on land or water may be permitted, prohibited or restricted to protect the river
values within the 1/2 mile river corridor designated as W(S. Project work and river management
plans will detail these management controls See response to 360/1775.

360/1841
With a proposed 225 miles of W/S rivers, that places full control of the water to the discretion of the
U S. Congress, thereby removing any former existing water rights on the land and the lands within
1/4 mile of the river. In other words, what is going to happen here is if Congress decrees W/S status
on the river, if Los Angeles needs the water more than we do, we are going to have another Owens
Valley.

Major diversion of water 1s not permitted under congressionally designated WIS rivers.

| 361-MERCED RIVER

361/0017
1 endorse the Forest plans proposal for wild and scenic status for Merced River. A motorcycle trail
to the South Fork is a move which appears inconsistent with the aim of the plan.

Thank you for your comment. See response fto 360/1797 concerning motorized travel

361/0021
I support retaining only those elements that keep the "wild" status of Merced River including South
Fork Merced.

Approximately 44% or eight segments of South Fork Merced and Merced River will be recommended
“wild " The highest eligible classification of the remaining segments 15 "recreational” or "scenic.”
See response to 360/1658.
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361/0652
I support making Merced River wild and scenic.

Congress agrees with you. See response to 360/1230.

361/0063

Mariposa County’s interest 1s mentioned on Appendix page 7-80 as having a desire to withdraw water
from Merced or South Fork Merced. It’s impractical for Mariposa, but could put an end to the
destruction of the resource area by larger wealthier entities.

Thank you for your comment

361/0078

Appendix pg 7-77, describing Merced River and Lake McClure, needs clarification of some
statements made 1n the document as shown on the included maps. Normal maximum water surface
elevation of Lake McClure 15 867.0 and not 860.0. The new Exchequer Spillway Design Flood Pool
is at elevation 873.3 Merced Irrigation Dist FERC No 2179 boundary ends upstream and crosses
the river at the north line of Sec 1T 48., R17E., M.D B. & M.

We agree, the Preferred Alternative will clarify "to Lake McClure" by saying, "to point of maximum
flood control storage of Lake McClure " The recommended mileage for Merced River will be
reduced from 82 0 to 79 0 in the LMP as a result of this change. The 1987 Congressional Wild and
Scenic River Act for Merced River however, will consist of approximately 71 miles and end at a point
300 feet upstream of the confluence with Bear Creek.

361/0181

We ate concerned with preservation of Merced River, and support the Forest Service
recommendation that the entire 82 miles from the Merced’s headwaters be designated as W/S. We
believe the Forest Service proposal represents a fair and accurate appraisal of the public resource
values of a free-flowing river.

Thank you for your support. See response to 360/0691,

I believe that Segment 10 of Merced River contains more "outstanding remarkable” value than those
identified by the Forest Service The scenic and geologic values of Quarter Mile Rapid and North
Fork Falls are, in our opinion, outstanding and remarkable. The subtle cause-and-effect
relationships between geology and whitewater is evidenced more dramatically here than at any other
site we know of in California

The "outstanding remarkable" values for Segments 9 and 10 for Merced River were given to the Forest
Service by the BLM, who has the admunistrative responstbulity for these segments. The Preferred
Alternative will show Segment 10 as "outstanding" 1f BLM concurs.

361/0219
Merced River should be designated wild and scenic and recreational river from their headwaters in
Yosemite National Park to the high water mark on Lake McClure Reservoir,

Merced River has been designated as a Wild and Scenic River from the headwaters in Yosemite
National Park to a point 300 feet upstream of the confluence with Bear Creek on BLM lands. The
onigingl LMP recommendation was fo the high water mark on the Lake McClure Reservoir (Appendix
pg 7-114).

361/0395

I recommend Merced River be designated as a national wild and scenic river. This recommendation
is threatened by the El Portal Dam Project. I urge you to prevent FERC from granting this license.

Merced River has been designated. See response to 361/0219.
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361/0755 & 0024
I recommend protection of the entire Merced River including the lower part between Briceburg and

Lake McClure

Merced River has been designated by an Act of Congress. See response to 361/0219

361/0777
I would like to applaud the Forest for 1t’s W/R recommendations, especially those that will preciude

water and power dams under consideration for Merced, South Fork Merced, and North Fork San
Joaquin Rivers.

Thank you for your support

361/0861 & 1786
The Merced canyons should be designated dispersed recreation - no timber harvest. Special arecas

must be protected!

We have made the change you suggest Management Area 2 is now dispersed recreation - no timber
harvest.

361/0963
The recommendation for WSR status for Merced River 15 to be commended.

Thank you for your support.

361/0985
I applaud your Plan for including Merced River as a WSR.

Thank you for your support.

361/1226
I am writing to express my appreciation for the efforts of the Forest toward giving W/S status to
segments of the Merced River.

Thank you for your support See response to 360/1700.

361/1271
I strongly support the W/S designation for Merced River

Merced River has been designated See response to 361/0219.

361/1285

I support Alternative A for Merced River watershed except the W/S designation for Segment 7 on
South Fork Merced River Segment 7 on South Fork Merced River, in my opinion, 15 generally
inaccessible to motor vehicles and should be recommended for wild designation, not scenic.

Thank you for supportung the Preferred Alternative for the W/S rivers. The disposition of Segment
7 on South Fork Merced Rivers will be determined through an Environmental Analysis apart from
the Forest Plan,

361/1291
I oppose any proposed designation of Merced River under the WSR system upstream of the Yosemite
Park boundary.

The 100th Congress has acted on the disposition of Merced River within Yosemite and downstream
of the Yosemite Park boundary.
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361/1302
I urge you to do all you can to have Merced River flow free and unimpeded, from its headwaters to
Lake McLure.

See response to 361/1642.

361/1305

We are delighted to hear that you are recommending WSR designations for San Joaquin and Merced
Rivers.

We have recommended and Congress has already designated portions of Merced and King Rivers.
See responses to 360/1647.

361/1343
A reservoir at Yosemite Park’s entrance, taking away the cascading Merced will be terrible.

There will be no reservorr at the Yosemite Park entrance as a result of the W/S designation for this
portion of Merced River.

361/1369 & 0015

I feel South Fork Merced River should be designated wild, not scenie, from Hites Cave to the private
property line at Savage’s. Secondly, designating Iron Creek Trail as a 2WD trail is unacceptable. It
is in conflict with your proposed wild designation of the river as the trail parallels the river within
1/4 mile of its channel. Promoting 2WD use on that trail would mean that hikers and equestrians
would be excluded. Iron Creek Trail is a historic trail and should not be denigrated by designating
it a 2WD trail.

South Fork Merced River has been designated as a wild and scenic river. Classification and use of
Segment 7 will be determined through environmental analysis apart from the Forest Plan. The Iron
Creek 4WD Trail will be a part of that analysis. This trail issue (acceptable use vs. unacceptable
use) will be resolved in the Environmental Analysis and displayed in a management plan.

361/1382

I am particularly pleased with the recommendation for designation of Merced and South Fork
Merced as WSR. Segment 7 of the lower section of South Fork Merced has been classified scenic.
It is entirely deserving of wild status, and full protection is necessary to keep the area as it is. Scenic
classification would allow the intrusion of mining, which would significantly reduce the wild nature
of the area.

We are glad you are pleased with the recommendations. Merced and South Fork Merced Rivers have
been designated by public law as Wild and Scenic Rivers. Your recommendation to classify Segment
7 of South Fork Merced "wild" instead of "scenic" will be determined through an Environmental
Analysis apart from the Forest Plan. See response to 360/1658.

361/1390
In Appendices pg. 7-79 under "Flow Data: Merced River near Briceburg," the drainage area above
gage, is given as 6,901 sq. mi. The drainage area at Briceburg must be less than at Bagby, which is

given as 912 sq. mi. A check with the U.S.G.S. office in Merced shows the Briceburg drainage area
to be 691 sq. mi.

Thank you for finding this error. The Preferred Aliernative will show 691 square miles.

The map of Merced River on page 7-91 places the lower boundary of the WSR study corridor at the
837 foot clevation contour. The elevation of the ungated trailway is 868 feet. It is customary to
define the terminus of a WSR corridor at the contour which coincides with the high water mark at
the maximum flood control storage capacity. Although at the maximum design discharge capacity of
375,000 cfs, the lake level would be at 879.2 ft. This would be an ephemeral condition and is not
reflective of maximum storage capacity.

The map in this Appendix and all references to Lake McClure will be changed to "to the point of
maximum flood control storage of Lake McClure.” See response to 361/0078.
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361/1416
Alternative A 15 the most workable alternative with the following qualification: Segment 10 on
Merced River should have the western boundary clearly defined as being contiguous with the
maximum potential water storage clevation of Lake McClure, as depicted on Merced Irrigation
District

The Preferred Alternative will show the Segment 10 western boundary and the references to Lake
McClure as indicated on the Merced Irrigation District maps as contiguous with the maximum floor
control storage of Lake McClure.

We view Alternative A of the draft as the most workable alternative, with the following
qualifications Segment 10 on Merced River appears suitable for scenic designation rather than
wild, based on the suitability/eligibility guidelines of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

According to the classificationfeligibility analysis completed for Segment 10, this portion qualifies
as "Wild " This means all guestions relating to the classification criteria had to be answered, "Yes."
All of them were. For example, for Criteria I, the gquestions were: Free of impoundments? Yes
Generally inaccessible except to traii? Yes Watershed/shoreline essentially primitive? Yes.
Waters unpolluted? Yes. These answers have been confirmed by the responsible agency, the BLM.

361/1511

The goal of the Merced Canyon Committee, to secure WSR status for the main stem of the Merced
River to Lake McClure, has been well publicized. This goal coincides with the recommendation in
Alternative A I wani to convey my support of the recommendation.

The Preferred Alternative will show Merced River as a W/S river for approximately 71 miles, from
the headwaters within Yosemite National Park to a point 300 feet upstream of the confluence with
Bear Creek on BLM lands. This will be in accordance with the 1987 Congressional Act for this river
The goal of the Merced Canyon Committee has basically been met.

361/1512 & 0219

We support the emphasis in the plan of protecting Merced River and South Fork Merced 1n the WSR
system We are concerned that the South Fork Merced, an important wildlife habitat for Yosemite’s
deer herd and the part of main stem viewed by park visitors be protected. We urge the Forest Service
to ask FERC to delay action on the proposed El Portal project.

Both Merced and South Fork Merced have been designated W/S rivers by an Act of Congress See
response to 360/1230

361/1533

Merced River outside Yosemite National Park boundaries has been threatened, and should be
strongly supported for inclusion 1n the WSR system. The conservation alternative concurs with all
the comments and recommendations of the Merced Canyon Committee 1n 1ts official response to the
Plan with regard to this river

Thank you for concurring with the W/S river recommendations for Merced River South Fork Merced
and Merced Rivers have been designated by an Act of Congress as wild and scenic rivers. See
response to 360/0691

361/1558
Please provide wilderness status and protection for Merced River.

Designation of WIS status will provide protection for Merced and South Fork Merced Rivers, See
response to 361/0219

361/1594

I support Alternative E of the Forest Plan because of it supports of WSR status for South Fork
Merced River

Alternative A and Alternative E recommend the same classifications for South Fork Merced River.
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361/1642

Let me express my delight at the Forest’s recommendation for a WSR Merced River 1 ask that
consideration {or any proposed hydroprojects be held until Congress decides how to protect the
river Might I recommend that the section from Hites Cove to the private property line, 3/4 mile
from the confluence with the main fork be classified wild rather than scenic.

The river was designated by public law as a WS river. The classification of the Hites Cove area on
South Fork Merced River will be deternuned through an Environmental Analysis apart from the
Forest Plan.

361/1647

We recommend these changes 1n the proposed plan "No designation” for the Merced River corridor.
"No designation" for the section of river from Yosemite Park boundary to a point downstream of the
proposed El Portal Powerhouse trailrace. This would facilitate all proposed and future

developments. The inclusion of "grandfathering” provisions in any designation within Sections 6 and
7

The 100th Congress has acted on the disposition of Merced and South Fork Merced by designating
these rivers as wild and scenic. See response to 361/0219.

361/1707
I support vour proposals which recommend classifying portions of Merced River as WSR.

Thank you for your support See response to 361/0219

361/1719

I would like to commend the Forest Service in their recommendation for WSR status for Merced
River

Thank you for your comment

[ 362-SOUTH FORK OF THE MERCED RIVER !

362/0063

Hites Cove shouldn’t be designated scenic. Your "wild” classification should extend to the private
property line at Savages Trading Post. The Hites Cove Mine has been in defanlt for 100 years. The
two rough roads 1n the region do not parallel the South Fork. Therefore, they do not alter its

characteristics sufficiently to warrant adopting scenic classification I have misgivings about bridges
on the south fork,

The disposition of the WIS classification for this segment of South Fork Merced will be determined
through an Environmental Analysis apart from the Forest Plan See response to 360/1658.

362/0279

Designate South Fork Merced as WSR and recreational rivers from their headwaters in Yosemite
National Park to the high water mark of Lake McClure. Delay any approval of pending dam projects
on the river until Congress has had the opportunity to act on the Forest’s recommendations.

Congress has designated the rivers See response to 361/0219.
362/0286

We support your proposed rescarch natural area and proposed dispersed recreation management
area.

Thank you for your support.
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362/0599
We support the WSR recommendations for North Fork San Joaquin River, Merced River, and South

Fork Merced River.
Thank you for your support.

362/0660
I wish to express my support for making Merced River South Fork Merced a WSR area.

Congress has designated these rivers See response to 361/0219.

362/0777

I would like to applaud the Forest’s WSR recommendations, especially those that will preclnde water
and power dams under consideration for Merced, South Fork Merced and North Fork San Joaquin
I support the conservation alternative

Thank you for your comment See response to 360/1537

362/1161

South Fork Merced River should be classified wild near Hites Cove. OHV use should not be
encouraged on Iron Mt. Trail down to Hites Cove OHYV use is not compatible with the "wild"
classification Back country footbridges sound like a neat idea on the South Fork

See response to 3601658 for Hites Cove area See response to 360/1775 and 1797 for the OHV use

362/1163
I support the WSR recommendations for two forks of Merced River I have scen an alarming
mmcrease in resource harvest, development and exploitation of Merced and North Fork San Joaquin.

Thank you for your support.

362/1304
I would like to see South Fork from Hites Cove to Merced River be designated wild, not just scenic,
so that 1t will be protected from mining

See response 1o 360/1658 concerning Hites Cove. New mining claims and mineral leases would be
prohibited under the wild classification New mining claims and mineral leases could be allowed
(subject to specific agency regulations) under the scenic classification.

362/1308
We support the Forest’s WSR recommendations for South Fork Merced.

Thank you for your support

362/1315
I was pleased to hear that your Plan 1s proposing WSR status for South Fork Merced

Thank you for your comment

362/1316
I support your designation of South Fork Merced as W/S

Thank yvou for your support

362/1379

First, I would like to express my support for the Plan proposal to provide W/S status to the Merced
River South Fork T urge a more complete protection policy that would upgrade protection for the
lower stretch of the South Fork (Hites Cove to the confluence with the main stem of the Merced
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River). Please change the protection status from "scenic" to *wild." I also urge you to designate
WSR to Lake McClure.

Thank you for your support. We will examine your recommendations during a River Management
Plan planning process See response to 360/1775 The River from Briceburg to Lake McClure will
be considered as a wild and scenic river by the BLM

362/1390

There 1s an ongolng campaign of innuendo that WSR designation of the entire river will foreclose
the county’s ability to obtain domestic water from the south fork Development of domestic water
from this source, whether the river 1s WSR or not, 1s foreclosed by economics.

Thank you for your comment

Appendices pg 7-86 under "Flow Data* South Fork Merced River” ..(USGS Gage #11-2680, from
1950-1959 25 years). The 25 year period does not agree with the 1950-1959 dates. 1 believe the
dates should be 1935-1959.

Thank you for finding this error FPlease note also that the flow data: for South Fork Merced River
at Wawona shows "1911-1921: 6 years." We will change this to read "1911-1921* 10 years."

Appendix Table E.058, the recommendation for Segment 7 of South Fork 1n Alt. A is scenic, This
choice apparently results from the NO response to Table E.038 to the "Generally Inaccessible Except
By Trail" criterion. The operational word here would seem to be "generally.” My son has driven
the Hites Cove Road and informs me that even for a 4WD vehicle, this 1s not a trip for the average
driver to attempt. I would prefer to see this segment labeled "scenic."

You are right! The reason the forest recommended this segment "scenic" 15 because the two existing
4WD muning roads extending down to this area from both sides (the south side 4WD road actually
parallels the river for about a mile) of the river prompted a "No" answer for the "generally
tnaccessible except by trail" criterion in the classification analysis In fact because of the existing
old mining structures there could be a "No" answer for the "Watershed/shoreline essentially
primitive" criterion 1n the classification analysis. However, based on your specific input and others
who are concerned with this segment’s classification, we will re-examine this classification. A
possible strategy is to scale down this segment to approximately two miles and classify the remaining
four mile portion as a "wild" segment Here the analysis would indicate that there are only
foot-trails close to the river, with no existing structures and therefore it wounld be eligible for a "wild"
classification. See responses to 360/1658, 361/1369, 362/1304, 0415 and 0063.

362/1469
South Fork Merced River area should be designated "dispersed recreation-no timber harvest."

Merced Canyon will be designated developed and dispersed recreation See responses to 361/0861
and 1786.

362/1512

We support the emphasis 1o the Plan of protecting Merced River and South Fork Merced in the WSR
system We are concerned that the south fork, an important wildlife habitat for Yosemite’s deer
herd and the part of the main stem viewed by park visitors, be protected We urge the Forest Service
to ask FERC to delay action on the proposed El Portal project.

Congress has designated the rivers and protection is given to the river in accordance with the Wild
and Scenic River Act See response to 361/1647.
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362/1537

The South Fork Merced should be made part of Yosemite National Park so that Forest Service
management activities do not compromise park resources The arca should be given the most
restrictive management that major existing developments permit Mt. Raymond area should be
recommended for immediate Wilderness classification.

The 22 miles of upper South Fork Merced that are within Yosemite National Park will remain under
their administrative control. The three miles of South Fork Merced will remain jointly under the
control of Yosemite and the Sierra Forest. The lower South Fork Merced, consisting of 18 miles
that s within the Forest, will remain under their administrative control. The Mt. Raymond area will
remain as a nonwilderness area in accordance with the California Wilderness Act of 1984. See
response to 375/1811 and 1056

362/1682

We recommend South Fork Merced be wild in its entirety without bridges or other constructed
features and no OHV routes in the vicinity. An obliteration plan needs to be developed for removal
of timber access and other roads, particularly to the west of the river.

Concerning the scenic or wild classification 1ssues, see response to 362[/1390. Depending on the
classification assigned, your recommendation to have an obliteration plan is a good idea. You may
want to participate in future public meetings concerning the use of this river segment

362/1700

We disagree with the Forest Service’s proposal to classify the lower South Fork Merced River
paralleling Hites Cove Trail and Hites Cove jecp trail as scenic. This designation could allow
potentially destructive mining projects. We urge the Forest Service to recommend wild designation
for the river upstream of the private developments at the south fork confluence

Your concerns for W/S classification of South Fork have been expressed by other folks. The Forest
will re-examine this issue See response to 361/1390.

362/1715

I support protective measures for the land along South Fork Merced which would restrict timber
harvesting and road building in the surrounding area, especially on slopes that are visible from the
trail that parallels the river.

Alternative A recommends that South Fork Merced be managed by W/S guidelines after the river 1s
designated We have changed Management Area 2 from allowing timber harvest on suitable lands
to dispersed recreation - no timber harvest.

362/1791 & 0018
I feel the Forest Service should ask FERC to delay decisions until Congress acts on WSR proposal.

Congress has acted on South Fork Merced, Merced, Middle Fork Kings, South Fork Kings, and Kings
Rivers by designating these wild and scenic rivers. See response to 361/1647.

[ 363-NORTH FORK OF THE SAN JOAQUIN

363/0859
I strongly support WSR status for San Joaquin Raver.

Thank you for your support
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363/0914 & 0018
I strongly recommend WSR status for North Fork San Joaquin. In particular, it is extremely
important that we prevent water and power dams from being built.

Thank you for your comment. See response to 370/1540, concerning hydroelectric-power dams
within wilderness areas.

363/0952
Kings, Merced, South Fork Merced and North Fork San Joaquin need to be protected from proposed
intrusions.

The Kings, Merced and South Fork Merced Rivers are protected from certain management activities
within the river corridors. The North Fork San Joaquin will be protected 1f and when designated
Wild and Scenic. See response to 362/1791.

363/1315
I am pleased to hear that you are recommending WSR status for North Fork San Joaquin

Thank you for your comment See response to 370/1540.

363/1533

In particular, North Fork San Joaquin River has been threatened, and should be strongly supported
for inclusion in the W/S system. The conservation alternative concurs with all the comments and
recommendation of the Merced Canyon Committee in its official response to the Plan with regard to
the river.

Thank you for your comment.

363/1721

I am pleased with the Forest’s WSR recommendations that exclude dams on North Fork San Joaquia.
Dams distort water management therefore, I ask your support for the above mentioned wild and free
flowing river. There are enough areas being destroyed by OHVs. Livestock grazers are not paying
a fair fee.

See response to 370/1540.

[ 364-MIDDLE FORK OF THE SAN JOAQUIN |

364/0914
I strongly recommend W/S status for Middle Fork Sam Joaquin. In particular, it is extremely
important to preclude water and power dams.

Thank you for your comment.

364/0933
Please grant W/S status for South Fork Merced River, the forks of the San Joaquin River, and Middle
Fork Kings River.

Thank you for your comment. See response to 362{1794.
364/1315
1 am pleased to hear that your draft LMP is proposing to recommend W/S$ status for Middle Fork

San Joaquin.

Thank you for your comment.
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364/1777

I support the Plan’s recommendation for W/S designation for Merced, South Fork Merced, North
Fork San Joaquin, upper San Joaquin, and Middle Fork Kings Rivers. The most threatened segments
of these rivers should be given the most emphasis and priority. These are the South Fork and main
stem Merced River below the Yosemite boundary and all the North Fork San Joaquin.

See response to 360/1647.

P 365-SOUTH FORK OF THE SAN JOAQUIN l

365/0984
I support recommendations for W/S status for South Fork San Joaquin

Thank you for your support.

365/1285
Concerning the San Joaquin River Watershed at South Fork, I would like to see the Forest eliminate
the OHV corridor that presently exists between Courtright Reservoir and Kaiser Pass Road.

The Preferred Alternative will retain the OHV corridor from Courtright Reservoir to Kaiser Pass
Road, because the 1984 California Wilderness Act excluded a 600 ft corridor due to an established
use by OHV users,

| 366-MIDDLE FORK OF THE KINGS |

366/0218
I hope you will give W/S status for portions of the Kings River

The Middle Fork Kings and South Fork Kings have been recommended by Sierra and Sequoia
National Forests. By Congressional Act, portions of the Kings, Middle and South Fork Kings have
been designated W/S rivers. See response to 360/1647.

366/0808
I would like to sec W/S studies for all appropriate segments of South, Middle, and North Fork San
Joaquin and upper San Joaquin, Middle Fork Kings, and South Fork Merced.

See response to 363/0952.

366/0913
1 support the Plan which recommends W/S status for Middle Fork Kings.

Thank you for your comment. See response to 362/1791.

366/0933
Please grant W/S status for South Fork Merced River, the forks of San Joaquin River, and Middle
Fork Kings River.

Congress has the authority to designate wild and scenic river areas, the Forest recommends. The
Forest has recommended these rivers. See response to 360/1647.
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366/1315
I am pleascd to hear that your Plan is proposing to recommend W/S status for Middle Fork Kings
River.

Thank you for your comment See response to 362/1794 and 366/1667.

366/1667
We ask that you 1nclude Kings River above Rodgers Crossing 1n your recommendation to Congress
for inclusion 1n the national WSR system.

The responsibility for recommending this portion of Kings River belongs to Sequoia National Forest.
However, the Kings River area has been designated a Special Management Area by a 1987
Congressional Act, along with portions of Kings and South Kings River See response to 360/1230.

366/1775
You should have analyzed the Kings River for W/S status. The upper portion above Garnet Dike CG
should have been recommended for wild classification.

Thank you for this suggestion, but the responsibility for classification and recommendation for
South and main Kings River belongs to Sequoia National Forest See response to 360/1230.

366/1777

We support the Plan’s recommendation for W/S designation for Merced, South Fork Merced, North
Fork San Joaquin, upper San Joaguin, and Middle Fork Kings Rivers. The most threatened segments
of these rivers should be given the most emphasis and priority. These are South Fork and main
Merced River below Yosemite National Park and all of North Fork San Joaguin.

See response to 360/1647.

366/1809

I support the Forest’s recommendations for W/S protection but would also like to have Kings River
above the confluence with North Fork Kings included in the W/S status,

Thank you for your support. See response to 360/1775 and 1230

| 367-MAIN FORK OF THE KINGS |

367/1282
W/S designation should also be recommended for the main Kings

See responses to 360/1230.

367/1528
I am pleased with the step you’ve taken, including almost the entire mileage of unimpeded rivers
within the Forest. Your recommendations for classification is one of the real strengths of the Plan.
The Forest Service should have made a recommendation for the main Kings River. Using the excuse
that feasibility studies were 1n progress for a dam at Rogers Crossing as a reason for inaction is a
cop-out

Thank you for suggesting the W/S recommendations as one of the strengths of the Plan. Concerning
why the Forest did not complete feasibility studies for the main Kings River, see response to
360/1230 However, since this areq has been designated as a Special Management Area by a 1987
Congressional Act, eligibility river studies can now take place and be incorporated within the SMA
plan, which i1s scheduled to be completed in 1991.
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367/1535
The Forest has unigue WSR resources, and we congratulate the staff for recommending 225 mailes of

seven rivers for WSR protection. We support designation to the maximum eligible level for Kings
River, and the prevention of unwise dam building in Ansel Adams Wilderness, Times are changing
and recreation 1s becoming more important than energy development

Thank you for supporting the WIS river recommendations. South Fork, Middle Fork and portions
of the main Kings River have been designated a special management area by a 1987 Act of Congress.

| 370-WILDERNESS AREAS

370/0016

I prefer Alt E as it appears to be the most beneficial to the environment and recreation. I’'m strongly
1n favor of the addition of 14,490 acres of land to the wilderness system 1n the Kings River area, and
the addition of 212 miles of rivers added to the WSR system. I like its effects on the wildlife and
their habitat You should establish a large number of Special Management Areas for both scientific

and utilization purposes.

The President has signed legislation which establishes about 48,668 acres of the Sequoia and Sierra
National Forests as the Kings River Special Management Area. The disposition of this area in the
DEIS Sec 35 3 of the Draft LMP has been resolved. The Preferred Alternative recommended 222
miles of rivers to be added to the W/S river system

370/0059
The existing wilderness boundary 1s very poorly drawn in the Rancheria Creek area

The Rancheria area has 13,330 acres, of which 6,250 acres are now in wilderness by passage of the
California Wilderness Act of 1984. The boundaries for these areas were determined by Congress.

370/0084
I urge you to protect roadless areas, recommend wilderness for some of the 176,000 roadless acres

in the Forest, limit clearcutting, and protect wildlife

The disposition of the roadless areas was resolved by the passage of the California Wilderness Act
of 1984. Those areas not designated as wilderness were made available for multiple use and will
not require further study until the Plan is revised. The existing semiprimitive non-motorized areas
found outside the designated wilderness areas will be protected using the standard and guideline
prescriptions for each management area

370/0096

I saw something about limiting military flights over the national forest every 2 years What do you
mean? The military has helped plenty to harm the habitat and life in our forests So really get on
them.

Military aircraft are required to fly at elevations of 5,000 feetr or more above wilderness areas.
Violations of airspace are reported by visitors, but it 1s almost impossible to trace aircraft to the
originating miulitary base. Starting the summer of 1988, a centralized communication system will
provide annual notification of airspace restrictions to military bases

370/0154
When people go to the mountains, they want wilderness, not FM radio.

Thank you for your comnient.
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370/0178
In what ways will you provide moderate increases in the opportunities for public use, enjoyment, and
understanding of the wilderness?

Specific provisions for each wilderness area will be clearly defined within the wilderness plans.
Possibilities would include better communication, information and educational media, better
management of trail systems to include maintenance and construction, more interpretation and
greater frequency of contact with wilderness rangers.

370/0208

As a concerned Kings River environmentalist, I would like to know the status of the 1 4 million acres
between Kings Canyon and Yosemite National Park. Will it be preserved in such a manner as to
provide extensive hiking trails which undergo routine matntenance?

The 1.4 million acres you speak of is the entire Sierra National Forest. It is managed for wilderness
and multiple use, and there are about 1,100 miles of trail in the Forest for hiking and horseback
rniding. The objective is to preserve these trails, which vary in quality from trails developed for
intensive use to barely defined routes Many existing trails need routine maintenance to reduce
resource damage or ensure public safety. Of course, this will depend on Congressional
appropriations for maintenance, and the assistance of many volunteer groups who want to help meet
these objeciives.

370/0210
Improvements to the plan that I would like to offer are: more wilderness areas, especially the Kings
River Roadless Area; less land for tumber, less land for grazing; and better maintenance of trails.

The final LMP will address your concern for the Kings River area. Congress has designated this
area as a Special Management Area, and the area will be managed according to the Act.
Management of the Kings River SMA has many features in common with Wilderness Management.
The California Wilderness Act of 1984 has recently added more wilderness to the Forest which
should give the Forest an acceptable proportion of wilderness and other resource use lands. Timber
and grazing are legitimate uses of the Forest. This Plan creates a balance between timber, grazing
and other resources

370/0235
I would like you to consider conserving the west slope of Sierra Nevada between Kings Canyon and
Yosemite National Park.

The area between Kings Canyon and Yosemite National Parks is the Sterra National Forest. We are

attempting to conserve and use it by development of this LMP which provides management direction
for the Forest.

370/0298

I question the criterion the Forest Service used to assess the need for Wilderness. DEIS implies that
the value of wilderness is based on the number of people who seek recreation. That is a narrow view
for the Forest Service to take. While hbuman recreation is one benefit of wilderness, the land has far
greater valne than for human use We cannot have too much wilderness if we are to accept the
rightful freedoms of other living things besides humans.

The Forest Service must follow the Wilderness Act of 1964, which states that wilderness "shall be
administered for the use and enjoyment of the American people in such manner as will leave them
unimpaired for future use and enjoyment as wilderness, and so as to provide for the protection of
these areas, the preservation of their wilderness character, and for the gathering and dissemination
of information regarding their use and enjoyment as wilderness " Human use is important according
to this act. However, we will re-examine the wording in the LMP and make changes as necessary.
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370/0304
Wilderness visitors are expected to increase 110% while wilderness acres are to remain constant.

This does not sound balanced.

The existing wilderness acreage is not totally utilized by the current number of visitors. Therefore,
the supply of wilderness exceeds the demand

370/0306

The Plan states we should "Provide moderate increases in opportunities for public use, enjoyment,
and understanding of wilderness.” I disagree with this action, because it would be invading the
animals’ environment, The animals don’t want us.

We would like to increase the public’s understanding of the wilderness. We feel that by better
education and understanding of the wilderness that people will learn to respect the environment
where they live. We all share the responsibility to protect the animals’ living space. We can achieve
this by increasing public awareness of wilderness values.

370/0416
It appears that restrictive resource use policies, coupled with millions of acres placed in wilderness,
have severely handicapped the utilization of our renewable natural resources.

Restrictive resource land use policies are regulated by Congressional acts. The Forest cannot
change this fact. The LMP, through the preferred alternative recommendations, attempts to provide
the most optimal mix of land uses to satisfy identified issues and concerns. Other multiple uses,
including renewable natural resources, will be considered along with other values for the remainder
of the 57% of the Forest land base.

370/8541
I can’t understand why the environmental groups demand more wilderness areas and less productive
measures for the Forest

Environmental groups are free to demand more wilderness and production groups are free to demand
less wilderness Congress has decided that disposition of the wilderness in the Forest has been
resolved for this planning period All areas not designated by the California Wilderness Act of 1984
will be available for multiple uses other than wilderness The Preferred Alternative will so state.

370/0548

We currently have 419% wilderness area in the Sierra, and we have Yosemite National Park beyond
that When I hear people advocate taking timber areas out of production to give animals (spotted
owls) more living area, I have to wonder who 1s fooling who.

It 1s true that the Forest currently has about 41% within the wilderness system and that other
resources like spotted owls might remove additional lands from timber production The LMP,
through the Preferred Alternative recommendations, attempts to provide the most optimal and
compatible mix of land uses that satisfy identified 1ssues and concerns like the spotted owl. This
will always involve compromise. NEPA requires an environmental analysis which includes effects
on all resources

370/0626

I feel that parts of our forests should be preserved as wilderness areas, but I also feel that enough
land has been set aside for that purpose and that the remainder of the land should be developed for
recreation and timber uses

The final LMP will show no additional lands allocated for future wilderness. The Forest will have
about 60% of the land base used for other resource activities The Plan did indicate the Kings River
B5-198 was the only area included in the California Wilderness Act for further planning, however,
this area has been designated a Special Management Area by a Congressional Act in 1987 and will
be managed accordingly
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370/0634
The environmental groups demand more wilderness areas. I think we have more than enough parks
and wilderness.

Congress presently agrees that those areas not designated as wilderness in the California Wilderness
Act of 1984 are available for multiple uses other than wilderness.

370/0654
It 1s very important that no more lands are set aside into areas that can not be used for timber
harvesting.

See response to 370/0634

370/0993

While released under the California Wilderness Act of 1984, these arcas contiguous to established
wilderness, should receive wilderness consideration rather than just writing off wilderness potential.
Contiguous areas on the Forest include areas near Clover Meadow, Portugese Flat, Dinkey Lakes,
and Garlic Meadow. I strongly support further wilderness planning for Middle Fork Kings River and
contiguous areas.

The Middle Fork Kings River is completely within the Monarch Wilderness and has been designated
a WSR by an Act of Congress The Garlic Falis area has been designated a Special Management
Area by an Act of Congress and will be managed simtilar to a wilderness area. Thirty thousand acres
of the Dinkey Lakes area was added to wilderness in 1984, The area adjacent to Dinkey Lakes, not
included in wilderness, has been designated in the Plan as Dispersed Recreation with no scheduled
timber harvest. Those areas not designated as wilderness were made available for multiple uses
other than wilderness and will not require further study.

370/10602

With more than 40% of your forest already in wilderness, other demands on the forest must now take
precedence

Thank you for your comment. See response to 370/0416

370/1055
Along with trail rehabilitation, there should be a plan that routes trails around meadows rather than
through them,

Trails within wilderness areas that can be routed around meadows i1s an objective of both the Forest
Service, environmental groups and most users of the trails. However, because of heavy trail use,
some of the edge routes started to go through the meadows. This heavy use of some wilderness areas
has indicated a need for user controls Limits on group size and length of stay have been

implemented This type of management control along with better trail location should eliminate
this problem.

Exploration for minerals that would not impact resources or necessitate rehabilitation would be the
only alternative to consider for wilderness areas.

Except for mining claims with a valid discovery by December 31, 1984, wilderness areas are
withdrawn from mineral entry. However, exploration could be done by nonsurface disturbing means,
but no new mining claims could be filed.

370/1080

Unfortunately, wilderness arcas often include large stands of merchantable timber that will never be
harvested.

Thank you for your comment. See response to 370/0634.
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370/1142
Kings River Canyon above Rodgers Crossing should be designated as a wilderness area.

The disposition of this area has been resolved by an act of Congress in 1987. The area is now a
Special Management Area and a Wild and Scenic River. See response to 370/0016.

Ryl1/Ehyx)

I recommend better access to streams and lakes, and hardening pathways to prominent areas near
water’s cdge. It appears that handicapped individuals have been effectively excluded from
wilderness areas due to regulations limiting the use of mechanical vehicles. If the Forest Service
can propose a way to facilitate the movement of disabled people to a wilderness area, it would be

appreciated.

There are regulations limiting the use of mechanical vehicles within wilderness areas, which limits
handicapped individuals from experiencing these opportunities. The Forest Service does not have
the authority to change this policy However, we agree that disadvantaged, handicapped, and
minority persons should have equal access to recreation experience (Plan 4 5 2.1 #3). What we
have done at a project level 15 design facilities that meet these needs around the Edison and Florence
Lake areas, which are very close to wilderness.

370/1266
Why not set marginal land aside for protection from road building and other developments to
preserve it for future use if needed.

Very little, if any forest activities occur on "marginal” land It 1s managed exactly as you infer If,
in the future, it becomes practical and environmentally sound to manage, we will re-analyze it.

370/1282

Both the Plan and DEIS cite overuse of wilderness areas (Plan pg 3-4, DEIS pg. 3-32) and project
that demand will exceed capacity during the planning period. (MRVD 1982 220, MRVD Ist decade
= 462.8, MRVD 5th decade = 617; DEIS pg 2-50): Wilderness demand will meet or exceed potential
capacity of existing wilderness areas prior to the end of the planning period (Year 2035). Existing
wilderness areas in ROS class of "primitive will reach capacity by 2025. Despite this the preferred
alt. designates no more Wilderness, and the SPNM ROS category will be reduced under all
alternatives. All FPA’s and released areas should be designated Wilderness.

The DEIS and Plan show that projected wilderness demand will meet or exceed potential capacity
of existing wilderness areas prior to the end of the planning period in 2035. The forest expects to
munigate this by implementing more user controls, limits on group size, length of stay within
wilderness and increasing the PAGT/acre multiplier. User quotas will be established for entry
points as necessary.

370/1319

I can’t understand why the environmental groups demand more wilderness areas and less productive
measures for the national forests We have beautiful national parks in California that families may
use and enjoy forever But, only a small percentage of the population will use the national forest for
wilderness nse

Thank you for your comment See response fo 370/1842

370/1324
I believe the general public, which far cutnumbers those special interests, wants to maintain the
Forest in an undeveloped and natural state.

The 1984 California Wilderness Act, the 1987 Wild and Scenic River Act, and the 1987 Special
Management Area Act, indicates that about 49% of the Forest will remain in the natural state.

370/1492

How can the basic facts of life, such as jobs, income, and taxes as they affect those citizens dependent
on the forest, be relegated to secondary level benefits status, while esoteric benefits such as "visual
guality in excess of ROS class needs” or "diversity objectives” or "natural and scientific areas" in
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excess of the opportunities offered by over 500,000 acres of wilderness, are not only included as
nonpriced benefits, but can also have considerable negative effects on the potential net value of the
priced outputs

Congress feels that wilderness areas which have been set aside for these values are as important as
jobs and taxes. The Forest Service is charged with the administration of wilderness within the
Forest The 527,938 acres of wilderness are for the people. See response to 370/0298.

We are seeing discrimination in the recreation management of the public lands through the
designation of wilderness areas. These areas are primarily useful to the young, vigorous, and
affluent. It 1s difficult or impossible to use for many of the elderly, infirmed or disabled, and the
ordinary working man and his family

See responses to 370/1842 and 1177,

370/1520

There should be no additional recommendations for wilderness. Reduction of CAS inventoried
lands and the resultant reduction in planned harvest levels until projected increases in growth are
actually realized.

Logging and road building in designated wilderness is prohibited. Unroaded areas are available for
harvest only after a complete interdisciplinary analysis (NEPA) which includes public involvement.

370/1528
I challenge your statement that limited use of large areas 1s due to a lack of interesting features. It
isn’t lack of beauty, but lack of trails that limit usc 1n wilderness.

You are right, there is beauty 1n all wilderness areas and because of the lack of trails in some of
these areas, use is limited. The wording, "there are large portions of wilderness which lack these
attractive qualities and receive little or no recreation use," may be changed. This wording will be
based on the fact that the Forest rates these lands as either distinctive, common, or minimal as
related to the State of California’s overall landscape variety class values.

370/1535

As for all amenities resources, the management direction for wilderness is brief, sketchy and
superficial The Plan/DEIS does a very vague job of projecting and analyzing wilderness demand.
It also equates wilderness demand with direct wilderness use, ignoring completely the vicarious and
indirect enjoyment of wilderness. We strongly recommend the entire Kings River Further Planning
Area for wilderness. We recommend the Plan be changed to protect all "released" roadless areas so
that 1n the future they can be considered for wilderness.

The disposition of the Kings River area was resolved in 1987 by an Act of Congress, designating this
area as a Special Management Area. It will be managed similar to a wilderness. We agree the
management S&Gs for wilderness is brief However, the discussion in the DEIS is similar to the
other resource use areas Many of your specific concerns will be addressed when specific
management and project level analysis plans are completed for the areas, as mandated by Congress.

370/1540

We recommend supporting the WSR designation for Merced River and its south fork. We concur
also with your own recommendation that a power project be disallowed at the Hemlock Crossing of
North Fork San Joaquin and shall urge representatives 1n Congress to support this position.

The California Wilderness Act of 1984, provided language which would allow potential hydroelectric
development in this segment. However, the Forest recommended a "wild" designation. This would
preclude any further hydroelectric development. If, however, Congress selects a designation other
than "wild", then hydroelectric development could be permitted after an environmental analysis has
been completed.
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370/1541
1 support wilderness protection for the Kings River Canyon, Merced Canyon area, Mt. Raymond, and

Dinkey Creek roadless areas.

See responses to 375/0989, 360/1658 and 1647.

370/1581

It 1s interesting to note that the Forest has designated some areas as wilderness that are "least
popular.” This 1s a vague description and needs explanation, since thes¢ facts arc relevant in
consideration by reviewers as to how much roadless, primitive recreation, and wilderness is
appropriate in the Forest

Our definition of "least popular" areas are those that gre rarely visited because of limited access

We are very concerned that the Forest 1s intending to violate the California Wilderness Act of 1984
by proposing extensive roadless, primitive, administrative quasiwilderness and buffer zones adjacent
to classified Wilderness Analysis Areas 46, 52 and 66, which stand out on the Alternative A map as
distinct buffer zones

The Forest has no intention of viclating the California Wilderness Act. The Preferred Alternative
will recommend Analysis Areas 3 and 18 be used for low intensity recreation, wildlife, grazing, and
watershed uses Analysis Area 46 1s now developed recreation, while Analysis Areas 48, 52 and 66
are dispersed recreation with no scheduled timber harvest

370/1619 & 1658
We’re opposed to any further wilderness increases such as the Kings River Further Planning Area
More attention should be directed towards existing wilderness than adopting new wilderness areas.

The Preferred Alternative is recommending no more lands be set aside for ailderness. Those areas
not designated as wilderness in the California Wilderness Act of 1984 are available for multiple
uses. The Kings River Further Planning Area was designated as a Special Management Area by
Congress in 1987 It will be managed similar to wilderness.

370/1620

I believe the primary emphasis should be placed on improvement of public use trails. Forests left
in their natural state, streams and rivers left alone, and access roads, automobiles, and other
mechanical devices kept to the minimum, The Forest Service will have to be the protectors of the
forest and not business managers. Long term interests of the American public are more important
than the short-term, profit-oriented plans that have been proposed.

It is difficult to leave a forest in a "natural state." The Preferred Alternative will, however, designate
about 600,000 acres that will be preserved tn some form of primitive or senuprimitive land status.
Most of the nonwilderness areas will also have natural state appearance, as compared to urban
appearances. See response to 370/1055.

37071640
1 endorse mass transit of the public to these areas. Mass transit would increase visitation of the
Forest, reduce air pollution from cars, and generate additional revenue.

Mass transit within wilderness would be contrary to the Wilderness Act of September 3, 1964, Access
systems within the wilderness system will be shown on the recreation element (travel plans) within
the LMP A mass transit system, however, up to wilderness areas may be considered.

370/1654
Potential wilderness study areas should not be denigrated by the construction of logging needs until
a final determination is made.

The potential wilderness areas for the Forest have all been designated by the passage of the
California Wilderness Act of 1984 Those areas not designated as wilderness were made available
for mulnple uses other than wiiderness and will not require further study.
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370/1669
I recommend a new S&G. Establish a phone reservation system for areas with quotas. This would
improve management of these and surrounding areas.

This is a good idea The Plan will be implemented and kept moving through short term plans, such
as project work plans. Since user quotas have recently been established for wilderness entry points,
your suggestion would seem appropriate. A decision will be made concerning this suggestion at the
project or freld level.

370/1684
1 oppose any hydroelectric development in any wilderness

The Preferred Alternative will achieve the results you recommend.

370/1690
I would hike to see the areas east of Garlic Spur and Converse Mountain be wilderness, since there
15 so little in the Forest

The Garlic Spur and Converse Mountain areas are within the Kings River Special Management Area
recently established by Congress This area will be managed similarly to a wilderness area. The
Forest now has about 41% of its lands allocated to wilderness, including this special management
area.

370/1703

I object to excessive withdrawals of lands for specific single uses. About 41% of the Forest is
already preserved in designated Wilderness Must we also set aside more of the remaining CAS lands
for other single or restricted uses?

The Forest has no single use lands. It s true that about 41% of the Forest is designated wilderness,
but these lands are used for recreation, wildlife, watershed, and grazing. Those areas not designated
as wilderness have been made available for multiple uses other than wilderness.

370/1706

There 1s too much take, take, take, and develop and not enough conserve, protect, and maintain for
present and future generations.

Thank you for your comment Your concern is one reason we are planning to conserve, protect,
mantain, and manage our national resources for future generations.

370/1797

We request that the 4WD way to Spanish Lake be re-opened There is no discussion of this situation
in the Plan, but we believe the government owes us a little, We talk about increasing hiking trails
and opportunities, but 4WD activities are not discussed We recommend an alternative 4WD way
from Spanish Lake Trail down Rodgers Ridge to Black Rock Station,

Your suggestion that 4WD routes that have been excluded from the wilderness areas should be
brought together with 4WD routes throughout the remainder of the forest is being considered in the
Preferred Alternative. The Plan suggests moderate increases in road and trail construction to
facilitate opportunities for dispersed use. It also suggests designations of additional OHV routes
in the area where cross-country travel was previously allowed. A future project plan will indicate
where these designated trail opportunities will be. OHV travel will be restricted to these designated
routes or areas

370/1804

I support leaving the Devils Gulch roadless area alone. I believe that most of it would make a very
significant wilderness to compliment the South Fork Merced wild river designation.

The disposition of the Devils Guich roadless area has been reselved with the California Wilderness
Act of 1984 It has not been designated a wilderness area but 1t will be managed as dispersed
recreation - no timber harvest. This should complement the South Fork of the Merced Wild River
designation as you suggest,
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370/1811
The Devils Gulch, Dinkey Lakes, Ferguson Ridge, Mt. Raymond, Rancheria, San Joaquin B, Shuteye
and Sycamore Spring Roadless should be designated primitive high country areas.

The disposition of the Devils Gulch, Mt. Raymond, Shuteye, and Sycamore Spring roadless areas,
were resolved with the California Wilderness Act of 1984 These areas have been "released" to
multiple use management by that Act. In the Preferred Alternative, Devils Gulch (Management Area
2}, Dinkey Lakes (Analysis Areas 48, 62, and 66) and Mt. Raymond (Management Area 11) are now
all Management Area 11 Dispersed Recreation, with no regulated timber harvest allowed except for
catastrophic events The former San Joaquin B roadless area is now part of Ansel Adams
Wilderness A portion of Rancheria roadless area (Analysis Area 62) went into Wilderness and the
remainder (Analysis Area 61) went into General Forest. Sycamore Springs was "released" and
became part of Management Area 4 and 5.

370/1812
I think your agency’s proposal of zero wilderness acreage for the roadless areas in this Forest 1s
grossly inadequate.

As a result of the California Wilderness Act of 1984, the Forest will manage approximately 600,000
acres in some form of primitive or semiprimitive land status. About 49% of the approximate 1.4
million acres will be devoted to roadless wilderness type areas

370/1817

The controversy about roadless arecas did not disappear with the passage of the California
Wilderness Act. A full range of Alternative for these areas, including full protection, can and should
be considered I believe that all the existing roadless areas, should remain roadless. The projected
demand for the P and SPNM ROS classes far exceeds the supply.

A range of alternatives was considered for the roadless areas released by the California Wilderness
Act of 1984. Roads for timber access will be allowed, but will be closed after logging to retain
semuprimitive conditions in Analysis Areas 21, 23 and 58. It is true that dispersed recreational use
capacities are tn short supply in the SPNM and will not meet the projected demand at the end of the
planning period.

In wilderness arcas, small groups should be the rule, and horse travel should be discouraged.

It 15 destrable to have small groups within the wilderness. The Preferred Alternative will recommend
continuing our policy of reducing heavy levels of wilderness visitor use by requiring some controls
and limits on group size and length of stay. The use of horse travel is acceptable within wilderness
areas, however, many of the equestrians are unaware of regulations in wilderness areas. Often they
are a source of major conflict with backpackers along trails, around campsites, and 1n small
meadows. Better communication with equesirians would eltminate some of these conflicis.

370/1819

The passage of the California Wilderness Act has been 1gnored by the Forest, because the Act
eliminates a significant amount of suitable timber land. The Forest no longer has the luxury of
trading away the remaining suitable land for nontimber uses. In fact, the Wilderness Act boundaries
and the release language were designed to exclude thousands of acres from restrictive management
The Forest has devoted much of the released land area to dispersed nonmotorized recreation, Qaly
190,790 acres are managed for full timber yield, less than 20% of the forested land.

By law the Forest cannot ignore the California Wilderness Act. The 59% of lands within the Forest
that have not been designated wilderness, were made available for multiple uses, other than
wilderness. Lands outside the wilderness system that have been determined to be capable,
available, and suitable for timber management reasons will be used accordingly.
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370/1830

We have a large percent of the forest locked up Iknow, I grew up there. I romped around the lakes,
across the plateaus, hiked around to the other side and came home on Road 395, and rode down San
Joaquin River in an inner-tube That's the way it should be, and it still can be. The town is there
because we made the lakes

A large percentage of the Forest is not "locked up." However, we suggest that 100% the Forest will
have overview management prescriptions which will indicate what should be done fo the resources
now and in the future. Then every ten years, we will turn the key and re-examine to see what revisions
are necessary and then make changes to the LMP, if they are needed

We're going to lock up the Forest a little at 4 time, not make a park out of it, or let the cows graze
there or even mine 1t I guess we don’t need minerals anymore. Where are we going to work? Where
will we take our families camping? Where will we get the wood to make our homes?

Areas not designated wilderness were made available for multiple uses other than wilderness and
can be used accordingly. About 51% of lands outside wilderness will have prescriptions which will
allow the Forest to manage the resources according to the preferred alternative. See response Lo
1834.

370/1834
I have grown up 1n these mountains and I have observed the Wilderness areas, which, as a
conservationist, I see as becoming a total disaster. It contributes to soil erosion (loss of top soil,

which cannot be replaced) and destroys clean water by filling the streams with silt and other foreign
matter

Thank you for your comment.

370/1839

In recent years the loudest and most demanding response has come from only a small part of the
general public, the single 1ssue groups or activists. These groups have successfully influenced the
Forest Service’s decision making. Through well-financed lobbying efforts, these environmentalists
have locked away nearly 43% of this forest’s multiple use land area.

It 1s true that the Forest now has a large land base allocated to wilderness and special management
areas. However, these Congressional Acts have been influenced by the people of the Unites States
for these wilderness and special management areas. The Forest Service’s authority is limited to
managing, planning, operating, and maintaining areas that have been designated by Congress.

370/1840

A lot of people like the wilderness. I wouldn’t be so much against wilderness areas if they were for
everyone. If you want to set it aside, do it, but don’t let a few people use it and deny others. If
you're going to set aside, set it aside and not let anyone use it I bet that wouldn’t last very long.

See response to 370/1842

370/1842

Tell me, how does Wilderness area benefit any of us? What good does it do to close the land off so
that nobody can use it?

Wilderness areas have been accepted by the American public as necessary areas to be preserved for
our generation and generations to come. We are recerving heavy levels of wilderness visitor use.
Some areas even require use controls. Benefits seem to go to about 7% of our population who use
the areas. NEPA requires us to analyze all resources including wilderness areas.
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We can’t sit by and let them close our Forest lands off to us. We have supported that land for years.
We ought to have the right to use it. It doesn’t matter if it’s for driving or camping. I don’t care if
you want to spend an hour, a day, or two weeks in the forest You have that right.

You surely have the right to use all 1,308,600 acres of Forest-administered lands. Society has
determined, however, that controls are necessary in urban areas and with rural, forested areas. The
Preferred Alternative provides a management program reflecting a mix of activities, allows use and
protection of forest resources, and fulfills legislative requirements. The conditions to use your
federal forest lands are spelled out 1n these guidelines and laws.

370/1847
It was wise to create wilderness arcas to preserve some of what 1s left of a pristine creation

The Preferred Alternative is suggesting that about 600,000 acres be preserved in some form of
primitive or semiprimitive land status with management prescriptions to back this up This is about

49% of the Forest.

| 373-ANSEL ADAMS I

373/1667
Any diversion dam at Hemlock Crossing, deep within the Ansel Adams Wilderness, should not be

allowed No such precedent, violating our wilderness systems must occur.

Under the California Wilderness Act, a potential hydroelectric development project could be
completed near Hemlock Crossing on North Fork San Joaquin River. This 1s a congressional act
which the Forest has no authority to change. However, wild and scenic river designation takes
precedence over the California Wilderness Act if Congress designates that segment as "wild" thus
precluding any hydroelectric development The Forest has recommended a "wild" designation for
this segment in the Preferred Alternative

[ 374-DINKEY LAKES

374/1804
I am pleased that the fringe of the Dinkey Lakes Wilderness has been recommended for dispersed

recreation management without timber harvest.

Thank you for your comment. The Preferred Alternative has been modified to dispersed recreation
with no scheduled harvest.

374/1812, 1786, 1381 & 1667
There needs to be a substantial increase in the proposed wilderness in the Kings River Planning Area
and all the "released” roadless areas, including Dinkey Lakes.

The Forest will make no additional recommendations for wilderness classification in the final LMP.
The disposition of the Kings River has been resolved by an act of Congress, designating this area as
a Special Management Area. See response to 370/1535 and 370/1492.
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{ 375-RELEASED ROADLESS AREAS |

375/6283

Your plan for managing nonwilderness areas is very poor These are a priceless scenic resonrce and
are extremely important for Forest wildlife. Many areas provide a necessary buffer zone for
designated wildlife areas. Place all the "released" areas in the semiprimitive, nonmotorized
category. Include Devils Gulch, Dinkey Lakes, Ferguson Ridge, Mt. Raymond, Rancheria, San
Joaquin B, Shuteye and Sycamore Spring.

See response to 375/0989,

375/6989

I feel strongly that the Forest Plan should have recommended wilderness status for the Dinkey Creek,
San Joaquin B, and Rancheria roadless areas Each has its own unique beauty which is not
necessarily well represented 1n already designated wilderness areas.

The disposttion of the Devils Guich, Mt. Raymond, Shuteye, and Sycamore Spring roadless areas,
were resolved with the California Wilderness Act of 1984. These areas have been "released" to
multiple use management by that Act However, in the Preferred Alternative, Devils Guich
(Management Area 2), Dinkey Lakes (Analysis Areas 48, 52 and 66) and Mt. Raymond
(Management Area 11) are now all Management Area 11 Dispersed Recreation with no regulated
timber harvest allowed except for catastrophic events. The former San Joaquin B roadless area s
now part of Ansel Adams Wilderness. A portion of Rancheria roadless area (Analysis Area 62) went
into Wilderness and the remainder (Analysis Area 61) went into General Forest. Sycamore Springs
was "released" and became part of Management Area 4 and 5

375/1056
I recommend Mt. Raymond be considered as wilderness.

The preferred alternative will show the Mt. Raymond grea as Dispersed Recreation - no scheduled
timber harvest The South Fork Merced has been designated a5 a wild and scenic river by
Congressional act and will apply to 1/4 mile on the Forest side of the river through the Mt. Raymond
area While this designation isn’t legislated wilderness, management will be quite similar.

3751371
T would like to see wilderness status for the Kings River and Mt. Raymond Roadless Areas.

See responses to 374/1812 & 375/1056

375/1461
Please protect our wilderness areas from extensive logging.

Timber harvesting 1s not allowed within wilderness areas. Wilderness vegetation will be managed
tn a more natural condition through the use of prescribed or natural fires.

375/1498
Our support is for the protection of the wilderness and WSR status,

Thank you for your support.

375/1533
In the Ferguson Ridge and Devils Gulch released areas, we support the management prescriptions

of Alternative D, except for the exclusion of the Devils Peak botanical arca, which should be
included

In the Preferred Alternative Ferguson Ridge and Devils Gulch are now in Management Area 11 which
emphasizes semiprimitive recreation opportunities and no tumber harvesting. The South Fork of the
Merced River, which flows through the Devils Gulch area has been designated a wild and scenic
river by Congressional Act, and will manage 1/4 mile on each side of the river accordingly.
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For the remaining released areas, including San Joaquin B., Shuteye, Dinkey Lakes, Sycamore
Springs, and Rancheria, we support the recommendations of Alternative D in all cases.

See response to 375/0989.

375/1538 & 1667
Please maintain all released roadless areas in a manner that will insure that their wilderness
characteristics will stay for possible future wilderness designations.

The Preferred Alternative will indicate that the management of the released roadless areas will be
determined on a case-by-case basis using the interdisciplinary process which includes public
involvement. See response 375/0989.

375/1581

Mt. Raymond should not be zoned as roadless, primitive, or "no-timber harvest” prescription, since
by the Forest’s own admission, there is a tremendous surplus of little-used roadless, primitive land
and by contrast, there is a growing demand for timber and dispersed recreation.

Analysis Area 18 (Mt. Raymond) management prescription will be primitive and semiprimitive
recreation use. We do not have a surplus of littie-used roadiess areas. On the contrary, we estimate
our dispersed capactty will not keep up with the demand within the Forest’s ROS semiprimitive
nonmotonzed areas

375/1682

We believe that Appeandix H, appropriately indicates the disposition of the released areas. We
request that both the further planning area in the Forest and the released areas be analyzed in
site-specific detail in terms of the consequences to the environment of nonwilderness management.
We request that these LPNF comments along with our comments on Tahoe NF FMP DEIS be
incorporated by reference 1n the record of Sierra National Forest’s FMP DEIS.

The Kings River Further Planning Area has now been designated a Special Management Area by
Congress Seeresponseto 370/0016. All management activities planned within these nonwilderness
areas are subject to short term plans, such as project work plans and are subject to environmental
analysis as required by NEPA. Those areas not designated as wilderness were made available for
multiple uses other than wilderness and will not require further study except at this project work
plan level

375/1715
Please manage the Mt. Raymond Roadless Area in a way that will preserve 1t’s wilderness values.

See response to 375/1056

3751732

We support the Tehipite Chapter of the Sierra Club 1n 1ts conservation alternative that transfers to
the jurisdiction of Yosemite National Park administration of the Mt, Raymond roadless area on its
south border.

Thank you for your comment We have adopted many of the tdeas in the Conservation Alternative,
however, transfer of Mt. Raymond to the National Park Service is not one of them. However, the
grea 1s to be managed as Dispersed Recreation - no scheduled timber harvest which will be similar
to National Park management.

375/1737
I applaud your efforts in the Plan to maintain roadless areas. This is important since it keeps these
areas eligible for future designation as wilderness.

Thank you for your support.
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375/1787

Given that Mt Raymond is not likely to be made into a wilderness area or given to Yosemite National
Park, I support a "dispersed recreation, no timber harvest” designation. 1 wish to voice strong
opposition to the classification of the Iron and Star Lakes areas as "semiprivate motorized" on the
"recreation opportumity" class objectives. Iron Lakes Road 1s shown incorrectly on the Forest Maps.
The entire area should be classified "non-motorized" with the exception of existing 4WD roads.

The final LMFP Preferred Alternative will show the entire Mt. Raymond areas as a wildlife and
dispersed recreation emphasis area in a semiprimitive setting. There will be no regulated timber
harvesting South Fork Merced has been given W/S§ status by an act of Congress. We will re-analyze
the Iron and Star Lakes area semiprimitive motorized ROS classification given to those areas.

375/1811
We appreciate that the Forest considers the management of "released” roadless areas to be an issue
that needs to be addressed. This is the first forest plan 1n the region that has done so.

Specific guidelines of how forest plans manage the released roadless areas will be shown 1n the
Preferred Alternative

I 330-WILDLIFE |

380/0064
Alternative D is not beneficial due to 1t’s inability to protect the water quality, riparian corridors,

soil productivity, wildlife, and fish habitat. Hydro projects and the lack of OHV enforcement will
increase the impacts on the Forest and are not a benefit.

Both the National Forest Management Act and National Environmental Policy Act state the need
to assess a range of alternatives in the DEIS. Alternative D (Low Budget) reflects a minimum level
of management to meet the laws, rules, and regulations which govern the Forest Service, and was
not selected for the reasons you listed

Alternative B reflects the poor effort now in place to enhance fish and wildlife. Chemical pest and
vegetation management 1s not a benefit.

Alternative B reflects the current level of effort. The other alternatives are evaluated by comparing
their levels of fish and wildlife enhancement efforts with the current situation. Regarding your
comment on chemical treatment, please refer to the Plan and Supplemental FEIS on vegetation
management, which provides a good analysis on the effect of herbicide use.

380/0090

I feel that protecting breeding areas and areas where animals are under harsh conditions is a great
1dea.

Thank you for your support.

380/0091

I really liked the standard and guideline about projecting the nests and dens of all sensitive species
until the young are gone.

Thank you for your support.
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380/0101
You say you are going to protect the nests and dens of young animals. But how are you going to know

when the babies are going to fly away? Why not protect the adults too?

The Plan specifies protection of "...nests and dens of all sensitive species until the young are gone."
Forest biologists will monitor the nests and dens and determine when the young, as well as adults
have left. Guidelines will also be included in the environmental assessment document for individual

pro;ects.

380/0109

I agreed with most sections of the Standard and Guidelines. They all gave me the impression that
they were made to help manage the environment and coatrol wildlife population. Sections most
confusing were those in Timber. They would not help wildlife and are senseless. Many sections I
didn’t understand; mostly near #’s 150 and 200. The way I understood them, they would probably
harm the wildlife community.

S&Gs were developed to help manage the Forest and to provide for the needs of several natural
resources. The S&Gs for timber were developed to help us manage timber resources in coordination
with other resource values and are not intended to harm wildlife resources. S&Gs in the Forest Plan
are part of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative A), assessed in the DEIS. It reflects the effort of
the Forest to provide a good balance of uses, subject to the needs of the public, while protecting
wildlife resources

380/0110
Having a program about animals is a clever thing to do. It helps to teach the general public about

different species and their habitats.
Thank you for your comment

380/0118

1 agree with Standard and Guideline 35. We should protect all nests and dens from harm or
disturbance. #232 scems very reasonable because if there are too many people in a dispersed area,
it could be harmful to the forests. I disagree with #2, because I don’t think the year 2010 will be
soon enough to rehabilitate trails. Many harmful things could happen before that date.

Thank you for your support. See response to 190/0137 regarding trail construction.

380/0127

I feel it is very important to give some emphasis to animals have plans that protect nests and dens
of sensitive animals, provide some owl spots, and also protect Bald Eagle areas I feel you have given
emphasis to more than animals, For instance, it’s easier for some handicapped and disabled people
to go on trails. Putting up visitor stations in the parks, is another example.

Thank you for your support.

380/0142

I am 1n total agreement with minimizing management activity in deer population centers during July.
But, I think it would be even better if it was year round. I think that our modern ways have intruded
too much 1n wildlife areas already Letting some insects and discase run their natural course unless
unacceptable loss will occur, is OK But, if trees are diseased by organisms, we should help them by
spraying chemicals

The intent of establishing deer population centers is to reduce impacts to deer during the fawning
season. The month of July 15 the peak fawning period during which forage and cover conditions are
optimum for fawn production and survival.

Currently, use of herbicides 1s restricted within the Region, and 15 limited to selected progeny and
provenance test sites.
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380/0164
I agree with Standard and Guideline #32, except that the improvements stated need to be made more
than "slightly".

We agree and have deleted the word “slightly" from the S&G.

380/0288

Alternatives H-MKT & C-RPA protect fish, wildlife habitat, and provide for quality wildlife, whiie
increasing water availability and increasing forage 1s most beneficial to all concerned including the
ecological groups.

The Forest selected Alternative A as the Preferred Alternative for the reasons you listed. It provides
the best mix of resource needs for all forest users

380/0387
We are unable to endorse your preferred alternative because of specific wildlife regulations such as
6x12 ft seedling spacing 1n deer population areas and 200 ft riparian zones on either side of Cow
and Portuguese Creeks seems excessive. The former would require early pre-commercial thinning
to maintain tree vigor, while the latter appears to go far beyond that necessary for protection of fish
species

This was one of many compromises each resource had to make during the planning process. The
6x12 ft. spacing is only in the deer holding areas designated in the Draft Plan S&G 54. This spacing
allows shrubs and herbaceous forage to develop for wildlife use. The 200 foot riparian zone on
Portuguese and Cow Creek 1s for protection of Lahontan cutthroat trout, a threatened fish species.

380/0420

My concern 1s wildlife and their habitats. A thorough study should be done to ensure their
protection

Refer to Appendix B of the Plan for a list of research needs Also, Chapter 5 of the Plan lists all
wildlife monitoring which the Forest will implement as funds become available, after Plan approval.

380/0464
Plan maps for wildlife do not show location of Spotted owl or Goshawk territories on the Forest nor

do they show potential peregrine falcon nesting sites. We hope this information will be included in
the final plan maps.

Regional direction mandates that disclosure of the location of Peregrine falcon nest sites to the
general public would place the chicks in greater jeopardy from falconry or sale for profit. At this
time, there is no inventory of Goshawk territories, however, there is an established matrix of Spotted
owl Habitat Areas (SOHAs) which we are currently surveying for verification of nesting activity.
Fuyrther information is available for review in the Forest Supervisor’s Office.

380/0652

The wildlife surely can adopt to this change due to the fact that the forests will not be made into
barren deserts.

Various species of wildlife need a variety of habitat. The Preferred Alternative provides this variety.

380/1125

I am 1n favor of your wildlife proposal, but I question getting too worried about the Oakhurst deer
herd. We quit using the Hugh Ryan Canyon arca for cattle grazing as the Fish and Game thought
this would be a good wintering spot for deer., What has been done on this?

The current Term Grazing Permit has been amended to reflect changes agreed fo between the Forest
Service and the grazing permittee, whereby the area west of Highway 41 would not be grazed, but be
reserved for wildlife needs
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38011143
As you know, the Forest 1s home for many birds and other animals. They need our protection as

much as we need the beauty of nature. I support the Conservation Alternative.

Thank you for your comment. The Conservation Alternative was considered and many of its
features included 1n the Preferred Alternative.

380/1178
Any development plans MUST include provisions that will insure that fish-wildlife habitat and

sensitive plant resources will be maintained at pre-project levels. The construction of water
retention ponds for use by cattle and wildlife should be an annual goal of the plan.

Please refer to S&G 36 and 64 in the Draft Plan. Both should answer your questions.

380/1242
I feel that many wild animals, birds and insects that are not considered rare animals have few persons
to speak up for their natural inherent rights to exist and prosper 1n the forest lands.

See response to 380/1282

380/1282

There 1s no Wildlife Alternative; in fact, all alternatives plan for the decline of wildlife species. The
Forest Service seems to know little and care less about the species it should be protecting. Habatat
of sensitive species 15 declining and will continue to decline under all alternatives, systematically
planning for the decimation of wildlife. Rational wildlife planning cannot take place without an
adequate information base Wildlife and habitat inventories should be given highest priority, and
trapping should be banned throughout the Forest

The Forest employs both wildlife and fisheries biologists who are responsible for collecting wildlife
information and making recommendations on various projects to enhance and protect wildlife
habitat Habitat for certain species, such as the Goshawk and Sportted owl, will decline; however,
sufficient habitar will be managed to maintain viability of all species as required by the National
Forest Management Act of 1976.

Your comment regarding trapping is under the jurisdiction of the California Dept. of Fish & Game,
and 1s outside the scope of the Plan.

380/1362

The Alternative A theme summary greatly understates the impacts of your alternative on forest
wildlife How can wildlife habitats "be maintained near current levels" given the impacts clearly
described 1n the rest of your alternative description. To state that wildlife will remain near current
levels in spite of the impacts is a clear deception of the large segment of interested public that simply
does not have the time or expertise to wade through your exceptionally complex documents.

We agree with your correction for Alternative A regarding the statement that wildlife habitats will
"be maintained near current levels". The Forest is projecting some loss of wildlife habuitat,
particularly for the Spotted owl and Goshawk, depicted in Table 2.05. However, viable population
levels will be maintained for all species, which is mandated by the National Forest Management Act
of 1976. A change in the text for Alternative A will be made.

The description of the environment to be created greatly underplays the impact You state that
timberland oaks, snags and down logs will only "decline slightly" or "undergo small reductions."
Oaks, snags, and down logs will, in fact, be removed over tens of thousands of acres of forestland
under the proposed clear-cut and fuelwood use philosophy. The partial retention of these key
wildlife habitats on unharvested forestlands will do nothing to reduce the wildlife losses accruing on
the many harvested clearcuts,

Please refer to the S&Gs in the Plan which pertain to the Listed special habitat components. As
projects are planned, Forest Service Biologists will use these standards to assess and develop
appropriate mitigation measures. For example, creation and protection of snags and protection of
all mast prodiucing oak have been used to mitigate the loss of these resources.
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Alternative C may 1n fact meet RPA objectives for timber and range production, but would clearly
fail to meet the RPA requirements for mule deer and cavity-nesting bird habitat production, and
should therefore be rejected.

As stated 1n the DEIS, the Preferred Alternative is A. However, Alternative C properly presents the
Forest contribution to meeting the RPA targets.

How did the Forest arrive at the idea of creating a new Stage 4C + and then renaming it "old growth
forest?” What happened to Stage 4B and 4C during habitat analysis? This departure from
terminology used in all recent pertinent wildlife literature as well as by other Sierran forests has
confused and compromised your discussion of proposed timber management and its impact on this
key wildlife habitat. Consider your entire analysis of old-growth impacts flawed and subject to
challenge.

Current Regional direction specifies the successional stages and defines  the terminology, and the
stages which the Forest will maintain. Both 4B and 4C are stages which the Forest included in the
DEIS and Forest Plan. See Chapter 3 of DEIS for a complete explanation of the diversity standards.

Type conversions of brush to grass can be very damaging to wildlife habitat if not done in the proper
manner. Conversions should be laid out so that at least 50% of the area will be retained in escape
and thermal cover in blocks of 40 acres or larger and distributed to benefit wildlife. Openings should
be no wider than 10 chains, perimeters designed with irregular edges, and retention areas selected
to favor wildlife A forest biologist (not a range conservationist) should design the layont of
treatment and reteation areas.

Brush type conversions will not be conducted during this planning period. While there are 80,000
acres of chaparral lands in the Forest, approximately 25% are suitable fto receive some brush
manipulation treatments to: I1)break up homogeneous brush fields, 2) reduce heavy fuels build-up,
3) provide early to mid-seral stage wildlife habitat, 4) provide annual grass range forage and 5)
provide recreation access. However, before any brush treatment is implemented, an environmental
analysis will be completed to determine mitigation of impacts to other resources.

I could find no assessment of potential impacts to reptiles and amphibians in your DEIS, but I assume
one was made since they are vertebrate groups and the Forest 15 mandated to manage at viable
population levels. Pleasc include a synopsis of your ass¢ssment in the FEIS.

A separate analysis was not done on reptiles and amphibians. However, as you stated, the dead &
down standard provides habitat for reptiles and amphibians In addition, riparian standard and
guidelines should provide additional habitat for viable populations of these species.

380/1362 & 1682
I find no discussion in the DEIS pertaining to specific planning for identified "Management Indicator
Species” required by NFMA regulations (Section 219.19).

"Management Indicator Species” are listed in the FEIS under the term "Species of Special Interest."

Your Standards and Guidelines for snags and down logs are inadequate. All soft snags must be
retained in addition to the requirements of #44a & 44b. These snags must be distributed throughout
the harvest areas and not stacked into noncommercial portions of the compartment as indicated by
#44h All snags should be retained in the vicinity of streams and meadows, and should not count
towards the required averages. Down logs should not count towards the average retention level as
well. An additional standard should be added that provides that woody debris be retained on at least
20% of all timber harvest areas.

Snags and dead and down logs are important components of the Forest habitat. Please refer to our
response 380/1682 for the reasons for our snag retention standards

380/1495

The preservation of wildlife habitat and forest ecosystems are necessary for the welfare of our
planet Ecologists warn us about the unprecedented rate of species extinction. Scientists warn us
about the devastating ramifications of the greenhouse effect. Preservation of the forest ecosystem
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is a necessary measure to avoid such disaster....The way we manage the Forest has global
mmplications.

Thank you for your comment

38071550

As an organization with strong wildlife interests, we are particularly concerned with your timber
proposals. Habitat is crucial to wildlife and we fear that the preferred alternative allows for timber
yields which will result--through clearcutting, road building, etc. in an unacceptable loss of habitat.
Many species, for example, the Spotted owl, require old growth forest Will there be sufficient old
growth forest left in future years?

Although the Plan proposes to harvest some late seral stage stands (oldgrowth), there are many areas
on the Forest which will be maintained for late seral stage associated species. These areas are:
Riparian, 29 Spotted owl Habitat Areas, Wilderness, Research Natural Areas, and Special Interest
Areas In addition, 5% of each vegetation type and seral stage, in combination, will be maintained
across the planming area.

38071533
If funding for such mitigation work and improvement projects is not obtained, wildlife and fisheries

resources will be more affected than the Plan implies.

We agree that if funding for mitigation and improvement projects is not obtained that wildlife and
fisheries would be more affected than the Plan implies. However, monitoring would show this trend
and a plan revision would be required. Either outputs would be reduced, mitigation and
improvement projects funded, or both 1f condition warranted.

380/1669
How, as mentioned in the Plan, will snags managed at densities below current levels preserve primary
cavity nesting birds near current densities

The present distribution of snags on the Forest is uneven. Some timber compartments are below the
recommended density, while others have a snag density which exceeds the standard. As the Plan is
implemented, snag density will become more even in its distribution. It i1s anticipated that this
change in redistribution of snags will maintain the population of primary cavity nesting birds near
current densities.

I support the program to identify target fish and wildlife species and long term habitat objectives.

Thank you for your support.

Rotation ages should be described 1n terms of average dbh instead of years. We feel there may be a
contradiction between the rotation ages and the equally binding guideline 44 pg.4-23 which requires
1 5 snags per acre 1n the 15-24" class and 0.5 snags per acre in the 25" or greater age class. It is
misleading to suggest the snag management guideline will be followed everywhere. We feel the DEIS
does not adequately discuss these concerns

S&G 44 1n the Draft Plan states that within each timber planning compartment, "maintain an average
of 15 treesfacre. " 15 snags/acre will not be managed on each acre Special management areas
such as Spoited owl Habitat Areas, ripartan, geological areas, archaeological areas, will partiaily
provide snags of the required size class. Other areas, such as remote, steep, and rugged forested
areas will provide additional snags of the required size class.

I nced some clarification with S&G #72, pg. 4-26 of the Plan

S&G #72 in the Draft Plan means that other resource values, such as identified wildlife habitat
areas, will be constdered when administering livestock grazing permits 1n accord with approved
allotment management plans. If conflicts arise, they should be resolved to benefit wildlife habitats.
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Wildlife, fish and deer herd management is based on the 1982 estimate. The final plan should be
based on the most recent population estimate.

The 1982 base year is used for comparison of alternatives This base year was used on all forests
in California for all resources including fish and wildlife.

The current techmiques available for bird specie inventory are at best moderately precise and
accurate.. not high,

The Forest 15 presently working with the Pacific Southwest Experiment Station on an avian ihveniory
technigue. We will collect baseline information for the first five years after Plan implementation,
and compare the changes in population thereafter.

Which are the Meadow edge species.

Please refer to the publication, titled, Califorpia Wildlifc and Their Habitats: Western Sierra
Nevada, PSW Gen. Tech Rept. 37. Refer to the special habitat requirements for each species in the
species/habitat matrix. Meadow edges are an important area for deer during the fawning period,
and nesting by Great Gray owls.

380/1682

Baseline biological data essential to a valid Forest Plan and to a determination of species status, 1s
lacking. The Forest has not undertaken a Goshawk inventory and the Spotted owl census is
incomplete (DEIS pg 3-45). The validity of Forest statements and plans on these species is
questionable. You need a complete list of studies, completion dates, costs of studies, literature
review of available research and studies underway or completed in other Forests,

Please refer to Chapter 5 and Appendices A and B 1n the Forest Plan for a list of monitoring and
research needs. Population estimates were based on both field and literature information We are
presently participating in @ Regional monitoring program to determine long term trends in the
Spotted owl population While the Goshawk inventory 15 incomplete, the Forest will be establishing
on¢ Goshawk territory per 18 square miles of suitable habitat.

Existing standing snags are often felled to prevent fire, to produce fuel wood, to reduce safety
hazards, or to control undesirable forest insects. Removal of snags for those purposes may produce
critical habitat losses for snag-dependent species if corrective measures are not taken. Attached are
follow-up guestions from an article. Their findings indicate the need for more than two snags per
acre.

S&G has been strengthened to ensure dead trees will not be felled in snag deficient areas.

The questions you refer to in the Raphael and White paper, titled, "Use of Snags by Cavity Nesting
Birds in the Sierra Nevada', were directed toward the academic community. The Forest Service also
maintains its own research branch through the Pacific Southwest Expertment Station. Please refer
to Appendix B of the Plan Research needs number seven and nine may answer some of the questions
posed by Raphael and White. Regarding your comment on the need for more than two snagslacre,
the Plan refers to maintaining two hard snags/acre for replacement. As stated in Raphael and
White’s paper they were using potential maximum populations, and agreed with management

objectives outlined in Thomas et al. publicauion, Wildlife Habuat in Managed Forests in the Blue

Mountains, which the Forest used as a guide in developing its snag standards.

We propose a Wildlife/Recreation alternative, on the premise that wildlife and habitat, their mutnal
health, welfare, ard quality, are the primary determinant and standard bearers of the quality of both
the Forest and the recreation experience. What is good for wildlife and habitat in their own right,
s good for recreation.

We have tried to show a reasonable range of alternatives in the DEIS. Two of the six aqlternatives,
(A & E) contain an emphasis on recreation and wildlife.
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You need to include statewide figures on illegal deer hunting by counties and the extent of poaching
in the Forest

The listed "needed information" s more appropriate in each of the deer herd management plans.
All the information listed s provided by the California Department of Fish and Game We will
continue our close cooperation with the Department in managing wildlife populations.

380/1684
In my support of wildlife and fish, I tend to lean towards Alternative E, but Alternative A would be
my second choice

Thank you for your comment.

38071702
Fish and Wildlife habitat projects could be limited to those funded from timber sale revenues or
those needed to maintain threatened and endangered species.

Annually, several fish and wildlife habital improvement projects are funded using the funds
collected under the Knutson/Vandenburg Act (KV). These projects would also include any project
planned to enhance habitat for officially listed threatened or endangered fish and wildlife species.
Other sources of funding are provided by the State through cooperative funds and Sikes Act monies
appropriated through Congress. Timber harvest in the Preferred Alternative is not imited by wildlife
habitat improvement projects financed from funds other than timber revenues or for threatened and
endangered species. Preserving some existing habitat does result in a decrease in timber harvest.

380/1858

An increase 1n timber harvest is needed over and above that proposed in Alternative A to enhance
wildlife diversity. Greater amounts of regeneration cutting, over 5,000 acres per year, will give a
greater distribution of age classes.

Harvest levels are based not only on meeting wildlife diversity goals, but also visual quality
objectives and watershed protection.

381-HUNTING

381/0140
My only comment 1s that you should limit the number of game being killed.

This comment 15 outside the scope of the Plan. California Fish and Game Commission sets the
seasons and bag limits for game anmimals

381/1797

Many of our local members use the Forest for bunting and fishing opportunities and are concerned
about this subject We reason that deer populations are down due to more mountain lions, hoof rot,
and blue-tongue diseases and far less from OHV effects in their habitat. We suspect cattle transmit
the aforementioned discases to deer and grazing permittee’s livestock should be inspected and
diseased livestock controlled.

It has not been documented that cattie permiited to graze in the Forest transmit hoof rot or
blue-tongue to deer. Biue-tongue disease 1s transmitted by gnats not by cattle. Good livestockmen
generally have their cattle herds periodically inspected and treated for infectious diseases which
could jeopardize their ranching operations and their livelihood.
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381/1858

An increased timber harvest (more than that which is proposed in the Plan) is needed, because
increased timber yiclds are directly proportional to the amount of cattle and big game habitat
available for a stable cattle industry and sportsmen benefit

Thank you for your comment.

[ 382-FISHING B

382/0135
You should not water roads for dust abatement that are near fishery sireams. These streams must
be protected.

The Forest Service conducts dust abatement, 1) to reduce visibility safety hazards on back country
dirt roads and 2) to retain the fine material component of the road surface. We have identified that
greatest risk of potential impact to fisheries occurs at water drafting sites. See Sec. 4.5.2.5 of the
Plan for management direction regarding dust abatement and water drafting

382/0464

The potential impact to fisheries from chaparral treatment, timber harvest and grazing under the
preferred alternative is low. This is true only if these activities are properly controlled. Given past
experience, this should not be taken for granted

Management S&Gs, FEIS Sec 2.5.3.2 and in the Final Plan Sec. 4.5, were developed specifically to
reduce potential impacts to the various resources on the Forest. These S&Gs, in conjunction with
applications of Best Management Practices and appropriate mutigation measures, are expected to
prevent or minimize potential impacts to the fisheries resource.

382/1125

Grizzly Creek is a very good trout stream that need not be inundated with more logging and access
roads. General forest classification is not in the best interest of this area.

Based on our criterta for defining general forest classification, Grizzly Creek drainage has been
designated as such. Management standards and guidelines displayed in the EIS and the Plan were
developed to reduce potential impacts to the various resources on the Forest from management
activities These S&Gs, tn conjunction with applications of Best Management Practices and

appropriate mitigation measures, are expected to prevent or minimize potential impacts to the
fisheries resource

382/1178
We feel that sufficient consideration wasn’t given to fisheries. The Lahontan Trout protection and
overdrafting of streams were covered, but other habitat maintenance or enhancement seems to be

left to coordination with other management practices. Fishery habitat enhancement goals should be
included 1n the plan

See response to 382/0464. In Chapter 4.0 of the Plan you will find a description of our intent to
complete aqnnual fishery habitat improvements throughout the forest. Aside from using project
management and KV dollars, the Forest actively pursues money from outside funding sources to
complete fishery habitat improvements.

382/1231

The CSPA recommends total mitigation for all fishery resources lost or destroyed by existing
hydroelectric projects. Forest Service should require adequate streamflows which will maintain the
pre-project fishery (all life-stages) at all times. Forest Service should monitor and enforce minimum
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streamflow reqmrements and report violation of the minimum streamflow requirements to the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC).

See Sec. 4.3 8 and 4.5.2.5 of the Plan which describe our fisheries management objectives for
hydroelectric power projects In our 4e comments to the FERC, we specify monitoring and
mitigation for each hydroelectric power project proposed on the forest, including release flow
monitoring. The Forest Service works in conjunction with the California Department of Fish and
Game in reviewing streamflow records provided to us by the project licensee. Violations are
reported to the FERC. In cases of non-compliance, it 15 the FERC’s responsibility to enforce the
terms of the project license.

We recommend the existing wild trout stock be maintained and enhanced by the Forest service in all
decisions pertaining to the management of watcrshed on the Forest. This would be reasonable and
in the public interest.

Currently, we have two identified "Wild Trout" stream segments-the upper Kings River and a portion
of the South Fork Merced River. These rivers are designated and managed as wild trout fisheries by
the Californta Department of Fish and Game as a tool to provide a specific fishing opportunity to
anglers visiting the area. Forest Service management objectives within these watersheds are
described in the Plan. See response to 382/0464

The proposals to establish reservoirs and introduce warm water species at elevations will not only
change stream water levels, but also cause biological impacts to riparian systems upstream from the
reservoir. Warm water species will invade upstream riparian areas in summer, and decrease the
native cold water species diversity

See response to 382/1520.

382/1520
CalTrout 1s concerned that warm water fishing 1s being offered as a substitute for loss of cold water

fish habitat due to hydroelectric power projects. Proposals to increase fish output by creating warm
water reservoirs are not an acceptable substitute for loss of colder water fishery.

Your concern about loss of coldwater fisheries due to hydroelectric power development is well taken
By the nature of the activity, hydroelectric power projects with storage capacity will cause
replacement of a coldwater stream fishery with either a two-story (coldwater/warmwater) reservoir
fishery or, a coldwater reservair fishery due to the inundation of habitat behind the impoundments.
The Forest Service does not actively recruit hydroeleciric power projects. However, as a
multiple-use agency, it is our responsibility to openly coordinate with proponents of hydroelectric
power projects to enable them to pursue feasibility investigations and assist in development of viable
projects. Coordination with proponent and various federal and state agencies allows for
identification of appropriate resource studies, resource protection and management, and mitigation
for resources impacted. Although the resulting reservoir fisheries provide a diversified fishing
experience and, often, an increased fish output, this effect 1s a by-product of the project and not a
Forest fishertes management goal in and of utself.

382/1520 & 1716

The plan should include a discussion of the responsibility mandated by Escondido v. La Jolla. The
Plan should identify existing hydroelectric power projects in which adequate instream flows have not
been provided, and set forth objectives for correcting past errors Plan should also indicate a
commitment to requiring suitable flows below any new projects.

The responsibility mandated by Escondido v La Jolla, more commonly known as the Escondido
Decision, granted the Forest Service the abulity to submit to the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission specific conditions which FERC s then required to place into the license. The
Escondido Decision occurred in 1984 and has been totally incorporated tnto the Forest Service
Hydroelectric Handbook, on which our Appendix N is based. The Forest Plan describes fisheries
management objectives for hydroelectric power projects in Sec 4.3 8 and S&Gs in Sec. 4.5.2.5. On
a case-by-case basis, proposed hydroelectric power projects are analyzed in close coordination with
the California Department of Fish and Game, and managed to meet our Forest objectives.
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382/1520 & 1682

The Plan does not list any trout or other fish species as Management Indicator Species (MIS). We
recommend that all trout species be designated as MIS.

Please see Sec 3.5.5.3 of our FEIS, that describes the fish Species of Special Interest, or MIS as
Lahontan cutthroat trout, Patute cutthroat trout, and rainbow trout. Riverine habitats on the Forest
will be monttored using a resident trout. Rainbow trout is histed individually only because of its
wide distribution throughout the Forest. The monitoring concept will, however, result in various
resident trout species being monitored at the same {ime

We are very pleased with the proposed management of the Fishery Resource.
Thank you for your suppaort,

382/1528
In the Fishery Resource Sec. 3.7 of the Plan, I note that only 30% of high and medium quality stream
waters lie outside wilderness. This raises questions about past management practices and generates

real concerns about what impact more intense timber harvesting and road building may have on fish
habitat quality.

A rating of high, medium, or low quality for fish habitat should in no way imply that the condition
is solely the result of past forest management. Forest streams exhibit a variety of different
geomorphological characteristics that basically define what type of fish habutat to expect in an area.
Stream channel stability, summer flows, and avatlability of quality fish habitat components such as
pools, riffles, and spawning gravels, all go into developing the rating. Aside from defining the current

habitat quality on the forest, the rating system also helps us identify habitat improvement projects
for medium or low quality stream segments.

382/1669

We strongly support the Forestwide program to identify target fish, and wildlife species and
long-term habitat objectives as detailed in Forest S&G 50.

Thank you for your supportive comments about our fishery management direction.

Some effort should be made to describe the scope and goals of the direct habitat improvement program,

Thank you for pointing out the need for defining our program goals. We have incorporated this
information tn the Final Plan

The monitoring program described in the Plan 1s very good. However, it is lacking in detail.
Cutthroat trout: are the critical habitat components based on a model of cutthroat trout habitat
requirements or the Regional stream survey forms? Rainbow trout- We recommend some measure
of growth or condition as well as animal numbers

Cutthroat trout habitat monitoring will be conducted utilizing the R-5 stream survey techniques.
Important habitat components, as described in the species recovery plan, will be characterized for
each of the two streams by a fishery biologist during the first year of monitoring. These attributes
will be the focus of subsequent monitoring to determine if changes are occurring to the habitat. We
plan to incorporate a measure of growth and condition in our resident trout monitoring program.

382/1777

Our primary concerns, in general, are the possible or probable impacts to water quality, streamflow,
aquatic habitat, and resulting fish populations.

See response to 382/0464, 333/1520 and 0307.
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| 383-SPOTTED OWLS/SOHAS |

383/0165
I agree with S&G 45. I think providing Spotted owl territories is a good idea. If an owl was hurt,

you could release 1t to this area and be able to keep an cye on it.

Thank you for your support.

383/0166
I agree that you should provide Spotted owl territories outside of wilderness. 1 agree with S&G 32
because the species will live in a better environment and 1t will help the endangered species so they

won’t die out I disagree with #11.
Thank you for your comments

383/0454
I believe that there is enough timberland set aside for the Spotted owl project.

Thank you for your comment

383/0479

The Forest Service’s Plan restricts tiumber usage by setting aside thousands of acres for the Spotted
owl and deferring land for visual concerns. The Spotted owl is adaptable and will continue to survive
in harvested land Adjacent park and wilderness areas provide all the beaunty and aesthetic values
one could want from forested areas. It makes sense to allow timber industry to meet its goals on
land provided for timber management.

See responses to 383/0545 & 1858.

383/0540

Spotted owl requires old growth (mostly Douglas Fir) as do other wild creatures in the ecological
chain. Your plan places too much emphasis on clearcutting or regeneration harvest. The Forest
needs an economist to decide when to harvest timber Timber harvest should provide cash flow to
the Government/Forest Abmnormal practice of lumber going to foreign governments is a loss, when
our balance of payments is so negative

Concerning the owls, see response 383/0545. With regard to clearcutting, see response 311/1034.
The Forest Service is required to provide an e¢ven flow of timber for a variety of reasons, including
community and market stability. By law unprocessed National Forest ttimber cannot be sold to
foreign countries because, 1) balance of payments and 2) helps to stabilize prices (reduce inflation).

383/0545 & 1808

Why isn’t the wilderness area of 500,000 acres enough for owls? That is 40% of the forest! Why the
additional 15,000 acres for 18 pairs of owls? How can we spend 1 5 million dollars of the taxpayers’
money on research when the money would be better spent for jobs, education, roads and senior
citizens?

The Forest Service is directed by the Endangered Species Act of 1973 to identify sensitive fish,
wilditfe, plants, and their habitats to prevent them from becoming Federally listed as threatened or
endangered. Based on current information on habitat requirements for the Spotted owl, the majority
of the land base 1n Wilderness 1s unsuitable for owls Spotted owls are not known to nest above
8,000 feet, while most wilderness areas are above this elevation We currently have established an
approved matrix of Spotted Owl Habitat Areas (SOHAs), which 15 part of a SOHA Network which
extends from the state of Washington to California. SOHAs provide for 1,000 acres of suitable
habitat at all times and 650 acres of replacement habitat.

This matrix or network will ensure the viability of Spotted owls over a broad area over time. The
matrix pattern is intended to allow offspring from one SOHA to disperse to adjacent SOHAs which
may be vacant, due to severe mortality factors, thereby assuring a viable network through time.
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Another reason for the matrix pattern is to reduce loss of suitable habitat from catastrophic changes
(ie. fire, insects, and disease).

There are three prescriptions for management of SOHAs. These are: no-scheduled harvest,
even-aged, and uneven-aged harvest The no-scheduled timber harvest would not allow timber
cutting other than for minor silvicultural treatments to enhance the habitat for Spotted owls. It is
anticipated that in most cases, the timber stands in the network SOHAs will be left to naturally
rotate through time. Even-age harvest entails a limited amount of clearcut to manage the stand, but
the SOHA area is increased to 2,650 acres to permit this strategy. Uneven-age harvest involves
selective logging in a SOHA. This strategy changes or enlarges the SOHA area to 2,000 acres.
Management plans written for SOHAs after the DEIS recommend the no-scheduled harvest
management strategy.

The first article deals with the Forest’s plan to be conservative for 10 years on setting aside forest
lands for the Spotted owl. I don’t consider 10 years to be conservative! Also stated in this article
was that this decision was the will of the people. I have attended almost every open hearing in the
area and 98% of the people who spoke at these mectings are against taking more forest lands from
the timber industry.

See above response.

383/0585

I would like to ask what land areas are for the owl? The old growth timber in unloggabie arcas should
be looked at

The Sierra National Forest has established 29 SOHASs, five of which are in Wilderness. See response
to 383/0545.

383/1002

Your discussion of Spotted owls is confusing. Nowhere can we find references to the establishment
of a viable population Ievel. You acknowledge an incomplete census, out of an estimated population
of 120-130 pairs. Every Alternative projects populations far in excess of those that would result from
the establishment of your SOMT’s. This raises the question as to the need for SOMT’s at all. This
becomes all the more valid in view of your past timber harvest practices and the conclusion that
without formal recognition of Spotted owl requirements, the population has not been reduced to
sensitive levels.

Viable population level for the Spotted owl is based on the most current research information, and
is established by the Regional Office. The 120-130 pairs are based on surveys and literature which
were available on the Forest in 1982, and used for comparison purposes among alternatives. Current
direction requires the Forest to identify Minimum Management Requirement (MMR’s) for the
Spotted owl which 15 29 pairs for the Sierra National Forest. Spotted owls located on other
allocated land outside the established network also add to species viability. The network ensures
habitat is well-distributed, throughout the species range on the Forest, for interaction of
reproductive pairs.

Spotted owls have not suffered from the past 134 years of timber management on the Forest. What
evidence points to your conclusion that they will start to suffer now?

See response to 383/0545.

Plan pg.3-7 calls for 13 territories in the commercial forest zone in contrast to the DEIS which calls
for 12 as minimums. What reasons led to your choice of those numbers. What is the viable
population for the Forest as a whole? You seem to have a population numbering 7 to 8 times that
needed for viability. Given that situation and the past history of management, designation of the
Spotted owl as "sensitive” seems unjustified.

See response to 383/0545 and 383/1002.
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The position taken by some environmentalists that the Forest Service should preserve a margin for
error by adopting Spotted owl MMR’s that are more stringent than those currently under
consideration 1s completely misguided. On the contrary, the Forest Service should follow the
approach described 1n Deputy Asst. Sec. McCleery’s March 8, 1985 decision on the Spotted owl
MMR’s in the Pacific Northwest Regional Guide--i.e., set the MMR’s at a level that minimizes the
sacrifice of other resources while conducting a targeted program of rescarch and monitoring that
will enable the Forest Service to change course if those MMR’s prove to be insufficient. Additional
research and momnitoring 1s needed.

See response to 383/0545.

383/1018

I do not believe that cutting back on board feet that can be taken out of the Forest is the answer 1
feel that the market plan is the best for all concerned I know that the Spotted owl thing is not the
main 1ssue, but before it gets out of hand, we should take a second look. Any time we allow an
endangered owl, fish, or animal of any kind to come before putting food 1n our children’s bellies, it’s
wrong, and I suggest the Market Plan.

See response to 383/0545.

383/1192

Inereased timber harvest requires; old growth forest set aside for Spotted owl pairs, slight redunction
in visnal quality along Mammoth Pool and McKinley Grove roads; more intensec management in high
recreation areas and riparian zones, reduced crown closure in mixed conifer.

Thank you for your comment Your input was considered in making land use decisions for the FEIS
and Forest PLan.

383/1213
I think we need to protect owls at all costs

Thank you for your comment.

383/1298
There are hundreds of acres of forest that can never be logged. It is inaccessible and it would serve
well for Spotted owls.

It 15 true that there are many acres that can never be logged, but, Spotted owls require certain types
of habitat and the hundreds of acres you refer to may not meet these requirements.

383/1313

A recent Spotted owl report by the Natl. Audubon Society suggests that the buffer zones proposed
in the plan are inadequate. The Audubon report recommends at least 2,200 acres per owl territory.
This information should be reflected in the Standard and Guidelines including reference to where
and how mature timber will be set aside and managed in a manner consistent with Spotted owl
preservation. An effective or viable population size must be determined for all sensitive species.

The Forest is presently meeting the Regional standards for maintaining the viability of the Spotted
owl populations. The Forest Service is continuing to collect information on the Spotted owl through
the Spotted ow! Research Development and Application Program which covers the known range of
the Spotted owl 1n Oregon, Washington, and California. Also, see response to 383/0545.

383/1520

A serious concern 15 the down slope winter movement of Spotted owls which has been recorded to
be as much as 4,000 feet. Can the Forest provide protection for connecting habitat into these lower
elevations? Spotted owls represent a specific case where more information is needed to determine
habitat requirements.

The Pacific Southwest Research Station is presently studying the Spotted owl on the Forest, and
addressing these questions.
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Regional guidelines indicate that buffer zones around Spotted owl nest sites should be 1.5 miles in
radins. The Spotted owl report suggests that the buffer zones proposed are inadequate, and
recommends at least 2,200 acres. Mature timber alone won’t suppeort the pairs.

See response to 383/0545.

383/1533

The Sierra Plan and EIS hardly address to how the Spotted owl and its habitat are to be maintained.
Page 3-45 of the EIS indicates that planners believe 12 spotied owl management territories - or
SOMTs - arranged 1n a matrix, the necessary minimum required in the commercial forest zone. This
assumption appears rather pessimistic because, as table 2.01 on page 2-14 of the EIS indicates, a six
to 10 percent spotted owl population increase is projected under minimum level management. The
Sierra Plan should at least discuss an occurrence. Other forest plans typically do this by addressing
the concept of minimum visible population, but nowhere is this done in the Sierra Plan or EIS.

Viable population level for the Spotted owl 1s based on the most current research information and
is established at the Regional level. The Forest SOHA network has been modified to include five
in wilderness and 24 outside of wilderness. Park SOHAs may also be established. The Forest
Service 15 continuing to collect information on the Spotted owl through the Spotted owl Research
Development and Application Program.

For the preparation of the EIS, planners should assure that the planned 20 SOMTSs found on the
Forest will indeed preserve a minimum viable owl population The latest scientific methods should
be used allowing a margin of error for all unavoidable assumptions. The way in which the final result
is obtained should be displayed in Appendix B Further, OWLHAB table should be redesigned to
reflect owl habitat to the best scientific knowledge. Suitability percentages can likely not be
attributed to stands younger than 180 years, and only stands 300 years and older should be
considered 100 percent suitable. Re-running some of the alternatives will then tell planners whether
the owl pair figures in the draft are accurate.

The strategy selected for managing SOHAs was no scheduled timber harvest, therefore the
FORPLAN model was constrained and does not allow timber harvesting in SOHAs.

383/1669
One thousand acres will not be adequate habitat for the owls. Why only 18 territories when the
Goshawk has a similar home range size and the forest is willing to provide for sixty pairs.

A total of 29 SOHAs has been selected for the SOHA network in the Preferred Alternative. See
response to 383/1313 & (0545 for an explanation of our current direction regarding Spotted owls.
Also, please refer to the narrative on Goshawks on pg. 3-44 in the DEIS.

383/1702

The number of spotted owl management areas on commercial timberlands could be limited to 12-15
areas instead of the 18 in the Proposed Plan.

The minimum number of spotted owl management areas and thetr distribution were established in
the Regional Planning Guide. The Forest spotted owl management network meets but does not
exceed the minimum established by the Region. The Forest currently has established 29 SOHAs, 24
of which are on lands avatlable for timber production.

383/1716

Guidelines indicate that buffer zones around Spotted owl nests should be a 1.5 mile radius. The
DEIS mentions the conflicts of managing commercial forest for Spoited owls with respect to timber
and deer management objectives. CNPS reminds the Forest of its multiple use mandate and

decreases 1n Spotted owl population proposed in nearly all plan alternatives could contribute to the
need for federal listing as Threatened or Endangered.

See response to 383/0545 for an explanation of our current direction regarding Spotted owls.
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383/1736

A thorough scientific study should be conducted on the ecology of Spotted owls in the Forest to
determine, if their population size is increasing, stable, or decreasing; if they require old growth
forest for survival and reproduction; how large a breeding territory is required for each pair.

See response to 383/1313. Research is continuing on the Spotted owls through the Forest Service
Spotted owl Research, Development and Application Program and inventories of Spotted owl for
other Forest Program activities and inventories of Spotted owls related to other Forest programs.

383/1817
All present Spotted owl territorics should be retained. Oldgrowth should be preserved.

See response to 383/0545.

38371828

We are concerned about several portions of the draft. One major concern is the amount of
commercial timberland to be restricted for the Spotted owl. The estimated 1,800 owls in California
would seem to indicate to this uneducated person that the little devils are alive and well-somewhere,
and that to sacrifice a town or a company or a single job, is, if not unnecessary, at least extremely
premature.

See response to 383/0545.

38371842

I would Iike to know how much taxes the Spotted owls pay. They want all this land for them. The
Spotted owl isn’t even on the endangered species list. If you've got so many in other states, why do
we worry about them here?

See response to 383/0545.

How does setting aside 2,200 acres for each 550 pairs of owls benefit us? How does it benefit the
taxpayer? The government doesn’t even do that for senior citizens who paid taxes for years. I mean
they’re going to do something big for our owls that God made to live in the forest for years.

See responses to 383/0545

383/1858
Economic evaluation of Spotted owls and visual resources and their cost to the American people are
much underestimated and hidden in the verbage of this report.

An economic analysis is part of the DEIS and Plan, and displays trade-offs of managing all
resources. Please turn to the economical trade-offs analysis section, including tables, in the FEIS,
Chapter 2. The tables, along with their accompanying narrative, should be of particular interest.

The fact your forest is adjacent to Yosemite National Park must not be forgotten when allocating
land to a single habitat such as the Spotted owl habitat.

We may coordinate with Yosemite Nanional Park on Spotted owls. However, special distribution
and suitability of habitat will need to be considered before Park lands are included into the Forest
SOHA network. See response to 383/0545.

383/1861
I think the Park Service, Yosemite and the Wilderness arcas should be maintained for the Spotted
owl

See response to 383/1313 & 0545.
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I 384-SENSITIVE SPECIES ]

38411313

We recognize that the Forest is aware and concerned with sensitive species issues. However, the
dynamic and complex nature of sensitive species and community information can lead to omissions
and inconsistencies in the development of plans.

Thank you for your comment. We will continue to gather information on sensitive species and
communities through our Monitoring Plan (Chapter 5 of the Plan) and make appropriate changes
through time.

384/1362

The Forest predicts incrcasing livestock grazing will proportionally increase potential impacts to
flycatcher populations. It makes no effort at reducing potential impacts by development of specific
S&Gs that effectively control cattle impacts to willows. Only a dozen or so willow flycatchers have
been found on the Sierra. This species must be afforded special habitat protection.

We are planning several fencing projects in cooperation with the California Dept. of Fish & Game
to protect known Willow flycatcher habitat. In addition we have specifically identified Willow
flycatcher for long term population monitoring. We also employ professional range conservationists
to assist in preventing loss of Willow flycatcher nest sites.

How much habitat is being provided for maintaining Goshawk territories? At least 123 acres should
be provided until such time as the Forest Service has sufficient field data to show that less habitat
can maintain viability Habitat should be maintained for at least 75 pairs with retained habitat
located throughout CAS lands,

Presently 50 acres of suitable habitat is established for each Goshawk nest territory. Research
literature on Goshawks indicate differences in habitat utilization, depending on habitat type. As
stated in response #384/1520, we have included a survey and additional standards in the final EIS
and Plan to protect Goshawk habitat. The maximum density of Goshawks that has been found in
California is approximately two township. Based on the total acres of forested lands, we have
calculated the maximum number of Goshawk territories which can be supported is about 50 pairs.

384/1520

Northern Goshawks’ proposed 50 acre territories are significantly below that recommended by
published documents Old growth requirement should be a minimum of 150 acres. DEIS states
Goshawk inventory has not been completed. Potential impacts to the Goshawk from Forest Service
activities cannot be accurately determined If the Plan is to meet requirements of CFR Section
219 19, an effective or viable population size must be determined for all sensitive species.

The current direction on managing Goshawks was explained in the DEIS pg. 3-44. A viable
population of Goshawks will be managed on the Forest durtng Plan implementation through several
S&Gs which include Spotted owl management areas, riparian zones, and wilderness. Known nest

sites will be protected from disturbance. A survey is among our future research needs for the
Goshawk. Goshawk nests will be monitored as outline in Chapter 5 of the Plan.

384/1669

Censusing by recording flycatcher vocalizations is not an accurate monitoring technique. Often,
males will stop vocalizing as soon as the nest is built,

Please refer to Chapter 5 of the Plan for a summary of the monitoring strategy for Willow flycatchers.
The intent of monitoring 15 to gather baseline information for a period of four years and then
monitor trends every other year thereafter. We are aware of the reduction in male vocalization after
pair bonding. However, we will continue to coordinate with research and modify our monitoring
techniqite using the most current information.
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Omitted from the list of survey requirements were Spotted owl and Willow flycatcher surveys, neither
of which are part of the "field counts" for avian species.

Table 5.01, pg.5-6 of the Draft Plan hists monitoring requirements for Spotted owl and Willow
flycatcher.

384/1716 & 1313

The Plan and FEIS mention the Peregrine falcon, Bald ecagle, Spotted owl, Willow flycatcher,
Goshawk and the Lahontan and Paiute cutthroat trout as sensitive species. California Department
of Fish and Game indicates that other rare animal species occur that need special attention: the
wolverine, Mount Lyell salamander, Sierra Nevada red fox, Great Gray owl, Prairie falcon, and the
Limestone salamander. Sierra should include them on the sensitive species list

The Sierra Nevada red fox and the Great Gray owl are listed on the Regional Forester’s sensitive
species list. The other species are not part of the list. However, the Forest will be able to maintain
all species histed in your comments by protection of special management areas, such as Spotted owl
management areas, riparian areas, wild and scenic river corridors, and wilderness. The Forest will
also continue its coordination with the CDFG in the management of these animals.

| 385-THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES |

385/0089
Why protect only 6 nest sites for falcons? I think all of their nests should be protected

Surveys of cliff systems in the Forest conducted in 1980 identified six superior nest sites. Please
refer to the narrative on Peregrine falcons in Chapter 3 of the EIS for a detailed explanation of the
S&G. See response to 385/1817. The Forest will establish three nesting pair of peregrine falcons
which contribute to the Regional recovery goal of 80 pairs for the National Forests of California.

385/0095

I don’t see any point in upgrading the number of commercial sites. It doesn’t make sense to me that
we should increase the amount of recreational developments throughout the Forest, because many
animals would be forced out of their natural habitat. I'm glad we are protecting the nest sites of
peregrine falcons Ever since I started learning about them, I have grown to love them more and
more.

The proposed expansion of commercial recreational development is around existing lakes,
reservoirs, and heavy use areas such as Dinkey Creek. Any new impact to animals is going to be
negligible since those developed sites have existed for approximately 30 years. Thank you for your
support of the protection of peregrine falcons

385/0153
I think that you should give more attention to endangered species I also think you should provide
for more educational opportunities for the younger generation.

Recovery plans have been written for the Peregrine falcon and Bald eagle, which the Forest Plan
addresses. Regional direction emphasizes the need to protect the habitat for endangered species.

385/0182
Why can’t the mountain lions and Spotted owls be moved? Also, what are you going to do about the
Forest losing its trees to root rot because they aren’t being thinned out.

See response to 383/1313 regarding your question on Spotted owls. Your question pertaining to
mountain lions 1s outside the scope of the Plan. The California Department of Fish and Game is
responsible for managing lion populations. Root rot is an incidental and minor problem in the
forest.
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385/0244

I agree with S&G 48, it is very important that we protect roost trees for Bald eagles at Bass, Shaver,
Redinger, and Pine Flat Lakes. Also, my family and I enjoy going to the snow many times each year
and think that providing parking and sanitation facilities is a good idea.

Thank you for your supportive comments.

385/0387
We are unable to endorse your preferred alternative because 200 feet riparian zones of Cow and
Portuguese Creeks seems excessive.

Because Cow and Portuguese Creeks provide habitat for federally listed threatened trout, we feel
that the S&Gs described 1n the FEIS and tn the Plan are appropriate. See response to 385/1520.

385/0464
Opportunities for improving conditions for Bald eagles are limited because suitable roost trees near
preferred lakes and reservoirs are abundant and foraging habitat is currently good.

The statement you refer to ts a general comment of habitat conditions in reservoirs where Bald eagles
have been observed Constructing roost trees probably will not be needed. However, there are
opportunities at Bass Lake to enhance individual roost trees. Also, see response to 385/1669.

385/1313
We are concerned with some inconsistencies regarding instream flows that may be reduced as a result

of hydroelectric power projects. Decreases in late season stream levels could seriously impact
sensitive species, such as Lahontan cutthroat trout.

There are currently no proposed hydroelectric power projects, and probably never will be any
projects that could influence the habitat of the two identified Lahontan cutthroat trout populations
in the Forest See response to 385/1520.

385/1393
A knowledgeable person should be hired who can identify and study plants and animals.

Thank you for your comment. The Forest plans to hire a botanist/ecologist in the near future.

385/1520

We are pleased with the direction of the Plan regarding riparian protection and management and
streamside management for all reaches of Portuguese and Cow Creeks. We recommend
determination of critical and essential habitat for Lahontan cuithroat trout and Paiute cutthroat
trout,

Thank you for your supportive comments. Management strategies for these two fish species have
be¢n defined in their associated recovery plans. The Forest does not have plans to pursue a
classification of critical or essential habitat for the streams occupied by Lahontan or Paiute
cutthroat trout. These federally-listed threatened species are legally and adequately protected by
the intent of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, amended 1986. The Forest has developed S&Gs
to provide further protection for these species as found in the EIS (Section 2 5.3.2) and in the Plan
{Section 4.5 18}

385/1669

No logging activity should be allowed within the protected strips along the portions of Cow and
Portuguese Creeks that contain the population of Lahontan cutthroat trout. Similar restrictions
should apply to the tributaries above those populations. The small amount of land removed from
timber production is a small price to pay for the adeguate protection of those fisheries., How will
the impacts of livestock grazing be managed on these listed species?

Our management direction for the Cow Creek and Portuguese Creek drainages is described in
Section 2.5.3.2 of the EIS and Section 4.5 18 of the Plan Because the Lahontan cutthroat trout is
a federally-listed threatened species, Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 requires
extensive coordination with federal and state agencies whenever major construction projects are
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proposed within the occupied watershed. On a case-by-case basis, management within the 200 foot
protection zone would be defined after coordination with other agencies.

The Portuguese Creek streamside zone offers little or no forage for cattle and is not expected to
experience impacts from livestock use. Some of the more accessible areas of livestock forage in the
Cow Creek drainage are currently fenced off to exclude livestock and protect against potential
livestock impacts.

The Forest 1s willing to provide protection to roost trees and feeding areas for the endangered Bald
eagle, yet no money is provided to identify these areas.

The Forest has long been aware of the Bald eagle roost and feeding areas and have inifiated several
projects to enhance the use of these arcas by Bald eagles around Pine Flat Reservoir. District
personnel have long recorded Bald eagle use in other reservoirs. Depending on program priorities,
we will enhance the use of other reservoirs by Bald eagles sometime in the future.

Sixty pairs of Goshawks seems like an extremely ambitious target. How many pairs were in the Forest
in 19867

No formal survey of Goshawks was conducted in 1986. See response to 384/1520 and 384/1362 for
additional information.

There is no mention made of the protection of nest sites of the Peregrine falcon.

Piease refer to S&Gs in the Final Plan. Since the Peregrine falcon is a federally Endangered
Species, they will be protected throughout the life of the Plan.

You need to create a new S&G that states' all permitted activities will be restricted if Bald eagle
wintering activity suggests that nesting may be imminent.

Bald eagles are federally-listed as endangered, and, therefore are protected under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973. In the event a Bald eagle is found nesting within the boundaries of the Forest,
we will comply with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and the current recovery plan for the
Bald eagle.

A Goshawk nest has been used for several years in the largely vacant Camp Mary-Mac, and as such,
expansion should not be allowed.

The S&G which refers to Camp Mary-Mac has been eliminated in the FEIS and Plan because of the
termination of the permif.

385/1682
We need a history of the Condor habitat in the Forest for the Condor recovery plan.

This comment is outside the scope of this Plan. The Forest does not have historic Condor habitat.

385/1716

CNPS supports the S&Gs that propose additional care in streamside management for all reaches of
Portuguese and Cow Creeks where Lahontan cutthroat trout occurs and all Class I, II, and III
tributaries. We recommend that proposals be included in the Final Plan for the determination of
critical and essential habitat of the Lahontan and Paiute cutthroat trout. We recommend all
sensitive species be designated as MIS.

See response to 385/1520 and 382/1520.

385/1817
Threatened and endangered species habitat should be maximized.

We are unsure what you meant by the term "maximized." The Endangered Species Act of 1973
requires consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on all federaily-listed threatened and
endangered species. We are also directed to prevent any species from being listed. We have
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identified several species as sensitive, such as the Spotted owl, Goshawk, sensitive plants, and taken
steps to maintain a viable population. See response 385/1520.

| 386.DEER HERD MANAGEMENT |

386/0167
I agree that screening the roads in deer habitat areas is a fine 1dea to protect the animals, and has
my approval all the way

Thank you for your support.

386/0171
I think you should minimize activity such as logging and vehicular traffic in all deer population
centers throughout the year. I also think you should minimize carctaking activities in deer holding
areas throughout the year I think you should keep vehicle traffic at low levels in all deer winter
ranges.

See response to 380/0142.

386/1002
DEIS, pages v and vi - What caused the deer herd decline 1n the 1960°s?

Please refer to the narrative on Mule Deer in the FEIS.

386/1178
Deer fawning areas should be excluded from livestock grazing permits, and key areas should be
fenced to retain cover for fawns.

Cattle grazing seasons are adjusted to allow deer to use mountain meadows during most of the
fawning season. Construction of fences for large areas is very costly, and maintenance would fall
upon grazing permittees. However, if problems are identified, then adjustments can be made in
livestock distribution to minimize the impact. Please see the narrative on Range in the Plan.

386/1362

A minimum of 15 basal square feet/acre {or crown closure equivalent) must be retained in all harvest
areas, with additional amounts provided in key areas. It is critical that retained oaks be distributed
throughout harvest arcas and not "stacked" into noncommercial portions of compartments. A
standard should be provided that will reduce livestock impact to blue oaks and allow their
regeneration on forestland.

Regarding blue oaks and cattle grazing, refer fo Long-Term Changes from Different Uses of
Foothill Hardwood Ranges, by Duncan, McDougald, Westfall, 1986 (PSW Report: PSW-100),
which determined that cattle grazing had no effect on oak reproduction. Although the standard
accepted by the ID team decision-making process does not meet all timber management expectations
or all the needs for wildlife, both timber and wildlife interests were well represented in all ID team
meetings. The standard stated in the decision should maintain acceptable wildlife habitat, yet

produce fairly high timber yields. The economics of our ASQ decision was a major public issue and
is discussed in a separate section

386/1581
We can see no justification for the lower mule deer population of 5,300 displayed in the cutput for
Alternative H, compared with PRF, and strongly suggest that this be corrected and explained.

The deer population figures were based on the level of management and protection given to deer
under each alternative (1e. habitat improvement, critical deer area, and level of harvest). Please
refer to Appendix B (FEIS) regarding mule deer population differences among alternatives.
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386/1619
We would like the Forest Service to work in conjunction with Fish and Game in moritoring the

decline in deer herd and the increase 1n predator populations.

Please refer to Appendix B for a list of research needs. The Forest continues to work with Fish and
Game in monitoring deer herds and lion population.

386/1669

At least some effort should be made to describe the scope and goals of this habitat improvement
program. Given the declining situation of deer herds, the Forest Service needs to concern itself with
100% of the population centers and holding areas, not just 75% as stated. This should involve
reduced disturbances during the critical fawning times and habitat improvement.

The figure in the DEIS of 75% reflects the resulit of the analysis between the alternatives in the FEIS.
The DEIS compared alternatives. It assessed the impacts of improving the habitat in 100% of the
deer population centers and holding arecas (Alternative E) to no improvements (Alternatives F, H,
I) Alternative A was selected as the Preferred Alternative because it gave the best mix of resource
uses.

S&G 41 states there 1s a #39 population center on the map, but there isn’t one. Additionally,
management activity should be minimized beginning June 15, not July 1.

Thank you for pointing out the typographical error We will change the number to 29 in the final
EIS and Plan. See response to 380/0142 for our response to the second part of your comment.

The annual reports from Dept. of Fish and Game are questionably moderate in precision/accuracy.
Little data exists to form statistical estimates of value on these reports.

As the Plan is implemented, many of the sampling techniques will be refined, based on greater
statistical accuracy.

Management activity should be minimized until the end of November, for both elevations as
evidenced by deer movements in 1986

Thank you for your comment. We will change the FEIS to read, "management activities will be
minimized to the end of November".

386/1702
Deer are adaptable animals that can survive in areas where timber has been harvesied. Timber
management need not be modificd in key deer habitat areas.

While it is true that deer have some ability to adapt to changes in habitat, harvest limitations, in
some key areas, are necessary to increase deer populations. Timber management in such areas
wonld include leaving more down logs and brush, creating more edge and transitional zones. Based
on the most current information, these types of management requirements are needed to provide a
harvestable population of deer.

386/1798

We arc especially interested in the relationship of the Forest’s 5 identificd mule deer herds to the
mountain lion. The Plan does not address this relationship other than to say it needs more study.
We consider the lack of a herd management plan to be a serious deficiency of the Forest’s efforts to
increase the size of these herds We are deeply concerned by the perception that herds would be
improved by eliminating the mountain lion. The herds are endangered more by poachers and loss of
habitat, than by lion predation.

We are continuing to coordinate with CDFG Game to update the state’s deer herd management
plans. Pleasereferto the Plan for a list of deer herd management plans, which will be revised during
this planning period. These plans will only consider habitat needs. Poaching is an ongoing problem
which the CDFG handles as part of theiwr normal operations.
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386/1863
You’ll never have any deer unless you get rid of the cattle and mountain lions.

Elimination of grazing 1s not a valid alternative for increasing the deer population. Mountain lions
are managed by the CDFG and outside the authority of the Forest Service.

[ 387-CONFLICTS WITH GRAZING ]

387/1806

Even wilderness, the area where there should be no substantial impacts, is allowed to suffer. To
maintain or enhance wilderness characteristics, hydroelectric development must not be allowed, and
mining and grazing must be eliminated, Cattle are out of character in wilderness, and they compete
with and exclude wildlife

Hydroelectric development 1s not allowed n wilderness unless it was pre-existing before
wilderness designation, or part of wilderness legislation. Mining is allowed on valid claims if
established before 1984, no new claims are permitted after that date. Elimination of grazing in the
wilderness is outside the authority of the Forest Service.

{ 388-HABITAT IMPROVEMENT |

388/0091
I think we should give more than "slight" attention to habitat improvement.

See response to 380/0164

388/0178
S&G 76 says recover meadows to "fair" condition. What do you consider fair?

Range analysis measurements of montane meadows entails recording or tallying ground surface and
plant species composition. Herbaceous species tallies are recorded as primary, secondary, or low
value "invader” species. A good mixture of primary and secondary species is needed to maintain the
health and vigor of montane meadows Arbitrary categories are used to classify range condition
usually expressed as either excellent, good, or poor Range condition evaluates current productivity
relative to natural potential capability. Excellent condition refers to herbage production and
species composition ak, or near, climax. Range condition evaluation methodology aims to detect or
record departure from the natural potential or "climax" capability. For an excellent condition
rating, primary species must make up 75% of the herbaceous tally, and secondary species must make
up no more than 25%. A fair condition would result in less than this: 25% primary species and
25% secondary species in the composition. The number of low value or "invader" species would
tncrease as the ecological condition class decreased from excellent to fair to poor.

388/1002

DEIS pg 2-42 and 43 reports that there will be 2,800-3,700 acres of direct habitat improvement
annually; and, 3,200-4,800 acres of chaparral treated annually, with wildlife and protection receiving
the largest benefits. Are the 2,800-3,700 part of the 3,200-4,800, or are they separate acres.

There is an overlap in acreage figures. The chaparral acreage reflects not only benefits to wildlife,
but also to fuels reduction, watershed, protection, and range.
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388/1231

Opportunities to increase the number of fishery habitat improvement projects should focus on soil
stabilization measures that minimize sediment entry into stream channels. Extensive coordination
with other resources, coupled with mitigation measures, should be implemented to achieve at least
a moderate level of fishery habitat improvements.

Soil stabilization and watershed restoration opportunities are identified on a continuous basis, and
prioritized through our Watershed Improvement Needs Inventory. These projects are funded by a
variety of sources, including timber sale KV dollars and special appropriated funds from Congress.
All of the projects are valuable in meeting our goals to maintain and improve fishery habitat, and
water quality. Please see Sec. 4.0 of the Forest Plan for a description of our intent to complete
annual fishery habitat improvements

388/1362

An 1mportant item not discussed under the Environmental Consequence Range section is the
relationship of livestock grazing to blue oak regeneration. Cattlc have been allowed to degrade blue
oak woodland for many years and effectively prevent its regeneration. A mulch retention standard
in annual grass, blue oak range of 700-1,000 Ibs./acre 1s recommended.

See response to 386/1362. Standards for Restdual Dry Matter (RDM) for Calfornia annual grass
rangelands are found in the Range Environmental Analysis Handbook, 2209.21, Chapter 900.

388/1418
A "snags" policy should be initiated, as they provide for wildlife habitat. In addition, a down and
dead wood policy should be initiated to allow the wood to remain for wildlife, and soil building.

See S&Gs in the Final Plan, regarding snag and down log policy.

388/1475

Preservation of our wildlife habitat with proper management would not only enhance, but improve
the grazing and lifespan of wildlife. Without proper cutting of the forest, I feel that these benefits
would cease.

Prior to each project, wildlife requirements are taken into consideration before anything 1s done on
the ground.

388/1669
The methods of converting brush to grass should be listed with a projected mix: prescribed burn-
50%, mechanical: 30%, herbicide: 20%

The method for converting brush to grass is determined on a site-by-site basis, as prescribed by
landform, vegetation, soil type, purpose, and need. We currently do not plan to conduct brush type
conversion projects

388/1702
A diversity of habitats could be maintained on the Forest, but the guality and guantity of certain
habitats (such as oak stands, meadows, and old growth timber sites) could be partially reduced.

Different levels of diversity was considered and documented in other alternatives.

| 389-MOUNTAIN LION |

389/1700
We urge the Forest Service to make a commitment in the Plan, that no lion removal or hunting
program will be allowed.

This comment 15 outside the scope of the Plan California Department of Fish & Game 15
responsible for managing the lion population.
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339/1808

We are concerned with the unwarranted protection, without research, of the 130 pairs of Spotted
owls. This was done with mountain lions, and proved to be a mistake In the late ’70s, there were
reported cases at Bass Lake of lions killing domestic pets Eastern Madera County ranchers
reported their livestock being destroyed because of an abundance of these "endangered" species.

See responses to 383/1018 & 6545.

[ 390-EDITORIAL COMMENTS B

390/1669
Vague descriptors used throughout the text of the Plan (ie. "moderate reductions”, "substantially
above" etc.), need to be quantified whenever possible, in terms of the units being discussed.

We attempt to quantify wherever possible. However, we do not have the staff or financial resources
available to develop this level of information. Assessment of impacts of activities is usually stated
in comparative terms such as high, moderate, low, substantial, significant. We have standards and
guidelines as well as monitoring plans to ensure that if any negative effects occur because of using
"comparative terms," activities could be modified.

390/1682
In spite of commendable features (WSR), the DEIS does not fulfill the NFMA intent of Congress
with respect to wildlife, habitat, and integration of other resources.

Our final plan complies with all regulations and goals of NFMA. In the Plan, resources are
balanced, so that people, as well as animals and thetr environment benefit.

It’s been ten years since the passage of NFMA (1976), and only a minimal number of studies have
been dome. This is forewarning that studies may not appear in the upcoming 5 or 10 year planning
period The near absence of a resource inventory foundation is indicative of a near non-existent
plan. Forest plan to expedite data gathering and research program.

The Forest utilized all of the best available data during the planning process, ie. literature,
professional expertise, State Fish and Game and numerous studies which have been carried out by
Forest Service research and Universities. We are committed to improving the data base in the next
ten years.

Regarding the Plan, you need to reallocate and rescope the budget from adverse development to
research prereqguisite to FMP completion

Congress assigns and distributes our budget based on outputs and not on how much data we gather.
Congress is the only one who could change our program from producing outputs, to gathering data.

| 391-PLAN ]

391/0279
The draft Plan you have written 1s one of the best plans of any National Forest.

Thank you for your support.

391/0283

The final Plan should include: an alternative that emphasizes selective cutting, uneven age
management, limited use of herbicides; itemized accounting of overall timber production costs, and
expected return; documentation of the figures used for dollar value of recreation. Hiking and other
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nonintensive forms of recreation are severely undervalued, a reduction in the amount of timber
planned for sale, and a consequent improvement 1n overall Forest management.

Both the revised Amenity and Preferred Aliernatives now contain a significant amount of
uneven-aged management. Recently, a new timber sale accounting system TSPIRS was tnitiated that
tdentiftes detarled costs and refurns.

391/0472
I believe that a balanced plan which offers industry a chance to operate, and yet maintains
wilderness, wildlife, and recreation areas, would be best for everyone.

The Forest Service agrees with you, we feel that our Preferred Alternative affers the most for all.

391/0535

I have seen my community prosper with a continued increase in employment and have enjoyed the
financial and social benefits that long term employment has to offer 1 would hate to see my
community collapse and have my job and family put in yjeopardy, which is what is going to happen if
the decline in timber production continues I can’t understand why the environmental groups
demand more wilderness areas, and less productive measures for the National Forest,

See response to 311/0305.

391/0865
My family requests that forest plans be formulated with heavy emphasis on conservation.

Your comment was considered during the preparation of the Final Plan.

391/1602
Page VII of the Summary observes that "The Forest provides 30% of the lumber manufactured in the
San Joaqumn Valley." That raises the unanswered question, "Who provides the other 70%?"

Other stumpage sources can be found in USDA-Forest Service Resource Bulletin-PNW-735.

We found the general layout and the way the document read to be confusing, To find one answer in
several different locations within the documents, adds to the time and complexity of the review
process and will inevitably discourage review by all,

The organization and structure of this document, for consistency and completeness, 1s largely a
Junction of administrative policies set in Washington, D.C.

391/1134
The plan is heavily biased toward "commodity” output, especially timber. Only the low budget
alternative proposes to reduce timber harvest permanently,

The average harvest for the past twenty-five years has been 133 MMBF. The current condition
reflects the harvest in 1982 which was the base year. Thus, the Preferred, Current, Low Budget and
Amenity Alternatives all reduce harvests below the average. In addition, a conservation alternative
which had a below gverage ASQ was gnalyzed in the FEIS.

391/1303

I belicve that it 1s commendable to maintain some free space in the Forest, but a workable
compromise¢ that will be beneficial to people as well as nature is needed. All the alternatives display
the class system for the forestlands, and therefore show the concern for nature.

The Preferred Alternative provides the best mix of benefit for both people and environment.
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391/1383

Though I am sure that the work 1s of the highest quality, the point is most difficuit to determine
because of specialized jargon developed for the forest planning program, and because basic
information was not presented, either to describe existing conditions, as a basis to determine rates
of change following certain actions, or to assess new conditions resulting from those actions.

We tried to make the Plan and FEIS as readable as possible. Included in our Appendices was a list
of the acronyms and abbreviations that were used Within the Plan are S&Gs, and monitoring
procedures that allow for modification of activities that appear to endanger the Forest’s ecological
status. The resource staff monitors Forest conditions and collects basic information on the
resources of the Forest.

391/1412
Possible budget deficits should be planned to ensure that ¢environmental goals are not pushed aside.

Because several comments were received on this subject, we developed Appendix P to explain the
relationship between the planning and budgeting processes. Please refer to that appendix for the
answer to your questions

391/1533

We recognize that many of the unacceptable aspects of this Plan, particularly in the area of timber
management, are reflections of a regional and national Forest Service philosophy, and we therefore
request that our comments on this Plan be forwarded to those responsible for these directives at the
appropriate level.

Your comments will be discussed with officials at the Regional and National level.

To cover an adequate range of alternatives, Sierra planners should develop one or more alternatives
exploring the possibility of permanently reducing timber harvest.

An alternative was added to the FEIS to reflect your concern. In addition, the Amenity Alternative
was modified to include uneven-aged management for ali CAS land with slopes less than 35%. The
new alternative (Conservation Alternative) is our attempt to add the input from this letter into an
alternative. The results of this analysis can be found in Section 2 of the FEIS. The volume of this
alternative was 66 MMBF. The Preferred Alternative also significantly reduces the timber harvest.

391/1637
in matters of national as well as local interest, such as wilderness, wild rivers, Spotted owl habitat,
we believe the Plan should consider availability of areas on adjoining national forests and parks.

This should help achieve a better balance of resource aliocations where important benefits are at
stake

When developing the Plan, various adjoining Parks and Forests were consulied and their input was
included in the Plan.

391/1669

We would like to see an additional Forestwide Goal and Objective: "Manage botanical resounrces to
maintain the present diversity of species.”

Thank you for your comment. The appropriate changes have been made.

The military should be contacted as needed concerning military aircraft; more frequently than every
2 years might be more effective S&G 383 should be expanded to cover the entire Forest, not just
wilderness.

New procedures and communication channels have been implemented by the Forest Service for
arrcraft intrusions.
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391/1839
I am very concerned about the outcome of this LMP.

The Preferred Alternative provides the best mix of benefits for both people, wildlife and the
environment.

| 392-DEIS |

392/0298
The drawings in the DEIS are well done and compliment the document.

Thank you for your support.

392/1002
Table 2 31 confirms the existence of nearly 190,000 acres of unsuitable forested land, but lists

three-fourths of it as "withdrawn." Clarification is needed.

"Withdrawn Acres" are areas where legislation prohibits timber harvest. On the Sierra, Wilderness
designation has withdrawn an estimated 142,400 acres of forested land from timber harvest.

DEIS, page 2-12 - The discussion of the H20 benchmark correctly identifies the relationship between
timber management and water yield.

The water yield benchmark maximizes the production of water subject to minimum standards and
without impairing the productivity of the land. Regardless if regeneration costs are called water
costs or timber cost the point of the discussion 15 that the costs outweigh the benefit. There are no
plans to harvest timber solely to maximize water yield.

DEIS, page 2-13 reports, for the H20 benchmark, a 5-decade average yield of 2.713 MM or 387,000
more than MMR.

Thank you for pointing out the discrepancy. The FEIS has been corrected.

DEIS pg 2-50 - Projected outputs are compared to 1980 RPA pools However, the R-5 Regional
Guide, with goals allocated to forests was published in 1984, MMRs and MIRs are established
according to procedures set forth in the guide. How do those requirements relate to 1980 goals
shown in Table 2.05 and eclsewhere? How were those goals established?

The Resource Planning Act (RPA) goals are based on historical information. They are goals.
MMRs are taken from 36 CFR 219.27 and generally represent reguirements outside of the authority
of the Forest Service They are needed for consistency of analysis between Forest’s MIRs needed to
ensure alternatives are minimally acceptable and implementable and to provide consistent
treatment of certain requirements that are common to ail alternatives. Together, MMRs gnd MIRs
are requirements. All alternatives, including RPA, must meet MMR and MIR requirements in all
decades.

DEIS pages 2-42 and 2-43 - Are the 2,800 - 3,700 acres included in the 3,200 - 4,800, or arec they
separate acres?

They are included in the 3,200 - 4,800 acres.

Draft plan page 6-10 - Table C.05 which deals with age class distribution of suitable lands shows
394,270 acres of suitable lands in the present forest and 393,700 in the future. However, the sum of
suittable acres shown in Table C.03 is 373,500 and DEIS table 2 31 allocates 373,500 acres to the
suitable category. It is not readily apparent wherc additional 20,000 acres in Table C.05 came from,
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although we suspect it is the "minimum-level" acrecage identified in line 7 of DEIS Table 2 31
Clarification is needed.

You are correct. Roughly 20,000 acres of otherwise suitable and capable land was found not be
efficient for tumber production

DEIS page 2-44 - Integrated pest management will be used only on CAS ilands. A "low level” of pest
management will be used on areas withdrawn or not capable of producing industrial wood. What are
your plans for the other 28,000 acres?

Pest management activities would be limited to periodic extensive survey to detect pest activity.

DEIS table 2.11, page 2-80; and table 2.24, page 2-141 - The Wilderness use figures for the first and
fifth decades 1n Alternative D do not agree between these two tables. We note, also, that although
both Alternatives D and E add Wilderness acres (table 2.23), only D adds use. Why?

Thank you for pointing out this error All alternatives start the same because the figure represents
existing use.

In the DEIS, Sec. 1-1 states that, when approved, the Plan will incorporate 18 additional specific
plans and be "compatible with" threc more Unless there is a review of individual plaas, the review
of this plan 1s incomplete No reviewer can reasonably be expected to make the connection

These plans are documents available to help guide Forest Service staff in managing the Forest. The
public may consult these plans, which are available at our headquarters.

DEIS Table 2.31, page 2-158 - The footnote, "Acres in first decade,” raises the question of whether

you plan to rearrange the land classification after the first decade. Does the full planning horizon
use this, or some other, classification?

We do not plan to change the land classification. However, when the Pian is updated in ten years,
classification could change.

DEIS, pg. 3-8, Sec. 3 3.2.1 - We disagree with the last sentence of the first paragraph. To say that
the proportionate role of natural resources is decreasing as the population of the local area grows
is to ignore the full range of resource requirements.

The wording has been changed from "natural" to "commaodity" in the Plan.
It would be easier to read Table 3.04 if the lines were totaled across.
DEIS Table 3.04 added columns to represent totals, and corrected all totals on the bottom row.

DEIS, pg 3-69 - The last sentence on the page is interesting, in view of your 10 year timber sale
program, which projects sales at only 80% of ASQ. If future timber harvest will depend substantially
on timber stands created in the next 10 years, then a fall down to 80% of ASQ during the first decade
will have serious long-term conscquences. The Plan cannot implement the preferred alternative,

Thank you for pointing this out We have corrected it tn the Final Plan.

DEIS pg 3-83 presents five categories of soil which total 1,372,000 acres. Table 2.31 recognizes
1,275,200 acres in the forest, some of which (now much?) is water. Explanation is needed.

The acreage figures on DEIS page 3-83 were obtained from soil survey maps. Except for the low
productive soil category, the acres were rounded to the nearest 100,000 acres. The correct acreage
for the Forest 1s 1,275,200 acres.

The comparison of "the s1x years between 1979 and 1984...." with "the most recent five year period...."
renders the comparison meaningless. If you are to compare cost 1o income, it must be for a
comparable time period. We returned to the below-cost discussion which said that accumulated cash
for the 6 year period, 1979 to 1984 was $1,115,000. During those years, we found that the harvest
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from the Forest totalled 621 MMBF, Receipts, then approximated $1.79 MBF. That figure is
nonsense Since you report the amount as "accumulated cash,” it must not include the capital value
of roads in place as the result of timber sale activity.

The national debate over the issue of below cost timber sales continues. Since the DEIS was 1ssued
the Forest has been implementing an accounting system that utilizes "generally accepted accounting
principles"” approved by the GAO. A 1987 test of the system indicated that the Forest timber program
made a financial profit in 1987. In addition, the 1987 program created additional net economic
benefits that will accrue in the future as well as beneficial local social-economic effects. As
indicated in FEIS Appendix B section 2.6.3, it is currently national policy to provide most Forest
outputs at either no charge to consumers or at a charge less than the willingness to pay price.
Proposals to increase users fees are currently being debated between the Admunistration and
Congress.

We would like you to underline a section of the statement found in the DEIS pg. 3-93; "Studies to
establish values representing management disturbance are being planned. Until these additional

studies are completed, direct assessment of CWE cannot be made."

In order to be consistent with the way the document has been written, it is not possible to underline
the phrase you suggested.

We do not understand how the DEIS Table 4 03 illustrates the effects described in the text.

This table ranks alternatives numerically. Each number is found in the table at the end of each
alternative description, under Visual Quality index. This index is just a way of displaying the
comparison.

We have trouble understanding the meaning of DEIS Table 4.18, especially as 1t relates to the text.
It appears that the 5 decade totals for soil disturbance are more favorable for Alternative H than A.
The table specifically speaks to acres of soil disturbed, and it 1s not necessarily a display of projected
soil productivity impacts.

As stated in the DEIS, forest soil productivity 1s altered by soil erosion, disturbance, and
compaction., Generally, soil erosion and compaction increase with soil disturbance. Alternative H
shows a lower number of acres disturbed by extensive disturbance such as intermediate, shelterwood,
and selection harvest, but a considerably higher amount {36,999 acres) of intensive management
which includes clearcutting and road construction. These practices generally have a higher impact
on the land Although Alternative H has a lower total number of acres disturbed, effects on soil
productivity may be greater due fo a higher intensity of disturbance.

Table 4.18 was incorporated for a comparison of disturbed land by different activities While the
table does not display projected soil productivity impacts, it does give a good indication of potential
impacts to sotl productivity. Forest research and monitoring is needed to determine the degree of
itmpacts on soil physical properties, so we can apply research findings as they become available.
There 1s presently an effort by Forest Research Stations in conjunction with the Forest Service to do
full scale research tn this area.

Plan pg 4-2 - If we accept the legislative direction 1n P.L. 96-514 "Produce high yield of timber....,"
then your Plan is faulty, as this has not been met.

The Forestwide goals and objectives have been revised to explicitly state the timber objective for
this plan.

Plan pg 4-9 - Real Estate Management Program is geared toward land acquisition. To what extent
have you considered disposal of 1solated parcels of land to improve management efficiency?
Discussions beginning on pg. 2-28 DEIS, seem to Iimit disposal by exchange of only those situations
where 1t is necessary, ". . to resolve conflicts 1n use.” Is disposal, by sale, out of the question?

We have identified lands suitable for disposal, but, we have no sale authority. The objective of our
land exchange program is to resolve conflicts in use and enhance management efficiency through
consolidation of ownership.
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The DEIS seems to indicate productior on modified-yield lands at something less than "....the
highest possible level .. ." Which is the level prescribed in the Plan? Clarification is needed.

Long-term sustained yield on regulation Class II lands (modified-timber yield) 15 about 70% of the
highest possible because of increase the minimum rotation ages. Current harvest is about 68% of
the maximum

DEIS Table 3 11, pg. 3-84 - The meaning of "NC" in the table 1s not readily apparent
"NC" means noncommercial. A deftnition has been added for clarification.

DEIS page 3-93 - We note with interest that, "Studies to establish values representing management
disturbance are being planned. Until these additional studies are completed, direct assessment of
CWE canpot be made "

While values for applying the regional CWE methodolgy are being established, direct assessment for
CWE can be represented by using the clearcut acre in the general forest area as a surrogate measure.

Draft plan page 3-12 - 20-25% of the "lumber manufactured in the San Joaquin Valley" comes from
the Sierra National Forest, At 20%, Alternative A represents a total Valley production of 625
MMBF. At 30% it represents 417 MMBF. The difference of 208 MMBF becomes a significant figure
to other stumpage sources.

Stumpage sources can be found in USDA Forest Service Resource Bulletin PNW-735.

Draft Plan, page 4-2 - If we accept the legislative direction in P. L. 96-514 "Produce high yields of
timber...,"” has not been met 1n this plan.

See response above.

Paragraph #80 - The DEIS statement seems to indicate production on modified-yield lands at
something prescribed in the plan. Clarification is needed.

In this context, "highest possible" implies some reduction in timber vield to accommodate the
co-emphasis resource which is also slightly less than its maximum.

Plan pp. 5-8 and 5-% indicates that the activity practice called "timber volume sold" will be monitored
through the technique of reviewing Annunal Program Harvest Statements, At this point, we are

confused by terminology. "Harvest" volume, whether programmed or actunal, is different from "sold"
volume

Actual offered volume will be monitored. The "Program Harvest Statement" report includes only
volume offered for sale

It is not clear whether the ".. planned target for the monitoring period," is the ASQ (125.9 MMBF
shown on page 6-9), the Timber Sale Program Qunantity (125.9 MMBF shown on page 6-9), or the

volumes shown in the 10-year action plan. If it is cither of the first two, then the proposed action
plan builds in an "Indication For Action.”

Table C.06 has been revised to implement the Planned ASQ.
How will the considerable monitoring expense be budgeted and appropriated?

Monitoring finances will come from a variety of appropriated funds. The monitoring of a particular
function will come from funds allocated for that function. Because several comments were received
on this subject we developed Appendix P to explain the relationship between planning and budgeting
processes. Please refer to that Appendix for additional clarification.
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Appendix Table I.01, page 7-181 indicates that potential growth is 68 cf/ac/yr. The page 7-178 text
refers to a differential of 54 cf/fac/yr Those two presentations appear contradictory. Clarification
is needed.

Thank you for pointing out this discrepancy. The figure on page 7-178 has been corrected.
Appendix page 7-241 - Uneven-aged Management defines stands with 3 age groups or more. The
page 7-231 definition of Even-aged Management defines stands with a single age gronp. Where do
two-aged stands fit?

They fit under even-aged management.

Appendix Page 7-241 - Primitive landscapes appear "totally natural." From where? As foreground
scenes, or to an observer from within?

Primitive landscapes appear "totally natural" from the foreground.

392/1362
DEIS Table 3 09 appears to be incomplete since no silvicultural systems are given to allow

comparisons.

Table 3.09 will be changed to include silvicultural systems

392/1363
DEIS pg. 1v, paragraph 1. Whoever wrote this paragraph was being sloppy in his use of the word
*infinite.”

Thank you for pointing this out. We have changed the text.

392/1533
Planners sometimes claim that potential roaded recreation use will justify the roading of roadless

areas For the Sierra National Forest this claim cannot be made because new roads would not
produce more recreation.

Your statement is generally true for the Forest. However, there may be some new roads that would
increase use for a particular area.

L 393-MAPS -}

393/0304

The Wildlife clement map only shows deer patterns. What about other animals? Keep 4 WD
motorized vehicles out of Lake Edison area. No motorized vehicles allowed north of Granite Creek.
Keep trail from Granite Creek camp up toward Cora Lake primitive. Keep northeast half of Lake
Edison nonmotorized. Why is Kaiser Wilderness considered semiprimitive and not primitive? Views
from Wildlife areas should be considered as you look out over adjacent designated areas.

Working in conjunction wicth State Fish & Game, we have monitored deer movement for many years,
however, the information on other animals was based on a much shorter period of time. We cannot
tn good faith publish information on other animals when we are not certain that the information is
accurate.

Edison lake is surrounded by wilderness so that the only 4WD use authorized is on the road that
accesses Edison lake and the road to Onion Springs. A portion of the Cattie Timber Sale is planned
north of Granite Creek. However, we will try to minimize the impact of the timber sale. Future
plans inciude moving the Granite Creek/Cora Lake trail to the wilderness boundary. Wilderness is
primitive not semiprimitive. Views are considered into the wilderness, however, they are not
considered if you are looking back from wilderness over the general forest.
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393/1602
DEIS, pg. 2-32 - The four unlabeled maps for five discussions do not add clarity

The maps have been labeled in the Final EIS.

393/1804

There is virtually no difference between the map for Alternative A and Alternative 1 Since assigning
land uses is a major goal of the Plan, maps are extremely important in displaying uses intelligently,
and facilitating comparison of alternatives, and need to be redrawn to provide much more detailed
information.

The maps for Alternatives A & I, are different. For example, Management Areas 2, 4, & 5 are
different, there is much more ground allowed for timber management in Alternative I than A, and
Alternative A has more dispersed recreation and front country than Alternative I.

] 394-APPENDIX !

394/0063

In the Appendices, pg. 7-83, you refer to El Portal as having begun as a mining town. This is false.
It began as an Indian winter settlement and became an orchard and garden for James Hennesy. It
has always had communal or single ownership In later years, it was the property of the railroad,
and then the NPS.

Thank you for pointing ouf our error Appropriate changes have been made to show the history of
E! Portal.

On pg. 7-83 of the Appendices, you state that there has been a recent resurgence of mining. There
are no new mines along Merced or South Fork Merced Rivers. The dredge operations on the Merced
are recreational, not economical.

Corrections have been made to show the correct state of mining.

394/0993 & 1282

It would greatly help the final version of the Plan to have a good bibliography. It is difficult to
understand the basis for your management directions when background information 1s not
referenced. A good bibliography would allow all those involved in the planning process to have
access to the same information, and perhaps, arrive at your conclusions. For timber concerns it
would be helpful to know more about the decision making process. There needs to be more
discussion on the impact the Forest Service has on the creation of poor air quality in the mountains.
The Plan states that pollution levels sometimes exceed urban levels.

We will take your suggestion regarding a bibliography into consideration when preparing the FEIS.

The timber decision making process is so lengthy it would be too cumbersome to explain in this
response. However we would be glad to discuss this information with you.

The plan states that “our activities (burning) will be during "burn" days and in coordination with
the local APCD." Most often, the poor air quality in the mountains is not generated by Forest
Service activity, but in the San Joaguin Valley and is blown up slope to the mountains by ambient
winds.

394/1002

Appendix page 7-230 In the definition of "erodibility," we suggest adding the word "to" after the
word "soil" in the first sentence,

The change has been made.
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In the definition of "Forest Survey Site Class," (Appendix pg. 7-231), you could enhance readability
by including the full table on a single page.

We will include the full table in the Forest Survey Site Class.
Appendix pg 7-233 - Although the definition of Mean Annual Increment is technically correct, the
term is usunally used relative to volumes, either board-foot or cubic-foot, rather than diameters. For

planning purposes, 1t is only meaningful when expressed in volumes.

The appropriate changes will be made in the text.

394/1681
Appendix B - Research Needs. Yes, continued research is essential to maintain the goals you are

striving to reach. Appendix E - Wild and Scenic Study. Please preserve it and treasure it as we do.

Thank you for your comment.

[ 395-MANAGEMENT STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES ]

395/0088
On Standard and Guideline 353, convert 23,800 acres of brush to grass by 2000.

The conversion process is not a true conversion, but a periodic burning that leads to enhanced grass
and browse for a few years. Based on public review, this treatment has been dropped from the Plan
and FEIS. Some true conversion, to break up homogeneous brush fields for fire management
purpose, will be created on selected major ridgetops along the front country. These projects will be
coordinated with and multifinanced by fire management, wildiife management and range
management. They will be created and maintained using a combination of mechanical clearing,
prescribed fire and if applicable, application herbicide to maintain permanent openings.

Standard and Guideline #11 is a good idea, but where are we going to get the money?

Funds for constructing and maintaining road and trails come from Congressional appropriations
and user fees.

Standard and Guideline #255 1s a great idea. We need a public day use site in the Willow Creek
area. I also like #349. Therc isn’t enough space for recreation. #282 is also a good idea.

Thank you for your support
I disapprove of Standard and Guideline 7, because we don’t want more stores in our National Forest.
S&Gs #71n the Draft Plan refers fo recreational service only, not to retail establishments.
Standard and Guideline 389 is not a good idea Fund raisers help people a lot.
S&G #389 in the Draft Plan complies with federal laws that we must follow.

I disagree with Standard and Guideline 380. You shouldn’t let the insects ive They ruin crops and
spread disease

$&G #380 in the Draft Plan complies with the wilderness philosophy that the Forest must follow.
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Standards and Guidelines #°s 2 and 233 are both being put into effect a little bit too late. #233
should be 1n effect in 1988.

Rehabilitation scheduling is related to availability of personnel, budget restrictions, and priority
based on use and need. Lead time for budgeting and planning makes this unlikely. Plan will not
be in effect unti 1989.

Regarding Standard and Guideline #383, you should contact military bases every month or every
time they do 1t.

Military aircraft are required to fly at elevations of 5,000 feet or more above wilderness areas.
Violations of airspace are reported by visitors, but it 15 almost impossible to trace awrcraft to the
originating military base. During the summer of 1988, a centralized communication system will
provide annual notification of airspace restrictions to military bases.

395/0094

Here are my comments on the Management Standard and Guidelines: #3, 1 think is good. #16
-provide playgrounds; #20 - Allow bicycles 1n park area, #35 - Protect nest, if endangered; #56 -
Don’t let owners destroy wildlife; #145 - Prevent city growth into forest; #176 - Visitor booths
sparsely located; #211 - Increase fire prevention; #233 - Choose parking lots with care; #238 -
Limit vehicles because of exhaust; #349 - Unused roads should be shut down and removed.

Your comments were considered in our analysis.

395/0097

I like Standard and Guideline 14. I think when reviewing #21 people should keep in mind if the
animals in the area are being affccted. I agree with #305. #35, 367 and 305 should pass. I hope
you stop people from shooting amimals because maybe someday they will become extinct,

Your comments were considered in our analysis

395/0098

Good suggestions on #2, 3, 9, 10, 16, 35, 204, 205, 225 and 226 in your manuscript. These were,
sensible suggestions for our lakes, campsites, and hiking trails I feel that you made some bad
decisions on #7, 21, 32, 87, 203, 206, 207 and 370. These secmed illogical and not very reasonable
for our recreation sites and activities.

Many S&Gs are written in general terms to provide flexibility in planning and administration. The
planning process provides checks and balances that provide protection and enhancement of multiple
uses of forest resources. Certain resources must be protected as prescribed in federal laws,

adrmuinistrative directives and agreements between various agencies and organizations and the
Forest.

395/0099

Standard and Guidelines 14, 21, 366 and 367 - Don’t allow OHVs by animal habitats. Help animals
that may become extinct. Research on lakes and crecks nearby. No firearms. I don’t think #202
and 335 are right, as many animals may be killed. I don’t like #21. Animals may need human help.
#366 and 367 should proceed. Stop people from hunting or even shooting is not easy, but please try.

S&Gs #202 and #335 1n the Draft Plan are not intended to expand vehicular travel. In fact, these
S&Gs can be used to contro! and protect wildlife.

395/0100

Standard and Guideline #14 is not a good 1dea. Why would you not allow QHV travel? #21isa
costly and umimportant idea. I like #21a, It is a very good idea. You should not make any OHV
allowances in those areas where delicate species can be endangered #22 is helpful. Better
swimming areas would be enjoyable #23 is a waste of money that could go to making better
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bathrooms at campgrounds. #35 is important as I would hate to see endangered species be hurt
needlessly.

Restrictions are intended to protect habitat and soils as specified in many S&G, including S&G #21
in the Draft Plan S&G #23 in the Draft Plan does not involve any significant funds, but restricts
timber cutting tn order to provide pleasing landscape views, which in turn enhances the general
economic status of the local business services that employ many local residents.

395/0103
Standard and Guideline #47: It is great that you are protecting endangered species. #53 15 good

for the land becausec seeding prevents erosion. #179 is good for people to understand cultural
resources #189 is good to eliminate unsafe tramsportation in the Forest. #198 - I think you
shouldn’t increase the number of roads in the forest

S&G #198 1n the Draft PLan is intended to improve safety, not expand road networks.

395/0104

Standard and Guideline #304 - I think your snow vehicle guidelines are good, along with your
fisheries standards. #7 was not very good because some commercial businesses may pollute the
Forest. Some of the snag guidelines are good because they should be cleaned up, but some still need

to be left.

S&G #7 in the Draft Plan is q general statement. Upgrading services and faciiities 1s not intended
to encourage expansion, rather to improve conditions with proper environmental safeguards

395/0107
Standard and Guideline #2 - Trail reconstruction needs to be accomplished at an earlier date. #26

- How much freedom would be allowed 1n the wild? #45 - Is there enough land allowed? #52 - Can’t
screening be saved in some cases? #69 - Regulating grazing is good. #72 - Your science is wrong.
I agree with # 35, 37, 47-49, 56, 77, 101, 107 and 108. #49 1s very important to protect the nesting
grounds of endangered birds.

Currently existing trails are being improved. To rebuild trails 15 to protect resources and increase
safety of users. Since our goal s to protect wildlife, S&G #52 in the Draft Plan allows for mitigating
measures whenever possible. #72 in the Draft Plan implies that wildlife habitat protection takes
precedence over identified conflict from cattle grazing.

395/0111

Standard and Guideline #1 - I agree with the recreational development for people to enjoy. #47 -
I agree with protecting the Forest’s 6 superior nest sites for peregrine falcons 1 also agree that the
bald eagles nmeed a feeding area. #305 - I don’t agree with becanse I don’t want to prohibit
aqua-planing devices. #35 - Please protect the animals from hunters and traps people might put out.

Agua-pianing s prohibited for safety reasons These two lakes are used heavily for fishing Hunting
and trapping is regulated by the California Department of Fish and Game

395/0112
How are you going to provide visitor safety and site protection by 2005? How are you going to
improve the water quality? Will Iittie kids be safe when you build foot paths around the lake.

Measures for safety and protection of visitors are part of the design and planning process. Resources
are also protected by the S&Gs used 1n the planning process, required by federal regulations

How will you be alerted when a habitat is endangered, when there is degradation of air and water
quality, loss of soil or vegetation, adverse impact on recreational uses, or technological changes in
OHVs? Why can’t screcning be protected daring management and how often will you have direct
habitat improvement?

Monitoring will alert us to degradation of the environment. Often screening 1s left along roads to
protect wildlife. Numerous habitat improvement projects are completed every year.
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395/0116

Why do you want to allow insect, plant and animal infestations to run their natural course? I don’t
think you should increase sites by about 7% by 2000. This will be dangerous. Why do you want to
provide upgrading commercial recreational services and facilities”? I also think #23 is a big waste
of money.

Infestations are only allowed to run their course in wilderness. Outside of wilderness, infestations
are monitored and suppressed if warranted There is a significant demand and public support for
recreation development and maintenance of visual quality.

395/0119
I doun’t think you should make more space for the deer. I think you should let people cut down trees
for firewood I am glad that you are going to make new roads with new signs.

Your comments were considered in our analysis.

395/0123

Standard and Guidcline #2 - How will you do that? #6 - What kind of campsites will you build?
#208 - When you allow the natural fires to burn, how will you keep them under control? #214 - What
kind of intensive law enforcement will you be using?

Plans for trail rehab:litation and campground construction are developed through an environmental
analysis for each project. Strategies for natural fires in the wilderness will be confine, control or
suppress depending on the assessment of each fire. Law enforcement will include both prevention
and enforcement.

395/0124

Standard and Guideline #7- Why do you want to provide upgrading commercial recreational services
and facilities? #23 is a waste of money. I don’t think you should let the insects and disease
infestations run their natural courses. Why do you want to increase sites about 7% by 2000?

Limited improvements of recreational factlities 1s an effective way to maintain the attractiveness of
the Forest as visitors increase in number and use of the Forest. Improvements also protect facilities
from physical deterroration. Only 1n wilderness do we let forest insect and disease run thewr natural
courses

395/0130

Why should we provide for commercial upgrading? What good will that do our forests? Cedar snags
should not be nsed for certain activities. My question 1s, why not? Wildlife section says to provide
a certain amount of acreage for owls and I thought it didn’t look like enoungh.

Research literature and professional observation indicate that primary cavity nesters do not select
cedar snags over other conifer snags. The size of Spotted owl territories and habitat has been under
study for some time. The issue 1s discussed in detail in the FEIS. See response to 395/0124
regarding commercial upgrading.

395/0131
I want you to cut down on all roads. You’re taking too much land from wildlife. I think you should

limit boats to 15 mph, when they are near the shore Once a year, call the military and ask them not
to fly low over wilderness. ’

Your comments were considered in our gnalysis.

395/0132

Rehabilitate trails before 2010. Is proposed increase in developed sites enough? How many new
oaks will you plant? Why the increase 1n oaks? How can you tell changes are taking place, especially
in the s0il? The law for maximum noise level should be enforced by fines. Add more parking areas
sooner How many do we have now? The camping limit of 10 days is good. Boat limit should be 200.
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Boat speed limit should be 20 mph, Why wait until 1990 for most things. Get it done now. Brush to
grass before 2020.

The planning process for the protection of Forest resources is complex, subject to constraints
tmposed by fiscal, natural, economic and legal factors and by conflicting demands.
Recommendations from staff spectalists for accomplishing goals are subject to administrative
policies, legal statutes, and fiscal constraints. Hence, goals as stated in S&Gs represent the best
esttmates of staff, with due consideration of public input.

395/0133
A wonderful 1dea is the closing of some roads during deer and other animal reproductive seasons.

If a small natural fire is burning and isn’t causing any major damage, you should let it burn and let
nature take its course.

Thank you for your support and input See response to 395/0123

395/0139
Standard and Gudelines 4, 48 and 49, I am in complete agreement with I am glad that you thought
them up Another item that I agree with is #107, also #234.

Thank you for your support.

395/0146

It 15 a good idea to provide facilities for the disabled in the forest. I like Standard and Guideline
#16 - Provide a place for kids to play. Plan should be developed to manage bicycles in mountainous
areas. Place greater emphasis on habitat improvements for endangered species. Need maximum
firewood gathering because some animals would lose shelter People should be allowed to camp at
a place as long as they want. Limit over-snow vehicles Protect fish. All aircraft wreckage shounld

be removed.

Thank you for your comments. Firewood gathering is limited to designated areas. Management only
gives priority to firewood over other forms of debnis removal. Limits on camping are tied to
projected demand for camping opportunities.

395/0147

I disagree with building new trails. It would mean cuatting down trees to make room Upgrading
commercial facilities seems wrong. More things to cause pollution. Why don’t you fix up present
roads first. Then, you might be able to build a new road or two. Encouragement to handicapped is
great. Also great, is the preservation of endangered species.

Your input was considered in our analysis.

395/0148

It’s good to protect nests and dens of sensitive species. Also, arranging harvest units and
management activities to preserve nest and dens. #48 - Good to protect roost trees and feeding
areas for bald eagles. Good to protect from fire also. #220 - Increase camp units. Then, camp areas
won’t be so crowded and more people can enjoy the outdoors. Lower boat speed limit from 0800 to
2000 from 40 to 35 mph. Some people take advantage of the 40 mph speed limit to race with other
boats

Thank you for your support. Speed limits and other aspects of safety are developed jointly between
the Forest and Madera County.
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395/0150

Standard and Guideline #21 - How will you know if these changes take place? #53 - Temporary
roads: Couldn’t these roads be permanent? #74 - Who will pay to keep the stock driveways and
travelways 1n useable condition? #62 - Would 100 feet across from the edge of streams, lakes and
reservoirs be enough?

Changes are observed by trained personnel, such as botanists, soil scientists, and other
environmental specialists. Logging roads and other features must be managed in ways that do not
lend to habitat deterioration after the logging operations. Range permittees are responsible for
maintaining stock travelways in good condition. However, riparian zones of 100 feet are standard
until a project 1s planned for the area. During planning, environmental specialists investigate to
determine 1f more than 100 feet is necessary to protect the riparian zone.

395/0151
Standard and Guideline #11 suggests a moderate increase in road and trail making. I don’t think
there should be, because there is a sufficient number of trails cleared for tourists already. S&G 71
suggests burning land and replacing most of the land. I feel that burning the land may get out of
control

S&G #11n the Draft Plan is intended to provide routes to areas that cannot be used as designated,
because of inadequate access to the area.

S&G #71 in the Draft Plan is an acceptable procedure that i1s undertaken only with the approval of
state and federal agencies that have responsibilities for adequate fire control and wildlife
protection.

395/0153

I object to Standard and Guideline #7 because there are too many developed sites in the Forest now.
You state that you want to provide more commercial influence in the forest. Why would you want
to add to the corruption caused by the influence of commercial companies who are out to make a
fast buck! In the fisheries and wildlife section, you say that you’re going to focus more attention on
cooperation with local landowners so they will understand how they can protect our wildlife. I'm
pleasantly surprised with this new and insightful outlook.

See response to 395/0124.

395/0154

I would like very much to have parking and restrooms at smowplay areas. I really agree with
protecting nests and dens of sensitive species I agree with the Spotted owl Management Areas. I
agree with Standard and Guideline #32, emphasizing habitat improvements. I also agree with #47,
protecting the Forest’s 6 superior nest sites for peregrine falcons.

Tharnk you for your support.

395/0155
Your idea of developing a bicycle/foot path around the lake is an agreeable decision to me. Letting
disease infestations and insects run their natural course disappoints me. It might be too dangerous

Waiting for the bad effect of disease infestations, and insects to appear, and then taking care of them
may be too late and risky

See response to 395/0116

395/0156

On Standard and Guideline 305, T agree with you on lowering the speed limit to 15 mph because I'm
sure that there have been accidents because of the high velocity some boats travel on the water, I

agree with you on #35 and #47 because of the same reasons and that is, protecting the habitats of
certain kinds of animals

Thank you for your support.
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395/0157

Increase fire prevention, presuppression, fuelbreak systems, and fire safety programs on forest
lands. #255 - Coanstruct a public day use site for picnicking, swimming and fishing in the Willow
Creck area. Closing unneeded roads is good. #244 - I don’t agree with the upgrading of commercial
recreational services and facilities. Don’t put more roads in the Forest. Manage bicycle use in
mountainous areas outside of wilderness.

Limited expansion of commercial facilities benefit visitors without creating environmental
problems. Limited road improvements enhance uses and administration of the Forest within broad
goals of public benefits. Other roads are closed for similar reasons. Any use of vehicles, including
bicycles, is scrutinized for impact on the Forest and controlled accordingly.

395/0158

I agree with Standards and Guidelines #’s 43, 47 and 48, the protection of deer, peregrine falcons
and bald eagles. #51 - Don’t build roads in key wildlife arcas. #76 - Helping wildlife to do things
like that #93 - Improving trees. #145 - Not fair to wildlife living in that area. #147 - A good rule,
help to prevent freeloaders. #208 - A good way to control the wilderness. #214 - Just because it’s
a part doesn’t mean it has no law breakers.

Thank you for your input and support.

395/0159

I agree hardly, that we should continue emphasizing opportunities for equestrian uses. I agree with
providing parking and sanitation facilities for snowplay and cross-country ski areas. I agree with
planting new trees if the number of trees falls below the number of trees needed to meet the
regeneration standard

Thank you for your support.

I agree with minimizing all mining activity in the wilderness. I agree with prohibiting additional
tables and benches, and maintenance to existing ones. I think this is good, because I don’t think
that’s very important, and I think it will save money for other things. I disagree with increasing the
developed sites by 7%.

Thank you for your input and support. The increase will occur in areas of intensive recreational
use (Management Area 1), which occupies less than 7% of the Forest.

395/0161

Standard and Guideline #2 - Improve campgrounds by 2010 I think this should be accomplished
sooner. #48 - Protect endangered species” habitat. #3530 - It is very important to me, because I think
the fish population should be plentiful at all times. #369 - Would prevernt people from getting lost.

Thank you for your comments. Campgrounds and other facilities are scheduled for improvement
based on budget priorities.

395/0162

Your ideas for more sanitation facilities is a very good one. They are important to have around all
the parking arcas If your new water system works out, it sounds wonderful Our water is very
important and there are many concerns in the world for 1it. #35 is very good. Protecting nests and
dens will help keep the population up and extinction down.

Thank you for your support.
Standard and Guideline #357 is an exceptional idea. I agree completely with #102. T like #113

Thank you for your support.
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395/0165
1 like Standard and Guideline #2. If a person was to get hurt on a trail, they might not want to come
back. I also like #35. #43 is a good idea.

Thank you for your support.

395/0170

I agree that you should avoid conversion of prime farmland and forest range to other uses, as is stated
in Standard and Guideline 151. If you convert more land like that to other uses, you can lose a lot
of good area #179, 180 and 181 are very important. I also agree that increased control of insects
and discase should be vital to the Forest Management Plan.

Thank you for your comments

395/0171
I like Standards and Guidelines 16, 25, 31 and 35

Thank you for your support.

395/0172

What 1s the reason for burning part of the Forest? I think we should have fewer trails for vehicles.
Why the 15% increase in recreational equipment? Why are vehicles allowed on wilderness? What
is "land-disturbing?" Why more ski and snowmobile areas? What 1s "special permit" use of water
streams? Why bicycles? Aren’t there enongh vehicles permitted? What are fair conditions for the
meadows when they are recovering?

Controlled fires enhance wildlife by promoting early seral stage vegetation. Vehicles are controiled
to protect environment and wildlife in wilderness areas The S&G refers to dispersed recreation,
which means that outdoor activities do not involve improved campsites and use of vehicles are
limited to existing roads. Disturbed land is rock or soil that has been moved. Existing developed
recreational areas will be allowed to develop to capacity before new areas are considered. Special
pernutted water use refers to water storage facilities Bicycles are used primarily in developed
recreational areas. A fair condition for a meadow is when its composition is 25% primary species,
and 25% secondary spectes.

395/0177

It is a good idea to put 1n new and better trails for horseback riding, and also for people who like to
walk Improved paved roads also sounds like a good project One of the best ideas yet, is making
1t possible for handicapped and minority people to enjoy the park as much as everyone ¢lse. Putting
in more facilities sounds like a terrific idea for the handicapped.

Thank you for your support.

395/0179

I believe a few of your plans need improving and need to provide more information pertaining to the
main i1dea, holding more recreational activities, I believe that there are enough, and we should be
more protective over the wildlife.

Most recreational activities take place 1n developed areas Further development is generally
restricted to these areas.

395/0180
I think fire prevention plan, Standard and Guideline #210 is a great idea. It is a very good way to
solve for the fires in the future. I think that we need more camp units. The Plan on pg. 4-39, #22Q,

is the Plan that should solve this problem. On pg. 4-40, #226, I agree with your plan to prohibit
floatable aircraft on the lake.

Thank you for your support.
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395/0183

I like the fact that the Forest Service will provide more handicapped facilities in your parks. I feel
that this 1s a very good idea. I also like your idea to decrease grazing of cndangered plants in certain
areas I liked your proposal to make road improvements where they are needed. It would be
wonderful to drive along a non-bumpy road

Thank you for your support.

I disagree with your proposal to slaughter all sorts of insects in the area of people. There are birds
and other animals that feed on these insects 1 also disagree with your proposal to limit campground
stays A lot of us aren’t RV drivers with pit bulls and yappy dogs. I thought 1t was unnecessary to
keep criminal records, since there aren’t many criminals who go to the woods to write on walls,

No program 1s planned for eradicating insects unless there is a serious problem. Limifing
campground stays allows more families to enjoy the Forest environment.

395/0304

The timber volume sold must be studied and it must be proven that lumber 1s sold at a total profit,
at least breaking even with all costs incurred. Air quality should have annual and seasonal
monitoring and reporting periods. There is no money allocated to monitor trails, their conditions
and campsite status.

Thank you for your comment See response to 040/1369 for information on "below cost" timber sales.

During implementation, air qualiity will be monitored. In the near future we will be monitoring our
Class I area to set a base from which we can assess management activities on these areas. There
must be money assigned for trail monitoring, which is one of the major uses of this wilderness. We
do annual condition inventories on most wilderness trails. Some of the less used trails are
inventorted every third year. Wilderness rangers make individual assessments of dispersed
campsites on ¢ seasonal basis.

395/0464

Standard and Guideline #375 calls for snow survey sites and cabins to be removed from wilderness
areas when snow courses can be correlated with areas outside of wilderness. Since the snow survey
information is shared with other resource agencies this rule would impact more than just PG&E.
This guideline should be removed. #226 will ban all float aircraft from all lakes and reservoirs 1n
Management Area 1. We suggest it read "Float planes will be permitted for administrative purposes
by permittees and only on designated lakes...." DEIS pg. 3-92, the source of water for Balch Camp
1s Black Rock Reservoir, not Wishon.

Wilderness policy is to remove snow survey sites and cabins.

There are only a few of the larger reservoirs on the Forest that could be used for float planes
Unfortunately for float plane advocates these lakes also have heavy recreation use. They also have
excellent access which negates the necessity of float planes. All other lakes would not be
considered, because they are in designated wilderness.

Thank you for your comments The change will be made in the text.

There needs to be a discussion of climate. Plan should address/acknowledge the existence of
weather, water and snow data collecting stations, availability of general isopleth maps, and lack of
good climate information The Sierra receives air flow from areas of poor air quality. Ozone and
potential acid deposition become increasingly more evident.

Although the discussion in the plan did not specifically address climate, weather and snow/water
collecting stations, these items were considered and are part of the background records.

395/1669
I need you to describe enforcement and control methods that are used.

Methods are described 1n the Forest’s OHV plan, not in this document.
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We wholeheartedly support the user pay concept for all resource use from range and timber to
recreation and wildlife This should be restricted to major developments

Due to increased maintenance costs and diminishing Forest Service budgets, the Forest is shifting
to the "user pay" concept. You can expect this to continue in the future.

396-SOCIAL/ECONOMIC/EMOTIONAL/PERSONAL COMMENTS i

396/0357
I'm sure just about everyone living in our area enjoys our SNF, but I believe business and recreation
can be accomplished.

Thank you for your response. We feel that timber harvest and recreation can both exist in the Forest.

396/0614
I am writing to express my feelings about the proposed management plan. I feel that it is unreadable,

This Plan along with other Forest Plans must meet Regional & National direction established by the
Department of Agriculture We are aware of the problems you speak of and are trying to simplify
wherever possible

396/1055

We recommend two positions for the Forest. They are Botanist - ecologist who would monitor
sensitive plants, riparian zones, and Research Natural Areas. The second is a Range Conservationist
who would oversee cattle stocking rates and monitor the effect on forage.

We agree with your first recommendation, and intend to fill a position of Ecologist/Botanist to
administer the sensitive plant program and vegetation management program. The overall Range
Management Program 1s administered by the Forest Resource Officer and his staff. The "on the
ground" administration rests with the District Rangers.

396/1225

The foresight to preserve now will earn the gratitude of future generations who cannot act to protect
their interests.

Thank you for your commentis.

396/1308

I lived in Calavera County for years and was shocked when I first saw the effect of damming the
Stanislaus

Hydroelectric projects are precluded on rivers that have W/S designation. Rivers that are not in the

WIS system are analyzed on a case-by-case basis through an interdisciplinary analysis with public
invoivement.

396/1326

I also urge you to support the Conservation Alternative and designate the Upper Kern River Canyon
as wilderness

The Conservation Alternative was analyzed and the results can be found in section 2 of the FEIS.
As a result of that analysis, many aspects of the Conservation Alternative have been adopted in our

Preferred Alternative. The Upper Kern River Canyon is the management responsibility of the
Sequoia National Forest.
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396/1558
I am in favor of the plan affecting the entire western slope of the Sierra Nevada between Kings

Canyon and Yosemite National Park
Thank you for your comment.

396/1804
I think the presentation of management arcas and prescriptions in the Plan makes it excessive and

unnecessarily difficult to find out what management is applied to what land.

The illustration for the direction tiering process has been clarified in the FEIS. This method gives
the field foresters more flexibility to adjust the prescription on the ground.

I think this plan needs a lot of revision before you begin managing SNF with it. However, please do
not throw out the points that I have praised in the revision.

Thank you for your comment

396/1835
Give the sawmills the timber they need to keep everyone going full speed ahead. 1 don’t like
restrictions of anything., Let’s have the timber at a price that our future children can afford homes

that we are enjoying today.

The Forest i1s managed on a multiple use/sustained yield strategy. We are trying to perpetuate the
Forest for future generations. This is why we must manage the Forest.

[ 397-EDITORIAL CORRECTION ON THE DOCUMENT |

397/0060

On pg. 2-177, the discussion near the bottom regarding AMN makes the statement difficult to
understand. "Emphasizing amenity values resulted in predicting significantly reduced developed
recreational demand which had a negative effect upon PNV." Perhaps the faulty design of the
amenities caused the drop in PNV, but emphasis of traditional amenities should result in increased
recreation demand.

Management under the Amenity Alternative emphasizes nonmarket value such as dispersed
recreation, wilderness, wildlife and fish habuitat. Many developed recreation sites are located in
ripartan areas which are important for wildlife and fish. If this alternative was selected, 1t is likely
some developed sites would be closed. Few, if any new developments or expansions would be
permitted. If a major conflict developed between the amenity value and developed recreation, the
amenity value would prevail. It is felt the demand for developed recreation would be met elsewhere.

397/0464

Kerckhoff Powerhouse has an installed capacity of 193 MW, not 34 MW First power house for Crane
Valley and dam at Bass Lake went into operation in 1896 before the date on pg. 3-106 of DEIS.
Figure 3.05, pg 3-109 has a number of inaccuracies Chilkoot Lake belongs to PG&E. Crane Valley
Project should be listed as "project to be relicensed before 1990."

These changes have been made

Standard and Guideline #307 on pg. 4-45, proposes closing roads in the Courtright/Wishon
Reservoir areas to "general two-wheel traffic upon project completion." We request substituting the
term "activity” for "project "

We agree and have changed it
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Standard and Guideline 256 encouraging licensee to correct erosion problems along Bass Lake
shoreline prior to relicensing is no longer relevant. Extensive Erosion Control Plan for Bass Lake
has been developed by PG&E in cooperation with the Forest and other resource agencies.
Therefore, there 1s no need for #256.

The appropriate changes will be made in the text

397/0993

I believe the second paragraph on pg 3-19 of the Plan Sec 3.22 should read: "The potential for acid
deposition research has shown that acid rain may be a relatively rare phenomenon in California,
while dry acid deposition is a constant process”.

The appropriate changes will be made in the text.

397/1002

Should there be a heading or title for the second column on pg. 2-28 (DEIS)? Standard and
Gudeline 3 in this discussion needs more detailed review. It seems to propose government control
of private development . #10 is troublesome, and #11 needs clarification for the same reason
mentioned under #3

LANDS should be the heading on the second column on pg. 2-28.

S&G #3 n the Draft Plan proposes control of unwarranted (unauthorized occupancies) community
expansion upon adjacent Forest land. High density development should be encouraged on land less
suitable for agricultural purposes. We have changed the wording to clarify the statement.

The wording in S&G #10 and #11 of the Draft Plan has been changed fo clarify the statements.
Table 2 29 (DEIS), would be more meaningful if 1t included subtotals and totals.

These changes have been made.

DEIS pg. 4-105. Should the first word in the last sentence of the first paragraph be "thongh?"
This typographical error has been corrected

39771213
Table C 06, Ten Year Timber Sale Action Plan, pg. 6-16: The Basin sale is shown in R.27E, it should

be R 22E. (Although I wish it was in R.27E) It would save a lot of problems concerning Nelder
Grove

Thank you for pointing out the error The sale has been modified because of the Spotted owl
requiremenis The revised portion will appear in the ten year sale program.

Special Management Area, Plan pg. 4-11 within the present Nelder Grove boundary, there are 1,540,
not 1,400 acres as stated. Certainly, the whole grove should be considered.

According to the 1972 Nelder Grove Resource Inventory Report, there are 1,434 acres QOur numbers

have been changed accordingly. The establishment report will be prepared after the Forest Plan is
approved.

397/1581

In Table 2.24, (DEIS 2-143), apparently there are misplaced decimal points for wildlife and fish user
days under Alternative H

Yes, there 15 a misplaced decimal. Thank you for bringing it to our attention. We have corrected it
in the Final document.
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397/1703

Under the preferred alternative, with 125 MMBF per year ASQ, the 10 year timber sale action plan
on pp. 6-12 to 6-28 of the Plan shows an intended timber sale program that averages less than 100
MMBF a year, or only 80% of proposed ASQ This spells doom for the existing North Fork sawmill

and 1ts forest-dependent community
See response 392/1002.

397/1811
Throughout the Plan and DEIS, ORVs are incorrectly referred to as "off-highway vehicles” (OHVs).

The Forest Service should not change their terminology for off-road vehicles {ORVs), to conform
with the State of California. Executive orders, federal laws, and regulations refer to and define
ORVs Since the Forest Service is bound by these laws and regulations they should not confuse the
issue by using terms not covered by federal regulations.

The change from ORV to OHV was a regional decision

The disposition of roadless arcas was not "resolved” by the passage of the Califormia Wilderness Act
of 1984 Public concern remains for de facto wilderness areas "released” by the California
Wilderness Act of 1984. The issue of management of these "released” areas remains and was
identified as an 1ssue on page 1-7 (DEIS). While the California Wilderness Act of 1984 released
eight areas from wilderness consideration in this planning period, Congress did not prohibit the
Forest Service from considering any of these areas for wilderness

We believe the disposition of the roadless areas was resolved However, we agree that management
of the areas has yet to be determined. We plan to use the Forest Environmental process, which
includes an interdisciplinary resource team, and public involvement to determine management of
each tndividual area. Public involvement will be initiated at the beginning of the proposed project.

The Wilderness Act of 1984 does not require "ensuring some measure of solitude" in a wilderness
area. The act requires that a wilderness have "outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive
and unconfined type of recreation.”

Thank you for bringing this to our attention We have changed the paragraph you referred to

Since the Plumas National Forest did not have any designated wilderness areas until 1984, we would
like to know what data from the Plumas was used 1n determining capacity for the Sierra National
Forest.

In early January of 1984 the Regional Office sent the Forest a paper entitled "Recreation Capacity
and Demand Analysis", Plumas National Forest, Nov. 83 It was used as a guide for developing
capacity and demand analyses for the Forest.

397/1817

The statement on pg. 4-93 of the DEIS needs to be corrected Under the effects of WSR on hydro
development for Alternative E it is stated, "This is by far the most restrictive alternative." This 1s
simply untrue The difference between Alternative A and E 1s minimal.

We have added a statement to the Amenity Alternative to clarify this statement.

I was confused by two tables in Appendix E In Table E.05A (pg. 7-120)

Scgment 4 of the Merced is recommended for scenic status in Alternative A, which seems to be
inconsistent with Table E 03A In Table E.O5F (pg 7-145), Segment 2 of the South Fork San Joaquin
is recommended for "scenic" status in some alternatives and for "wild" status in others As this
segment 1s within the John Muir wilderness the scenic recommendation seems to be uncxplainable..
There are similar unexplained discrepancies in Segments 3 & 4.

Scenic designation of Segment 4 was an error. It has been changed to "recreational” designation.
We agree that Segment 2 1s eligible for "wild" designation The initial recommendation as "scenic"
was made by the Forest management team. After this river 1s designated a WSR by Congress, the
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Forest will prepare a Comprehensive Management Plan, and eligibility as a "wild" segment will be
reconsidered at that hme.

Figure 3 05 and Table N.01 need to be reconciled. There are projects marked in the figure that are
not listed in the table

The items you mentioned have been changed

{ 398-FORPLAN ]

398/1071

1 understand that FORPLAN contains oversimplifications and inaccuracies which adversely effect
its prediction ability. Trees don’t grow as fast as the Plan projects, and there is no allowance for
unforeseen factors such as fire and drought

Timber vield tables for existing and future timber stands used in FORPLAN were developed from
measured growth and mortality in existing timber stands on the Forest. Methods used to project
future growth rates are based upon the existing literature in the field of forest mensuration.
FORPLAN model explicitly contained estimated loss to fire. Loss due to endemic mortality s
included n the timber yield tables.

398/1533

CHEC found the following problems 1n the Plan: 1) Timber prices are too high. 2) Price trends are
unrealistic. 3) Suitable timber base is too large. 4) Timber yield tables are unrealistic. 5) Species
cross-subsidization violates Forest Service policy. 6) Planning in cubic feet will cause future
declines in board foot sales. 7) Returns on timber investments are unacceptably low. 8) Grazing
alternatives are hardwired 9) Most Spotted owl yield tables provide an incentive for old growth.
(Please see input #1533 )

1) and 2) See response to 398/1591

3) When FORPLAN runs with price trend data and runs without price trend data were compared,
timber volumes did not change This demonstrates that price trends are not causing acres to be
retained n the suitable timber base.

4) The growth used tn the RAM PREP computer model i1s growth that has been measured within this
Forest. This model predicts an increased growth rate of 1-2%, which the Forest does not consider
unrealistic.

5) Cross-subsidies violate Forest Service policy. Decreasing the minimum price for one species to
offset low or negative value of another species 1s a common practice in California. The fact that
this has been done does not automatically mean Forest Service Policy 1s being violated. CHEC
analysis was incomplete and therefore not completely accurate CHEC’s analysis did not take into
consideration that cost the government would have to incur to remove these lower value trees
separately where the land management objectives for the site requires their removal When these
costs are included, nearly all the sales comply with the tract value policy. While the compliance to
the tract vaiue policy may be debated for the few remaining sales, maximizing dollar returas from
each timber sale is a project level decision and is where the determination of policy compliance
should be made. The planning analysis conducted for the Forest Plan indicates that the cash returns
are expected to exceed costs tn each of the 10-year period of the Plan. The 1987 and 1988 test of the
Timber Sale Program Information Report System (TSPIRS) supports that expectation.

6) Your comment 1s based on the misconception that the Scribner Log Rule, used to assign board
foot values to individual logs for payment, predicts actual wood content of these logs. The reality
ts that the Scribner Log Rule underestimates small log board-feet and overestimates large log
board-feet, as revealed by sawmill studies. These discrepancies are adjusted by the use of overrun
factors in the nmber sale appraisal process The cubic-foot measure is used in growth and yield
estimates for planning because this measurement is not biased by product output expectations. Logs
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do not have to be sawn into I-inch thick lumber by a 1/4 inch saw kerf as the Scribner Rule assumes.
Actually, logs do not have to be made into lumber at all. They may well be processed to produce
any combination of plywood, chipboard, flakeboard, or paper. The Scribner board-foot is currently
used because it 1s accepted by the timber ndustry. It is obviously obsolete, needing correction
factors as it does, and will eventually be phased out. Finally, NFMA calls for cubic-foot
measurements in forest planning estimates.

7) The 4% interest rate is used because it approximates the long-term costs of capital in the private
sector as measured by AAA corporate bonds after adjustment for infiation. Timber prices are
realistic in view of recent price trends. Many values, including monetary returns, are realized from
regenerating harvested stands.

8) The grazing alternatives were formulated by setting upper limit constraints based on the theme of
the alternative These limits were then tested by FORPLAN. The model did not attempt to
maximize grazing throughout the Forest. This is apparent when the range of alternatives (25,000
AUMs in Alternative E to 54,000 AUMs in Alternative I) is considered.

9) The FORFPLAN model was constrained to ensure at least 21,000 acres of suitable habitat will be
available for owls at all tvmes. This means that SOHAs cannot be entered until replacement stands
meet SOHA requirements Normally, stands over 140 years old meet these requirements.

398/1591

I see the use of the computer program FORPLAN to be a problem There is no way the projected
timber yields can work without causing more harm than good. Please reconsider and check the prices
used in the computers for various types of timber. They are a lot higher than the prices actually paid
in sales on the Forest.

The Forest estimates timber prices for the life of the Plan, based on the average for the period
1978-1982. Prices have not yet recovered from the 1982 recession. However, prices have escalated
in recent years and are reasonable in light of recent trends. Prices will be monitored during
implementation of the Plan, and extreme changes in market prices may lead to the need to amend
the Plan. See Appendix B

398/1694
I wish to applaud your recommendations 1n the Sierra FORPLAN. T've spent a lot of time working
and playing on the Kings River above Pine Flat Reservoir. Let’s keep it as it is

Thank you for your support.

398/1719

FORPLAN projects short-term yield that cannot be sustained, resulting in the waste of our
Forestlands and resources, for short term gain This over harvest would result in destruction of
wildlife habitat and recreation, loss of watershed, soil erosion, siltation of streams, loss of fish, and
fishing and flood danger

FORPLAN results are carefully evaluated and the FORPLAN model is constrained where the need
is indicated by our experience. We will closely monitor the implementation of the Plan and will
amend it, as needed See Plan, Chapter 5.

398/1730

Concerning timber harvest, the Plan’s use of FORPLAN and price computer projections are pretty
far-fetched. The marginal forests and the red fir should be preserved until such time as they prove
profitable. The suitable timber base can better relate to that which can be cut in the next 50 years
rather than what is pressured for in the next 10 years Timber growth tables are inflated, failing to
account for hazards year after year. Plan carefully for the Conservative timber harvesting to sustain
the forest

The Forest plans to offer sales programs as scheduled in the Plan, but will not make up sales
deficiencies by cutting more valuable species if red fir sales do not sell. In recent years, all of our
sales have been profitable. See response 398/1591 concerning timber prices.

7T - 274 Sierra National Forest



398/1783

Implementation of FORPLAN requires a differential selection of data, such that significant
conditions in the field may not be accounted for. Assumptions regarding the effects of benchmarks
and alternatives require field verification, particularly where nonmodeled, nonpriced benefits are
concerned Gathering of pertinent data and understanding of forest resources is an ongoing process.

The Forest intends to monitor the implementation of the Plan closely. Where indicated by field
conditions, the Plan will be amended.

400-PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 1

40070361

I would hate to see the lobbying of small interest groups dictate to the Forest Service what should
be done to the public land

Interest groups do not dictate to the Forest. However, we try to be responsive to public needs and
invite public comment from everyone

400/1528
Information in the DEIS describing the Affected Environment needs to be widely dispersed

The Forest Service mailed approximately 1,500 copies of the DEIS to interested individuals. We
also held etght public meetings, two public hearings, and made presentations in Madera, Mariposa
and Fresno Counties.

40071531
I suggest you announce your public meetings, not just enough to meet your legal requirements, but
enough so that those wanting maximum protection of our forests will know when these meetings are

taking place, I declined to speak, because I could not address important issues in five minutes or
less.

Newspaper, radio, and television stations in Fresno, Madera, and Mariposa Counties recetved press
releases about the public meetings. Public interest was high, so we felt that a 5-minute speaking
limitation would enable more people to speak. We will consider your requests when future public
meetings are called.

400/1669
Several sections of the Plan describe evaluation, review, amendments, and revisions to the Plan.
Some of these reviews are annual. Will the public be notified of the results of these actions?

The public would be notified if there were significant changes from what was stated in the document.

400/1817

The Tahoe National Forest publishes a quarterly bulletin which details all major projects proposed
on that Forest. It includes timber sales, road construction, hydroelectric projects, etc. This
publication is very useful to those who wish to be involved in the ongoing management of the forest.
I don’t know if the Sierra publishes such a bulletin, but 1f not, it should.

The Sierra National Forest does not publish such a bulletin now, but is being considered for future
use. Thank you for your suggestion
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| 410-PLANNING PROCESS

410/0085
In many sections of the Plan it becomes obvious that the Forest is operating as an autonomous

organization without regard to the cumulative effects that may result from activities proposed on
adjacent forests or on the other forests in California. For this reason the SFDTAC recommends that
none of the Forest Plans be approved until the cumulative effect of all the Plans can be studied.

The Regional plan known as the Regional Guide, gives the broad direction from which each Forest
in the Region gets its direction. The Forest Plan takes the planning effort one step further and
provides the Forest with more specific direction. Likewise, the Central Sierran Forests have
coordinated on many strategies for the various resources during this planning effort.

| 420-MULTIPLE USE CONCEPT

420/0544

With only a small percentage of the Forest that can be harvested, there is plenty of space for owls
and other wildlife. Too many people with wives, husbands, and children depend on the industry,
Plus stores of all kinds.

With so much wilderness and National Park Land, why ruin the lives of many people.

It would be nice 1f each resource used different pieces of the Forest. This would make for fairly
easy management. However, this is not the case. Spotted owls require dense oldgrowth forest for
habitat, and this 1s also some of our best timber. Thus we have the conflict to which you refer. We
are preparing individual Spotted Owl Habitat Area Management plans so as to determine how timber
management and spotied owls can exist together on the same piece of the Forest.

420/1002

DEIS, pg.1-1- The discussion of the legislative framework is strangely silent about the Multiple-Use
Sustained Yield Act (MUSY). It seems fairly clear that NFMA is legislation designed to implement
MUSY This discussion should be expanded to recognize that relationship.

The chronology of legislation listed on pg.1-1, is specifically related to what led up to Land
Management Planming. Since the MUSY Act was implemented well before 1974, there is no direct
mention of it in this chronology, although multiple use is mentioned several times in the discussion.

While we support concepts of multiple-use and sustained-yield as guiding principles for management
of the National Forests, we cannot and will not support forest management plans which permit our
country’s timber resources to go to waste

We do not agree that the Forest Plan wastes current timber resources. We do agree the Plan results
in foregoing some technically feasible future growth.

420/1702
Sequoia Forest Industries believes that these 394,000 acres must be managed primarily for timber
production.

Your preference was considered in making our decision. There are trade-offs between higher levels
of timber production from the suitable, capable and available timber lands and effects on water,
fish, wildlife, visual, recreation, local employment and local government finances. All of these
effects are described in the EIS and were considered in making the decision.
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420/1840

I’'ve seen some of the timber sales we have ap there and some of the harvest I’'m quite ashamed of
the mess that it’s left up there. 1 don’t blame the loggers for it; I blame the Forest Service. We have
lost the Multiple Use concept totally

If you are inferring we should not have logged some particular area, that may be true. We have made
some mistakes in isolated areas, but generally speaking we have done a good job over most harvested
areas QOur nterdisciplinary process analyzes each project area to determine proper management.
Thus, we feel we practice good multiple use management.

420/1841
Again, the key to the Management Plan should be multi-use and not multi-restriction.

The Forest believes Alternative A gives a good balance of noncommodity and commodity outputs
while practicing good multiple use management.

[ 430-FURTHER PLANNING AREAS |

430/0226, 1358, 1533, 0005, 0283, 0084, 0207, 1212, 1579, 1708, 0406, 1498 & 1010
Increase roadless arca designations.

We do not have any more areas that fit the criterta of R.A.R E. II. The strategies were all decided
in the 1984 California Wilderness Bill except one, Kings River "B," which is now the new Kings River
Special Management Area designated by Congress in November 1987. The management of the new
area will be very similar to that of wilderness.

430/1412
The plans to maintain several released areas (formerly designated as wilderness) in their natural

{roadless) condition are to be commended, but Merced Canyon, Mt Raymond and Dinkey Creek
should also be maintained.

Released areas were not formerly designated wilderness. They are areas that have been formerly
considered for wilderness and are released back to multiple use management. There are no formal
plans to maintain released areas in their natural condition. However, each project within the areas
will have an environmental analysts completed before any project 1s implemented.

B 431-KINGS RIVER FURTHER PLANNING AREA ]

431/0230
Support Wilderness designation for KRRA 49m acres and trail building and maintenance.

See response to 430/0226

431/0349

I am opposed to Alternative D and any other alternative which will make the Kings River B Further
Planning area a wilderness area.

See response to 430/0226.

Plan pg. 2-2 states "This plan recommends that the Kings River B Further Planning Area be managed

primarily for range and wildlife purposes.” I can support that, but it should also include
"Prospecting and Mining."

See response to 430/0226
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431/0540
Our membership recommends wilderness designation for the 10,000 acres in the Kings River

drainage, or at least keep 1t a roadless area.
See response to 430/0226 & 360/1230

431/0741
We ask that Upper Kings Canyon be designated as WSR.

See response to 360/1230.

431/0851
The Upper Kings River Canyon should be designated as wilderness and should not be clearcut for

timber harvesting.

See response to 430/0226.

431/1222
I support the addition of Unit 63, part of the Kings River Further Planning Area to Wilderness The

area 15 defacto wilderness and 1s likely to remain so due to its escarpment factor,
See response to 430/0226

431/1230
I support the WSR recommendations, and hope you will include Upper Kings Canyon as wilderness

See response to 430/0226 & 360/1230

431/1413

We hereby request that you include as much of upper Kings River watershed as possible for
wilderness designation. We suggest wilderness designations downstream to the Garnet Dyke
Campground, or further, 1f it does not cause problems for fire protection.

See response to 430/0226 & 360/1230

431/1418
All released roadless areas should be managed entirely for nonmotorized dispersed recreation. No
timber harvesting should take place

See response to 430/0226.

431/1467

Kings River Further Planning Arca 1s unique because of winter accessibility, the lack of woodland
chaparral wilderness in this region of California, and a unique river which has been giver the Wild
Trout designation by the State of California.

See response to 430/0226.

431/1537

Kings River Further Planning Area - At stake here is one of the largest rivers flowing from the Sierra,
in a wild canyon that is said to be the deepest 1n North America. Part of this region was included in
John Muir’s original Kings Canyon National Park proposal. It 1s hard to believe that this grandiose
landscape has suddenly become as commonplace and devoid of interest as the description in
Appendix C (DEIS) would indicate.

See response to 430/0226 & 360/1230.
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431/1581

We understand that the Forest Service has now discharged all responsibility for the further planning
of Area B5-198, pursuant to the Califormia Wilderness Act of 1984, Why then, does the Forest
present two alternatives (D & E), which include all, or portions of B5-198 as proposed Wilderness?
This is inconsistent with the statement in the DEIS (3-25).

See response to 430/0226

431/1695

I support Wilderness status for the entire Kings River Further Planning Area. You should at least
set aside the eastern one third of the area for Wilderness designation {east of Garlic Spur and
Converse Mountain)

Se¢e response to 430/10226.

431/1700

We disagree with the Forest Service’s recommendation that the Kings River Further Planning Area
be managed for removal of chaparral. The KRFPA must be fully protected to ensure maintenance
of water quality, fisheries, and watershed value for the Kings River. The KRFPA is unique, because
1t contains the deepest canyon 1n North America The KRFPA provides winter accessible
recreational opportunities which are rare 1n other Wilderness,

See response to 430/0226 & 360/1230

431/1718
CSKR finds Alternative E the most satisfactory from its viewpoint. The CSKR sirongly urges
adoption of our "Wilderness Dispersed Rec." alternative for the KRRA.

See response to 220/1533.

It 1s the CSKR’s position that boundaries between 63 and 64 of the KRRA be changed from Garlic
Spur to Fox Canyon, and the area above receive a Wilderness designation with remaining area to be
managed as "dispersed recreation - no timber harvest." This recommendation is similar to
Alternative E, with a slight modification in the Western Wilderness boundary. According to DEIS,

demand for dispersed recreation exceeds capacity, and the demand for wilderness will exceed supply
1n approximately 20 years.

See response to 430/0226 & 360/1230.

431/1775

I support a wilderness recommendation for all of the KRRA, [ also note that this National Forest
did recommend the eastern half of this areca for wilderness 1n the past. The Appendix should
describe the reasons that caused the Forest Service to change its mind. I am opposed to type
conversion of any part of this roadless area.

See response to 373/0210.

431/1806
Why does the Further Planning Arca of Kings River B retain motorized recreational opportunities?
There should be no vehicular travel or any other uses which compromise its future unses.

See response to 430/0226.

431/1812
A revised Forest Plan should include substantially more proposed wilderness in the Kings River
Planning Area and all the "released" roadless areas including Devil Gulch and Dinkey Lakes.

See response to 43010226 & 370/1811
Sierra National Forest Tr-279



431/1817
The major flaw with the amenity alternative which prevented me from endorsing it was the fact that
the enptire Kings River Further Planning Area was not recommended for wilderness

See response to 430/0226

{ 432-DINKEY CREEK FURTHER PLANNING AREA |

432/0316 & 1395
I support the Conservation Alternative. I like the fact that it includes limiting the Dinkey Creek
corridor to developed family and youth - oriented camp area.

See response to 209/1533.

432/0989 & 1812

I strongly feel the Forest Plan should have recommended wilderness status for Dinkey Creek, San
Joaquin B and Rancheria roadless areas Each has its own unique beauty which is not necessarily
well represented 1n already designated wilderness on the Forest.

See response to 209/1533 and 375/0989.

432/1705, 0017, 1212 & 1672

It 1s good that Dinkey Creek area 1s designated as "dispersed recreation - no timber harvest". I think
that the Dinkey Creek corridor should also be designated as a developed family and youth oriented
campground area. Protect it from future destruction by possible dam construction. Merced Canyon
should have designation of "dispersed recreation - no timber harvest", since any timber harvest would
result in disqualification of an area for future wilderness designation

See response to 375/0989 and 361/1533.

| 440-BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY ]

440/0178
Why shouldn’t cedar snags be used to meet the prescribed snag densities?

Research literature and professional observation indicate there is little to no use by primary cavity
nesters of cedar snags as a component of theiwr habitat.

440/1005 & 1669
The reseeding of skid trails, temporary roads, and landings should be done, to the extent practical,
with native species of plants Exotic plantings should be de-emphasized.

Although planting native species is desirable in some cases, the availability of a seed source is
limited and expensive However, many nonnative plants have proven to be valuable to wildlife and
sotl stabilization.

440/1313

The Plan relies on several tools for dealing with the issue of maintaining natural diversity. One of
these 1s the use of MIS. Indicator species do not adequately represent all rare animal species or
plants. Quantified objectives must be established to maintain viable populations of all sensitive
plant and animal species We believe that all candidate species for federal listing present in the
Forest should be included in the Plan so further reductions in number do not occur and subsequent
listings do not become necessary. The Plan must be amended to define which types and stages of
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vegelation are targeted, how many acres of each will be maintained, and what active management
techmque will be used to ensure maintenance of this acreage

MIS are used because their population changes are believed to indicate the effects of management
activities and because they represent vegetation types and seral stages and/or special habitat
elements necessary for all fish and wildlife species in the forest. Some sensitive species were not
used as MIS because 1) therr distribution is very himited or unknown, 2) inventories of important
habitat components are not available and there would be no way to predict impact of management
activities, or 3) their habitat is predicted not to significantly change. For plants, manual and
handbook direction is to maintain viable populations for all alternatives. Plants have very localized
occurrence/habitat requirements and would not serve well as MIS. Just because a species is not
chosen as an MIS does not mean 1t receives less management.

440/1475
We think you should research the slash pine forest in Florida regarding fast growing pines, and their
marketability in the timber industry,

Thank you for your comment Another division of the Forest Service is responsible for research in
productivity of these species.

440/1654

Reseeding, with just a few selected species, will eventually transform today’s forests into tomorrow’s
tree farms. This entire planned program renders the slogan, "Land of Many Uses," meaningless.
Species of flora and fauna could disappear, denying them their rightful place in their ecosystem.

Generally, it 1s our policy to reseed or replant those species that were there naturally. Only 1n
special areas, such as developed recreation, would unnatural species be planted.

440/1669

We need to see more uneven-aged management than is proposed in the current Plan. With the
proposed amount of clearcutting, it 1s doubtful that the Forest can come close to achieving
biologically reasonable levels for downlogs, snags, plant species diversity, and structural diversity.

Thank your for your input. Thirty-five thousand acres of uneven-aged management have been added
to the Preferred Alternative. In addition, the FEIS will contain one alternative that has uneven-aged
manggement as its major silvicultural system

S&G 40 doesn’t define the scale of measurement for "overall” diversity. The scale must be smaller
than the entire forest, or needs for wildlife species will not be met,

Please refer to Chapter 5 of the Plan, which lists the monitoring needs for diversity. Vegetative
diversity will be determined by each management area.

440/1716

The Forests often represent the final place where many facets of biological diversity can be
preserved in a natural, self-sustaining manner. CNPS wants to emphasize the value of this
management opportunity and point out that future generations may look to our Forest for the last
substantial reserves of California’s once common forest landscape. Diversity is a special concern of
CNPS. Our primary goals are to promote maintenance of existing native species diversity, and the
promotion of rare plant species. The Plan provides for maintenance of diversity in terms of structure
and age of communities, not the biological diversity which needs to be addressed further.

Brological diversity is addressed in many S&Gs in the Plan. Maintaining tree species diversity is
part of the Regional tree improvement program, The Forest Service 1s required by the National Forest
Management Act of 1976 to maintain viable populations of existing native and desired nonnative
vertebrate species and plants Diversity will be maintained through near natural areas (Wilderness,
WSR, RNA, S1A4) and managed ecosystems (timber, range, fire, fish and wildlife management.)
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440/1843

Only with forest management practices based on unbiased scientific studies, coupled with unfailing
stewardship of forest land, will we retain the botanical heritage of California’s Sierras.

Thank you for your comment.

450-OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

450/1825

The National Park Service and the BLM working so closcly on a Plan is something I feel should be
emulated, To find three federal agencies working together, 1s something I know we need to see more
of

Thank you for your support
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TS5

LETTERS FROM PUBLIC AGENCIES, ELECTED
OFFICIALS, SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND FOREST
SERVICE RESPONSES

T.51
Introduction

Following arc copies of entire letters received from public
agencies, elected officials and school districts Each
comment of each letter has been numbered Immediately
following each letter are the Forest Service responses that
have been correspondingly nambered to each comment in
the letter. All responses are maintained i the planning
records 1n the Supervisor’s Office, 1130 "Q" Street, Fresno,
California

Sierra National Forest
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0004

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMNERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospharic Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SEAVICE

Sguthwest Region, HCB
777 Sonoma Avenue, Room 325
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

September 17, 1986 F/SWR33:JRB

Mr. James L. Boynton
Sierra National Forest
Federal Building, Room 3017
1130 "O" Street

Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Boynton:

Thank you for providing the National Marine Fisheries Service
(XMPFS) an opportunity to review and comment on the "Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, Sierra National Forest, 19B86."

The NMF5 is responsable for preservang and enhancing anadromous
fish resources and the habitats that support these resources. We
reviewed the mater:ial you provided and determined from the

1 information that anadromous fish do not occur within the Sierza
National Forest boundaries. Therefore, we have nc comments on
the draft report.

Sincerely vours,

aﬁmmk%»g—»/

B ey ames R. Bybee
SIER, R LUNAL Environmental cCoordinator
FORESH Northern Area
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UNITED STATES OF DEPARTMENT COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

RESPONSES:

Thank you for your comments.
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Mariposa County
Board of Supervisors
DISTRICT 1 .. BEVERLY BARRICK
DISTRICTZ . EUGENE P.DALTON, JR
DISTRICT 3 ERIC} ERICKSON
DISTRICT 4 . LEROY RADANOVICH
DISTRICTS .+ ... GERTRUDE TABER

Mr, Irl averest
Sierra Nacional Forest
1130 "O" Screet
Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Everesl:

0056

JOAN | LYNK

Execulive Aide

? O.BOX 784
MARIPOSA, CALIFORMNIA 95338

(209) 966-3222

GERALD McCARTHY
County ClerkiEx-officio Clerk of the Board
MARGIE WILLIAMS
Deputy Clerk nf the Board
P O Box 247
MARIPOSA, CALIFORNIA 95338

October 17, 1986

Please enter into the record my endorsement for the rekention
of dirt bike rights on the existaing trail L[rom Irun Mountain
down to the South Fork of the Merced River. It is vital that,
1 1n our efforts to accommodate the desires of environmental
groups, we do nokt abrogate the rights of other groups to their

use of this world.

Their needs and desires also must be carefully

cor.sidered.

-

Sincerely,

s
/ PR .
B

BEVERLY BARRICK
Supervisor., lsk Districk
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Mariposa County

JOAN ). LYNK
Executive Ailde

P O BOX 784
2 RIPOSA, CA

Board of Supervisors MARIPOSA, CALIFORNIA 35330
DISTRICT1 . BEVERLY BARRICK GERALD McCARTHY
DISTRICT 2 EUGENE P. DALTON, JR Coumty ClerkfEx-officin Cletk of the Board
DISTRICT 3. . ERIC ) ERICKSON MARGIE WILLIAMS

X

DISTRICTA, . ... LEROY RADANOVICH Deputy Cerk of the Board
DISTRICTS . . GERTRUDE TABER MARIPOSA, CALIFORNIA 95338

December 29, 1936

Forest Supervisor

Sierra National Torest
1130 "O" Street, Room 3017
Freano, California 93721

Re: Response to Sierra National Forest Rescurce Management Plan

Attn: LMP

At 1ts meeting of Decemdber %, 1986, the Mariposa County Board of Supervisors
took action to support Alternative "A" of the proposed Management Plan for
the Sierra Natjonal Forest, with the following modifications -~ (the modifi-
cations are consistent with previously adopted Board policy):

A. (1) That there he no designation of the South Fork of
the Merced River, and that a five-vear moratorium
be enacted and further studies made of the effects

:z Wild and Scenic designation would have on Mariposa
County. (See Erhibit 1 and 2)

{2) That the main body of the Merced., from Parkline to
Briceburg, be placed under the Wild and Scenic Act,
with recreational status. (See Exhibic 3)

(3) That the Merced River be left undesignated from
:; Braiceburg te Lake McClure, ({8Ser Exhaibzit 4}

{(4) That the Plan include the recommendation that
Maripasa County be included ir the management planning

‘l and implementation of all Wild and Sceric designa-
rtions.

B. That there be carefully outlined guidelines for monitoring/
policing off-road vehicle uses adjacent to private property,
and for on Forest Setvice land. (S~e Exhibit 5)
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Forest Supervisor

Re: Response to Management Plan
December 29, 1986

Page two

C. That you specifically protect the rights of recreational dredging
on the Merced River.

D. That there be no quotas placed on rafting on the Merced River,
but that the program continue as in the present mode.

E. That law enforcement costs and capabilitiss be clearly outlined
{continuation of the contract with Mariposa County for a Sheriff's
deputy to patrol the Merced River during the tourist season is
strongly recommended by the Board). <{See Exh:bhit 6}

F. Seection F, entitled "Timber", be modirfied to reflect the Board's
support of maintaining the timber alternative contained in
Alternative H. (See Exhabit 7)

e R N

Your consideration of the above is appreciated. Please do not hesitate to
contact the Board i1f we can provide additional informatiom.

Yery truly yours,

. }

s ) - .
iy S t1ceds
BEVERLY BARRICK, Chairman
Marip?ﬁﬁ County Roard of Supervisars

BB:mw
Enclosures — Exhiblis I through 7
cc: Mariposa County Planning Department

Irl Everest, District Ranger, Maraiposa District
Mariposa County Sheriff's Department
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Itr, 0056

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Mariposa, California

RESPONSES:

1 The decision to determime the future of bike use on the
Iron Mountain Trail was not made m this Plan This
decision will be made 1 the yet to be completed OHV Plan
and/or the Comprehensive Management Plan on South
Fork Merced Ruver.

2 The Preferred Alternative recommended the Merced
River from El Portal to Briceburg be classified "recreation."
The final disposition of these segments will be determined
within the Comprehensive Management Plan. Federal
agencies have the authority to implement these
classifications after public, state, and private reviews,

3 Merced River has been left as "undesignaied’ from
Briceburg to Lake McClure.

4. Federal, state, county, public groups, and private citizens
will be nvited to be 1nvolved in the management
(implementation) planning process for W/S Rivers. Many
federal, state, and environmental groups have been involved
in preparing the Wild and Scenic River sections in the draft
LMP

5. Mounitoring and policing OHV use will be an important
consideration in the Forest’s OHV Plan, scheduled to be
completed by 1992 The Board will have an opportunity to
provide input to the Plan,

6. Recreational dredging on Merced River 1s protected
accordance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, as
amended by P.L. 99-590 Specific guidelines for
recreational dredging will be recommended within the
specific management (implementation) plan

Sierra National Forest

7. Any quotas placed on rafting activities will be determmed
at the specific management (implementation) planning
process and reviewed within momtoring guidehnes, usually
every ten years.

8. Law enforcement and all other management/operational
potential costs will be analyzed during the management
(implementation) planning process

9. Raismg the ASQ to 160 MMBF was carefully considered.
To raise the ASQ would resuit in more land designated for
timber harvest and 1 fewer protective measures for other
natural and social resources

The ID team considered input from many respondents who
presented their reasons why the ASQ was too high. They
said budget levels to produce this level of harvest are
unrealistically high and saw an undesirable subsidy to the
tumber industry because revenues would not match costs to
the government. There was objection to. using pesticides
0 maintain long-term sustained yield, harvesting timber on
land only marginally capable of intensive forest
management, maintaining resources such as soils,
watershed, wildhfe habitat, visuals, and open space that
needs close attention and protection, and timber products
receiving too much emphasis. They request more land be
assigned to resources other than timber production.

Arguments from the public opposing your resolution are
presented here to emphasize the fact that the land base of
the Forest cannot meet all the demands expressed by the
public

The final ASQ 15 a carefully weighed balance between
maximizing timber production on lands capable and
suitable for growing timber and protecting other values and
resources The Forest believes that an increase in the ASQ
would result in an unacceptable risk and impact on other
values and resources. Conversely, a reduction of the ASQ
would result in an unnecessary reduction in the Forest’s
capability to produce timber on a sustained basis that
provides jobs and supports businesses
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Board of Trustees Rewland R. Kang, Ed., D.
Ty () = Superintendent

Eules Grigsby — President & Dy 1~ A

John Lane - Vice President : Ay O ad

Steve Roberts — Clerk a6 e B

Jim Durando — Member
Gerald Sharp — Member EFriant Union School

Nox 223
FRIANT, CALIFORNIA 935248
AB-E22-273.

(Uctober 30, 1986

Mr. James Boyten

Forest Service Superintendent
Sierra National Forest

1130 "O" Street

Room 3017

Freeno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Boyten®

The Governing Board of Friant Union School DistriclL has given me

1 authority to wrile you this letter in opposition to the proposed
Forest Service Resolution reducing the maximum allowable timber cut
by approxamately 187.

We understand that the Hearing for this is November 13th, but that it
is being held in the evening. Unfortunately we have a Governing Board
Meetang at the same time. I would appreciate it if you would allow
this letter to be placed in opposition to the Resolution reducing the
maximum allowable Limber cut.

We are a small Elementary school being a part of the larger Sierra
Union High School Distract, and every reductron in funding sources
hurts our already "bare bones budget", This in turn hurts the students
educational opportunities, hence our apposition.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours, /////,,/’
Al T

Rowland R. King, Ed.
Superintendent

ce: Mr. Claff Sparrow, Superintendent
Sierra Elementary School District

We pre an E QO E antf an Affrrmative Action Emninyir
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Itr. 0072
FRIANT UNION SCHOOL
RESPONSE:

Your preference for a lugher ASQ to help finance schools
was considered during our final analysis, There are
trade-offs between the higher levels of tmber productionn
Alternatives C and H and the Preferred Alternative, These
trade-offs include effects on fish, wildlife, soils, water,
riparian zones, visual and recreation resources, local
employment and local government finances including the
financing of schools Al of these effects are described in
the EIS and were considered in our analysis  Your letter
and many others stated current harvest levels are too low
and if the ASQ is not raised, revenues to counties will
decline

Other respondents gave diverse reasons why the ASQ under
the Preferred Alternative was too high. They claim the
budget needed to produce that level of harvest is

Sierra National Forest

unrealistically high and gives an undesirable subsidy to the
timber industry because revenues would not cover costs to
the government. There were strong objections to
clearcutting, pesticides and harvesting timber on marginal
timber land. They also point out the potential adverse
effects of timber harvesting on resources such as Souls,
Watershed, Wildlife habitat, and Riparian zones. They
request more land be assigned to resources other than
timber production

The views on ASQ are divergent, Some argue for jobs,
families, busmesses and schools, while others argue for
resources such as Soil, Fish, Wildlife, Riparian zones and
Visual quality Tt is the Forest’s responsibility to analyze ail
values and needs, then select an ASQ that prowvides a
balance beiween maximuzing timber production on lands
capable and suitable for growing timber and protecting
other values and resources. The Forest has confidence the
final ASQ meets that balance
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0085

GCORGL DEUEMLIJIAN
COVEHAOR

#tate of California

Board of Forestry

1416 NINTH STREET
SAGRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 85814

Southern Forest
District Technical Adivscry Committee

Noveamber 10, 1986

James L. Boynton, Forest Supervisor
Sierra National Forast

Federal Building, Room 3017

1130 "O%" Street

Fresna, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Boynton:
Re: Sierra National Forest Draft Plan

The Southern Forest District Technical Advisory Committee reviewed
the Sierra National PForest Draft Plan at their regularly
scheduled meeting Novembaer 6, 1985, Representatives from the
Slerra HNational Forest were on hand to explain the details of the
Plan. Following the presentation, the SFDTAC developed a position
statement as indicated below. Our comments are based on the
¢leven land use activities that were displayed on the chart that
wae used by the staff of the Sierra Naticnal Forest during their
presentation to the Committee. The comments of the Committee
members took intoc account the interest and concerns that were
summarized in the Ceantennlal Action Plan as f£follows:

I. Rural sconomic stability and development;
II. Protection and raintenance of the biological base;
III. Social pressures on the ruaral land base;

IV. Rights and responsibilities of public and private
ownership: and

V. Coordination of planning.
1. Recreaticonal/Visual....The Comnmittee supported the

dispersed and developed recreation. These increases may
have a positive effect on several of the Centennial issues
such as adding to rural economic stabllity and satisfiving
some of the socizl pressures on the land base. However,
increased recreation could potentially threaten the
biological base due to the impact of foreat users. There
is also a minor impact from this activity on private

]_ recommendation which proposed moderate increases in the
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landowner rights where there is competition from private
individuals who are providing the public with recreation
for a fee. However, the plan somewhat mitigates this
impact by cffering concesslionaire opportunities in leasing
campgrounds, ski areas, and cother forest owned facilities.

The Commlttee findse that the plan does not show a
coordination of planning with other forests in the arsa or
with private recreation facilities in its approach to the
recreation issue,

Visual restrictions recoamended in the Draft Plan would
adversaly effact timber productivity and the Copmittee

:z found that there would be a negative effect on each of the
Centannial issues, Sierra Forest should seek opportunitles
to practice uneven-aged manageaent within the areas that
are shown in the Plan as requiring restrictions due to
their visual significance.

2. Wilderness....SFOTAC supports the recommendation in the PRF
that adds no additional wilderness acres to the Sierra
:; National Forest. This is due to the fact that the Sierra
already contains over 500,000 acres of wildernass which
affects a significant amount of the land base.

Since thes FRF proposes no additicnal wilderness, the
Committee finds that there would be nao increased effect on
any of the five Centennial issues.

3. Wild and Scenic Rivers....The Committee recommends that a
vary careful study should be made of thia {ssue baforea the
‘l Siarra moves to lock up opportunities to use the resources
contained within the areas proposed for wild and scenic
river designation. The Committee merxbers are familjar with
saveral proposed hydroelectric projects that may be
adversely impacted by this designation such as the El
Portel, Jackass Creek, Granite Cresk and South Fork Merced
River projects.

As proposed in the PRF, the Committee finds that the
recommendation t¢ increase wild and scenic river
designation on the Sierra National Porest from zero miles
to 225 miles would have an adverse impact on rural economic
stablility and development since local communities would be
precluded from bhenefiting £rom future potential
hydroelectric, mineral and other possible developnments.
Likawisa, the other Centennial issues would be adversely
affected.

4. Fisgh/Riparian Habhitat....The PRY shows moderates increases

in fisherman use of the Sierra Forast and the Committee

5 supported this concept. However, 1t was noted that
riparian regquirements would tend to reduce the volume of
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avallable timber approximately 5.25 MMBF per vear.
Opportunities should be aought by the Forest to increase
utilization of the areas designated for riparian
protection, It was also noted that the Forast lacked an
effective program for monitoring the changes that cccur on
riparian habitat over time. The Committee recommended that
a systenm should be set up to monitor changes in vegetation
species composition in additien to the presant aystem of
monltoring the animals and birds that exist in this habitat
type.

The Committee finds that consideration should be given to
their comment regarding utilization of timber volumes
Jocked up in riparian habitata in order to reduce potential
nagative impacts to rural economic stability and the other
Centennial issues.

§. Wildlife Habitat/Diversity.... The Committee disagreed with
the PRF in the proposals to provide 18 non-managed habitats
6 fer the Spotted Owl. The Committee learned that
approxXimately 7.25 MMBF of timber productivity would be
lost due to the provision of restricting harvesting in an
area of 1000 acres for each pair of owls. Members found
that the information on the needs of the owls was lacking
and recommended that further study should bhe done on the
Spotted Owl 1ssue. The study should address the habltat
needs and viable population levels on a Statewide basis
rather than be restricted to any one national forest
recognlizing that National Parks and wilderness arsas
already eXist to provide habitat in an unmanaged condition
which may be suitable for the owls.

The Draft Flan proposes an cak retention of 10X crawn cover

7 in general forest and 20% in critical deer arsas. The
Committee feelas that this retention is unnecessarily high
and discovered that the provision to leave this level of
oak would result in the loss of 2.5 MMBF of timber
productivity per year. The Committee recommends that oak
retention be set at a level of §% and 10X respectively in
those areas that are suitable for conifer management.

In summary, the wildlife habitat/diversity recommendations
in the Draft Sierra Plan would have a2 negative impact on
each of the five Centennial issues. More consideration
must be given to the economics of committing such large
amounts of resources to the maintenance of wildlife special
in deference to commodity outputs.

6. Range/Chaparral....The Committee noted tha Plan called for

a moderate increass in animal unit months on the forest,

They also learned that there were no demandsa by grazing
permitees for additional increases in a.u.m.'s. With this

8 in mind, the Committes supported the Plan's proposals for
aoderate increases in a.u.m.'s and increases in the amount
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of acreage proposed for prescribed fire. It was noted,
however, that the Plan, as written, falls to comply with
the legislation which regquires the Forest Service to
provide an inventory of public rangeland conditions and
trends. Specifically, the Foreat and Rangeland Renewable
Resources Planning Action of 1974 {Sec. %), Federal Land
Policy and Manageaent Act of 1976 (Sec. 201a), and Public
Rangeland Improvement Act of 1978 (Sec. 4a) all require
that said report be made available to the public and be
kept current on a regular basis so as to reflect changes in
range conditions. The DTAC recommended that more emphasis
needs to be put on monitoring the rangeland conditions and
trende in order to be sure that the currant level of
grazing and any future increased levels do not adversely
impact the health of the rangelands on the forest.

In summary, the Committee found that the activities
proposed in the Range/Chaparral communities on the Sierra

would have no major impact on any of the five Centennial
issues.

7. Timber....It was noted that the PRF recommends a high
percentage of even-aged management and the Committes found
this to be commendable since it was a more efficient way of

S) harvesting timber. However, the allowable cut which has
been set at 125 MMBF was found tc be badly lacking and
would result in unemployment and instablliicty in local
copnmunities dependent on forest revenues. The Committee
recomnended that the reduction in allowable harvest should
be nade up by more intensive xanagement of arsas that were
set aside for riparian, wildlife habitat and visual needs.

The Committesreconnended that the SierraNational Forest
revise the PRF 80 that the average annual allawable timber
harvest he maintained at a level egqual to the output of the
last ten years; 1.e., 136 MMBPF. The volume could be
increased by utilizing areas currently set aside for
riparian, wildlife and visual praservation.

The Comnjittee also discussed Table 5.01 in the Draft Plan

which specified a monlitoring program for kesping track of

the annual timber harvest wvolumes. The Sierra intends to

]- monitor the volume at the and of the first five yvears of

‘) the Plan and would be satisfied to be within 15X of the

annual harvest at that time. The Committee felt that this

was not a strict enough goal and that if the Slierra was

this far off in their harvesting program, that it could
adversely effect local communities and employment.

The Committee recommended that the monitoring level on
tinber harvesting volume be reduced from plus or minus 15X
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in five years to 5% in five vears in order to emphasize the
importance of maintaining the level of harvest because of
the potential adverse impact ta the stability of rural
econonies.

In summary, the Committee found the PRPF would have a
significant adverse igpact in all areas outlined in the
Centennial Action Plan unless 1t were modified as suggested
by motions shown above,

8. BSoll/Water Quality....The Committee commended the Draft PRF
in its goal to maintain and improve the soil and water
11 quality on the forest.

They found there would no impact on the five Centennial
issues.

9. Geology/Minerals....The DTAC noted a reduction in the
proposed number of mining clains on the forest, hawever,
this reduction was due to the state of the economy in

12 regards to mineral exploration and mining activity was not
limited in any way by restrictions incorporated into the
Draft Plan, The Committes supported the PRF and found that
there would be no impact on local communities as a result
of the Draft Plan.

10. Specla) Management Areas....The Committee supports the
reconmandation in the PRF to increase the research natural
areas and other specja] interest areas on the Sierra

13 National Forest. Several of these areas are already in
established wilderness areas and the remainder are placed
where they should not adversely effect timbar outputs.

The Comnjittee finds that increasing special xanageaesnt
areas as suggested in the PRF would not have a significant
detrimental impact on any of the five Centennial issues.

11, Transportation....The Committee noted that the road system
on the Sierra was prettywell inplace already and that new
construction was not needed to access timber areas. The

14 Dratt Plan called for a reduction in the nuanber of niles of
raads to be constructed or reconatructed. However, the
Comxittes pointed out that these miles would need to be
increased in order to mest the DTAC's ¢goal of increasing
timber production to the 136 MMBF level. Otherwise, the
Commlttee supported the PRF in the area of transportation.

12. Cther General Comments....In many sections of the Plan, 1t
becomes obvioua that the Sierra is operating as an
autonomous organization without regard to the cumulative

15 effects that may result from activities propossd on
adjacent forests or on the other Forests in California.
For sxample, when the Sierra Plan discusses economic
benefits that are derived from the forest as they impact
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local communities, there is a fajlure to recognize the
banefita that come from other Naticnal Forests located in
the same area. In order for the Board of Forestry and the
genearal public to be able to comment on the FPlan, they
really need to be informed of the overall impact of all the
Plans on a Statewide basis. For this reason, the SFDTAC
reconmends that none of the Forest Plans be approved until
the cumulative effect of all the Plans can be studied.

Additionally, the aconomic analysis in the Plan appears to
be Jnadegquate and NEPA contains reguirements for an
jmproved analysis of the impacts of the Plan and the
Alternatives on the local economy. Such an analysis should
:l(; also include inter-relationships with other forests and
wlth private industry operating in the same area. It would
be helpful to mee the impact of the Plan and the
Alternatives on private tizberland owners who possess the
sane commoditiea in competition with the National Forest.

Finally, the DTAC noted that the discussion in the Plan on
forest protection activities is lacking. The elsments of
fire protection and jinsect and disease prevention is basic
to the protection of the maintenance of the blological base

17 and these activities deserve a much more thorough analysis.
FPire prevention and suppression activities must be
coordinated with the State, other agencies and other
National Forests.

In surmnmary, the DTAC supported the PRY with the exceptions noted
in the discussion above., If the recommendations of the Committee
are accepted, there would be an increase in the scheduled harvest
volumes over the lifes of the Plan due to an increased level of
harvest in areas currently designated for riparian, visual and
wildlife praservation. The result of recomzendations made by the
DTAC would be to stabilize rural economies, provide better
opportunities to maintain the biological base, bs more responsive
to social pressures and employment, be more responsive to the
rights of public and private ownership and would greatly increase
the coordination of planning.

Sincerely.

Roy Ly Killion
Sec ary — SF

57/9«4_&(/ (

Norman W. Cook
Alternate Secretary
NWC: rmd
cc: SFDTAC Members
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Itr. 0085

State of California
BOARD OF FORESTRY
Southern Forest District Technical Advisory Committee

RESPONSES:

1. The Forest’s charge was to plan for 1,300,000 acres
Planning efforts in recreation primarily stayed within the
boundaries of the Forest.

2. Uneven-aged managemeant 1s one strategy considered for
foreground views from sensitive roads, developed
recreation arcas, and other sensitive viewsheds. Two
alternative plans have been included, revised Alternative A
and Alternative E which now contains 30-50% uneven-aged
managed forest.

3 Thank you for supporting the Preferred Alternative,
which adds no additional wilderness to the Forest. The
California Wilderness Act of 1984 has already added
227,778 acres to the Forest, with an overall total of 527,938
which 1s about 40% of the current land base Additionally,
about 49,000 acres have been designated as a recreational
Special Management Area by Congress in 1987, and wili be
managed similar to wilderness areas.

4 A careful study has been made of the 227 miles of
potential W/S Rivers. Socioeconomuc conditions were
analyzed for each river recommendation Yosemite
National Park, Sequora-Kings National Park, Inyo National
Forest, Stanislaus National Forest, and the Burcau of Land
Management were involved for river segments outside the
Forest boundaries No adverse impacts were found.

5 Management requirements for riparian areas emphasize
protection of riparian-dependent resources  The ID teamy’s
decision indicated that harvesting more than 4% per decade
wonld adversely affect niparian-dependent species.

6 Based on current information, 1,000 acres of suitable
habutat is needed to mamtain a breeding pawr of Spotted
owls The Forest agrees that further studies are needed and
are participating m region-wide monitoring of Spotted owl
populations, Managing timber in SOHAs 1s permissible
where 1,000 acres of smtable habitat is provided for in all
time periods Many SOHAs are located in places hike
Wilderness and Nelder Grove, where they have little or no
effect on ASQ

7 Itis unfortunate that you do not support the oak retention

standards, This standard was accepted mn the ID team
decision-making process It docs not meet all timber
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management expectations nor does it meet all the needs for
wildlife management. Both timber and wildlife interests
were well represented i all ID team meetings. This
decision should mamtain acceptable wildlife habitat yet
produce fairly high tumber yields The economics of the
ASQ decision was a major public 1ssue and is discussed in
a scparate scction.

8. Thank you for your support of increased AUMs and
increased acreage for prescribed fire. Allotment
management plans contain inventories of range conditions
and trends. The Forest Service updates this information
periodically as management plans are revised These plans
are available for review by the public.

9. The trade-off between ASQ and more intecnsive
management in riparian waldlife habitat and visual arcas was
carefully considered

10 The purpose of monitoring is to focus on indicators that
suggest when the entire Plan needs review. In other words,
i the amount of timber sales during that five year period is
plus or minus 15%, the whole plan 1s reviewed and revised,
ifneeded. A variance of 5% would not be enough to warrant
this effort and expense. However, the Forest shares your
concerns and has developed internal systems to ensure the
ASQ is met

11,12, and 13 Thank you for your support.

14. The transportation system will be developed to
adequately have access to the harvestable timber. If the
ASQ was raised, more miles of road construction would be
included in the Preferred Alternative.

15 The regional plan known as the Regional Guide
provides the broad framework of direction for each
National Forest. The Forest Plan takes this planning effort
one step further and provides the Forest with more specific
direction The central Sierra Nevada Forests have
coordinated various sirategies for resource use and
protection during the planning effort.

16 A revised economic analysis will be included in the final
EIS It will address the impacts of the ASQ on the local
economy, other forests, and private industry. Please see
Appendix L in the Appendices volume.

17. The planmng records and supporting documentation
contain a more detailed analysis related to fire protection,
and insect and disease problems The discussion in the Plan
is based on this. In the Preferred Alternative there is
increased effort for cooperation with all agencies
responsible for wildland management.

Sierra National Forest
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BIG CREEK SCHOOL DISTRICT

Box 98, Big Creek, California 93605
Phone: (209) 893-3314

November 12, 19086

Mr. James L Boynton

Forest Supervisor

Federal Building, Room 3017
1130 "0 Street

Fresno, California 93721

Reply to: 1950

Dear Mr. Boynton,

School Trustees of the Big Creek School District wish to respond
to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Land and
Resource Management Plan in regard to timber sales and the
alternatives proposed in the plan.

Tt is the opinion of the school trustees that therc is an obvious
balance which recognizes a LTSY and balance for future years
neither impacts the area with clear cutting, etc., cnvironmentally
and reduces the harvest in future years, nor impacts individuals,
companies and agencies financially hy harvesting below a level
which the area can support. It appcars that the 140 to 150 million
]_ board fecet annually harvested was within that balance, however,
we believe 1t would be prudent to askh the U.S. Torest Service for
this analysis. This study should project what the financial
impact would be., For example, if a reduction from the current
152 million board feet to the propesed 125 million or 18%
reduction would impact.

In conclusion the forest ts our local environment and we want it
managed for now and the future i1n the most efficienl manner. We
believe the U.S. PForest Service should provide these figures and
the proper balance for the present and the futuic,

Resnectfully,

e D SO S

Edwin B. Swanson
Mstrict Superintendent

EBS/mf
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BIG CREEK SCHOOL DISTRICT

RESPONSES:

1. The DEIS and FEIS analyze both financial and
environmental impacts of a range of alternatives. The final

ASQ is a lower timber production level than envisioned in
the DEIS (1256 MMBF annually) and lower than the
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historical average (133 MMBF), because it responds to
changes in management direction that provide greater
protection to other resources. It also recognizes
designation by Congress of timberland into wilderness.
Timber management will be conducted on 328,900 acres of
the Forest’s 393,700 acres identified as tentatively capable,
available and smtable for timber production.

Thank you for your comments and interest m the Sierra
National Forest.

Sierra National Forest
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIOMAL PARK SERVICE

SEQUOIA AND KINGS CANYON NATIONAL PARKS
THREE RIVERS, CALIFORNIA 93171

IN KEPLY REFBR TO*

L7615 (WR-RP)

Noverber 12, 1986

Memorandum
To: Regional Director, Western Region
From: Superintendent, Sequoia and Kings Canyor National Parke

Subject: Sierra National Forest, Lund and Resocurce Managemnt
Plan and Draft Epnviromnmental Impact Statement

Our commente on the subject plan and DEIS are eseentielly limited te
proposals that could affect the Park resources or visitor experience,

There is little potentral for significant effect on Park resources, values
or vigitors. The reasons for this are that most of the western boundary of
Kings Canyon National Park joins the Sierra National Forest and all of that
portion of the Sierra National Forest is designated wilderness, Therefore,
even though some congimptive uses {grazing, ete,) are allowed on the part

of the Forest next to the Park, management there is generally quite similar
to management of the Park,

PLAN
Page 2-1 Under Wild and Secenic Rivers, a major issue not listed igm
1 which segments of rivers will be proposed for inclusion in the Wild and

Scenic River System.

Page 3-5 We endorge desaignation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of
thoge portions of the South Fork of the San Joaquin and Middle Fork of

2 the Kings that are located in these Parks, We would also eancourage
consideration under the Wild and Scenie Rivers Act of those portions of
the same river systems not located in the Park.

Page 4-50 Item $#368 proposes new trail construction, We recommend
3 coordination with NPS on any trails that would have an effect on the use
of Kings Canyon National Park.

Page 5-1 We see no indication of a monitoring program for the effects of

4 backcountry use. We would encourage a monitoring program because it
would enhance the interagency efforts toward consistent management of
wilderness areas in the Southern Sierra.
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DEIS

Page 2-30 The 1,000 acre cutoff for fire confinement/containment on
unbroken fuels seess nebulous, What it the defination of unbroken fuels
and how do they relate to fire behavior and unnatural smounts of fuels?
Perbaps thie will be explained in & fire management action plan.

Page 2-42 The section on wilderness includes 30 miles of new trail
construction by 2030. The impacts of that trail construction should
consider poseible effects to Kings Canyon National Park for eny that are
located nearby.

Page 2-42 The secticon on Wild and Scenic Rivers states that the South
Fork of the Sen Joaquin and Middle Fork of the Kings Rivers will be
proposed for designation under the Wild and Sceniec Rivers Act. We
endorse these designatione for the portions within the Park and are
pleased to gee the gections outside the Park also proposed. We note that
Chaprer 3 (page 3-38) does not include a description of the affected
envizronment for the Middle Fork of the Kings River.

Page 3-28 The next to last paragraph indicates that prescribed fire will
be uged. In Chapter 4 under Wildermess on page 4-37, the effects of
prescribed fire are described. There is no indication of any limitation
on the use of prescribed fire, We assume that there will be a fire
management plan which will provide guidance for the use of prescribed
fire. Any prescribed fire program in areas that could affect the Park
should be coordinated through the cooperative procedures currently in
place.

Page 3—43 We would be happy to cooperate with the Forest Service where
cur funding and manpower permit toward studies and projects to enhance
several of the Species of Special Interest including Peregrine Faleon,
Bald Eagle, Goshawks, Spotted Owl, Wallow Flycatcher and Mule Deer. We
note that Chapter 4, papge 4-45 indicates that all of the alrernatives
include continvation of grazing which will have adverse effects on willow
flycatcher hebitat. Preliminary studies done in Sequoia and Kings Canyon
Fational Parks indicate that areas used by livestock have higher
populationeg of cowbirds which have a direct adverse effect on willow
flycatchers. We urge further study and consideration of modifying
grazing programs where possible to enhance willow flycatcher habitat.

Page 4-3B Again we note and endorse the proposal to designate the South
Fork of the San Joaquin and Middle Fork of the Kings under the Wild and
Scenie Rivers Act. Thisg is proposed in all but Alternative B,, the no
action altervative.

7Y - 302
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Page 4-44 Once ggain we are ipterested in the Species of Special
Interest as mentioned above,

Page 4-54 1In all of the alternatives we recomend consideration of the
willow flycatcher habirat in range management programs,

We appreciate the opportunity t¢ xeview the Plan and DEIS.

y Jokn H. Davis

Sierra National Forest 7T - 303



Itr. 0184

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
National Park Service

RESPONSES:

1 Consideration has been given to rewritmg the issue to
read, "Which segments of the rivers that were identified in
the Nationwide Rivers Inventory of January 1982 will be
analyzed for eligibility classification and recommended for
inclusion and managed under the Wild and Scenic River
Systems?"

2 In the draft LMP the Forest considered over 225 miles
of potential W/S Ruvers including sections of South Fork
San Joaqun and Middle Fork Kings, located witlun lands
managed by three national forests, two national parks, one
national monument, the Bureau of Land Management, the
State of Califorma and some private lands. The Forest will
manage about 73 miles of those recommended potential
W/S Rivers wathin their admimstrative boundaries.

3. It 1s Forest’s practice to coordinate with adjacent
landowners, whether private, state, county, or federal
agencies, prior to any development that mpht affect or
impact them.

4. Backcountry use 1s currently momtored along with other
recreational activity. Specific monutoring of this type 15 not
part of the Plan However, backcountry use is expected to
be reviewed as wilderness quotas and management plans
are revised
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5 The 1,000-acre cutoff was chosen because of an analysis
of wilderness related to existing fuels in the wilderness, best
judgement on fire behavior if those fuels were to be ignited
under average weather conditions, and the personnel
needed to monitor or suppress fires. Unbroken fuels is
when an area contains layers such as slash, duff, or standing
trees in such a way that if a fire were to sweep through, there
would be nothing to stop it. A broken fuel is one that is
segmented by a road, ridge, or rock outcrop to stop a fire
from continning,

6. Coordination with Kings Canyon National Park will take
place prior to any new trail construction that might affect
the Park.

7. Thank you for endorsing these recommendations DEIS
Chapter 3 does not mclude a description of Middle Fork
Kings Ruver, but it is the same description found in the
Appendx It was labeled North Fork Kings River instead
of Middle Fork Kings River, This error will be corrected.

8. Prescribed fire will be addressed in the implementation
phase of the Plan in Fire Management Action Plans.

9. Your offer of assistance is appreciated You will be
contacted when the studies begin. The S&Gs for riparian
zones have been modified to better protect wildlife habitat.
Protection measures such as the regulation of the timing and
distribution of grazing and structure controls will be
planned and implemented Several projects to improve
Willow flycatcher habitat are planned, and at least two
should be completed 1n fiscal year 1989,

Sierra National Forest
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MADERA COUNTY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

i « 135 WEST YOSEMITE AVENUE
ﬂ: Pglaﬁosntgo::;l éfclctu::ng  MADEFA, CALIFORNIA 93637
* (208) 6757823

December 2, 1986

Mr. James L. Boynton, Supervisor
Si1erra National Forest

1130 "0" Street

Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Boyntomn,

Our analysis of the various altermatives of the Proposced Sicrra Forest Plan
lead us to conclude that each of tha alternatives has 1its strong and weak
points depending on an individual's point of view. We believe it would

be unfortunate to over emphasize (to decrriment of other legitimate ncecds
and uses} any one point of view.

Consequently, we uxge the adoption of an alternative that neither tends to
lessen or deslroy the perpetual enjoyment of the Natiomal Forest or the
economic benefits of 1ts resources.

We believe C-RPA and H-MKT come closest to reasonably satisfying the needs
:l_ and desires of the citizens of Madera County — both plans oifer an acceptable
middle ground.

A - PRF would be acceptable except that our town of North Fork and 1ts lumber
:z mill prebably could not survive the effects of the restricted lumber availabality
during the period of 1987-1995.

Sincerely,

2t 2o S

W. E. Sturk
Acting APCO

HWES/dh

Sierra National Forest 7T - 305



Itr. 9300

MADERA COUNTY
Air Pollution Conirol District

RESPONSES:

Your preference for Alternative C and H was considered
during our final analysis There are trade-offs between the
higher levels of timber production in Alternatives C and H
and the Preferred Alternative These trade-offs mnclude
effects on fish, wildlife, soils, water, riparian zones, visual
and recreational resources, local employment and local
government finances. All of these are described in the EIS
and were considered 1n our analysis

Your letter and many others stated current levels of harvest
are too low, and if the ASQ was not raised to approximately
160 MMBEF, the revenues to Madera County would decline.
Other respondents gave diverse reasons why the ASQ in the
Preferred Alternative was too hugh. They claim the budget
needed to produce that level of barvest is unrealisticaily
high, and gives an undesirable subsidy to the timber mdustry
because revenues would not cover costs to the government.
There were sirong objections to using pesticides,
clearcutting and harvesting timber on marginal timber land.
They point out the potential adverse effects of timber
harvesting on resources such as Soils, Watershed, Wildlife
habitat, and Riparian zones. They requested that more land
be assigned to resources other than timber production

Timber industry advocates claim this amount 1s msufficient
to support mll operations at levels like those favorable
conditions experrenced m 1986, 1987, and 1988 Should
favorable market conditions continue for an extended
period, uncut imber under contract will continue to decline
and this will lead to mcreased competition and prices

The unpact of increased competition will not spread evenly
among the five mulls that have been purchasing timber from
the Forest The least competitive mulls will reduce
operations before those with better locations and more
efficient equipment and operations
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The general pattern of mill closures in California indicates
that mills located in mountain locations are at a competitive
disadvantage to those located in the Central Valley. The
highway network allows mills located in the valley to haul
logs from a broader supply area than mills located in the
mountains Hauhng logs from a larger supply area also
allows mmlls to expand and take advantage of cconomies of
scale.

As competition mcreases, a mill such as the North Fork mull,
rather than the other mulls now purchasing the Forest’s
timber, is more likely to reduce operations This is a
consequence of its mountain location and exclusion from
small business set-aside arcas available to the Madera and
Sacramento mills. The Anberry, Dinuba, and Nerth Fork
mills are under single ownershup, and during periods of
market weakness, the owners historically have curtailed
operations at the North Fork mill first Although an
investment in a cogeneration plant makes this mill more cost
effective, the mill is still less efficient than the other mills.
Cogeneration provides a small edge or cancels the
disadvantage of the mill’s poor location. Based on the
history of this area’s mill operations, the Forest would have
to provide 137 MMBF ASQ to the local mlls in order to
provide the North Fork mill with sufficient timber at prices
that would allow it to remain competitive.

A loss of nmber-related employment opportunities in the
foothill area 1s possible over the next 15-25 years even if the
Forest could sustain annual harvests in the neighborhood of
150 MMBF. This dechne would occur as a consequence of
more efficient capacity added to mills in more favorable
locations and increased competition from mils outside the
traditional market arca. Additional information on the
regional timber demand status has been added to the final
EIS as Appendix L.

The views on ASQ are divergent. Some argue for jobs,
families, and businesses, while others argue for resources
such as Soil, Fish, Wildlife, Riparian zone, and Visual
quality It 1s the Forest’s responsibility to weigh all values
and needs and select an ASQ that provides a balance
between maxumizing timber production on lands capable
and suitable for growing timber and protecting other values
and resources The Forest has confidence the final ASQ
meets this balance

Sierra National Forest



CITY COUNCIL.
DA LAWRENCE R WILDER
MAYOR
CITY OF REEDLEY—————— Euery L seserT
[k POLICE SERVICES % oy Haw T PARKS AND RECREATION
843 G STREET 845 G STREET 100 N EAST AVENUE CHARLES ¥ TAGUCHI
REEOLEY, CA 93654-2697 REEDLEY CA 935542685 REEDLEY, CA 93654-3103 RAY SOLENO
TELEPHONE CHRISW CROISSANT
209 638-6881

December 3, 1986

Mr. James L. Boynton, Supervisor
Sierra National Forest

1130 "“0" Street

Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Boynton:

Tha City of Reedley would like to respond to the Sequoia National Forest
Management Plan now that it is out and plans are underway to implement the
plan. It 1s our understanding that the preferred alternative selected by the
Forest Service would reduce timber harvesting by 20%., This alternative was
selected despite a Forest Service figure showing that timber volume could
actually be increased by 25%.

Sequoia Forest Industries is a very gaod neighbor of our City, furnishing
employment for many Reedley citizens., We are very concerned with the impact
of your Forest Management Plan on Sequoia Forest Industries. Employment and
the related effect it has on our Commumity fis very dimportant. Your very
serious consideration of this Management Plan should take into account the
effect on the local economy. Actions such as your Management Plan can have a
very serious effect on our Community's economy.

Thank you for your consideration.
Singerely,

<C W &l

Thomas M. Butch
City Manager

TMB:eav
tc Sequoia Forest Industries

86-141

0309
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Itr. 0309
CITY OF REEDLEY
RESPONSES:

1 Your preference for increasing the ASQ was considered
durmng our final analysis There are trade-off between the
ugher levels of timber production in Alternatives C and H
and the Preferred Alternative These trade-offs include
effects on fish, wildlife, visnal, and recreation resources,
Iocal employment and local government finances. All of
these effects are described in the EIS and were considered
in our analysis.

2 Your letter and many others stated that current levels of
harvest are too low, and if the ASQ was not raised, revenues
to timber dependent iocal communities would decline.

Other respondents gave diverse reasons why ASQunder the
Preferred Alternative was too high. They claim the budget
needed to produce this level of harvest is unreahstically
high, and gives an undesirable subsidy to the timber industry
because revenues would not cover costs to the government.
There were strong objections to using pesticides,
clearcutting and harvesting imber on margnal timber land.
They point out the potential adverse effects of timber
harvesting on resources such as Soils, Watershed, Wildlife
habitat, and Riparian zones They requested more land be
assigned to resources other than timber production,

Timber industry advocates claim this amount is insufficient
to support mull operations at levels like those favorable
conditions experienced in 1986, 1987, and 1988 Should
favorable market conditions continue for an extended
period, uncut timber under contract will continue to dechine
and this will lead to increased competition and prices

The impact of increased competition will not spread evenly
among the five nulls that have been purchasing timber from
the Forest The least competitive mlls will reduce
operations before those with better locations and more
efficient equipment and operations.
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The general pattern of mill closures in California indicates
that mills located in mountain locations are at a competitive
disadvantage to those located m the Central Valley. The
highway network allows mills located in the valley to haul
logs from a broader supply area than mills located in the
mountains Haunling logs from a larger supply area also
allows mills to expand and take advantage of economies of
scale

As competition increases, a mll such as the North Fork mill,
rather than the other mills now purchasing the Forest’s
tumber, is more lkely to reduce operations This is a
consequence of its mountain location and exclusion from
small business set-aside areas available to the Madera and
Sacramento nulls The Auberry, Dinuba, and North Fork
mulls are under single ownership, and durmng periods of
market weakness, the owners hstorically have curtailed
operations at the North Fork mill first. Although an
investmentin a cogeneration plant makes this il more cost
effective, the mill 1s still less efficient than the other mills
Cogeneration provides a small edge or cancels the
disadvantage of the mill’s poor location. Based on the
hustory of this area’s mill operations, the Forest would have
to provide 137 MMBF ASQ to the local mills in order to
provide the North Fork mill with sufficient timber at prices
that would allow it to remain competitive.

A loss of timber-related employment opportumties in the
foothill area 1s possible over the next 15-25 years even if the
Forest could sustain annual harvests in the neighborhood of
150 MMBF. This dechne would occur as a consequence of
more efficient capacity added to mills in more favorable
locations and increased competition from mills outside the
traditional market area. Additional information on the
regional timber demand status has been added to the final
EIS as Appendix L.

The views on ASQ are divergent Some argue for jobs,
families, and businesses, while others argue for sou, fish,
wildlife, riparian zone, and visual quality. Our
responsibility 1s to weigh all values and needs and select an
ASQ that provides a balance between maximizing timber
production on lands capable and suitable for growing
timber and protecting other values and resources. The
Forest has confidence the final ASQ meets this balance

Sierra National Forest
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SACRAMFNTO ADORESS COMMITTEES.
STATE CAPTOL 95814 CHARMAN

m.z;ﬂ:rxngssa AE 5 Emhlg WATER PARKS & WILDLFE

11 FULTON MALL - SUITE Sta MEMBER:

- -~ A
FHESNG CA 92721 dr t HOUSING & COMMUNITY

TELEPHONE. (200) 364 3078 I nmta ABgtE a B DEVELOPMENT

ELECTIONS & REAPPORTIONMENT
512N RWIN. SUITE & NATURAL RESOURCES
HANFORD, CA 93230
TELEPHONE: (209} $62-2668
AMMSTREET SUITEA

MERCED, Ca B5340 JiMm COSTA
TELEPHOME (2051 324 194
ASSEMBLYMAMN THIRTIETH DISTRICT

December 3, 1986

James L. Boynton

Forest Supervisor

1130 O Street

Fresno, California 93721

Dear Mr. Boynton:

I am writing in regard to the proposed Timber Harvesting
Plan for the Sierra National Forest.

I represent western Madera County in the California State
Assembly. I am concerned, therefore, on any federal decisions
which might have an adverse impaci on the local economy. A

]_ constituent has written my office expressing concern that a
reduction in the number of board feet allowed for harvest could

reduce the number of jobs in Madera County related to the timber
harvest.

Please consider balancing the econom:ic needs of the regaion,
as well as the envirommental concerns of the Forest Service, when
proposing a new Timber Harvest Plan for the Sierra Watiocnal
Forest.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this request.

s cin?y,
J COSTA
Member of the Assembly

30th Distract

JC:br

Sierra National Forest 7T - 309



Itr. 0319

JIM COSTA
California State Assembly
Thirtieth District

RESPONSES:

Your vicw towards balancing the economic needs of the
area as well as environmental concerns were considered
during our final analysis There are trade-offs between the
ngher levels of timber production in Alternatives C and H
and the Preferred Alternative effects on fish, wildlife, soils,
water, riparian zones, visual and recreational resoucres,
local employment and local government finances All of
these are described m the EIS and were considered in our
analysis.

Your letter and many others indicate concern that carrent
levels of harvest are too low, and if the ASQ was not raised
revenues and employment in Madera County would
decline

Other respondents gave diverse reasons why ASQ under the

Preferred Alternative was too high They claim the budget
needed to produce this level of harvest 1s unrealistically
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high, and gives an undesirable subsidy to the timber industry
because revenues would not cover costs to the government.
There were strong objections to using pesticides,
clearcutting and harvesting timber on marginal timber land.
They point out the potential adverse effects of timber
harvesting on resources such as Soils, Watershed, Wildlife
habitat, and Riparian zones. They requested that more land
be assigned to resources other than timber production,

Timber industry advocates claim the amount of harvest in
the Preferred Alternative is msufficient to support mill
operations at levels like those favorable conditions
experienced in 1986, 1987, and 1988. Should favorable
market conditions contmue for an extended period, uncut
timber under contract will continue to decline and this will
lead to increased competition and prices.

The views on ASQ are divergent. Some argue for jobs,
families, and businesses, while others argune for soil, fish,
wildlife, riparian zone, and visual quality. Our
responsibility is to weigh all values and needs and select an
ASQ that provides a balance between maximizing timber
production on lands capable and suitable for growing
timber and protecting other values and resources. The
Forest has confidence the final ASQ meets this balance

Sierra National Forest
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EATRAMENTO OFFIGE COMMITTEES

i Aalifornia Btate SBenate S

AGHICUL | UNE AND WATER
191G) A4S 4641 TRANSPORTATION
DIBTRICT OFFICE LOCAL COVERNMENT
120 W TULARE

DINUDA, CA S38 18 JOINT COMMITTEES
(209) 5¢1 5008 VICE CHAIR RULES
DISTRICT OFFICE FAIRS AND ALLOCATIONS

2002 N GATEWAY THE ARTS
FREGND CA 93737

1209) 445-5541 Cl-‘;‘a:; E‘-EDUD AND HAZARDOUS
RURAL ISSUES
ROSE ANN VUICH RURAL CALICUS
STATE SENATOR

FOREST LAND ISSUES
FIFTEENTH SENATORIAL DISTRICT

FRESNO AND TULARE COUNTIES

December 1, 1986

Mr. James L. Boynton, Supervisor
Sierra National Forest '
1130 O Street

Fresno, Calif. 93721

Dear Mr. Boynton:

My staff and I have studied in detail the proposed Forest
Management plan for the Sicrra National ForesE. After considerable
discussiong on the matter, I would like to recommend alternative

]~ H-MKT to be the plan. I do not support a reduction in the present
tinber sale allowance, which, as I understand, 1s approximately
150 MM feet per year. Your analysis shows that 170 MM or so would
still support a sustained yield. The H-MKT plan would allow
approximately 160 MM feet per year, so would not only give a margin
to yvou, but would also support the mills in the area.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Sincerel

Cé\__o
ROSE ANN VUICH

RAV:et

Sierra National Forest 7T - 311




Itr. 0339

ROSE ANN VYUICH
State Senator

RESPONSES:

Your preference for Alternative H was considered during
our final analysis There are trade-offs between the higher
levels of timber production in Alternative C and H and the
Preferred Alternative including effects on fish, wildlife,
soils, water, riparian zones, visual and recreational
resoucres, local employment and Iocal government
finances. All of these are described in the EIS and were
considered 1n our analysis

Your letter and many others stated that current levels of
harvest are too low to support mills in the area

Other respondents gave diverse reasons why ASQ under the
Preferred Alternative was too lugh, They claim the budget
needed to produce thus level of harvest 1s unrealstically
high, and gives an undesirable subsidy to the timber industry
because revenues would not cover costs to the government
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Therec were strong objections to using pesticides,
clearcutting and harvesting timber on marginal timber land.
They point out the potential adverse effects of timber
harvesting on resources such as Soils, Watershed, Wildlife
habitat, and Riparian zones They request more land be
assigned to resources other than timber production,

Timber industry advocates claim the ASQ in the Preferred
Alternative is insufficient to support mill operations at
levels like those favorable conditions experienced in 1986,
1987, and 1988. However, should favorable market
conditions continue for an extended period, uncut timber
under contract will continue to decline and this will {ead to
increased competition and prices.

The views on ASQ are divergent Some argue for jobs,
families, and businesses, while others argue for soil, fish,
wildlife, riparian zone, and visual quality. Our
responstbility is to weigh all values and needs and select an
ASQ that provides a balance between maximizing timber
production on lands capable and suitable for growing
timber and protecting other values and resources. The
Forest has confidence the final ASQ meets this balance.

Sierra National Forest
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COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Mail:ng Address

Agronomy and Range Science Extension
Agronomy Extenson
137 Hunt Hall
Umversity of Calhforma
Dawis, California 95616

James L. Boynton, Forest Supervisor
Sierra National Forest

1130 "0O" S\..

Fresno, CA 93721

November 17, 1986

Dear Jim,

Through the public review prorcess for Lhe Proposed Sierra
National Forest Land and Resoure Management Plan we pointed out
the weaknesses of the proposed monitoring program for Range and

Ripur tan ecosystems. Your range management staff has requested

that we respond 1n writing and present our solutions to the

monitoring problem.

1 Continuation of cattle and recrealion stock use on the Sierra

Netional Forest requires that its ampact on the range and

By W parian resources be monitored. Monitoring of-
s'm‘r:m': W 1yvestock, expressed in AUM’s: (2) forage utilization on

her elevation perennial grasslands and mounta:in meadows
DEC lle‘lsgg essed in pounds per acre residual dry matter or based on
TN R foht-weight relationships; (3) trend on areas with perennial
ISUY Py e specigs, expressed as chandes in speoles composition using

OF Sy
Spepies {requency; and {4) residusl dry matter on lower elevalion

A}
———mprein]l grasslands must be integrated. With thais information

i
nEizeetive» decisions can be made which will ensure the protection

6 wmmd- maintenance of the biological base and stability and
RANGE
“AeEvelopment of the rural ecvonomy.

{1} actual use

™
s Moniltoring programs proposed in the Forest Land and Resource
R

37
———MolpEcment, I'lan are monirtoring of:

i 1. Livestock use (AUM’s)
‘%- g
T 2. Forage utilization

with the Civil Baghts Act 0f 1964 Title IX of tha Fiucation Amendments of 1972 and the Hehabilitahon Act of 1973

The University of Galif G h
does not discimanats on I.he hasia of race, cfctd. I'G]l on,oulnt a-twual ongn sex, or pentul or ph.vsieal handicap in any nfil-ﬂ‘mlmﬁ oF Bthvities, Dl srith respect t.n ll\Y nfits
ge anceairy,vexualor

P Tha Unwermity o{ C
indpidual disabled or Viak 1 Inquines regarding this policy may be directed mtheMﬁmnhve Action Officer, 2120 Univermty Aunnz U’mvemw quu-hformn
Herkeley Califarnin 84720 um 6“4:270.

Univermity of Cahornia and the Unitod Gtates Dy of & 1 pecabh
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We urge you to utilize these resources 1n implementing a
trend monitoring program to complement the monitoring programs
1dentified in the proposed Forest plan.

The important parameter to be monitored on annual grasslands
18 the amount of residual dry matter left on the site. It 1s the
residual dry matter which provides favorable microenvironments
for early seedling growth, soil protection, adequate soil organic
matter and a source of low-moisture fall forage. Details of
monitoring residual dry matter are nontained in the Region §
Range Analysis Handbooh (FSH 2209.21}, and this program should be
followed.

We also recommend the hiring of personnel educated and
trained in range ecology/management. A shortcoming of the range
management program on the Sierra National Forest is the lack of
personnel educated and trained in Range Ecology/Management.
Educated range professionalsg must be hired, and participuate 1n
continuing education programs, so that qualified personnel are
interpreting range management dats, making management decisions
and developing management strategies.

Cordially,
William E. Frost Neirl K. McDougald
Postdoctoral Research Fellow Madera Counly Range and
C.A.T.XT., C.8.U. Fresno Livestock Farm Advisor

U.C. Cooperative Extension

;;ﬁzéqiffﬁz_::2@2944$ﬁra) l?/-';ﬁhvtﬂgi (:Zg;ﬁtﬁgﬂv*“

Donrn A. Duncan W., Jumes Clawson
Director, SJER ange Specialist
C.AT.I., C.8.U. Fresnao U.C. Cooperative Extension

TTr-314 Sierra National Forest



Itr. 0412

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, DAVIS

RESPONSES:

1. The Forest has added to the monitoring section of the
plan the monitoring of range condition and trend, expressed
as changes in species composition; forage utilization in high
elevation meadows expressed as percent of allowable use;
and forage utilization of annual grassland expressed as
residual dry matter RDM.

Sierra National Forest

We have added tramed personnel educated in range
management principles at the Ranger District level and plan
to continue our Range Plant Identification workshops here
on the Forest to maintain the needed botanical skills to
conduct species composition frequency measurements.
The range management personnel and scasonal aids will
participate in the continuing education programs
sponsored by the Region and other groups such as U, C.
Extension to upgrade their professional skills so that sound
management decisions can be made to protect and mamtain
the stability and development of the rural economy.

Tr-315
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8%/ United States Forest PSW
Department of Service
Agriculture
Reply to: 1300 Date: December 29, 1986

Subject: 8ierra Plan Comments
To: Forest Supervisor, Sierra NF

¥We would like to offer the following comments and suggestions on the Sierra NF
draft plan and envirormentsl impact statement. These comments are based on
F&M-4062, R~5's Supplement No.J to it, our desire for consistency across
Forests, the unique nature of the San JoaQquin Experimental Range, and a few
errors in need of correction.

Draft Management Plap

1 Page 3-17. 3.20.2 RNA. The official title of "the blue oak - digger pine" RNA
is the San Joaguin Experimental Range Research Natural Area. This title should
be used here and elsewhere in the Plan and EIS to aveld confusion.

Page 4-11. 4.3.18, Name of RNA. See p.3-17.

Page 4~16. 4.4.10. While we don't deny public access to experimental areas, we
do diacourage it. We suggest wording on recreation be changed to "Dispersed
recreation will be limited..."™ and delete "...recreational opportunities will
ceccur in unroaded natural settings™.

W

Page 3-16. 4.4.11. We are not sure what the best way to handle the range

“ prescription since it is being managed by California State University-Fresno
under & cooperative agreement with us. A management plan is included In the
agreepent. Inp addition. the Range is not cobnsidered national forest land since
it is not part of the public domain nor is it within the boundaries of the
National Forest. Two options exist: 1) exclude the Range from consideration in
the LMP, or 2) make the prescriptions conform to the existing management plan
and cooperative agreement with CSU-Fresno. We are not sure which would be
best, but the rest of the comments assume option 2.

Page 4-16. 4.%,12, We suggest limiting recreation activity in the RNA. See
meme from David Diaz-RO.

un

Page 4~T0. 4,8.8, Par. 1 Name of RNA, See p.3-17. Standards and Guides are OF
except for: U6 these oak guides ere inappropriate for SJER whioh 1is at a
different elevation than most of the Forest--delete; 113 not applicable since
we own water rights; 115 not applicable since not public domain; 121 not
applicable since no existing rights; 197b omit since we are encouraging
housing; 199 delete since building maintenance is CSU-Fresno responsibiliby;
201 delete since updates specified in coop agreement with Cal. State-Fresno.

6

Page #-73., 4.8.10. Par, 2. Name of RNA. See p.3-17.

Page 6-3. Research Needs. We assume that the RD has supplied comments based on
the Region wide assessment of needs.

F5-6200-28a (5/84)
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9 Page 2-36. 2.5.4,10. Suggest “recreational opportunities will be limated.®

10 Page 2-37. 2.5.4.12. Suggest "Dispersed nonmetorized recreation will be
linited.”

11 Page 2-40. Table 2.04. Suggest under Recreation Opportunity using the word
"limited* for lines 10, 11 and 12. Mineral location and leasing should be
"None" for 11.Exp. Range not "Open®,

12 Page 2-47, 2.6,1.17. Hame of Blue Oak-Digger Pine HNA should be San Joaquin
Experimantal Range RNA.

13 Page 2-57. 2.6.2.17. Name of RNA. See p.2.17.
14 Page 2-67. 2.6.3.17. Name of RNA. Alsoc pp. 77.87.97.107,117.
15 Page 3-116. 3.5.21.2. Name of RNA. Also acreage should be 80 not 70.

Page 3=117. 3.5.21.4. Suggest changing "designated® to "purchssed". 2lso add
16 to Punder the direction of PSWY the statement "in cooperation with California
State University at Fresno.” Change name of RNA.

This is the some total of cur comments though I suspect we probably missed a

few thingse. There are an awful lot of words in the draft documents. If you
have any questions please contact Enoch Bell (FTS) 44923336,

| Aols Bt

Station Director

F5-6200-28a (5/84)
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
PSW

RESPONSES:
1,2, and3 The change has been made
4 QOption two, making prescriptions conform to existing

management plan and co-op agreement with CSUF, is
required. The text now conforms to this

7T - 318

5. Since there is very little recreational activity in RNAs,
there seems to be little or no significant impact to RNAs.
The wording reflects this strategy.

6. The S&Gs you listed do not apply to the San Joaguin
Experimental Range or any other experimental facilities.

7. This change has been made.
8. Yes, the Regional Office worked with us.

9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16. These changes have been
made.

Sierra National Forest
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MADERA COUNTY Madera Cahiommia 93657

INGUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION Telephone (208} 675-7768

December 8, 1986

Mr. James L. Boynton
Slerra Natlional Forest
1130 "0" Street, Room 3017
Fresno, Californie 93721

Dear Mr. Boynton:

The primary task of the Madera County Industrial Developument Commission 1s to

:l- create and retain employment opportunities for County residents. As such, we
are extremely concerned that the reduction inm the amount of timher cut in the
Sierra Natiomal Forest Land and Resource Management Plan would adversely impact
the employment level in Madera County.

The timber industry continues to be a dominant employment force in Easterm
Madera County. If the "preferred alternative" of the proposed Sierra National
Forest Land and Respurce Management Plan is adopted, the future of the Sierra
Forest Industries Mill in North Fork could be in jeopardy.

We urge you to carefully consider the impact this would have on Madera County
residents. The potential loss in jobs, tax base, etc. is important to the
economle vitality of our regiom.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of this matter.
Sincerely, N
N —
~ \{”wu 2 ‘““*—L-‘vx
Jumes E. Taubert

Executive Director

JET/pt
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MADERA COUNTY INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT
COMMISSION

RESPONSES:

Your prefercace for maintaining job opportunities was
considered during our final analysis. There are trade-offs
between the higher levels of timber production in
Alternatives C and H and the Preferred Alternative
including effects on fish, wildlife, soils, water, riparian
zones, visual and recreational resources, local employment
and local government finances All of these are described
in the EIS and were considered in our analysis.

Your letter and many others stated that current levels of
harvest are too low, and if the ASQ was not rased to
approximately 160 MMBF, the North Fork Mill could close.
Other respondents gave diverse reasons why ASQunder the
Preferred Alternative was too high. They claim the budget
needed to produce this level of harvest is unrealistically
high, and gives an undesirable subsidy to the timber industry
because revenues would not cover costs to the government

There were strong objections to using pesticides,
clearcutting and harvesting timber on marginal timber land.
They pomnt out the potential adverse effects of timber
harvesting on resources such as Soils, Watershed, Wildhfe
habitat, and Riparian zones. They request more land be
assigned to resources other than timber production.

Timber industry advocates claim the preferred ASQ is
msufficient to support mill operations at levels like those
favorable conditions experienced in 1986, 1987, and 1988.
Should favorable market conditions continue for an
extended period, uncut timber under contract will continug
to decline and this will lead to increased competition and
prices.

The impact of increased competition will not spread evenly
among the five mulls that have been purchasing timber from
the Forest The least competitive mills will reduce
operations beforc those with better locations and more
efficient equipment and operations.

TT-320

The general pattern of mill closures in California indicates
that mills located in mountain locations are at a competitive
disadvantage to those located in the Central Valley. The
highway network allows mills located 1n the valley to haul
logs from a broader supply area than mulls located in the
mountains. Hauling logs from a larger supply area also
altows mills to expand and take advantage of cconomies of
scale.

As competitionincreases, a mill such as the North Fork mill,
rather than the other mulls now purchasing the Forest's
timber, is more likely to reduce operations. This is a
consequence of 1ts mountamn location, exclusion from small
business set-aside areas available to the Madera and
Sacramento mills, and observed inefficient conditions The
Auberry, Dinuba, and North Fork mills are under single
ownership, and during periods of market weakness, the
owners historically curtail operations at the North Fork mill
first Although an investment in a cogeneration plant makes
this mill more cost effective, the mill is still less efficient than
the other mills Cogeneration provides a small edge or
cancels the disadvantage of the mill’s poor location. Based
on the history of this area’s mill operations, the Forest would
have to provide 137 MMBF ASQ to the local mills in order
to provide the North Fork mill with sufficient timber at
prices that would allow it to remain competitive.

A loss of timber-related employment opportunities in the
foothill area is possible over the next 15-25 years even if the
Forest could sustain annual harvests in the neighborhood of
150 MMBF. This decline would occur as a consequence of
more efficient capacity added to mills in more favorable
locations and increased competition from mulls outside the
traditional market arca. Additional information on the
regional timber demand status has been added to the final
EIS as Appendix L,

The views on ASQ are divergent. Some argue for jobs,
families, and businesses, while others argne for soil, fish,
wildlife, riparian zone, and visual quality., Our
responstbility is to weigh all values and needs and select an
ASQ that provides a balance between maximizing timber
production on lands capable and suitable for growing
timber and protecting other values and resources The
Forest has confidence the final ASQ meets this balance

Sierra National Forest
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MADERA COUNTY

J. GORDON KENNEDY, District 1
ALFRED GINSBURG, Distict 2
GAIL HANHART MoINTYAE, District 3
JESS LOPEZ, District 4
DON DARNELL, District 5

WANDA BRADLEY, Clerk of the Board

MADERA COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER
200 WEST YOSEMITE AVENUE
MADERA, CALIFORMIA 93637
{209} 675-7700

File No: 86099 Resolution No: 86-415
Tape No: 5-303
Date

=

December 9, 1986

2

s.w.mn the Matter of DISCUSSION OF PROPQSED STATEMENT AND RESOLUTION
FoRESH CONCERNING THE SIERRA MATIONAL FOREST LAND AND
DEC 165 1986 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN,

MO 18R ) Upon motion of Supervisor Kennedy, seconded by

21 I

i;m” ~Sapervisor Ginsburg, it is ordered that the attached be and it
————

Rt IE hereby adopted as shown.
T ———————

It ~F-pereby certify that the above order was adopted by the
RAGt  pedlowing vote, to wit:

iyt
™ AYES: Supervisors Kennedy, Ginsburg, Lopez and Darnell.
] ~HOES : None.
?ﬁiﬁ———ABSTAIM: None.

~RBSENT: BSupervisor Hanhart Mclntyre.

A ——— o —————

LNDS e

Lwr  _Dietribution: ATTEST: WANDA BRADLEY, CLERK

Pl BOARD OF SU\?VI?S
ggnms %ty Counsel %CUL& %{/ CQ-"'L}

Planning Deputy erk
U.S. Forest Service

Jdohn Norby

Governor Deukmejian

Senator Alan Cranston
Senator Pete Wilson
Congressman Tony Coelho
Congressman Charles Pashayan
Congressman Richard Lehman
Senator Ken Maddy

Senator Rose Ann Vuich
Senator Walter Stiern
Assemblyman Jim Costa
Aasemblyman Bruce Bronzan
Assemblyman Rusty Areias
Assemblyman Bill Jones
Assemblyman Gary Condit
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DRATFT STATEMENT BY
MADERA COUNTY SUPERVISORS

The Madera County Board of Superviscrs recognizes the importance
of balanced programs of miltiple-use on our national forests. The
Board camends the administyration of the Sierra National Forest for
its thorough preparation of eight Iand Management program alterpatives
representing a broad range of miltiple-use mixes, In doing so, the
Board notes that all alternatives are envircrmentally sound; no
alternative constitutes a threat to envirommental values.

The Board, therefore, suggests that the economic consequences of
various alternatives should be a major factor in the selection of a
final alternative. Tha final alternative should not only provide for
a healthy local econcmy while maintaining masdmm flexibility for the
future, it should also recognize the responsibilaty that federal
lands have towerd meeting regional and national geals.

To both those ends, the Board is concermed that the Preferred
Altemative (A} represents a reduction in potential economic ceilings
for Madera County. Although the existing plan for timber management
allows a sustained harvest of 149.2 million koard feet (MMEF)
anmially, the proposed plan would reduce that amount by 16%, to only
125 MMEF anmually. This is being proposed in spite of a lang-
standing Forest Sexvice policy — a policy which, in fact, tightly
governs future timber harvest scheduling — of non-declining yield.

The Board is also concerned that the proposed l0-year timber
harvest program is only 80% of the level projected in Alternative A,
and only 70% of the cwrrently-approved level.

Although current harvest levels from the Sierra National Forest
are below those of the 1970's, several unigque economic factors have
capbinaed to produce that result, Included in those factors are the
residual ..:_cts of the ecorxmic recession of the early 1980's, the

7T - 322
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DRAFT STATEMENT

Madera County Supervisors
Novenber 24, 1986

Page 2

alternate sources of timber supply (Canadian, Southern, and private),
a rapldly developing need for the alternative supply sources to
reduce production, and the adjustwent of mamufacturing profiles in
the wood products industry. The industrial adjustment is the result
of the econcmic recession. It is net camplete and, by its nature,
will require time to become complete. Artificial restraints on
available raw material will hinder the develcpment of that adjustment
and, in the face of the highest-ever regional and national demand for
wood products, will do a disservice +o California consumers state-
wide. Industrial capacity develops in response to opportunity, not
vigce versa, and Alternative A seems to foreclose econcmic opportu-
nity. If raw material supples are available, industrial processing
capacity will develop in the form of either new plants or expanded
capacity for existing plants. The resultirg increase in economic
activity, both directly ard imdivectly is important to Madera County.

California is unique In that 70% of its lumber production is sold
within-state. FRurthermore, more than half of California‘'s lunber
consumption ocours south of Santa Barbara County. Four of the
nation's top twenty housing-start areas are in Scuthern California.
California's wood products industry, besides providing basic support
to local economies, is also intimetely tied to the Southern
California economy. Because of its geographic location, the Sierra
National Forest is in a good position to respond to Scuthern
Californiats demands for California wood products., The drafit decu-
mants recognize the recreational demands placed on the forest by the
large urban populations: they do not adequately recognize the con-
current comodity demands and associated cpportunities for the
timber-producing regions,
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CRAFT STATEMENT

Madera Supervisors
Rovenber 24, 1986
Page 3

After reviewlng the various alternatives, the Board finds that in
nearly every respect Alternative H is econcmically superior to
For exawple, anmial figures in millions of deollars
during the plan pericd are:

Alternative A.

Total benefits

Returns to treasury
Non-cash benefits

Cash flow

25% county receipts

County yield taxes
Employment (M-perscn years)
Discountted benefits
Present net value

The Board foud, alsoe, that the two altermatives compare
favorakbly with respect to "non-commodity™ ocutputs during the plan

period. For example:

Developed recreation
Dispersed recreation
Wilderness use

wildlife & fish user days
Grazing

Tinber -

Fuelwood

Alt. A
223.0
16.0
207.0
(7.0)
4.0
0.5
4.6
219.8
162.0

Alk. A

1,705.0 M-RVD
2,095.8 M=RVD
462.8 M-RVD
495.6 M-WFUD
38.0 M-ALM
125.2 MMEF
22.5 M cords

Alt, H

alt. H

229.7
21.1
208.6
( 5.4)
5.3
0.6
5.2
229.8
163.5

1,705.0 M-RVD
2,085.8 M-RVD
462.8 M-RVD
438.0 M<WFUD
40.0 M-AUM
160.0 MMBF
22,5 M cords

Sierra National Forest



DRAFT STATEMENT
Madera County Supervisors
Novenber 24, 1586

Page 4
AMt. A - Cont'd Alt. H - Cont'd
Water =~
ac. ft. @ cquality 2.586 M 2.597 M
increased gty. 0.039 MM ac.ft, 0,044 MM ac.ft.
watershed improvement 226 ac/yr 226 ac/yr
Area barped-wildfire 2,163 acres 2,082 acres
wildlife -
bald eagles 5-10 5=10
peregrine falcon 3 3
dear 18.4 M 13.1 M
spotted ovwls 108 pr. 107 pr.
goshawk €0 pr. 60 pr.
Lahontan trout 2 pops. 2 pops.
Paiute trout 2 pops. 2 pops.
resident fish 90 M~I1bs. 90 M~lbs.

The Board notes that the "commedity™ cutputs {timber, fuelwood,
water, grazirng) on the list are the only ones, except for deer, with
significant variations. In each "commodity! case, Alternative H is
superior. OFf the alternatives that reduce dear carrying capacity,
Alternative H produces the least reduction.

In view of the similarity between the nan-comodaty rescurce
1 autputs of Alternatives A and H, and the superior economic conse-
quences arnd opportunities of Alternative H, the Madera County Board
of Supervisors supports the adoption of Altermative H as the manage-
ment direction for the Sierra National Forest during the caning plan
pericd.

4

Sierra National Forest
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11
12
13
14
15
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17
18

19

21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

RESOLUTION NO. _3(g- 4/5

next 10+1% years, and

WHEREAS, all alternatives protect environmental values, and

WHEREAS, the economic preograms of the Sierra National Forest

economy of California at large, and

economie opportunities for the future, and

insignificantly between alternatives A and H, and

Ioutlook for Madera County;

planning of national forest activities.

H as the alternative of choice.

]| the following vote:
7t/
44
’r/
/77
/17
i/
17/

WHEREAS, the Sierra National Forest has produced draft

alternatives of its Land and Resource Management Plan for the

are important to the economy of Madera County as well as fto the
WHEREAS, the proposed alternative forecloses certain

1

[ WHEREAS, projected non-commodity rescurce cutputs vary

WHEREAS, alternative H provides a more favorable economic

KOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Madera County Board

of Supervisors supports expanded economic considerations in the

BE LT FURTHER RESOLVED that, for the coming 10-15 year plan

period, the Madera County Board of Superviscrs favors Alternative

The foregoing was adopted this 9th day of December, 1986, by

7T - 326
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Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor
Supervisor

Supervisor

CRa;rman, Board of Supervisors

ATTEST:

erk, Board of SuperviBor

Kennedy voted:

Ginsburg voted:

Hanhart McIntyre voted:
Lopez voted:

Darnell voted:

Sierra National Forest
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ltl.l 0483
MADERA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
RESPONSES:

Thank you for responding to our Draft LMP. Asyounoted,
the ten year Action Plan was not correct. This has been
corrected in Appendix C in the Plan.

Your preference for Alternative H was considered during
our final analysis. There are trade-offs between the higher
tumber production and economic advantages of Alternative
C and H and the Preferred Alternative. These trade-offs
include effects on fish, wildlife, soils, water, riparian zones,
visal and recreational resoucres, local employment and
local government finances. All of these are describedin the
EIS and were considered 1n our analysis

Your letter and many others stated that current levels of
harvest are too low, and if the ASQ was not raised to 160
MMBF, ¢mployment and revenues in Madera County
would decline.

Other respondents gave diverse reasons why ASQ under the

Preferred Alternative was too lugh. They claim the budget
needed to produce this level of harvest is unrealistically
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high, and gives an undesirable subsidy to the timber industry
because revennes would not cover costs to the government,
There were strong objections to using pesticides,
clearcutting and harvesting timber on marginal timber land.
They point out the potential adverse effects of tumber
harvest on resources such as Soils, Watershed, Wildlife
habitat, and Riparian zones. They request more land be
assigned to resources other than timber production.

Timber industry advocates claim this amount is insufficient
to support mill operations at levels like those favorable
concitions experienced m 1986, 1987, and 1988. Should
favorable market conditions continue for an extended
period, uncut timber under contract will continue to decline
and this will lead to increased competition and prices.

The views on ASQ are divergent. Some argue for jobs,
families, and businesses, while others argue for soil, fish,
wildlife, ripatian zone, and visual quality. Our
responsibility is to weigh all values and needs and select an
ASQ that provides a balance between maximizing timber
production on lands capable and suitable for growing
timber and protecting other values and resources. The
Forest has confidence the final ASQ meets this balance.

Sierra National Forest
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December 10, 1586

Mr. James L, Boynton
Forest Supervisor
Sierra National Forest
1130 “0" Street
Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Boynton:

The Fresno County Recreation and waldiife Commission has received your
proposed forest plan and draft environmental statement, It is the duty of the
Fresno County Recreation and Wilglife Commission to study any proposals that
will affect recreational opportumities or wildlife and to make recommendations
to the Fresno County Board of Supervisors.

It was quite obvious that any actions in the Sierra Forest would, directly or
indirectly, affect recreation or wildlife. Therefore, our comments will cover
all aspects of your proposed plan. First we wish to take this opportunity to
compliment your staff on the vast amount of data that has been accumulated and
the manner in which the draft EIS and the proposed Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan was prepared. We were favorahly impressed by the scope of

concemns covered in the Management Standards and Guidelines section of the
"Proposed Plan.®

Qur remarks will cover seme of the concerns which we felt were not adequately
covered and we respectfully reguest that your Land Management Flanning staff
give them sincere consideration hefore drafting the final Land Management Plan.

Recreation:

1. We do not feel that your goal of rehahbilitating the trails by 2010 is
:l_ acceptable. We hear many complaints that the trail maintenance and
conoitions of trails on the Sierra Fcrest are bad., We urge that
additional funding and efforts shoule go into carrecting the problem long
betore 2010.

2. We feel that aaditional parking areas and facilities should be provided at
2 “trail-head™ locations where livestock users can park their vehicles and
trailers with facilities for leoading, unloading, and caring for pack stock.

3. We feel the forest should provide for a wide variety of camping facilities
:5 from single carpsites to small unimproved areas, with no facilities, on up

to the campgrounds in the popular lake-oriented recreational areas that
may have flush toilets and shower facilities.

Sierra National Forest TT-329



Wilderness:

Mr. James L. Boynton
December 10, 1986
Page Two

4. We do not feel that in the establishment of the Mational Forest system, 1t
was ever the intent that visitors to ocur National Forest should have to
pay for the praivilege.

5. We do accept that those staying in the improved campgrounds should pay a
reasonable fee for the clean up and maintenance of those facilities.

6. We feel that where roads parallel streams, parking spaces should be
provided for people who desire to fish, picnic, or just enjoy the area.

7. We have also been informed that the treil signs along Sierra Forest Tralls
are in poor repair and far from adeguate.

8. We also wish to note that there is a definite lack of camping facilities
for groups, i.e., church groups, 4-H groups, ete.

9. We feel that additional development should take place in the lower
elevation year-round trails in Management Area 5.

10. We feel that trails should be cpen during and after logging operations
and, where necessary, reconstructed to safe standards.

1. The current wilderness permit system is not adequate to protect the
respurces and creates a hardship for people desiring to visit the
wllderness areas of the forest. Trail head daily quotas do little ta
control the number of people who may impact a particular lake or area.
The necessity (in many cases) of having to appear at a Ranger Station to
obtain a permit can cause the loss of valuable travel time.

2. Ve strongly recommend that the wilderpess permit system be revised to
provide needed resource protection or the present permit system be
discontinued.

3. Trail maintenance and trail signs are not adequate to provide for safe use
by the public.

Fish and Wildlife:

1. We did not feel that sufficient consiceration was given to tisheries. The
Lahonten Trout protection and overdrafting of streams were covered but
other habitat maintenance or enhancement seems to be left to coordination
with other management practices.

2. We feel that fishery habitat enhancement goals should be included in the
plan.

7T - 330
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Mr. James L. Boynton
December 10, 1986
Page Three

Any development plans submitted fo the Forest Service For approval must
include provisions that will ensure that fish-wildlife habitat and
sensitive plant resources will be maintained at pre-project levels.

Chaparral conversion projects such as Jose Basin must be designed in a
mosalc pattern that will erhance habitat for wildlife as well as cattle.
Browse ways and plots of herbaceous forage must be left in the conversion
area.

Deer fawning areas shwould be excluded from livestock grazing permits and
key areas should be fenced to retain cover for fawns.

We feel that Tive per cent of clear cuts should be left to regenerate in a
natural condition to provide wildlife habitat.

The construction of a specific number of water retention ponds for use by
cattle and wildlife should be an annual goal of the plan.

Current levels of paks should be maintsined for the benefit of the 80 to
S0 species of wildlife who are dependent on caks.

Riparian Areas:

Many riparian areas in the Sierra Forest are in poor candition. The
management goals should specify a precise number (or acres) of meadows
that will be rehabilitated each year., There should alse be a stated plan
for stream bank rehabilitation.

Meadows that are being encroached upon by Lodgepole Pines should be
designated as sites for harvesting of fuel wocd. The removal of Lodgepeole
Pines will be beneficial to the meadow and fill a current need for fuel
wood by the gemeral publac,

Volunteer help should be solicited for meadow enhancement projects.

No permit for any type of commercial development should be approved that
does not provicde more riperian habitat than exists at the time of the
permit application.

No Meadow Management Plans (such as the Sequoia Park Plan) should be
approved without consideration of the desires and needs of the users anc
the general public,

Range:

We do not favor increasing the cattle animal unit months (AUM) on the
Sierra Forest to 44,000 AUM's per year. The current grazing program is
not paying the management cost necessary to supervise the program.

Sierra National Forest
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Mr. James L. Boynton
December 10, 1986
Page Four

20 2. We do favor chaparral conversions for cattle when they are designed to
also provide the maximum bemefits for wildlife.

21 3. We would favor a program to phase out 11 cattle allotments in the
wllderness areas. Many are no longer used and the present costs of
transporting cattle (liability insurance) has become so expensive that it
is no longer a cost-effective means of raising cattle.

4. We feel a plan to reduce cattle grazing in key deer fawning areas is
22 urgently needed. High grass cover is needed to protect new fawns From the
many predators who prey cn them,

Timber:

1. We fall to understand how you plan (as mandated by Federal law) to
23 maintain the biological diversity of the forest when the plan specifies
the use of clear-cut methods for seventy per cent of the timber producing
area and only one plant or species of tree is to be allowed to grow in the
cut-pver areas.

2, We feel that a 50 year over-view map is needed that shows what areas of
the forest are planned for clear cuts, shelter wood cuts, selective
cutting and what areas will be left in their natural condition.

3. We have some serious doubts about your ability to maintain the fertility
24 of the forest soils when thousands of tons of fibre (timber} are
continually planned for removal. The farmers can't continue to take from
the soil and we don't think the Forest Service can either.

4. For the seme Tresson, we are strongly opposed to the use of forest products
to fuel energy-biomass plants. We feel that all possible timber
by-products should be returned to the soil.

5. Since clesr-cuts sre responsible for accelerated erosion and the loss of
valuable topscil, we recommend that only a limited amount of the logaing
slash and debris be plled and burned snd that large amounts of small limbs
be left in the so0il to help retain water and lessen the damage from
erasion,

6. We are guite concerned about the fire danger from large stands of even-age
timber. The likelihood of "“crown fires™ and the hazard of gaining access
to the fire zone seem to warrant considerable planning.

wildlife. The continued checkerboard of clear cuts will eventually make &

;!f; 7. We feel that five per cent of all clear cuts should be managed for
wildlife desert of large portions of the forest.
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Mr. Jemes L. Boynton
December 10, 1988
Page Five

8. You state that lower elevation oak stands will be maintaired at current
26 densitlies. How can you accomplish this goal without a plan for oak
rejuvenation? A definite plan of oak rejuvenation should be included in
the preferred plan.

9. We saw no plan for the use or the conversion of the large stands of
27 Tamarak (Lodgepole Pimeg). Utilization of this resocurce should be included
in the preferred plan.

19. We feel that further consideration should be given to paragraph 2, page
28 3-62 (DEIS) which states: "Mixed conifer stands, with their multi-layered
cancpy, suggests the maintenance of nigh growth rates with uneven age
methods., Specialists in other resource disciplines suggest the use of
this method as a solution to the negative effects of even age
clear-cutting and shelter wood practices."

29 11. Trails should be open during and after logging operations and
reconstructed to safe standards.

Hydro-Projects:

1. We feel that all hydro-electric proponents should be reguired to provide a
complete EIS and pay all costs for analysis by the U. S. Forest Service
and the California Department of Fish and Game.

2. All new and relicensing hydro-electric proponents should be required to
3;() provide a complete E£IS and pay all costs for analysis by the U. 5. Forest
Service and the California Department of Fish and Game.

2. All new and relicensing hydro-projects must provide benefits to the forest
and full mitigation for any environmental damage. Mitigation must be

considered a direct project cost. Riparian and wildlife losses can no
longer be condoned.

Again, may we compliment your staff for the job donme in presenting the
forest-wide goals and objectives and the goals and guidelines applicable to
the indlvidual management areas. We feel that your proposed Forest Land and
Resource Management Plan comes closer to meeting the needs of the future than
any forest plan we have previously studied.

Thanks again for the opportunity to review this important management document.
Sincerely,

Mot Tt

Dale Tartaglia, Chaxrman
Fresno County Recreation and
Wildlife Commission

DT:HD: icm/66986a

Sierra National Forest
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FRESNQ COUNTY PARKS DIVISION
Recreation & Wildlife Commission

RESPONSES:

1. Trail rehabilitation will somewhat depend on
appropriations from Congress. The year 2010 1s our best
estimate for the time of completion. Forest crews and
volunteers may complete this work ahead of schedule

2 Additional facilities have recently been completed at
Mono trailhead and Maxon Dome. Both facilities are
designed to accommodate hikers and equestrians.
Additional trailheads are planned for several locations and
will be constructed as funding becomes available

3. The Forest provides a wide variety of camping facilities
and experiences, but Forest Service policy has not provided
showers. This does, however, appear to be changing, and
future facilities may include showers, The Forest feels there
are already many places along most roads for forest visitors
to park while enjoying hiking, fishing, or other activities

4. Visitors do not pay to visit a National Forest, unless
staying within an improved campground

5 Trail signs and trail maintenance depends on
Congressional funding. There have been severe cutbacks
during the past several years Trail work is gaiming special
emphasis mm Congress and appropriations are increasing,
Several group campgrounds were completed m 1987. The
Forest Service shares your concern on group camping,. This
topic will be addressed in future recreation management
plans,

6. The Forest agrees that heavy wilderness use around the
trall access systems is making 1t hard to protect the
resources. Smce 1970, some controls and limits on group
size and length of stay have been implemented. The
Preferred Alternative will indicate that in the most
congested areas, further supervision and control of visitors
may be needed to mitigate or ehminate site damage and
unsamtary conditions. The wilderness permit system will be
analyzed at a project level to ascertain if improvements can
be made

7 The S&Gs were developed to reduce negative impacts
to the various resources of the Forest. These S&Gs, BMPS,
and appropriate mitigation measures, are expected to
prevent or munimize negative mmpacts to the fisheries’
resource In Chapter 4 0 of the Plan, there is a description
of our 1ntent to complete annual fishery habitat
improvements Aside from using appropriated funds and
K-V funds, the Forest actively tries to find money from
non-federal sources. Fishery habitat improvement funding
has exceeded $100,000 each year for the past several years
These funds are expected to increase substantially.
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8. The Forest Plan described fisheries management
objectives for hydroelectric development projects in S&Gs
in Chapter 4. On a case-by-case basis, the proposed
hydroelectric power projects are analyzed in close
coordination with CDFG and managed to meet Forest
objectives.

9 The recommended chaparral management program will
provide a balance of age class diversity and distribution, and
is designed to provide benefits for fire management,
grazing, recreation access, and enhancement of wildlife
habitat Permanent type conversions on ridgetops and
prescribed burns are management tools to achieve these
goals

10. Caitle grazing seasons are adjusted to allow deer touse
mountain meadows during most of the fawning secason.
Fence construction and maintenance costs for fencing all
key areas would be prohibitive. However, if cooperative
funding becomes available there may be some key deer
areas where fencing would be appropriate.

11. Bylaw, the Forest is directed to reforest harvested areas
to a viable stocking level within five years. Vegetation, other
than conifers, generally becomes established, and provides
wildlife habitat until maturation of the conifers, Many
clearcuts have clumps of small trees left in them. These
clumps often make up 25-50% of the unit, Except for
thinning, these clumps are left to grow naturally

12. Current structural standards make pond construction
prohibitive Ponds will be constructed as the opportunity
and funding arises.

13. The $&G concerning cak retention is a balance between
maintaining the needs for wildlife and the needs for other
uses of this hardwood resource. Our S&Gs will meet the
needs of all oak-dependent species.

14. The Preferred Alternative includes 226 acres/year of
watershed improvement projects. Many of these projects
will involve meadow rehabilitation. Additional $&Gs have
been added to the final Plan, strengthenng stream bank
protection and rehabilitation. Thank you for pomting out
the need to provide additional protection

15. This 15 a common practice in the Forest. Strange as it
may seem, the Forest has not been successful i obtainmng
low bids for this work. Any assistance provided would be
appreciated

16 Thisis also a common practice in the Forest Additional
partnerships will be formed during the life of the Plan.
Challenge grants will also be used, whereby the Forest
Service and groups or agencies combine staff and funding
to accomplish this work.

17. The normal practice 1s to require replacement of

cquivalent riparian habitat Requiring more is outside of
our authority

Sierra National Forest



18. This will be accomplished through project
environmental assessments.

19, The increase in grazing in the Preferred Alternative to
approximately 41,000 AUMs/year 1s based on range
management principles. This does not solely mean an
mcrease 1 hivestock numbers, but a combmnation of
adjustments of scason and numbers. The increase will be in
the lower elevation zones. The funds for managing the
grazing program is decided by Congress and is not tied to
income from grazing permuts.

20 The Forest favors chaparral management as well The
recommended program reflects a balanced plan of what is
believed can be done within the limitations of available staff,
expected funding, and resolution of resource conflicts. The
intent is {0 provide a balanced diversity of age classes, fuel
reduction for fire protection, enhanced wildlife habitat,
mcreased forage for grazing, and enhanced recreation
ACCess.

21. Elimmation or phasing out cattle grazing in wilderness
areas 1s outside the authonty of the Forest Service and this
Plan

22 Cattle grazing seasons are adjusted to allow deer to use
mountain meadows during most of the fawning season
Dense brush thickets and comfer stands also provide
essential hiding and thermal cover for fawns

23 Clearcuts are often planted with at least two tree species.
Natural seeding occurs from trees, brush, and forbs from
adjacent area which combme with planted species. The
potential loss of diversity when using uneven-aged harvest
methods canbe reduced by planting all approprate species,
or by designating appropriate combinations of species as
seed trees or shelterwood trees.

24 S$&G 112 in the Draft Plan requires that a minimum of
50% ground cover be maintained to protect soil
productivity and mmimize erosion This ground cover
consists of fine twigs, branches and needles. Generally, the
large woody material contains a small percentage of the
site’s nutrients. A limited amount of large debris is needed
for maimntenance of micro-organisms and wildlife, This
should be met by leaving three downlogs/acre

Sierra National Forest

25. Clearcuts will improve the habitat for wildlife species
dependent on early and mid-succession seral stages and
detract from the habitat for species dependent on later
stages Since the Forest will be a mosaic of clearcuts,
partially cut areas, undisturbed areas, and wilderness, there
will be diversity and transition types of wildlife habitats that
will benefit all species.

26. The scope of this Plan does not include a detailed front
country cak retention plan. Numerous research groups are
studying blue oak regeneration. Information from these
studies may determine if there is a need to monitor blue oak
during the life of the Plan.

27. Lodgepole pine is part of the Forest’s capable and
suitable timber base. It will be utilized

28 This paragraph has been rewritten.

29. Trails are only closed when there is a safety hazard, If
damage occurs during timber harvesting, the logger is
required to reconstruct them to at least the standard that
existed prior to logging,

30. An EIS 1s required only when the projects are
considered to have significant effects on the human
environment. To make this determination, an EA is
prepared at the request of or by the Forest Service using the
applicant’s information, This information is reviewed by a
Forest Service ID team to determune if it is valid. Typically,
the EA is prepared by consultants who work for many
developers and who would not be in business if
misrepresentations occurred. There are bad consultants,
but these can be found by the review process. The Forest
Service 1s not required to accept information ifvalid reasons
are known that suggest that there are tainted operating
funds derived from hydroclectric power generation.

The Forest Service is attempting to recover money from
apphcants for the cost of processing their applications. The
Forest Service is considering a requirement that adds this
to the hydroelectric development guidelmes in the Plan.
Many of your comments concerning mitigation are
presently in the hydroelectric development gwdelines,
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ENTERPRISE 18463
Rural Caucus CHAIRMAN
Toint Commitice Refugee, ASSEMBLY RLRAI CAUCUS
Resettlement, and
lmmugranon VICE CHAIRMAN

ASSEMBLY LABOR & EMPLOYMENT COMMITTEE

January 7, 1986

Mr. James L. Boynton
Forest Supervisor
Sierra National FPorest
1130 O St.,, Room 3017
Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Boynton:

Please accept this letter as my comment on the proposed
management plan for the Sierra National Forest.

I am, of course, concerned about the potential economic
impact on Madera County as a whole and on North Fork in
particutar. A reduction in the allowable harvest below 150
mitlion board feet per year could resuit in the closure of
the sawmill in North ¥Fork, As I am sure you are aware, the
sawmill is the major industry and major employer in that area.

reduction of Madera County's economic ceiling. Like many
other small rural counties, Madera County is already battling
decreasing income at a time when the demand for services 1s
greater than ever.

]- The Preferred Alternative [A) represents a potential

With the realization that all of the alternatives were
prepared with ecological considerations in mind, I support the
Market Alternative which would put the allowable cut at 160
million board feet per year. Since the long term sustalined
vield of the Porest is close to 190 million board feet per year,
this appears to be a workable compromise between sustaining a
vital industry and efficient management of our natural resources.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.

Sincerely,
S
24, 7 bprsnl 2
B1ll Jones
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BILL JONES
Assemblyman, Thirty-Second District

RESPONSE:

Your preference for Alternative H and the continued
operation of the North Fork Mill was considered during our
final analysis There are trade-offs between the higher
levels of timber production in Alternatives C and H and the
Preferred Alternative. These trade-offs mclude effects on
fish, wildlife, soils, water, riparian zones, visual and
recreational resoucres, local employment and local
government finances All of these are described in the EIS
and were considered mn our analysis.

Your letter and many others stated that current levels of
harvest are too low, and if the ASQ was not raised to
approximately 160 MMBF, employment and revenues to
Madera County would decline and the North Fork mill
would close

Other respondents gave diverse reasons why ASQ under the
Preferred Alternative was too high, They claim the budget
needed to produce this level of harvest is unrealistically
high, and gives an undesirable subsidy to the timber mdustry
because revenues would not cover costs fo the government.
There were strong objections to using pesticides,
clearcutting and harvesting timber on marginal timber land.
They pomnt out the potential adverse effects of timber
harvesting on resources such as Soils, Watershed, Waldlife
habitat, and Riparian zongs They request more land be
assigned to resources other than timber production.

Timber industry advocates claim this amount 1s insufficient
to support mill operations at levels hke those favorable
conditions experienced in 1986, 1987, and 1988. Should
favorable market conditions continue for an extended
period, uncut timber under contract will continue to decline
and this wilt lead to increased competition and prices.

The impact of increased competition will not spread evenly
among the five mills that have been purchasing timber from
the Forest, The least competitive mills will reduce
operations before those with better locations and more
efficient equpment and operations.

Sierra National Forest

The general pattern of mill closures in California indicates
that mills located in mountain locations are at a competitive
disadvantage to those located in the Central Valley. The
highway network allows mills located in the valley to haul
logs from a broader supply arca than mills located in the
mountains. Hauling logs from a larger supply area also
allows mills to expand and take advantage of economies of
scale

As competition increases, a mill such as the North Fork mill,
rather than the other mills now purchasing the Forest’s
timber, is more likely to reduce operations. This 15 a
consequence of its mountain location and exclusion from
small business set-aside areas available to the Madera and
Sacramento mills. The Auberry, Dinuba, and North Fork
mills are under single ownership, and during periods of
market weakness, the owners historically have curtailed
operations at the North Fork mill first. Although an
mvestment 1 a cogencration plant makes this mill more cost
effective, the mill is still less efficient than the other mills.
Cogeneration provides a small edge or cancels the
disadvantage of the mull's poor location. Based on the
history of this area’s mill operations, the Forest would have
to provide 137 MMBF ASQ to the local mills in order to
provide the North Fork mill with sufficient timber at prices
that would allow it to remain competitive,

A loss of timber-related employment opportunities in the
foothill area is possible over the next 15-25 years even if the
Forest could sustain annual harvests in the neighborhood of
150 MMBF This decline would occur as a consequence of
more efficient capacity added to mills in more favorable
locations and increased competition from mills outside the
traditional market area Additional information on the
regional timber demand status has been added to the final
EIS as Appendix L.

The views on ASQ are divergent. Some argue for jobs,
families, and businesses, while others argue for soil, fish,
wildlife, niparian zone, and visual guality. Our
responsibility 1s to weigh all values and needs and select an
ASQ that provides a balance between maximizing timber
production on lands capable and suitable for growing
timber and protecting other values and resourcds. The
Forest has confidence the final ASQ meets this balance.
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IN REFT Y REFFR TO

United States Department of the Interior

1797
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT CA-930.12
CALIFORNIA STATE OFFICE
2800 Coitage Way

Sacramento, Califormis 95825

JAN 8 1987

Zane Smith, Jr.

Regional Forester

US Forest Service

630 Sansome Street

San Francisco, CA 94111

Dear Mr. Smith:

We have reviewed the Sierra Forest draft plan and £IS and offer the
following comments and suggestions. Our concerns are focused on the
treatment of mineral resources and are included in the official Department
of Interior response.

Specific Comments EIS

Page 2-45 (2.6.1.13): The text addresses mineral withdrawals within the

1 Plan area. Which areas are being addressed and where are they located?
Need to have a map(s) which identifies those areas which are currently W/D
from mineral entry and those areas which are propossd under each alternative.

Page 2-125 {2.7.11): The text states that Alternatives A, C, F and H will

2 recommend the withdrawal of an additional 1,140. Similarly, it states that
Alternative D and E will withdraw an additional 26,238 and 11,310 acres,
respectively. These should be elearly identified on a map.

bPage 3-2 (4th paragraph: Text states that about 180 reported mineral
deposits of potential economic value occur within the Forest., A few are

3 being explored or are in production. The questions are: (1) Where are
these deposits located? (2) Which mineral are known or suspecied to occur
at these deposits? (3) Where ls exploration/production presently
oceurring? (4) Will the proposed Alternatives have any affect on this
activity? What is the source for mineral deposit information? A map should
be provided shawing the relative number of claims in given areas within the
Flan bsundaries.

Along these same lines, are there any mineral leases (e.g., oil and qas,
4 geothermal) within the Plan area? If so, where are they located? The 1983
edition of "Technical Map of the Geothermal Resources of California" by the
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California Division of Mines and Geology shows three known thermal springs
within the Plan area but no mention is made of the sprangs or the geothermal
potential.

Page 3-97 (3.5.16.1, 2nd paragraph): The California Division of Mines and

f; Geology map mentioned above shows over one-fourth of the Plan area to he
favorible for geothermal resources. The Plan should be more specific on
this issue.

Page 3-99 (3.5.16.1): The Multiple Use Mining Act should be briefly
explained.

The statement "Where mining has the legal right to develop..." suggests that
the permitting-authorization of development of lacatable minerals is
discretionary; this is not true.

Page 3-99 (3.5.16.2, 2nd paragraph): The text states "Little information
exists about the gquantity at any mineral resources in the Forest." If so,
then what is the source of information presented in figure 3.04 on page
3-101. The term “mineral potential"™ as used by the FS should be defined.

Page 3-99 (3.5.16.2, 3rd paragraph): Which maps {titles, dates) from CDMG,
E; USBY and USGS were used during the Plan preparation? Are they in the

references?

Page 3-101 (Figure 3.04): Mineral Potentigl. The criteria to establish
S) fiyery high-low" potentials should be defined. Since thers appears to be

little geologic data on mineral resources, why weren't any areas listed as

unknown potential?

Page 3-103 (3.5.17.2): 1If any of the "occupancy trespass" structures are on
:l_() existing mining claims the status of the mineral exploration/development
would help define the situation,

Page 7-201-203 (Table L.01): The locations of deposits such as Sanbornite

11 and others if known, should be represented on a mineral map of the Plan
area. This map could also include the location of the claims listed on
Table L.02.

Specific Comments - Plan

Page 3-13 (3.15): The "180 reported deposits and/or prospects contalning
minerals of potential economic value" which occur within the Plan area
shoulg be represented on an individual geclogical and mineral prospect
{etc.) map.

Again, the document should show which areas are closed to mineral entry and
mineral leasing under each alternastive.

Page 4-31 (4.5.2.11): Prescription #122: If a claim has valid existing

12 Tights (VER) in a withdrawn area, the operator does not have to conform to
the purpose of the withdrawal as long ss he remains on the claims. This
should be worded to reflect recognition aof VER.
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Prescription #134: No leasable minerals such as oil, gas, etc., are known
13 To exi s% In the Plan area but the potential, if any, should be specified.

The geothermal area referred to should be represented on a mineral status
map.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on these documents.

Sincerely,

S+
Ed Hastey
State Director
cct
DM, Bakersfleld
WO (760), 50% Premier Bldg.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management

RESPONSES:

1and2 A withdrawal map and a table that shows the acres
withdrawn by type have been developed and included in the
final EIS.

3. The source of mineral deposit information was the
Bureau of Mines/Mineral Industry Location (MILS) This
information was part of the data used to develop the
Mineral Potential Map. Some data requested are not
necessary to present in the Plan. Interested parties can find
the data in MILS.

4. There are currently no mineral leases within the area
covered by the Plan. The Plan has been modified to reflect
the geothermal potential of the three springs.

5, The second paragraph in this section has been modified

to clarify the geothermal sitvation. The Multiple Use
Mining Act 1s briefly explained in 3.5 15.1 of the Final Plan.

Sierra National Forest

6. This paragraph has been rewritten.

7 The text has been clarified Mineral potential has been
defined, and the method for determination has been
described. There is limited information available about the
Forest’s land base.

8 The maps are now listed in the reference section.

9. The criteria to estabhsh high/low potentials are now
defined The maps 1n the the Plan did not have "unknown"
potential as a criteria.

10 The "occupancy trespass” refers to land survey, not
minerals.

11. This level of detail was not provided in this planning
effort because public input did not indicate sufficient
concern or interest in minerals. Forest district files contain
this information.

12. The S&G has been clarified in the Final Plan.
13 The S&G has been clarified in the Final Plan. Areas of

geothermal potential will not be included on the mineral
status map. Locations can be found on maps in our files.
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United States Department of the Interior

I

T

QFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT REVIEW ¥
BOX 36098, 450 GOLDEN GATF AVENUE - -

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIT'ORNIA 94102
January 9, 1987

ER86/1235

James L. Boynton, Supervisor
Sierra National Forest
Federal Bldg., Room 3017
1130 "0" Street

Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Nr. Boynton:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) and the Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan (Plan) for
the Sierra National Forest, California and offers the following comments.

Water Quality

Lack of adequate sanitation facilities 1s reportedly 2 common problem in the

:l_ National Forest. The possibility of effects of this problem on ground-water
suppTies for the visiting public and staff should be assessed, and
mitigationr of ground-water contamination should be discussed, if
appropriate., Requests far the use of Forest lands for disposal of sewage
effluent and for community water-supply systems are discussed. The statement
should address water-related effects of such uses of the Forest.

It is not ¢lear whether the Forest will be utilized to receive miscellaneous
solid wastes or provide sanitary Tandf111 capability for surrounding
communities. If appropriate, the statement should discuss potential impacts
of such use(s) and indicate required monitoring or other mitigation.
Monitoring requirements and practices for drinking water supplies for
visitors and staff should be included 1n Table 5.01, which describes other
menitoring and evaluation requirements.

Plans for the investigation of the ground-water pollution potential and the
impact of surface-water runoff from the abandoned barite mine should be
included.

Fish and Wildlife

The 1isted species that occur 1n the Sierra National Forest include the bald
:z eagle (Haliaeetus Teucocephalus, Paiute cutthroat trout (Salmo calirki
seleniris), and the Lahontan cutthroat trout {Salmo clarki henshawi).
The Sierra National Forest provides habitat for the American peregrine falcon
{Falco perearinus anatum} although none are currently known to nest there.
Sixteen candidate plants also occur in the Sierra National Forest,
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We have not critically reviewed the methodologies that have been used in
other technical areas of the plan {recreation, timber, ranges, etc.) to
ascertain whether they are consistent with the plan‘*s assumptions for
threatened and endangered species. However, we have reviewed the models and
data bases that have been used for fish and wildlife and we have serious
reservations about whether they are adequate to provide valid projections on
probable impacts to fish and wjldlife resources in general and threatened
and endangered species in particular.

Generally, we believe that the resolution of issues 1nvolving listed species
is best achieved through the normal Section 7 comsultation process on a
project-by-project basis when more specific information 1s available
cancerning potential project impacts., Therefore, we recommend that the
Forest Service initiate formal consultation on those components of the
selected alternative that may adversely affect listed species at the time
such projects appear on your planning horizan.

With respect to recovery actions, we recommend that Plan be made consistent
:5 with the recovery plans that have been developed for the listed species that
now occur, or historically occurred, 1n the Sierra National Forest. For the
two threatened trouts, in particular, there is Yitile, 1f any, guidance given
on how the Forest Service plans to implement the recovery tasks 1dentified in

the management and recovery plans that have been developed for these
threatened fishes.

With respect to candidate species, the proposed plan contains littie

“ guidance on how the Forest Service will manage the Forest to insure that
such candidates do not become threatened or endangered. The importance of
the sensitive plants of the Sierra National Forest, all of which are Federal
candidate species (50 FR 39525-39584), cannot be overstated. Carpenteria
(Carpenteria californica}, one of two members of the Hydrangeaceae in
California (Cronquist 1881), is a monotypic genus and palecendemic with no
c¢lose relatives (Raven and Axelrod 1978). Similarly, Rawson's
flaming-trumpet {Collomia rawsoniana) the subject of an interagency
agreement with the Forest Service and Fish and Wildiife Service, too 15 a
palegendemic with its claosest relative growing near Crater Lake, Oregon
(Grant 1959). The Merced River clarkia {Llarkia lingulata), the topic of
much study regarding 1ts evolutionary biology (Lewis 1955, 1961, and 1962,
Lewis and Lewis 1952; Lewis and Roberts 1956), 1nhabits only Forest Service
land along the Merced River., Other planis, 1ike High Sierra evening-
primrose (Camissonia sierrae, subsp. alticola} and parasol clover

(Trifolium bolandery), grow only or chiefly within the borders of the
Sierra National Forest,

The management of these significant plants, therefore, should be fully
addressed in the Forest plan. Sensitive plants currently are mentioned as
an afterthought or in passing with no discussion of proposed management.
Absent this discussion of sensitive or candidate plants, mismanagement may

occur resulting in the need to Federally 1i1st these plants by the Fish and
Wildiife Service.
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Before the Forest Service commits itself to a plan that has enormous
potential to drastically alter habitat conditfons for several candidate
and listed threatened and endangered species we recommend that a
commitment first be made to obtaining the needed baseiine data and
validating the models that are used to evaluate fish and wildlife
impacts. In situations where there is already gooed documentation to show
that a Tisted or candidate species is currently in a declining or
depleted status, land uses that would exacerbate the situation should be
avoided until recovery is well underway.

Specific Comments

Plan
3.7 - Fishery Resources

The Plan states that the objective in managing the two threatened trout
species is to avoid pushing them into an endangered status. Recovery plans
have been davelaped for both of these trouts that have as their ohjectives
complete recovery and delisting. The objectives in the proposed plan relative
to the management of Paiute cutthroat trout and Lahontan cutthreat trout
shOﬁid be made consistent with the objectives in the recovery plans for these
fishes.

3.10 - Sensitive Plants

The DEIS mentions 16 sensitive plants (page v) yet only 15 are listed on page
3-10. Although generally Forest management does not adversely affect
sensitive plants, conflicts have occurred and 13kely will continue with five
plant taxa, including the briefly discussed Rawson's flaming-trumpet {Colloma
rawsoniana), which aiso are Federal candidate species. The

proposed construction of an electric transmission 1ine for the Vermilion
Powerhouse Project (FERC No. 2086) w11l adversely affect, albeit
insignificantly with the proposed mitigation measures, the High Sierra
evening-primrose {Lamissonia sierrae subsp.alticola}. Ongoing type or

brush conversion projects near Sugarloaf Mountain 1ikely impact carpenteria
{Carpenteria california), while proposed hydroelectric projects along the
Merced River may result in the extinction of the Merced River clarkia (Clarkia
lingulata}. Grazing practices within certain meadows on the Minerets District
may affect to some degree the distribution and density of parasol clover
(Trifolium bolanderi). Although variously affecting sensitive plants,

Forest management can conflict with the conservation of these five plants.

The discussion of the Interagency Agreement (not conservation agreement
as indicated on page 3-10) should be elaborated here and throughout other
portions of the plan and EIS. The Interagency Agreement signed on
January 15, 1985, affects Forest management within the range of the
species, especially its designated essenttal habitat. The plan should
mention the Forest's forthcoming management plan for Collomia and past
conflicts resolved via the cooperation and coordination between the
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Forest Service and Fish and Wildlife Service under the terms of the
Interagency Agreement.

4.2 - Forestwide Goals and Objectives
Goal {or objective?) #3 should be rewritten to include plants as follows:

"Manage fish, wildl1fe, and plant habitats to maintain viable

populations of all resident or indigenous fish, wildirfe, and plant
species.”

4.3.8 - Fish, Wildl1fe, and Sensitive Plants

Although we agree on the need for additional floristic surveys and
sensitive plant monitoring, the plan should provide detailed
management-species studies needed to resolve potential future conflicts.
Moreover, this section fails to discuss that the Forest w11l coordinate
with the Fish and Wild1ife Service on hydroeleciric projects affecting
Rawson's flaming-trumpet, as per the Interagency Agreement.

4.5.2.5 - Fish and Wildlife

Aside from the failure te include plants in the title {change to “Fish,
Wildlife, and Sensitive Plants"), this management standards and
guidelines section does not wention the appreved Interagency Agreement or
forthcoming management plan. In addition, this section should include
precise goals for each sensitive plant or at least a detailed plan
{including timetable) describing actions (i.e., experimental studies)
necessary for the development of these goals.

0f concern also, #32 states that “sensitive, threatened, endangered, and
harvest species" will be accorded a "slightly greater emphasis.”

However, the Endangered Species Act requires the Forest Service not to
undertake any actions, including the enhancement of harvest species,
Jjeopardizing the continued existence of threatened or endangered species.

4.5.2.6 - Riparian

Th1s section should mention restrictions on riparian areas (i.e., 300°
corridors with Collomia rawsoniana essential habitat) embodied in the
Interagency Agreement for Rawson's flaming-trumpet.

4.5.2.13 - Hydroelectric Development

As discussed above, this section should detail restrictions within
essential habitat on hydroelectric projects, as per the Interagency
Agreement.

DEIS

Fish, Wildlife, and Sensitive Plants

Sierra National Forest
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This section of the summary states that “{sJensitive plants are protected

15 or enhanced on a project by project basis.® This implies that any
enhancement or protection action necessary to "maintain viable
populations” of sensitive plants will not occur unless this needed action
is part of a proposed project. Thus, absent a Forest Service project, &
given sensitive plant may be allowed to go extinct. This statement seems
to conflict with Forest Service legal mandates.

Riparian

Certainly the 1mplementation of the Interagency Agreement, a management

:l_(; activity, will afford protection to some riparian areas harboring Rawson's
flaming-trumpet. The final sentence of th1s section should be modified
appropriately.

1.4.5 ~ Fish and Wildlife

The title should be changed to "Fish, Wildlife, and Sensitive Plants."
17 Additionally, this section should be expanded to include relevant
planning questions for sensitive plants.

2.5.2 - Directions Common to A1l Alternatives

Under "Minimum Management Requirements,” add to #1 “"Essentia1 habitat for
Rawson's flaming-trumpet.” Change #2 to read "Viable population levels
for all fish, wildlife, and plant species.”

2.5.3.1 - Goals and Objectives

As discussed above, change #3 to read "Manage fish, wildlife, and plant
18 habitats to matntain viable populations of all resident or indigenous
fish, wildlife, and plant populations.”

2.5.3.2 - Standards and Guidelines
add beneath this heading, "Establish z 150-fpot zone on each side of all

creeks designated as essential habitat for Rawson's flaming-trumpet, as
per the Interagency Agreement with the Fish and Wildlife Service.”

:l_S) Change "Fish and Wildlife® to "Fish, Wildlife, and Sensitive Plants" and

4.8.4 - Sensitive Plants

This section briefly discusses the “risk assessment" for sensitive plants

20 associated with each alternative. However, this section should be
expanded to translate what a particular level of risk means to each
sensitive plant. This should be comparable to the "Summary of
Alternatives" (4.8.3.3) sections for spotted owl,
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National Parks

Yosemite National Park

We believe that the recreation management abjectives for the Iron

21 Mountain Trail need to be clarified. The Recreation Oppartunity Class
map shows this trail as unclassified, while the Recreation Element Map
shows the trail accessible to two-wheel drive vehicles only. Me prefer
to see this tra1l included within the Semi~Primitive Non-Motorized
classification. Trail bikers using this trail could cross the river in
late summer and continue up the Alder Creek-Bishop Creek trail into the
park. Environmental damage could occur inside the park, and enforcement

of regulations prohibiting trail bike use on this trail would be
difFicult.

We recommend the status and management of Spotted Owls both inside and
22 outside the park receive further review. The plan states on page 3-8
that 24 Spotted 0wl Management Territories will be maintainad in the
Forest. These will support about 50 birds. Page 3-45 states that the
current population 15 estimated at 240 bards. These figures appear to be
in conflict with the preferred alternative analysis on page 4-44 that
shows an eventual reduction of only 47% in Spotted Owl population of
unknown size and distribution, and our desire is to insure that this
population remain viable and not become 1solated from other
populations.

The plan alse calls for restocking and enhancement of wild turkey

;!:5 populations. National Park Service policy banning the introduction of
non-native species requires that we express concern over the possible
fmmigration of this animal into the park. In only a few years, ptarmigan
have tnvaded almost all alpine areas in the park from a release site to
the east of the park, demonstrating the need for caution. We do not know
whether wild turkeys could find habitat within the park.

The management strategy for Management Area 7, the proposed Bishop Creek
24 Research Matural Area, is of special interest to the park, WHe strongly
support the concept of preserving a sample of the ponderosa pine
community 1n a natural condition, and believe that the designation of
th1s area would present a prime opportunity for a joint management plan
covering the RNA and adjacent park areas extending up to Highway 41.

Our current management calls for restoring a natural forest structure in

25 this area by restoring natural fire regimes. The first step toward this
goal 1s the use of prescribed fire to reduce unnatural hazardous fuel
concentrations and restore ponderosa pine dominance in the understory.
Perhaps joint environmental restoration projects could be undertaken
involving the RNA and adjacent park areas.

Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks

Comments on the subject ptan and DEIS are essentially limited to proposals
26 that could affect the park resources or visitor experience, There 15 1ittle
potential for significant effect on park rescurces, values or visitors, in
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27
28

29

30
31

32

that most of the westera boundary of Xings Canyon National Park joins the
Sierra National Forest and all of that portfen of the Sierra National Forest
is designated wilderness, Thergfore, even though some consumptive uses
{grazing, etc.) are allowed on the part of the forest next to the park,
management there is generally guite similar to management of the park.

1. Comments on the Plan:

Page 4-50 - Item #368 proposes new trail construction. We recommend
cogrdination with NPS on any trails that would have an effect on the
use of Kings Canyon National Park.

Page 5~1 - We see no ndication of a monitoring program for the
effects of backcountry use. We would encourage a monitoring program
because it would enhance the 1nteragency efforts toward consistent
management of wilderness areas in the Southern Sierra.

2. Comments on the DEIS:

Page 2-30 - The 1,000 acre cutoff for fire confinement/containment on
unbroken fuels seems nebulous. What 1s the definition of unbroken
fuels and how do they relate to fire behavior and unnatural amounts of
fge1s? Perhaps this will be explained in a fire management action
plan.

Page 2-42 - This section on wilderness includes 30 miles of new trail
con$truction by 2030. The impacts of that trail construction should
consider possible effect to Kings Canyon National Park for any that
are Tocated nearby.

Page 3-28 - The next to last paragraph indicates that prescribed fire
will be used. In Chapter 4, under Wilderness, on page 4-37, the
effects of prescribed fire are described. There is no indication of
any limitation on the use of prescribed fire, We assume that there
will be a fire management plan which will provide guidance for the use
of prescribed fire. Any prescribed fire program in areas that could
affect the park should be coordinated through the cooperative
procedures currently in place.

Page 3-43 - We would be happy to cooperate with the Forest Service
where our funding and manpower permit toward studies and projacts to
enhance several of the Species of Special Interest including Peregrine
Falcon, Bald Eagle, Goshawks, Spotted Owl, Willow Flycatcher and Mule
Deer. We note that Chapter 4, page 4-45, indicates that all of the
alternative include continuation of grazing which will have adverse
effects on willow flycatcher habitat. Preliminary studies done in
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks 1ndicate that areas used by
livestack have higher populations of cowbirds which have a direct
adverse effect on willow flycatchers, MWe urge further study and
consideration of modifying grazing programs where passible to enhance
willow flycatcher habitat.
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Page 4-44 - Once again we are interested in the Species of Special
interest as mentioned above.

Page 4-54 - In all of the alternatives, we recommend consideration of
the wallow flycatcher habitat in range management programs.

Wild and Scenic Rivers

We commend the Forest staff for their thorough and objective

33 evaluations of the Hationwide Rivers Invenfory segmenis contained on
the Forest. We are particularly pleased to have had the opportunity
to work with the Forest staff in the formulation of these evaluations
and strongly endorse tha wild and scenic river recommendations for
those segments of the Merced, South Fork Merced, South Fork San
dJoaquin, and Middle Fork Kings Rivers that are contained in Yosemite
and Sequoia-Kings Canyon Nationmal Parks., Also, we generally cancur
with the preferred alternative recommendations for the remainder of
the inventory rivers contained on the Forest.

We note one inconsistency in the wild and scenic river recommendations
34 contained in the draft environmental statement with those n the
Appendix E evaluations. On page 2-42 of the draft statement, under
2.6.1.4 Wild and Scenic Rivers 1t is stated that segment 9 on the
Merced River 15 not recommended for designation. In Appendix E on
page 7-119, the summary indicates that all 10 segments are recommanded
for designation. It would appear that the recommendation set forth in
the "Appendix is the correct ene as 1t would make Tittle sense to break
the cantinuity of the protected rijver corridor with the elimination of
segment 9, a segment that is ctherwise eligible for designation.

In the preferred alternative river segment classification for the
35 South Fork Merced River, we suggest that you consider upgrading the
visual quality objectives for areas adjacent to South Fork segments 1,
5, and 16. Timber yield prescriptions for Analysis Areas 9 and 19,
both proposed for classification as "general forest," have the
ﬁotential for degradation of the viewshed from inside Yosemite
ational Park. At the present time, views across the river canyon
from inside the park still retain an unspoiled character. Logging in
Analysis Area 19 could also affect water chemistry and turbidity on
the proposed "wild™ river both inside and outside the park.

In view of this situation, we suggest that you consider upgrading the
Visual Quality Objectives for the east side of the Irgn Mountain-
Devil Peak ridge from Type IV (Modification) and Type III {Partial
Retention) to Type II (Retention ). An upgrade from Type IV to

Type Il should alse be considered for Analysis Area 19,
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Also related to rivers issues, the Plan Appendices, on page 7-82,

36 should state that the peak diversion for domestic water use mn
Yosemite Valley was 3.1 cfs, not 23-1 cfs. This diversion was
discontinued in 1986, with domestic water now supplied by three
wells. The reference to the {ascades powerhouse on this same page
should also be corrected. That powerhouse was permanently closed in
1586 and the diversion of 115 c¢fs {maximum) discontinued. The
Cascades diversion dam will be removed by 1989.

Minerals
We have reviewed the Plan and DEIS and found it inadequate with regard to
37 comparable forest plans and DEISs. It 1s suggested that the following changes

and additions be made in the final.

1. The mineral potential map needs to be at the same scale as the
alternative maps. This is necessary to allow the reader a comparison
of the alternatives with mineral potential,

2. INlustrations and discussion of mineral potential need to be provided
for each of the roadless areas and wild rivers. The Bureau of Mines
has completed studies on most of these areas, and this data
should be incorporated into this report to provide the public with all
available data.

3. Our office reviews numerous EIS ‘ocuments and has come across an
excellent classification system as shown in the attached table II-II

{Enclosure 1) pages LI-71 and 1I-72 of the Beaverhead Natjonal Forest
DEIS.

We suggest a modification of this as shown, using percentages rather
than acreages. It is easier to envision the comparison and
comprehend the effects each alternatrve may have on mineral
resources, The numbers are the same as the Beaverhead table.

The potential classification consists of five parts, with a range from
38 high potential to very low potential based on current knowledge. the
availability classification consists of four categories, 1ngluding
withdrawn, specific legal protection measures, special management
cond1tions, and standard operating conditions. Combining potential
with availability and comparing acreages, an excellent statistical
representation of minerals availability would be presented.

4. Provide an Evaluation Criteria for Non-energy Minerals such as that
from the Wallowa Whitman National Forest, Oregon (Enclesure 2}.

5. Provide a definition of access categories such as that from the
Beaverhead National Forest, Montana {Fnclosure 3).
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40

41

42

43

44

6. Provide a point-counterpoint discussion of how minerals affect other
resources and how decisions affecting other resources wi1ll, In turn,
affect minerals. The best example to date 1s the DEIS from the
Wenatchee National Forest, Washington.

7. A Yist of current mineral withdrawals, acres invelved, and mineral
potential for locatable and leasable minerals. The best example is
the Los Padres National Forest, California.

In addition to these improvements, we are greatly concerned with item 114,
4.5.2.11 Minerals, page 4«31 of the Proposed Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan. We suggest entirely the theory of surface reclamation
following completion of mining. However, in this paragraph {last sentence)
it states: "Reclamation will include the treatment of any unneeded mine
shafts, tunnels, tailings ponds, or any other on-site developments."

Please either define in the text the Timitations of the term “unneeded" a»
send to the Bureau of Mines a detailed explanation of exactly how and by
whom these facilities are determined to be “unneeded.,”

Specific Comments (DEIS)

Page 2-45 (2.6.1.13): The text addresses mineral withdrawals within the

Plan area. Which areas are being addressed and where are they located?
Need to have a map{s) which 1dentifies those areas which are currently

withdrawn from mineral entry and those areas which are proposed under each
alternative,

Page 2-1256 (2.7.11): The text states that Alternatives A, C, F and H will

recommend the withdrawal of an addityonal 1,140 acres. Similarly, 1t states
that Alternative D and E will withdraw an additional 26,238 and 11,310 acres,
respectively. These should be ¢learly identified on a map.

Page 3-2 {4th paragraph): Text states that about 180 reported mineral

deposits of potential economic value occur within the Forest. A few are
being explored or are in production. The questions are: (1) Where are
these deposits located? (2) Which mineral are known or suspected to occur
at these deposits? (3) Where is exploration/production presently

occurring? {4) Will the proposed Alternatives have any affect on this
activity? What 1s the source for mineral deposit 1nformation? A map should

be provided showing the relative number of claims 1n given areas within the
Plan boundaries.

Along these same lines, are there any mineral leases {e.g., 011 and gas,
geothermal) within the Plan area? If so, where are they located? The 1983
edition of "Techmical Map of the Geothermal Resources of California by the
Lalifornia Division of Mines and Geology shows three known thermal springs

within the Plan area but no mention 1s made of the springs or the geothermal
potential.

10
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46
47

48
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51

52

Page 3-97 (3.5.16.1, 2nd paragraph): The California Division of Mines and

Geology map mentioned above shows over one-fourth of the Plan area to be
favorable for geothermal resources. The Plan should be more specific on
this issue,

Page 3-99 {3.5.16.1): The Multiple Use Mining Act should be briefly
explained.

The statement “"Where mining has the legal right to develop..." suggests that
the permitting-autherization of development of locatable minerals is
discretionary; this is not true,

Page 3-99 (3.5.16.2, 2nd paragraph)}: The text states "Little information
exists about the quantity of any mipneral resources in the Forest." If so,
then what is the source of information presented 1n figure 3.04 on page
3-101? The term “"mineral potential” as used by the FS should be defined.

Page 3-99 (3.5.16.2, 3rd paragraph): Which maps (titles, dates} from CDMG,
USBM and USG5 were used during the Plan preparation? Are they in the
references?

Page 3-101 (Figure 3.04): Mineral Potentral. The criteria to establish
"very high-low" potentfals should be defined. S5ince there appear to be
Tittle geologic data on mineral resgurces, why weren't any areas listed as
unknown potential?

Page 3-103 (3.5.17.2)} If any of the "occupancy trespass” structures are on
existing mining claims the status of the mineral exploration/development
would help define the situation.

Page 7-201-203 {Tabie L.01): The locations of deposits such as Sanbarnite
and others 1f known, should be represented on a mineral map of the Plan
area. This map could alse include the Tocation of the claims 1isted on
Table L.02.

Specific Comments - Plan

Page 3-13 (3,15): The "180 reported deposits and/or prospects containing
minerails of potential economic value” which occur within the Plan area
should be represented on an individual geolggical and mineral prospect
map .

Rgain, the document should show which areas are closed to mineral entry and
mineral leasing under each altermative.

Page 4-31 {4.,5.2.11): Prescription #122: If a claim has valid existing
rights (VER} in a withdrawn area, the aperator does not have ta conform ta
the purpose of the withdrawal as long as he remains on the claims. This
should be worded to reflect recognition of VER.

11
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Prescription #134: No leasable minerals such as oil, gas, etc., are known

f;:; to exist in the Plan area but the potential, if any, should be specified.
The geothermal area referred to should be represented on a mineral status
map.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on these documents.

Sincerely, . 1
Citic S S0
Patricia Sanderson Port

Regional Environmental Officer

Enclosures
As stated

ccs: Director, OEPR {w/orig. incoming)
State Dir., BLM
Reg. Dir., NPS
Dist. Chief, GBS
Reg. Dir., FWS
Chief, BM
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Itr. 1534

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Office of Environmental Project Review

RESPONSES:

1. Facilities for admimstrative and public use within the
Forest include adequate samtation. To avoid ground water
contamination, sanitation treatment facilities must meet
local and state standards identical to those applied to
private land. The 1ssuc of possible ground water
confamination in new or existing sanitation facilities is
addressed as a standard item 1n site investigation. This
provides for periodic monitoring of ground water pollution
potential The impact from the abandoned barite mine is
being studied under a program that will lead to
mmplementation of measures needed to eliminate
contamination of surface or ground water supphes should
1t exist.

2 Formal consultation, as specified under Section 7, will be
unitiated for project proposals that may impact hsted
species.

3 Clanfication of Forest Service objectives for the two
federally-listed threatened trout species is incorporated 1n
the final Plan.

4 This section 15 revised in the final EIS. Detailled
management guidelmes for all sensitive plant species will
not be addressed in the Plan, but will be mcluded in
individual Species Management Guides as they are
developed These guides will ensure that sensitive plants do
not become federally-listed because of Forest Service
actions

Forest Service policy and direction, laws, and regulations
require management and protection of sensitive plants and
their habatats to prevent their placement on federal lists as
threatened or endangered species.

S. Improving our basehne data is onc of our highest
priorities However, adequate documentation indicating
that any particular species in a dechning state is not
available Such information would be useful for prioritizing
the plants to be selected for development of the next
Sensitive Plant Management Guide.

6 This information has been incorporated in the final Plan
Management strategies for these two fish species have been
defined in their associated recovery plans The Forest does
not have plans to pursue a classification of critical or
essential habitat for the streams supporting Lahontan or
Pawte cutthroat trout, These federally threatened species
are legally and adequately protected by the mtent of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 The Forest has developed
management S&Gs to provide further protection for these
species as found in the EIS and m the Plan.
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7. Although forest management has the potential to impact
sensitive plants, conservation of sensitive plants is one of
the most important considerations in planning and
implementing a project. Consultation and cooperation with
the Fish and Wildlife Service is an integral part of this
process. The Forest has executed an Interagency
Agreement with FWS and has an approved Species
Management Guide for Rawson’s flaming trumpet. A
Species Management Guide for Clarkia lingulata 1s being
prepared, and additional Species Management Guides will
be developed for all our sensitive plants as directed by the
Regional Forester, The long-term grazing of meadows
supporting Bolander’s clover has not been considered an
impact, however, research is needed to ascertain whether
animpact exists. Research datamay also reveal that grazing
is needed to maintain the species. Since High Sierra
primrose is an annual plant, the vagaries of weather appear
to be more of a threat to this plant than Forest Service
actions.

8 Your suggestion has been included in the final document,

9 The appropriate changes have been made in the final
Plan

10. Detailed studes 1dentified for any of the sensitive plant
species will not be addressed in the Plan, but will be
addressed in Species Management Guides, The sensitive
plant program guided by the Endangered Species Act of
1973, Forest Service Manual, and regional direction ensures
the conservation of species needing special management.
By law, the Forest Service must consult with the Fish and
Wildlife Service with regard to proposed projects which
could affect listed or candidate plants and their habitats,
including Rawson’s flaming trumpet.

11 "Sensitive species" has been included in the title as
suggested. Detailed management schemes will be
addressed m Species Management Guides as they are
developed for each of the sensitive plant species.

12 The wording of the S& G will read: “Greater crphasis
will be given to habitat improvement for sensitive,
threatened, and endangered species."

13. Your concern has been addressed in the final EIS.

14. The Interagency Agrecment is binding, therefore, to
add S&Gs that repeat existing direction is unnecessary.

15 The Forest is conducting sensitive plant surveys and
inventories to add to the data base. This will help determine
the priority for preparing Species Management Guides.
Each Species Maragement Guide will describe long-term
goals and objectives for protecting and enhancing that plant
species.

16. Adding to this section will not improve the clarity or
direction of the document.
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17 Sensitive plants have been added to this section. MMRs
are developed at the regional level and are outside of the
authority of the Forest to change Rawson’s flaming
trumpet 15 not a federally-hsted species, but protective
measures ouilined i the Interagency Agreement and
Species Management Guide for this plant will be strictly
enforced. Your concerns were addressed m the MIR, pg
2-23 of the DEIS.

18 and 19. Your suggestion has been incleded in the final
document

20. The risk assessment portion of the Plan will be removed
from the final EIS. Risk assessment for sensitive plants will
be addressed in individual Species Management Guides.

21. The Forest regrets the lack of clarity of the Recreation
Element (Travel Plan) Map. It is the Forest’s intent not to
manage the Alder Creek/Bishop Creek trail for 2WD
vehicles.

22 All of the estimated 240 owls in the Forest are not found
m SOHAs In future decades this will still be true. There
will be about 50 owls in SOHAs, while the rest will be
elsewhere,

23. The Forest Service and the CDFG have been restocking
turkeys in the Forest. The Forest will coordinate its efforts
with the Park Service

24. Thank you for your support.

25. Currently, the Forest, adjacent Forests and Parks, and
California Department of Forestry are working together on
prescribed fire and natural fire planning and coordination,

26 Thank you for your comment.

27. It is our practice to coordinate with adjacent
landowners, whether private, state, county, or federal
agencies, prior to any development that affects them

28 Backcountry activity 1s currently monitored along with
other recreation in the Forest. No specific monitoring of
this 1tem 15 part of the Plan There will be a review of
backcountry activities when wilderness quotas and
management plans are revised.

29, The 1,000-acre cutoff was chosen because of an analysis
done related to existing fuels i the wilderness, best
Judgement on fire behawior if those fuels were to be igmted
under average weather conditions, and personnel needed
to momitor or suppress that fire or other fires

30. Coordination with Kings Canyon National Park will
take place prior to any new trail construction that affects
them.,

31 Fire will be addressed in the implementation phase of
the Plan, under Fire Management Action Plans.
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32. Your offer of assistance is appreciated Your agency
will be contacted when the Forest begins its studies. The
S&Gs for riparian areas have been modified to better
protect wildlife habitat, If grazing 1s adversely impacting
Willow flycatcher habitat, protective measures, such as
timing and distribution of grazing and structure controls,
will be implemented Several projects to improve and
protect Willow flycatcher habitat are planned, and at least
two should be completed in fiscal year 1989.

33. Thank you for your support.

34. The final Plan will show Segment 9 as recommended for
designation. Appendix pg. 7-120 and the reference to
Segment 9 in the DEIS will be eliminated m the final EIS.

35. VQOs are not arbitrarily assigned to protect viewsheds.
The combination of the variety class and distance zone
makes the Iron Mountain/Devils Peak Ridge area a Type
IV modification.

36. These corrections have been made in the Appendix and
the final EIS. Percentages were determined from Table
4.19 by the differences in yield at the end of decade five and
the base year amount of 2.6 MM acre/feet.

Sanitation problems are mainly those that affect local
surface supplies. With increased education concerning
proper field samtation, this problem will dimunish. Existing
vault toilets are supposed to be leakproof. Those found to
be in violation will be repaired or replaced. The abandoned
barite mine 15 being investigated and will be handled as a
special project.

37. Since mineral potential was not a public issue or
management concern, an element map was not developed.
Larger scale maps, illustrations, and discussions about
mineral potential in wild river areas are available in the files
for review. There are no roadless areas in the final EIS

38. Since mineral potential and activity is not a major
activity or a critical 1ssue or concern, the Forest did not
provide details as presented in the plans cited. The
concerns raised will be addressed in environmental
assessments, which will be prepared for each proposed
project.

39. Thank you for your comment. A map and list of mineral
withdrawals have been included in the final EIS.

40, Ths statement has been clarified in the final EIS.
41, A withdrawal map and chart have been developed and
included along with a table showing acres withdrawn by

type.

42, The alternative maps show areas of additional
withdrawal. The text has been changed to identify them.,
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43 The source of mineral deposit information was the
Bureau of Mines Mineral Industry Location (MILS) This
information was part of the data used to develop the
Mmeral Potential Map. The Forest does not believe the
data are necessary to mclude in the Plan Interested parties
can find the data m MILS

44, There are currently no mineral leases within the Plan
area. The Plan has been modified to reflect the geothermal
potential of the three springs.

45. The second paragraph has been modified to clarify the
geothermal situation. The Multiple Use Mining Act was
briefly explained in DEIS, Sec, 3.5.16.1.

46. The paragraph has been rewritten to clarify this pomnt,

47, The text has been clarified. However, limited
information is available about some mineral resources.

48. Revisions in the text include maps.
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49, The criteria to establish high/low potentials is now
defined. The maps consulted did not have "unknown
potential” as a category.

50. "Occupancy trespass” refers to land hine survey and not
to munerals.

51. This level of detail was not provided in this plannng
effort because public input did not indicate a great concern
or interestin minerals. Forest and district files contain this
information.

52 S&G 122 has been clarified and changed to S&G 140in
the Final Plan Thank you for your comment,

53. S&G 134 has been clarified and changed to S&G 152in
the Final Plan, Geothermal areas will not be included on
the mineral status map. Their location can be found on
maps in our files.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

BOARD OF FORESTRY

1416 NINTH STREET

P Q. BOX Pdd245
SACRAMENTO, CA 42442460
(915) 4452921

GEORGE DEUKMENAN, Governer

January 9, 1987

Mr. James L. Boyington
Forest Supervisor
Sjierra National Forest
1130 "O" Street
Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Boyington:

The California State Roard of Forestry (Board) has completed the
review of the Sierra National Forest Draft Management Plan
Several areas of concern were identified during this review
process. Based on these concerns, the Board approved and
supports several recommendations which we beliieve need to be

addressed in the final wmanagement plan for the Sierra National
Forest.

By law, the Board is charged wiih representing the state's
interests in federal land matters pertaining to forestyy.

The Board has approached the plan i~ 1he belief thal the Sierra
should be positioned to meet the needs of the people of
California in the coming decade. Our analysis indlcates that
demands for more recreation, a rellance on the farest for local
revenue, and a well-protected biological base are all part of
that position.

The Sierra Draft Plan and Draft Envaironmental Statement were
compared with the five issue areas developed at the Board aof
Forestry's Centennial Conferences of March and December of 3985,
The issues identified are: 1) rural economic stability and
development, 2) protection and maintenance of the biological
base, 3) social pressures on the rural land base, 4) rights and
responsibilities of public and private ownership; and 5)
coaordination and planning.
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Mr. James L. Beoyington
Page Two
January 12, 1987

As a result, 11 areas of concern were jdentified for this reglon
of the state, These areas are: 1) visual resource protection: 2)
annual sale guantity; 3) timber mortality; 4) reforestation
backlog: 5) research needs: %) wild and scenic rivers, 7)
recreation; 8) fire protection: 9) hardwoods; 10) the budget; and
11) aggregate review. These Iissues were used by the Board to
evaluate each alternative and to help determine which alternative
would best meet the needs of this region of the state The

results of this analysis and the Board's recommendations are
listed below

Recommendations

1. The Alternative

All the Alternatives presented meet the standards required
in the laws and regulations for protection of the broad
range of resources the forest represents.

The Preferred Alternative was developed to provide the best
response between commodity outputs, resource protection, and
protection of amenity values. We can reasonably support the
Preferred Alternative (A) but with reservation. Several
concerns have been identified and recotmmendations proposed
which should be incorporated inte the final selected
alternative. Those recommendations are listed in items 2
through 13.

2. Visual Resource Protection

The socio-economic impact resulting from modifying
silvlcultural practices to meet a perceived visual objective
desired is significant.

Page 3-69 DEIS states that one principal limitation to

]- achieving higher timber production goals (and therefore
improved economic performance} is vigual resource
protection. Page 3-22 DEIS states that no specific
statistical analysis of the demand for visual quality is
available, and the presence of strong demand can be inferred
from a variety of sources. Page 7-43 APPENDIX states that
present management and public expectations of the foreground
are that no activities are wvisually evident.
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Mr. James L. Boyington
Page Three
January 12, 1987

Our concern is that overly restrictive reguirements are
being applied to productive timberland which are more
restrictive than the public expects. Landscape protection
practices may not represent the actual demands of the
public. Visual protection should he based on an objective
study. Present perceptions of public demands may be too
conservative.

We recommend a study to provide a statistical analysis of

2 the public's expectations for visual quality. We recommend
that the body of requirements presently utilized for
landscape protaction be amended based on the study's
findings. This study should be included as an additilonal
research need in Appendiw B, pg 6-3 Plan. The Sierra
National Forest should seek to practice regulated uneven-
aged management within the areas that are shown in the plan
as requiring restrictions due to visual significance.

3. Annuval Sale Quantity (ASQ)

A, It appears the annual sale quantity in Alternative A
could be adjusted upward for the following reasons:

i) Current forest productivity appears to support a
higher level) of production;

2) To improve ecconomic indicators,

3} To i1ncrease Recelpts Acts payments to the three
dependent counties; and

4) To improve stability of the local economles.

We therefore recommend a full explanation as to why the
:} ASQ in Alternative A should not be increased,
incorporating items 1-4 above in the discussion. This
information should be made public before approval of
the plan. ©Our Southern Bistrict Technical Advisory
Committee contends that the ASQ should be about 136

MMBEF ,
B, The pilanning documents identify a large discrepancy in
‘1 the allowable sale guantity for Alternative A. Table

2.23, pg 2-141 DEIS lists 125.2 MMBF for the first
decade. However, the "Planned 10-year Total" shown on

Table C.06, pg 6-28 plan shows 998.2 MMBF or about 100
MMBF annually.

Sierra National Forest 7T -359



Mr. James L. Boyington
Page Four
January 12, 1987

We recommend that the DEIS and the forest plan be
amended to identify the correct planned volume, and
this iInformation made public before approval of the
plan,.

C. Table §.01 in the Draft Plan specifies a monitoring
program for keeping track of the annual timber harvest
volumes. The Sierra intends to monitor the volume at
the end of the first five years of the plan and would
be satisfied to be wlthin 15% of the annual harvest at
that time. If the Sierra is 15% below the budgeted
five year sale guantity, it is expected that this
could adversely effect local communities.

It is recommended that the monitoring level on timber
sale volume bes reduced from plus or minus 1§% in five
years to plus or to minus 5% in five vears in order to
emphasize the importance of maintaining the level of
harvest to provide economic stabilaty for rural
economies.

4. Timber Mortality

Nelther the Forest Plan nor DEIS identify the volume of
mortality that exists and could be utilized. The volume of
mortality generated annually or over a 10-year period is
undoubtedly substantial.

We recommend the DEIS be amended to identify the volume of
annual mortality. The discussion should include management
practices used to capture this loss. A "nonchargeable
volume” should be added to the timber resource element,
Table 2,24 DEIS.

5. Reforestation Backlog

The planning documents are not clear concerning the possible
existence of a reforestation backlog. We note on pgs 3-68
and 3-69 DEIS that the cld plan had an implied regeneration
harvest level of 5,200 acres annually. The average annual
acreage planted over the 1life of that plan was 1,400 acres.
Page vil DEIS states that recent harvesting levels cannot be
maintained without intensifying timber management. Because
of these statements and others, we sense a backlog of land
exists that requires reforestation. If this 1s the case we
believe the acreage of evenaged management planned for
Alternative A cannot be regenerated based on prior
performance. Further, a backlog will surely affect other
management activities.
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Mr, James I,. Bovington
Page Five

January 12, 1987

We recommend clarification of the existence of a
reforestation backleg, The discussion should include how
the problem will be corrected now and if the acreage of
evenaged management scheduled for Alternative A can be
regenerated on a timely basis.

6. Research Needs

In addition to the need for visual qguality research, two
additional subjects reguire aggressive and committed

investigation. By identifying these, we are not discounting
those listed in Appendix B, pg 6-3 plan.

A. Spotted Owl

The PRF Alternative recommends 108 owl territories

2; (Table 2.23, pg 2-141 DEIS}. However, the Draft Plan
provides for 18 terratories in the commercial forest
Zone and 6 territories in wilderness. We support a
viable spotted owl population; however, studies
indicate conflicting informaticn on habitat
regquirements. Apparently little conclusive data is
available concerning the owl's habitat needs aor the
dispersal habits of the young birds. A great deal more
Information is needed about the owl and its
environmental requirements. The values are so great
that the Forest Service must develop an accurate
spotted owl information base.

We recommend that the Forest Service pursue an
aggressive research program to resolve guestions on
spotted owl management and habitat needs.

B. Bionass
Periodic removal of biomass from the forest generates
S) questions and concerns about depletion of soil

fertility and impact on soill productivity. These
questions and concerns should not wait for another
major environmental controversy to develop before the
need for an aggressive research effort is fully
recognized and supported. We strongly support research
item #17, Appendix B, pg 6-4 of the plan.

Sierra National Forest

7T - 361



10

12

Mr. James L. Boyington
Page Six
January 12, 1987

7. Wild and Scenic Rivers

The Preferred Alternative recommends increasing the wild and
scenic river designation from 0 to 225 miles of river. The
economic and cultural consequences of this proposal need to
be fully understood by the public before incorporatien into
the final alternative.

We recommend that full disclosure of the economic and
cultural conseguences of the addition of 225 miles of river
to the wild and scenic river system be made public before
approval of the final plan.

8. Recreation

The DEIS does not identify recreational priorities in a
brief, clearly understandable, itemized format. We did
discover that funding has decreased, and demand iIs projected
to increase. We note that lack of parking and sanitation
facilities Iis a common preblem over much of the forest (po
3-17 DEIS). Many pie¢nic sites need rehabilitation.

We recommend correcting sanitation deficiencies and parking
congestion problems, rehabilitating existing campgrounds and
developing additional campgrounds based on need.

9. Fire Protection

The Preferred Alternative proposes for its flre management
program: 68 percent for initial attack, 20 percent for
prevention, 1 percent for detection, and 11 percent for
fuels management. The Alternative does not clearly identify
the priorities for fuels management, and if the program will
be directed away from areas where the greatrest benefits
would occur. We note that 33 percent of the program budget
went to prevention in the Current Alternative, while 20
percent is set aside for prevention in Alternative A.

We are concerned where the reductions in prevention
activities will be made in the current prevention progran.
Are reductions toc be made near residential areas or where
the incidence of fire is the greatest? And what does 68
percent initial attack mean? Is the forest considering
funding through CDF's Green Book Allocation?
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Mr. James L. Boyangton
Page Seven
January 12, 1987

In discussing fire protection, the DEIS is written as If the
:l:} farest existed in isolation from the outside world. We

believe that the proper context is that it exists as part of
a larger caommunity,

It is recommended that:

A. The chosen alternative be amended to identify what
protection and educational efforts will be used to
protect high dollar investment areas from fire loss.

B. The fuels management and fire protection proposals from
the entire region need to be analyzed in aggregate to
determline what effects the Inconsistencies in forest
programs will have on the ability of the state and the
Forest Service to control major fires, especially
during peak fire weather conditions,

10. Hardwoods

It bas been observed that the Sierra's approach to oak

14 retention for the benefit of the deer populataion appears
significantly different than the proposed programs for the
Stanlslaus, Tahoe, and the $ierra National Forests. It 1s
recommenhded that the ocak-hardwood retention programs be
reviewed i1n aggregate with other national forests., The
reasons for different hardwood retention standards between
adjacent forests must be clearly stated and understood
vefore approval of the final plan,

11. Budget

Funding is probably the most critical z1ssue in the national
forest planning process. Each forest has indicated that the
proposed plans present only targets that the forest feels
could be attained if funding were available. Further, most
planners appear to be in agreement that forests do not have
any obligation to maintain production at the proposed levels
if these is insufficient funding. It 1s impossible to
determine what the long-term effects will be on the people

of the State of California given budget constraints of the
Forest Service,

Sierra National Forest
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Mr. James L. Boyington
Page Eight
January 12, 1987

It 1s recommended that the final plan explain in detail the

15 fall back position in the event that the selected
alternative is not fully funded. Our recommended
priorities, gilven fewer dollars, would be to- first, protect
the biclogical base; second, ensure a stable flow of logs to
the forest products industry; and thard, provide for
increased recreational opportunities. We believe the final
plan should reflect these priorities at a reduced budget
level.

12. Aggregate Review

The impact counties contain two other national forests

16 (Stanislaus and Segquoia). These Forest Service lands have a
significant impact on these counties. The inability to
review these plans simultaneously is a signifilcant
limitation because aggregate effects of the final plans
could be significant.

We recommend that in order to resolve this concern,

17 aggregates of plans by econcomic region be reviewed before
final decisions on preferred alternatives are made for
individual national forests.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft plan.

Sincerely,

M@W@@"

Harold R. Walt
Chairman

ccC Zane G, Smath
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Board of Forestry

RESPONSES:

1. Studies relating to public expectations of visual quality
verses property value arc being conducted by the Forest
Service through the Pacific Southwest Experimental
Staton The results of the studies will be used m future
revisions

2. The desired visual character for the retention area is to
grow and maintain oldgrowth tree characteristics.
Depending on site conditions, trees need to grow between
180-250 years to obtain these characteristics. Regardless of
the silvicultural method used, extending rotation ages to
these lengths causes a reduction 1 the ASQ.

3. The final ASQ 1s alower productionlevel than envisioned
in the DEIS (125.6 MM) and lower than the historical
average (133MMBF) because it responds to changes in
management direction that provides greater protection to
other resources. It also recogmzes past designation by
Congress of timber land into wilderness. Timber
management will be conducted on 328,900 acres of the
Forest’s 393,700 acres identified as tentatively capable,
available and suitable for timber production

4 Thank you for pointing out the discrepancy between the
volumes shown in Table 2.24 and the ASQ. This will be
corrected.

5. The purpose of monitormg is to focus on indicators that
suggest that the entire plan needs review In other words if
the average sell during the five years is plus or minus 15%,
the whole plan is reviewed and revised, if needed. In the
Forest’s opinion, a variance of 5% would not be significant
enough to warrant this effort and expense. However, the
Forest shares your concerns and has developed internal
systems to ensure that the ASQ is met

6. The final Plan and final EIS mclude volumes of mortality.

7 Many of the responses received rase the question of
whether or not the Forest has been reforesting clearcuts,
and also all regeneration cuts in the red fir type with a
success level high enough to justify the proposed harvest
levels in these two sitnations.

Clearcutting will only be proposed mm the ponderosa pine
and mixed conifer types so the reforestation record in these
situations is most important m determimng the results that
can be expected with this type of harvesting. The Mariposa
and Pineridge Districts have been planting recent clearcuts
m ponderosa pine and mixed conifer sigmificantly more than
the other two Districts, 5o their record is indicative of what
can be expected Starting with 1981, 55% of the acres have
been certified as successful, 1982+ 85%, 1983+ 61%, 1984:
85%, and 1985; 81%, as of January 1988,

Sierra National Forest

In the case of reforesting the red fir type, the Forest cannot
pomt to a string of successes, but rather to a trend The
trend is anchored by knowing the technical requirements to
do the job, such as providing shade with a shelterwood,
controlling gopher depredation, and lugh-qualty site
preparation. When these technical aspects come together
as they have been on the Pineridge District since 1983, 1t is
evident that the red fir type can be reforested with careful
attention to detail and some extra time.

8. The Forest agrees with your recommendation. Research
is continuing on the Spotted owl through the Forest Service
Spotted Owl Research Development and Application
Program.

9. Thank you for your support.

10. Full disclosure of the economic and cultural
consequences of adding 222 miles to the W/S river system
isshown in the draft LMP inthe Appendix, pp. 7-73t0 7-157.

11 The Forest agrees that S&G 6 in the Draft Plan
stipulates an increase in developed site capacity of about
7% by year 2,000. Parking, congestion, and sanitation
problems are most prevalent in areas heavily used by winter
recreationists S&G 16 in the Draft Plan provides parking
and sanitation facilities for snowplay, snowmobiling, and
cross-country ski areas.

12, Prionties for fuel management will be more specifically
defined during plan implementation. Reduction or
manipulation of fuels related to timber harvest will be first,
fuelbreaks near populated areas will be second, and wildlife
and grazing enhancement will be third. The Plan calls for
continued and increased cooperation with other agencies.
During mitial attack against fires, 68% of fire resources or
budget will be allocated.

13. a) The identification of protection and educational
efforts to protect high dollar investment areas from fire loss
will be contained in the Fire Management Action Plan,
which is currently being assembled.

b) It is not our intention to hold up Forest Plans based upon
aggregate effects determination. Individual forest plans
provide an acceptable protection program. These cost
efficient programs are intended to give protection,
organization, and allow for consistency with other resource
programs for each Forest. The National Fire Management
Analysis process is used to determine these cost efficient
programs. The fire programs are not expected to meet all
peak weather conditions that are experienced on other
units. The Forest Service uses a "total mobility" concept
utilizing Forest Service resources nationwide.

In addition to Forest Service resources, there are other
federal agencies that provide resources The Forest relies
on cooperation from state agencies, Office of Emergency
Services, county, city, and independent fire districts. The
mobility concept provides a sound protection capability to
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all agencies at a lesser cost than if each agency were to meet
its own peak workload mdependently

14 This is a Forest planning effort designed to meet local
needs of each Forest. However, there is coordination and
information sharing between Forests. For example, Sierra’s
oak retention standards are similar to Sequoia’s and
somewhat less stringent than the Stamslaus’. Our standard
was agreed to through the ID team decision making process.
Both wildhfe and nmber interests were well represented in
all ID team meetmgs. The standard does not meet all
timber management expectations nor does it meet all the
needs for wildlife The decisions reached will maintain
acceptable wildlife habitat, yet produce fairly lugh timber
yields.

7T - 366

15 and 16. Your recommendations have been considered
and abudget section has been added to the Appendix of the
final EIS

17 While your suggestion provides an opportunity to
review plans for an adequate affect, it has the disadvantage
of holding up all plans until the Iast one is completed. The
Forest has been developing this Plan since 1979 at
considerable expense. We are extremely anxious to
complete the process. The Sequoia Plan has been
published, and because of devastating fires in 1987, the
Stanislans National Forest will not be completed until 1989
or 1990. Delay of the Forest Plan until the Stanislaus has
compieted their plan is unacceptable by regional and
national direction.

Sierra National Forest
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DETAILED COMMERTS

Camments, Lerd ané Xesource Management Plan:

Page 3~5, Wild and Scenic Rivers:
(also Standard No. 29)

The Department concurs with the Forest’s stated intent to withhold

:l_ management activities within the identified Wild and Scenic River
corridors, which could preclude eventual Congressional
designaktion. As you are aware, the State Fish and.Game Commission
has taken action to designate two of the identified stream reaches
as Wild Trout Streams. We have developed management plans for
these streams, in cooperation with the Forest, and believe our
abjectives are consistent with the Forest’s current proposed
action,.

Page 3-7, Paragraph 1:

We disagree that there is limited opportunity to improve streams

2 with low guality aquatic habatat, Habitat degradation results
largely from non-responsive management, associated either with
commodity production or public recreation (Page 3-6, paragraph 1).
Damage, caused by these activities, can be repaired and, over a
period of years, habitat guality and fishery productivity can be
restored. We believe the Forest should follow the lead of the
Eldorado National Forest and take an aggressive role in (1)
inventorying habitats which have been degraded or damaged, (2)
identifying corrective measures needed, (3) budgeting and
developing projects to recover damaged habitats, and (4)
wmplementing Standards and Guidelines to prevent additional,
future damage to existing degraded and productive areas.

We recommend that available sources of funding pe utilized for
habitat restoration, as described above, 1In addition to County
Fish and Game fine revenues (as indicated in DEIS 2-25 and
Standard No. 33), we believe a portion of the cost should be born
by those responsible for the damage. These should include
asgessments made upon timber harvest (such as KV Money) or in the
form of increagsed assessments made upon grazing permittees,

P. 3-8, Diversity:

Under the preferred alternative, the old-growth Ponderosa Pine

:5 type will increase over current conditions, while old- growth
mixed conifer type will decrease substantially. This is due to
the planned conversion of mixed conifer stands to Ponderosa Pine,
and silvicultural practices emphasizing even-aged, low-diversity
management., Long-rotation, large diameter, late seral stage,
mixed conifer stands represent an important wildlife habitat
component. As such, the Department does not support the planned
reductions of up to 60 percent of these stands, as proposed.
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We recommend that Standard No. 9% he revised to assure that
Ponderosa Pine, mixed conifer and Red Fir species composition will
be maintained at close to currznt levels. Further, we recommend
that seral stage 4¢ {old growth) composition be maintained at or
near current levels for all vegetation types,

{Please also see our comments, ref. Page 4-29)

Page 3-9, Sensitive Flants:

We reconmend inclusion of the following standards for protection
of known sensative plant populations.

1. Sensitive plant species, although not subject to the
{1 .provisions of the Endangered Species Act, will receive special
management to prevent their placement on federal lists, as
discussed in FS Manual 2670.3.

2. The Forest will develop species management quides for
sensitive plants. These guides will function as "recovery
plans®” defining activaty constraints in essential habitat and
the specific needs for monitoring of land allocation and
manipulation.

3. The Forest will actively pursue status determination and
long-term protection of sensitive plants.

4. The Forest inventory of sensitive plants will be completed
before the next round of Forest Planning.

Page 4-2, Paragraph 5:

Recognizing that the public lands may represent the principal

5; areas which will be available in the future to support fish and
wildlife, we are concerned with the interpretation and use of
"viability"™, as a standard applied to the maintenence of resident
and migratory species populations. If habitat 15 managed in such
manner that these populations are reduced to bare "viability"
(survaval) levels, the reduced populations would be of little
value to the general public. We believe it is not enough just to
knaw that wildlife populations will not be lost. The public also
has a right to utilize these resources for consumptive and
nonconsumptive purposes. The "viability" standard will simply not
provide for such utilization unless it is clearly stated that
"viability" embraces all historic and projected uses in addition
to mere survival. We recommend that habitat be managed with a
goal to maintain or improve all present £ish and wildlife
populations as called for in the Califronia Fish and Game Code.
We note that population levels are already severely reduced from
historic conditions for some species,
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Page 4-2 Standard Mo, 63:

We believe it is very important to recognize the down-watershed
(; effects of streamside disturbance, even in the smallest of

ephsmeral tributaries. It is therefore important to establish

firm protective standards for streams of all sizes and classes.

Page 4-21, 4.5,2.5 Fish and Wildlife:

We recommend inclusion here, of an additional standard which

7 affords specific protection te known Willeow Flycatcher habitats.
This standard should involve requlation of the timimg and
distribution of grazing, including structural controlg, where
indicated.

Page 4-22, Standard No. 35:

We belisve protection of identified nest sites of sensitive

E‘ species should be provided at all times, rather than just
". . . until they are unocccupied by young", as proposed. The
recent court decisions in the case of the Palila, an endangered
bird on Hawaii, indicate a higher standard of sensgitive species
protection is necessary. Depending upon the species involved,
particular cases {nests) may warrant formulation of specific
management standards, in order to assure their continued use.

Page 4-22, Standards No. 36 and 37:

The Department concurs with these two standards, ddentifying the

S) Forest’s general objectives to obtain (1) instream flows suitable
for maintenance of pre-project fish and wildlife conditions in the
development of new hydroelectric projects and (2) amprovement of
degraded conditions in relicensing actions for existing projects.
This general approach is guite consistent with the goals and
objectives of the.Department.

Page 4-23 Standard No. 44:

satisfy the minimum requirements for maintaining viable
populations of wildlife species which depend upon thesz habitat
types. Reductions in the numbers of snag-dependent species, such
as cavity nesting birds will, however, occur, under the planned
retention standards. Such reductions are contrary to RPA goals.
Further, there 1s no standard which provides for continued
snag/down-log densities over extended time periods.

10 The standards for management of snags and down-logs appear to

We agres that hard snags should be "well distributed through the
compartment", as stated under 44f. However this appears to be in
conflict with 44h., which requires concentration of snags in areas
near streams, meadows and the edgee of openings. Both of these
considerations are important, but to provide both would require
hard snag retention standards somewhat greater than the proposed
average level of 2 snags per acre, In addition, all "socft" snags
should be retained, as recommended in Ag. Handbook #533, Page 66.
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To be properly distributed, snag placement should be determined on

:1;1_ a site-by-site basis and be based upon planning increments of
small (less than 50 acres) size. Retention of snags would thereby
be planned in much thz same manner as silvicultural site
prescriptions.

We concur with use of the "clump" approach, as proposed, however
we recommend that the above clarification be provided, regarding
distribution and replacement. In addition, specific snag
management zone standards are needed to identify what, if any,
disturbance factors would be allowed.

Page 4-23 Standard No. 46a:

This standard requires the maintenance of mast-producing ocaks in
:l;z numbers "proportional to the current inventory”. This statement
is unclear. ©On designated timber lands, it could result in severe
reductions in the abundance of oaks wherever other vegetative
components are also substantially reduced. Thas would produce an
unacceptable change in wildlife species composition. Together
with oak reductions allowed under Standard 46c. (75 percent),
impacts upon a broad variety of wildlife species could be very

great.
We recommend the oak retention standazds for non-craitical deer
:1:3 habitat be i1ncreased to a minimum of 15 percent crown c¢losure, or

25 percent of existing crown closure, {(both) as averaged over
areas not exceeding 40 acres in size. 1In addition, specific
restocking measures need to be identified to assure an adequate
long-term cak supply.

Page 4-23 Standard No. 46b:

Under this standard, within identified critiecal deer habhitat, up
to 50 percent of the existing oak stands ecould be removed, rfdown to
the minimum retention standard of 20 percent crown closure. Loss
of this mast production would reduce available forage for deer and
other wildlife. It would reduce the Forest’s capability to
achieve the recovery goals of the Nerth Kings and other deer heird
plans.

In identified deer habitats we recommend a minimum ocak retention
standard of 40 percent crown closure, where present, or 50 percent
of the existing crown closure, whichever 1s greater. This should

be determined, based upon averages over areas not exceeding 40
acres in size.

P. 4-25, Standard No. 62:

While we agree that an inflexible 100-foot-on-each-side SMZ
:l‘l standard may not always be well-suited to individual site

characteristics, we are concerned over the allowance cof

discretionary encroachment into protectlve zones, based upon
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development of an indaviduel Enviroumental Assessment.
Site~to-site variation in zone wicth could become very difficult
to enforce, especially if the standard was to vary within
indivadual timber sales or other activities. We recommend that
firm and more protective guidelines be adopted which establish the
5MZ requarements for Class I, II and III streams. We note the
following SMZ recommendations of other, similar national forests
in cal:ifornia.

1. SMZ Guidelines as Recommended by Eldorzdo National Forest

Guidelines For Establishing SMZ Widths

Stream Stabilityz/ Recomnended Width From Streambank
Class Seil/Slope Perennial Intermittent
1 Stable 200--300 150-250
Unstable 300-600+ 250-500+
II Stable 100-200 100-150+
Unstable 200-400+ 150-300+
III Stable 100-150 100-100+
unstable 100-2504+ 100-200+

Widths shown are in feer and represent one side of the
stream only.

2/Within the SMZ ground cover density shall not be rsduced below

60 percent for stable watershed conditions and 70 percent for
all other conditions.

2. SMZ Guidelaines as Recommended by Sequoia National Forest
Slope in Percent

Stream 0-30 31-490 41-50 51-60 61-70
Class
1 1lo0 130 1580 190 220
II 75 105 135 165 185
1fI 50 80 110 140 170
v 25 45 65 85 105

If the 100-foot (on each side) SMZ is to be used, as proposed, we
recommend that (1) no timber be removed withain 100 feet of the
edge of any stream, except for the benefit of riparian or aquatic
habitat values, (2) that any such harvest not be a part of the
Forest’s scheduled timber harvest program, and (3) that ground
cover (duff, litter, plants, etc.) be maintained within the SMZ to
afford surface erosion protection.
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We further recommend th:- the standards for riparian area

:l‘s management (Section 4.5.Z2.% LRMP P 4-25) be appilied to all wetland
and wet meadow arepas on tns Forest. We recognize that management
within the protective "rind" around meadows requires varaataion,
due to soil, slope, and spzcies microhabitat conditions. Varying
crown closures, for exanmple, may be needed between different
emphasis bird species. In some cases, this could require careful
removal of specific trees, or other modifications to the habitat.
For the benefit of wildlife and the meadow ecosystém, we recommend
that such variation be allowed, within the 100-foot protective
zone. Disturbance should only take place {1]) based;upen
pre-defined criteria, {2) only when wildlife or thegmeadow system
would benefit from the changes and (3) only after consultation
with a2 quaiified wildlife bioclogist.

We concur with a number of the standards proposed in the Plan for
protection of riparian systems. Specifically, these include
Numbers 57 and 58 (new road and travel route exclusion}), 59 (fish
and wildlife management emphasis) and 60 {maintenance/enhancenment).

We also concur with Standard No. 30 (pages 4-21, 22), rsgarding
water drafting.

We believe these guidelines could be strengthened by inclusion
of the following additional conditions:

e. Prohibit permanent or substantial physical modifications
of streambeds to facilitate drafting.

f. Prohibit "topping-cff" and overflow of trucks- to prevent
surf-acre erosicon and stream sedimentation, or provide
overflow/erosion containment measures at drafting sites.

g. Establish drafting sites, based upon consultation with a
fisheries biologist.

h. Prohibat all drafting from streams inhabited by listed
threatened or endangered species, to prevent their
accidental "take™ into pumps or degradation of their
habitat.

Page 4-26, Standards No. 64, 68 and 72; Range Management:

Range management on the Forest has the capability to modify

17 habitat values for both wildlife and fisheries. 1In some
locations, livestock have overgrazed raiparian ecosystems,
trampled streambanks {s2e Page 3-6, paragraph 1) and eliminated
cover and forage requirasd by wildlife in meadows and other
areas. The distribution of livestock is difficult to control,
as fencing and other structural controls are expensive to
construct and maintain. As a result, stock tend to congregate
in wet and dry meadows and riparian corridors, where their
interface with wildlife 1s intensified, Decreased production of
wildlife and fisheries has resulted, including reductions in
identified sensitive species, such as Willow Flycatchers.
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It is apparent that even at the Forest’s present allotment of
18 35,000 AUMs, there is need for structural livestock controls to
be installed and mzintained in specific locations. We believe
this control should be provided at the expense of the grazing
program, which under Multiple Use Direction, has the
regponsibilaty to minimize avoidable adverse effects upon other
forest resources/uses. This approach te funding would be
consistent with the direction stated in Standard 76, Page 4-26,

We recognize that planned increases to 44,100 AUMs represents

:l!) recovery of use which historically has been present, but in
recent years has been inactive, due to conditions is livestock
marketing. Even at the present 35,000 AUM level, however, we
have collected data indicating wildlife problems, related to
livestock/wildlife competition., It is therefore logical that
additional AUMs should only be allowed following successful {and
environmentally sound) type conversion of new range and
inprovement ¢£f range which already exists.

Standard No. 68 would permit increased wainter and early spring
ZZ() grazing on low elevation, annual grass ranges and new type

conversions (converted ocak-chaparral)., If winter increases in
grazing are scheduled before mid-January (when new green forage
appears), adverse competition for acorns and other seed forage
would occur. This could have effects upon deer ovulation rates
and fetal condition, whach could affect the ability of presently
depressed herds to recover.

Studies of the North RKings Deer Herd indicate that deer
ovulation rates and fawn fetal cecndition may be lessened, among
does forced tu compete with cattle on the winter range, These
factors can result in lower overall fawn produckion. It
follows, therefore, that it may be difficult to tecover deer
herd numberg, faced with increased winter livestock competation.

Page 4-28, Standard No. 90:

We are concerned about the requirements regarding the timing of
21 management of adjacent timber regeneration units. Although
Standaxd No. 90b provides a €€60-foot buffer zones separating any
two adjacent regeneration units, this standard appears only to
apply for a period of about three years, until restocking is
complete. (Standard 90c would allow adjacent cutting, after the
older unit becomes restocked with timber of 4 1/2-feet height).
Intensive release management is also planned on these areas for
the first three years, in crder to meet the stocking
requirements in Standard No. 88. Competing vegetation (of value
to wildlife) would therefore be eliminated during that period.

Wrldlife will face loss of use of the regeneration areas (up to
40 acres in size) for the three year period, after which

vegetation would be allowed to re-invade the stand. Before that
vegetation is5 reestablished however (2 to 3 years), all adjacent
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stands could be cut and release management begun.

This tight scheduling virtually negates the value ¢f the
intended separation corridors as originally intended, and
significant reductions in wildlife habitat will result.

We reconmend that regeneration areas be managed and buffered as
:z:z "openings"” until native shrubs and forbs have become well
re-established (2 to 3 years following the termination of
release). This timeframe could be shortened by (1) managing
native vegetation within the regeneration areas earlier in the
restocking period or {2} active planting of nativd wegetation
within regeneration areas at the time restocking is achieved.

Page 4-28, Standard No. 32:

Providing 70 peccent mineral soil may be the best way to

:Z:; optimize conifer seed germinatien, however it can cause problems
for wildlife and aquatic resources. Scarification of soil,
followed by multi-year release management will effectively
remove land from wildlife production/use for the restocking
period (actually much longer, until conifers reach sufficient
height to allow space for competing vegetation).

Open soil areas can also cause setious erosion and downstreanm
sedimentation problems, when they are located on steep slopes or
unstable s01l types. Additional standards are needed to (1)
contain erodible soil on-sate, (2) prevent scarification of soil
on slopes exceeding 25 percent, (3) prohibit scarification in
areas where there 1s high risk of watershed sediméntation and
{3) hasten the reinvasion of natural vegetation to benefit
wildlife and s¢il conservation.

Page 4-28, Standacd 97:

The text 25 unclear, Must all five criteria be met before uneven
24 age management 15 permitted, or are the criteria intended only
as considerations?

Page 4-29, biversity, Standard 99:

The text is not specific about the method of measuring the five

225; percent of each type to be retained. Is measuremenkt based upon
land area, crown closure, vegetation composition or some other
paraneter?

The five percent retention standard for Stage 2 (shrub/

:!(; seedling/sapling) seral stage appears to be very low. Although
all reqeneration areas would appear to gualify for meeting this
standard, we note that they would not in fact have any shrub
habitat, during the required restocking period.
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The standard for old growth (Stage 4C+) also appears to be very
low. It will allow a large reducticn in habitat, which will
result in significant reductions in the numbers of many old
growth-dependent species.

Page 4-30, Standard 107:

We recommend that the ID Team used for consideration of steep

27 slope tractor logging should include a fishery biologist or
hydrelogist to evaluate the possible effects of the activity
upon the downstream watershed and fishery resources. Particular
care should be taken in areas having unstable scils: or which
are adjacent (immediately upslope) from watersheds inhabited by
threatened or endange¢red aquatic species.

Chapter 5.0, Monitoring and Evaluation Requirements:

In general, we concur with the planned monitoring activities and

28 budgets, as planned. In particular, we support the concept of
monitoring species/habitat gquilds, as indicated in the table on
pages 5-6 and 5-7. We suggest that gullds also be considered to
represent snag/cavity dependent species, oak-—chaparal species
and foothill riparian species. All of these habitats would be
affected by features of the Plan, as drafted.
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$tate of California

The Resources Agency
Memorandum
Te * gGordon ¥. Van Vleck Date : janvary 8, 1987
Secretary for Resources
Attn: Gordon F. Snow
Projects Coordanator
From : Daportment of Fish and Game

Subect- SCH No. 86090801 Sierra National Forest Draft Land and Resource

29

Management Plan and Draft Envaronmental Impact Statement

The Department of Fish and Game {(Department) has reviewed the
Draft Land and Respource Management Plan (Plan) and Draft EI1S, as
1ssued by the U.5. Department of Agriculture, Sierra National
Forest. Herein we have addressed major areas of general agresment
and concern,

We are guided by the California Fish and Game Commission Policy on
National Forests and the Commissien Policy on Land Use Planning to
review, coordinate and provide comment on the consistency of this
and other plans with the Department’s plans, programs and other
responsibilities for the State’s fish and wildlife resources,
While we recognize the diffaculty in developing a plan of thisg
magnitude and the multiple use constraints imposed upon the Sierra
National Forest, we must point out that the Plan, as drafted,
would result in long- and short-term reductions in the State’s
wildlife resources. 1It, therefore, is not generally consistent
with the objectives of the Department.

The Department staff in Region 4 has provided the Sierra National
Forest with suhstantial information and consultation pertaining to
fish and wildlife resources within the Forest which are affected
either beneficially or adversely by the various proposed goals,
prescriptions and activities in this Plan. Recently, thas has
involved meetings with the Forest staff, along with the staffsg of
twe other adjacent forests, the Stanislaus and Sequoia National
Forests. This group consultation has resulted an improved
understanding of the issues and proposed actions and consequently
has resolved many concerns, There remain a number of significant
issues whaich either (1) could not be resolved in the ceonsultation
process or (2) were resolved; however, (due to publication
deadlines} the result could not be documented or addressed in the
Draft Plan as issued. We have addressed both types of the
remaining jissues here, in detail, for the consideration of the
Forest.
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In this comment letter we have addressed specaific issues regardang

E;() the Land and Resource Hanagement Plan. While we have thoroughly
reviewed the accompanying Draft EIS, we have not specifically
referred to sections of that document. Rather, we have
incorporated and considered information from the DEIS in our
attached detailed comments, which we have keyed to the
corresponding sections of the Plan. 1In general, we regard the
DEIS as an adequate disclosure documant.

The attached comprise our comments on the braft Plan and DEIS, as
issuved. We recognize that the Forest has a diffigult job of
alloecating land and resources among competing interests and
activities. We have put a significant effort inte working
cooperatively with the Forest toward solutions to the many 1gsues
and we are encouraged by the progress achieved so far. We intend
to continue that spirit of cooperation in an attempt to achieve
our mutual, as well as our separate objectives, Our staff will he
made available to the Forest, upon reguest, to clarify any aspect
of these comments. Inguiries should bs addressed to Geg
Nokes, Regional Manager, 1234 E. Shaw, Fresno, CA, 93
telephone (209) 222-3761.

Attach.

cc: Harold Cribbs, California Fish and Game Commission

TT - 378 Sierra National Forest



State ot Calidornia Tha Resources Agency

Memorandum

pate : DEC -1 1988

Te . A-38
Gordon F. Snow
Assistant Secretary for Resources
The Regources Agency
1415 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
From 1 Daepartment of Water Resources

Subject gierpa National Forest Management Plan (SCH 86090801)

The Department of Water Resources has reviewed the draft environmental
impact statement (EIS) for the forest land and resource management plan

for the Sierra National Forest. We offer the following comments for your
consideration.

The Department is intereated in the water quality and water supply aspects
:;:l_ of the proposed plan. As indicated on page 8-80 of the EIS, increases

in the basze annual runoff of 2,600,000 acre-feet would range frem 0.3 to

3.3 percent (8,000 te 86,000 acre-feet). Although the range of effects of

the alternative plans is not great, Alternatives C, F, H, and I appear to be

superior te Alternative & from the standpoint of water rescurces management.

The EIS indieates that runoff would vary significantly during a five-decade
study, and it i3 possible that the higher runoff would occur during wet
years and that deareases or small increases would occur dufing dry years.
The reliability of the increased yield would be improved 2f the management
plan included a poliey to coordinate timber harvest, reforestation, fuel
management, and range improvement to maintain the annuzl amount of increased
yileld as nearly constant as posaible. Unless such reliability is assured,
the increased yield may have little value for surface water supply or
hydroelectric energy.

Sediment is the major cause of water quality impairment and, when trapped by
reservoirs, can diminish dependable water suppliss and hydroelectric energy
production., Protection of reservoirs from undue sedimentation should ba a
top priority for watershed management and is a prospective benefit of this
plan that should be oonsidered in the economic analysis of the alternative
forest plans.

On page 3-92, 1n reference to water yield increzse by forest management

32 projects, the EIS states, "If allowed to flow off-site during the dry
aeason, much of this water is donsumed by riparian vegetation.® We believe
this statement should cover the following points: (1) if the flow occurs
during the wet season, it may not be usable and at certain times may have
an accumulative effect on Floodflows and (2} the use of this water by
downatream riparian vegetation is considered a beneficial use by persons
concerned with maintaining wildlife habatat.
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Gordon F. Snow
Page 2
DEC -1 1986

There are discrepancies in the discusaicn of environmental consequences on

E;:; water yield. The paragraph on page 3-8 preceding the tabulation of total
water yield inereases for each alternative states that the figures in the
tabulation are based on data in Table 4.19. Table 4.19, however, includes
information on only two decades. The percentages in the tabulation seem to
be based, instead, on data in the tables entitled "Average Anmual Outputs
During First Five Decades" which are presented in Chapter 2.

In the discussion of Alternmative C on page L4~81, the average annual increase

34 in water yield should be changed from 0.3 te 2.3 percent. Also, in that
same sentence, the Increase at the end of decade 5 should be changed from
9,000 to 41,000 acre-feet,

If you have any quesationa in this regard, please telephone Ken Turner of
our Division of Planning at ATSS U85-7565 or Bob Figuerca of our San Joaquin
pistriect at ATSS H21-5236.
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9¢~ources Building GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN Air Hesourcos Board

1416 Ninth Street GOVERNOR OF Californta Coastal Commission
F Califarnia Tehoe Conssrvancy
95814 CALIFORNIA California Wasie Manzsgement

(916) £45.5658

Baard
TOB (916) 324-0804

Celorads River Board

Enargy Resources Consgrvation
And Development Commission

San Franclisto Bay Consqrvation
and Development Commisaien

State Coastal Gonservancy

State Lands Divisian

Cahfarnia Cormervalion Corps
Dapartmant of Boating and Watanways
Department of Conservation
Department of Fish and Game
Napartment of Foresiry

THE RESOURCES AGENCY OF CALIFORNIA State Rectamation Board
Department of Parks pnd Racraalion
Department of Water Resources SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA s;;:;\:za ¢7 Resources Gontrol

Regional Water Quahity
Control Boards

Mr. Jemes Boynton

U.S. Forest Service

1130 0 Street January 12, 1987
Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Boynton:

The State hes reviewed the Draft Land and Resources Management
Plan and EIS, Sierra National Forest, submitted through the
Office of Planning and Research. Review of this document was
coordinated with the Reclamation Board, State and Regional Water
Beards, and the Departments of Boating and Waterways, Conserva-
tion, Fish and Geme, Forestry, Psrks and Recrestion, Water Re~
sources, Heslth Services, and Transportation.

Attached for your consideration are comments received from the
Departments of Flsh and Game, Forestry, and Water Resources.
These constitute the Statels response regardéding the subject
documents at this time.

Thank you for providing an opportunity to review thils project.

Sincerely,

-7

.
M PR

(S ’ {‘_{,54‘:' ey
Gordon F. &néw, Ph.D
Assistant Secretary for Resources

Attachments (3)

cc: Offlce of Planning and Research
1300 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

(SCH 86090801)
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Itr. 1543 and 1717

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Office of Planning and Research
Department of Fish and Game

RESPONSES:

1. The Forest appreciates comments from the State
Department of Fish and Game As directed by
Congressional act, river management plans will also have to
be completed for the newly designated Merced, South Fork
Merced, Kings, South Fork Kings, and Middle Fork Kings
Rivers. Your developed fisheries management plans for
these designated rivers can be coordmated within future
Forest river management plans, The details can be worked
out at the project level of planning

2. Yes, opportunities exist to repair past damages, Please
see Section 4.0 of the Plan for a description of our intent to
complete annual fishery habitat improvements, Aside from
using project management dollars and fundmng from outside
sources, the Forest identifies habitat improvement projects
included in timber sale packages on a continuous basis with
K-V dollars. Our description of low quality aquatic habitat
has been modified to more clearly describe areas that do
not provide much fish habitat: stream segments that 1) flow
subsurface during dry years, 2) experience high summer
water temperatures from low flows (detrimental to trout),
or 3) are so remote that habitat improvement costs would
be prohibitive

3. Timber harvesting is one of the Forest’s multiple uses.
Adoption of your suggestion would result in little or no
timber cutting, depriving the public of this valuable
commodity. However, substantial areas of mixed conifer
old-growth, will be retained i SOHAs, riparian areas,
retention zones, and wilderness.

Spectes composition will remain unchanged in both the
ponderosa pine and red fir types. However, the mixed
comifer type will change, with less white fir and sugar pine
in the stands. White fir has increased from lack of fire.
White pine blister rust has all but eliminated sugar pine in
the stands. Our regional genetics group is presently
identifying superior, resistant trees to resolve this problem.
A decrease is anticipated in the 4c stage in both the
ponderosa pine and red fir types by the fifth decade because
of the present age of the stands A slight increase in the
mixed conifer type, resulting from intensive treatment,
allows the trees to grow to the 4¢ stage more quickly.

4 Regonal direction and Forest Service policy require
management of sensitive plants and their habitats to prevent
them from becoming federally-listed as threatened or
endangered The Forest 15 durected to provide long-term
protection by developing Species Management Guides until
they are removed from the sensitive plant lists Direction is
not repeated m the Plan. Sensitive plant inventories are
expected to be completed before the next revision of this
document This 1s a continuing process because the
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Regional Forester’s semsitive plant list is periodically
revised.

5. The Plan and final EIS state that habitat should be
managed to maintain or improve present fish and wildlife
populations. No species can be placed in jeopardy.
Therefore, our S&Gs state that all species will be
maintained to at least self-sustaining levels.

6. S&Gs listed in the final EIS and the Plan describe the
protection to be given to riparian areas and streams.
Riparian area protection and streamside management
zones are based on methods described in the Forest Service
Haondbook 2509 22, Sierra Supplement 1. At the project
level, stream class ratings, SMZ widths, and mnimum
ground cover densities are designed to protect the quality
of streams.

7. S&Gs for riparian areas have been modified to better
protect wildlife habitat If grazing adverselymmpacts Willow
flycatcher habitat, protection measures, such as the
regulation of the timing and distribution of grazing, and
structure controls, will be planned and implemented.

8. The "sensitive species” include Willow flycatcher,
Goshawk, and Spotted owl, raptor and some mammals. The
Forest plans to protect Willow flycatcher nests through
implementation of the S&G found in the riparian section of
the Plan. Our strategy for protecting Goshawks and
Spotted owls includes allocating over 20,000 acres of
snitable habitat outside of wilderness. This measure, along
with protecting occupied nest sites, will assure the
continuation of viable populations of all sensitive species.

9. Thank you for your support.

10. The present distribution of snags is uneven Some
timber compartments are below the recommended density,
while others have a snag density exceeding the standard. As
the Plan is implemented, the snag density will be more
evenly distributed. It is anticipated that this change in snag
distribution will maintain the population of primary cavity
nesting birds ncar current levels. Refer to Jack Ward
Thomas’ i itats i

Mountaipns of Oregon and Washington, USDA Forest
Service Ag. Handbook #5353, September 1979,

11. We agree with your comment on assessing snags on a
site by site basis. As projects are planned, districts will be
required to meet the snag standards on a competent level,
Both location, species, and site of snags will be documented
as part of the project planning process. No specific snag
management areas will be included into the Fmnal Plan,
However, snags will be allowed to occur naturally in special
management areas, such as Spotted Owl Habitat Areas
(SOHAS), geological areas, archeobiological sites, etc.

12. S&G 46 in the Draft Plan has been rewritten.
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13. The oak retention standards for critical and noncritical
deer habitat is a balance between meeting the needs of
wildhife and the needs for other uses of the hardwood
resource The ID team feels this balance was reached and
the standards will meet the needs of all oak dependent
species. The Forest will manage oaks in timber sale harvest
units which normally will not exceed 40 acres 1n size.

14. Ripanan S&Gs have been revised to better reference
our use of the FSH 2509.22, Sierra Supplement 1 that
establishes SMZ requirements for Class I, II, and IIX
streams.

15. See our revised S&Gs m the final EIS and Plan that
describe our riparian management commitments and
strategies On a project level basis, our riparian area
protection and SMZ determinations are based on methods
described in FSH 2509.22, Sierra Supplement 1, which takes
into account stream class, side slope corrections, percent of
ground cover, equipment operation, and various other
topics At arecent Forest ID Team meeting, it was decided
to keep a mimmum annual scheduled harvest m the
regulated timber base. The Management emphasis will be
the control of insect and disease and the mamtenence of
riparian dependent resources.

16 Wet meadows will be managed using standards for Class
I streams. The most recent changes made to them include
many of your snggestions

17. Several S&Gs have been added to the riparian section
of the Plan, giving emphasis to reparing, protecting, and
enhancing the riparian ecosystem As problems such as you
describe are 1dentified, they are prioritized and scheduled
for repair, often at considerable permuttee expense.

18 Grazing allotments contain range improvements,
including fences, to control livestock movements and
manage the forage resource. Many improvements have
beenin place for years and identified needed improvements
are funded through Range Betterment Funds on a priority
basis.

19. Decisions to permit increased AUMSs will be based on
forage conditions. Qur records indicate the annual grass
range has improved substantially over the past 30 years and
can readily accommodate additional AUMs,

20. The Forest agrees there is a potential for cattle to
adversely compete with deer prior to mid-January. Grazing
seasons are bemng actively adjusted to comply with State
recommendations

21. Iinormally takes a minimum of ten years for a plantation
to become fully stocked with trees 4 1/2 feet tall. Provided
we were totally successful with our release efforts, browse
would have atleast seven years of growth prior to the harvest
of an adjacent stand.

Sierra Nationa! Forest

22, The Forest intends to follow your recommendation
within selected deer holding and population centers by
managing regeneration areas as openings. Native
vegetation would have at least seven years fo become
established as the trees grow toward 4 1/2 feet.

23. Management practices are generally used that do not
leave open areas that can cause serious erosion and
downstream sedimentation problems. In areas with steep
slopes or unstable soil types, site recommendations
generally are to leave a minimum of 50% effective ground
cover, with possible increase to 70%. Recommendations on
the amount of ground cover to leave are based on research
and knowledge of local soils. As indicated in the Order 3
Soil Survey Report, the erosion hazard drops from lugh to
moderate at about 35% slope. The Forest does not
gencrally scarify a site unless natural regeneration is the
management prescription, and then only if BMPs can be
met and soil productivity maintained. Natural vegetation is
encouraged where it does not compete with seedling
establishment and growth, Restocking sites with natural
tree species immediately after cutting is a priority for
continued protection of the watershed.

24. This S&G has been deleted. Uneven-age management
will be the preferred silvicnltural system on 25,000 acres of
CAS lands

25 The 5% is by land area.

26. The 5% retention standard for Stage 2 seral stage and
oldgrowth are regional minimum requirements. In the
Plan, projections exceed these minimums for shrub and
oldgrowth seral stages in every decade during the 50-year
extended Plan

27. ID teams are developed for each proposed timber sale.
The ID teams are composed of resource specialists
representing the issues and concerns identified for each
project. Ifit is determined that there is a significant concern
for the watershed, a fisheries biologist or hydrologist is
included on the ID team. A fishery biologist or hydrologist
will always be an ID team member when timber sale activity
is proposed in watersheds mhabited by threatened or
endangered aquatic species.

28. Thank you for your support. Your concerns for guilds
should be eliminated by our monitoring effort. The Forest
staff will monitor guilds in mature mixed conifer, meadow
edge, oak woodland, and riparian habitats. The habitats
you mentioned are components of these,

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

29. The Preferred Alternative may not meet all the
objectives of the Department The Plan displays what the
Forest considers to be the best mix of activities, outputs, and
amenity values to benefit the public in the long run.
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30. The Forest appreciates the interest that the CDFG has
shown 1n our planning effort. The staff agrees with a
number of your suggestions and incorporated them into the
final Plan. The Forest will continue o work with the
Regional Manager and his staff to ensure the cooperation
displayed durmng the planning effort continues.

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

31. ¥ the only important consideration of the Plan is water
yield, then Alternative C, F, H and I would be better than
Alternative A This is not the case. Through Alternative A,
the Forest tnes to meet the needs to protect and enhance
all resources.
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32. The statement refers to an increase in water yield and
not an increase in runoff. Your point regarding the value of
water to riparian vegetation is well taken, and a discussion
of the topic 1s included in the final EIS.

33. These corrections in the Appendix have been made.
Percentages were determined from Table 4.19 by the
differences of yield at the end of decade five and the best
year value of 2.6 MM acre/feet.

34. These changes you suggested have been made.

Sierra National Forest



County of
EDECAL

1=

Public Works & Development Services Department

Richard D. W
January 9, 1987 ar elton

Mr. James L. Boynton, Forest Supervisor
Sierra National Forest

1130 "o" Street

Fresno, California 53721

Dear Mr. Boynton:

Subject: Proposed Forest Land and Resource Management Plan -~ Sierra
Natlional Forest

Please include the enclosed December 16, 1986, resolution of the Fresno
County Board of Supervisprs in the recort of public comment For the
proposed Forest Land and Resource Management Plan - Sierra National
Forest. The Board's resolution supporting the proposed Plan (Alternative
"pv) jncreasing annual allowable timber sale guantities from 125 MMBF
{million board feet) to 152 MMBF recognizes the importance of the timber
industry employment ang revenues to Fresno County.

Sincerely,

Carolina Jimahez a, vager

Community Development & Planning Division

1646

Director

CIH:MID:ah
6351052
Enclosure
2220 Tulare Street, Sulte 800, Frasno, Califomla 93721/(209) 488-2992
Equal Empioyment Opportunity — AMrmative Action — Handicap Employer
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File #7006
December 16, 1986
16 Resolution #86-591

BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE COUNTY OF FRESNO
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE MATTER OF THE PROPOSED ) RESOLUTION SUPPORTING
FOREST LAND AND RESOURCE ) INCREASED TIMEER HARVESTS
MANAGEMENT PLAN - SIERRA ) AND INCREASED FUNDING FOR
NATIONAL FOREST ) MANAGEMENT OF SIERRA

) NATIONAL FOREST

WHEREAS, on ODecember 8, and December 16, 1986, the Fresno County

O 0 O~ W s W R e

Boaxd of Supervisors met to discuss the proposed U.S. Forest Service

o
o

Forest Land and Rescurce Management Plan ~- Slerra National Forest; and

WHEREAS, representatives of the U.S. Forest Service summarized the

-
-

12 || market alternative (Alternative "H") and their recommended alternative
13 || (Alternative ™A"); and
14 KHEREAS, public testimony was recelved from building industry and
15 || timber Industry representatives in support of Alternative "a", modified
16 || to allow harvesting of 152-160 MMEF of timber, as allowed under the
19 h present Plan, instead of 125 MMBF as provided for under Plan "A"; and
18 WHEREAS, It is recognized that the timber industry has a major impact
1o I on Fresno County jobs and revenues; and
20 WHEREAS, information considered at the meetings indicated that the
21 Sierra National Forest can be effectively managed to produce 152-160 MMEF
22 without serious impacts on other rescurces, aslthough the Forest Service
og [ has indicated additional funding for their operations msy be necessary
24 | for such production.
1 25 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Fresno County Board of
26 Supervisors hereby requests that the U.S. Forest Service adopt a plan
27 which provides for the yearly harvesting of 152 MMBF of timber, with the
25 remajnder of the Plan to be identical with Alternative "AY; and

CouNTY bF FREMID -1
FRESHGC, TALIFQRNIA

tC 1614 B2
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1 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Fresno County Boara of Supervisors
supports increasea funding of the U.S. Forest Service budget so that the
Sierra National Forest can be managed more effectively ano efficiently.

THE FOREGOING was passed and adopted by the following vote of the Board of
Supervisors of the County of Fresno this l6th day of December, 1986, to-wit:

AYES: BSupervisors Andreen, Conrad, Bamacher, Koligian

ROES: None

ABSENT: Supervisor Levy

W o ~N B o s W N

CHAIRMAN, Board of Supervisors

10
11 || ArTEST:

12 | SHARI GREENWOOD CLERK,
Board of Supervisors

13
14 % M
By ./ rrﬁuwood 2
15 —Peputy—
16
17
18
18
20
21 STATE OF CAUFORNIA, )
COUNTY OF FIESND  }
20 1, 3RAN QNEEMWOOD, Clark o the boned of Suparmon of
said County and Sute, de horsby carily the lorepeing te e
a tll, wea aad wnes sy of e srigiaal thassel on file in
23 my oftfics (
Witness hand emd 31
24 Seol b enid Roaed, ia G 2Lr. depetadiisCo 054
o5 - Boord of Suporviers
”e !:trLLu(cﬂm
26 | File #7006 ——

27 Agenda #16

28 Resolution #86-591

County of Fresno
#rosne, Cailinime

FC-15 (4/82)
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Itr. 1646

FRESNO COUNTY
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING
DIVISION

RESPONSE:

1 Your preference for ncreasing the ASQ to 152MM was
considered during our final analysis. There are trade-offs
between the higher levels of timber production in
Alternatives C and H and the Preferred Alternative. These
trade-offs include effects on fish, wildlife, soils, water,
riparian zones, visual and recreational resources, local
employment and local government finances. All of these
are described in the EIS and were considered in our
analysis

Your letter and many others stated that current levels of
harvest are too low, and if the ASQ was not rased to
approximately 152 MMBF, the revenues and employment
in Fresno County would decline

Other respondents gave diverse reasons why the ASQ under

the Preferred Alternative was too high, They claim the
budget needed to produce this level of harvest is

7T - 388

unrealistically high, and gives an undesirable subsidy to the
timber industry because revenues would not cover costs to
the government. There were strong objections to using
pesticides, clearcutting and harvesting timber on marginal
timber land They point out the potential adverse effects of
timber harvest on resources such as Soils, Watershed,
Wildlfe habitat, and Riparian zones. They request more
Iand be assigned to resources other than timber production.
Timber industry advocates claim the amount in the
Preferred Alternative is insufficient to support mill
operations at levels Iike those favorable to conditions
experienced in 1986, 1987, and 1988. Should favorable
market conditions continue for an extended period, uncut
timber under contract will continue to decline and this will
lead to increased competition and prices.

The views on ASQ are divergent Some argue for jobs,
families, and businesses, while others argue for soil, fish,
wildlife, riparian zone, and visual quality. Our
responsibility is to weigh all values and needs and select an
ASQ that provides a balance between maximizing timber
production on lands capable and suitable for growing
timber and protecting other values and resources. The
Forest has confidence the final ASQ meets this balance.

Sierra National Forest
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215 Fremont Stieet
San Francisco, Ca 94105

zane G. Smith, Jr.
Regional Porester
Pacific Southwest Region
USDA, Forest Service

630 Sansome Street

San Francisco, CA 94111

Dear Mr., Smith:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act, the Envirommental Protection Agency (EPA)} has reviewed
the Praft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) titled SIERRA
NATIONAL FOREST LAND AND RESQOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN, MARIPOSA,
MADERA AND FRESNO COUNTIES, CALIFDRNIA. We have the enclosed
comments regarding this DEIS.

We have classified this DEIS as Category EC-2, Environmental
Concerns - Insufficient Information (see attached "“Summary of
Rating Definitions and Follow-Up Action")., This DEIS is rated
EC-2 because projected Forest activities may result in degrada-
tion of riparian areas, water gquality and beneficial uses. Fur-
ther discussion is needed on how conflicts between proposed
activities and protection of the Forest's resources will be
resoived, A summary of EPA's comments and classification will
be published in the Federal Register,

We appreciate the copportunity to review this DEIS. Please
send 2 copies of the Final Environmental Impact Statement {FEIS)
to this office at the same time it 1s officially “fled with our
washington, D.C. office. If you have any guestions, -lease con-
tact David Powers, Pederal Activities Branch, at {415) 974-8193
or FTS 454-8193.

Sincerely yours,

/!
"x,(lb(/@) {{) : Lé(im;ﬁ[ L

Charles W. Murray. Jr.
Assistant Regional Adminjistrator
for Policy and Managemént

Enclogure (5 paqes)

1866

Sierra National Forest
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Water Quality Comments:

1. The DEIS and Forest Plan indicate that the BRest Management
Practices (BMPs) listed in the Forest Service Handbook and
Appendix E of the Forest Plan are the means for protecting
water guality in the Sierra Natiocnal Forest. The 1981
Management Agency Agreement hetween the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) and the Forest Service certified that
the BMPs developed in the §208 Plan would constitute sound
water guality management and that implementation of these
practices would constitute compliance with substantive and
procedural requirements of state water pollution control
law as mandated by §313 of P.L. 95-217. It should he
noted, however, that implementation of BMPs does not c¢onsti-
tute compliance with water gquality standards per se. 1In
the event that a Forest project, undertaken with or without
appropriate BMPs, creates a water gquality prohlem or causes
a standards violation, the State and Regional Boards retain
the authority to carry out their responsibilities for man-
agement of environmental guality.

2. The Watershed Improvement Needs (WIM) list on page 3~91 of
the DEIS identifies the 10 most important water gquality
problem sites incluiding the site locations and number of
acres affected. The WIN list should he expanded to include
the remaining 48 sites which have watershed problems. The
list should also show how restoration priorities and target
deadlines would differ under the various alternatives.

3. The FEIS should address compllance with the California
Antidegradation Poliey. This policy states that "where the
existing quality of the water is better than the standards
set, that such existing high guality will be maintained
until it has been demonstrated to the State that any change
will be consistent with maximum benefit to the people of
the State, will not unreasonably affect present and anti-
cipated beneficial uses of such water and will not result
in water quality less than that prescribed in the policies.”
This poliey is reiterated in Federal regulations (40 CFR
131.13(a.2)). The PRIS should evaluate the projected
degradation of water guality due to cumulative watershed
impacts from prescribed burning, firewocd gathering, new
road and trail construcktion, grazing, mineral extraction,
dam construction/operation and recreation, in terms of the
Antidegradation Policy.

7T -390
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conjunction with several other factors "allow an infinite
number of hydrocelectric developments teo exist." Hydropower
development may conflict with other Foresk resources,
Hydropower projects alone or in combination with other
hydropower projects may have a detrimental esffect on riparian
areasg and riparian dependent uses such as cold water fisher—-
ies. As the DEIS (p. 3-54) states, “"Ripavian areas protect
water gquality by f£iltering sediment and providing vegetation
for streambank stability..."™ and "...are among the most
important wildlife habitats on the Forest." Hydropower
projects may also cause changes in temperature, dissolved
oxygen, and instream flows, changing existing beneficial
uses. The FEIS should discuss the regulatory process for
justifying changes in beneficial uses. 1In additien, the
FEIS should describe the process that the Porest Service
will use to insure that Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
recommended mitigation for projects will be adeguate to
protect water quality and beneficial uses.

‘1 4. Page 3-106 of the NEIS states that the Forest's resources in

5. The Forest Plan {p. 4-36) states that "For an Environmental
5; Assessment, cumulative effects for more than one project
are to he addressed in the drainage in which they occur,
starting from the last point on the stream where any impacts
may cease or are not evident and include all the area above
it in the major drainage." Although EPA commends the objec—
tive of this Standard and Guideline (S8%G), it may not he
sufficient to assess the cumulative impachks to water quality
and heneficial uses resulting from hydropower development.
For example, the loss of spawning habitat may occur below
hydropower projects because diversion structures impede the
transport of spawning gravels. Another problem with this
8&G is that it may fail to ascess impacts which do not seem
evident on a given reach but which are significant when
added to the incremental i1mpacts occuring over the entire
watershed. EPA recommends that hydronower Environmental
Assessments (EAs) consider the potential impacts both above
and below project sites. We believe that the scope of
cumulative effects EAs should be watershed or hasin-~wide.

6. Page 3~107 of the DEIS states that mitigation for hydropower
(; projects may consist of "replacement of a different resource
to atfect several types of resource losses, Some resource
logses can never be fully mitigated..." This may result in
exchanges of cold water fishery hahitat for lake fishery hab-
itat, constituting changes in existing heneficial uses and
the nossible lowering of standards for turbidity, temperature
and dissolved oxygen in otherwise high gquality waters. In
such cases the Antidegradation Policy applies and requires
an antidegradation analysis to support the lowering of
standards and the changing of beneficial uses.

Sierra National Forest 7T -391
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7. EPA commends the S&G which will "seek flows and habitat more
7 Eavorable to fish and wildlife" during the relicensing of
hydropower projects where chvious degradation has occurred
{Forest Plan p. 4-23). The estimated 215,300 visitor days
spent on cold water fishing in 1983 (Forest Plan p, 3-7)
indicate the importance of creating additional fishing oppor-
tunities within the Forest.

conslderation in riparian zones to fish, wildlyife, and
water quality”™ (Forest Plan p. 4-25). We recommend the

use of cold water fish and benthos as the primary indicators
of riparian and watershed health. Pages 5-4 and 5-5 of the
Forest Plan show a monitoring plan for population trends of
resident rainbow trout which will use a 20% reduction 1in
base population to indicate that further management action is
required. The FEIS should descrihbe whether the reduction
will be based on a forest-wide, watershed or stream reach
basias and whether the 20% reduction "standard” is acceptable
to the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG}. Will
monitering be coordinated with CDFG?

z; 8. EPA commends the S&G which will "give primary management

sampling analyses to determine changes in water quality
{Forest Plan p. 5~9). The FEIS should indicate the per-
centage of projects which will be monitored in this way.

S) 9. BMP assessment will include wvisual observations and random

Alternative there will be a moderate increase in the need

for additional community services. The FEIS should define
what is meant by moderate and discuss planned additions to
existing sewer and water facilities.

:l() 10, Page 4-3 of the DEIS indicates that under the Preferred

1l. Although the Forest Plan (p. 4-29) Indicates that secondary
:l;l_ utilization of timbering byproducts will be the preferred
method of disposal, it may not preclude the necessity for
on-site disposal. The FEIS should discuss provisions which
will prevent slash, fuels and other timbering byproducts
from entering waterways if on-site disposal is required.

12. The 3ierra National Forest predicates 1ts timber yield and

:l;z yield production costs on the seléction of the Preferred
Alternative of the 1983 Vegetation Management for Reforesta-
tion DEIS (DEIS p. 2-30). The types of herbicides proposed
for use in the Eldorade National Forest and the numbex of
acres on which those herhicides will be used annually should
be discussed in the FEIS, In addition, the FEIS should dis-
cuss the process for developing environmental documents such
as cumulative impact analyses of herbicide projects and site-
specific environmental assessments. This discussion should
include the processes for public notification, comment and
appeal. Finally, the FEIS needs to digcuss 84Gs for the
nrotection of municipal water supply watersheds.

7T -392 Sierra National Forest
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13. Page 3-56 of the DEIS indicates that 5% of the available
primary range is in poor quality. The FEIS should indicate
the amount ¢of secondary range in poor candition or in a
downward trend, The locations targeted for range improvement
activities and the target dates for completion of those
activities should alsoc be included in the FEIS.

14. The NEIS indicates that the use of vegetation type caonversions
for grazing will increase under the Preferred Alternative.
The FEIS should discugss how the shift to transitional range
may increase conflicts with wildlife and increase impacts on
upland and ephemeral stream channels,

Air Quality Comments:

EPA commends the explanation of aivr quality problems in the For-
est as well as the description of expected increases in sources
of pollution, Howevexr, the DEIS fails to address expected atir
quality deterioration for the alternatives considered. The FEIS
should discuss mitigation, including detailed measures to
minimize air quality degradation from burning activities, road
dust and vehicle emmissions. The FEIS should specifically
address protection of air quality in Class I Wilderness areas.

Sierra National Forest
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