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How to Use Appendix K 

To determine who made a specific comment - for 
instance the comment from Letter 1409 on page 108 of this 
appendix. Use the first list, List of Commenters by Letter 
Number. 

To locate comments by the writer’s name - Use the 
second list, Alphabetical List of Commenters, to find the 
writer’s name, letter number and issue codes assigned to 
that letter. Use the Table of Contents to find the page 
number of the issue code. Then scan that topic group for 
the letter number. 

EISAPPENDIX K 



Table of Contents 

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  i 

List of Commenters by Letter Number . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  i i i  

Alphabetical List of Commenters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  xvit 

C0mment.s and Responses by Issues 

l3iodivcrsit,y . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I 
Vegrtat,ion Manipiila,tiori . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1‘) 
Syc i ; i I  Marragcrncnt Aroa . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1’) 
OfT.l.oad Velricles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ( i I  
R d c o r , k a d r d  ~ V i ) o d p i ~ k r r  Managerncrrl . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  XO 
lni,tyyatcd Pest hlanagernrd . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  91 
R.o;ds a,nd Trails . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1110 
(:orriniiitiity Sta.hi1it.y . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  l i 2  
\ViliIlilr arid l:ishcrics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 ’,7 
I ~ i ~ c i w t i m  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1111 
I ~ P I O I I ~ C P  Sitstainability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.X 
hl ix  of C:i)ods ;rrid S t ~ r i ~ t c i ~ s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  l i 3  
Pki trr~ing/l’l i~~~/I:IS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 i!, 
Mittrmls . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  102 
1,il~IldS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1’): 
PI ilri S 1,artd ards arid G I iidt.1 i tit’s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 OT 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

131s A ppendiccs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  207 
I’la it A p p  cit dices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 18 
Othr:1 Colllnlenls . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Letters from FederaI/State Agencies and Elected Officials . . . . . . . . . . .  .,.<I .,, 



INTRODUCTION 

This appendix presents comrnents ~ froin the: public, privalr industry. a r i d  governments - t h a l .  a . 1 ~ 3  

related to the Forest,’s draft versions {if the Rrvisrd Plan ai111 Errviranrric.iita1 Irnpacl St,aterllcril,. 

The  Draft Environmenta.1 Inipart St,aterricrit for tlie Revised Land a,nd ILesoiirce Mariagcrnerit Plaii 
(DEIS) and the draft Revised Land a,iid Resource Maria,geinerit Plan (Ilra,ft R.evised Plan) were 
filed with the Environmental Protection .4gency during Sepl.cmher 1994. I’rihlir riotifica,tiori of tha 
availability of the DEIS a.nd Pla,ri was rria,cl<, during t,lic sa,inr’ wcck a,nd t,liroiigli ina,ss i n t d i a ;  Irgal 
notices, and personal contacis. Based on t l i cw  rio1,ificatiims. tlir public w a s  irivit,erl t u  ro i r i incnt~ oii 

these docun i rn l s  t,liroiigh Decerribcr 15; l!l!M. 

The Council oii Erivironmental Qiia,lit,y ((IEQ) regulatioris for irriplcmerLtiiig the National Erivirriri- 
merihl Policy Art  of 1969 ( N E P A )  a,rc located in 40 CFR 1500-1508.2H. Sertiim 1503.4 proviilcs 
tha,t “Al l  substantive comrncnls rcceivd on t,hc rlra,ft statvriicnt (or siitriiiiarics thereof where l,lii, 
respunse has lieen exceptiorially vdiiiniirous). sliiirild l i t> ;i,tt,aclitd to t.lir t i r i a l  statriiient ...“ 

We used a, variety of methods i n  hririging these d~icumrr i t~s lo t lie attriitiorr of interested Iiersorih. 
The nicthods included distrihnl.ion 0 1  prihlished dociimr:rit,s~ nmw releases, piiblir rricetiugs., opeii 
honses, and roritacts with organizations, coop tmlo r s ,  lora,l  govcrnrneiit, bodies: a,rid Forest Servi(.r 
erriployces. Table 11-1 in Apprr id ix  ‘-1 coiitains ;I, list (if tlic. piihlic ineetiiigs a i i d  open Iioii. 

diiriiig tlrc revision effort. 

Two Iiundred copies of the DElS, DEIS Siirr i imry, DEIS Map Parhgc .  1 )FX lippendix I), arid 
the Ihalt, l’lan were rriailed to  key organizat,ioiis, ageni.im. aud individuals. A n  additional :300 
copies of the DEIS Siiinrnary wcw rriailcd t u  individuals. (’opies of 3.11 doriirncnls were avail ;hle at ,  

the  Ihrcst Supervisor’s Ofire.  H:a,ngrr I)ist,rirl Ofiices, aiid I,ht, libra,rics listed i n  the talilcs on t,lir, 
following p g c .  

The deadline for cornments oil these draft ~lociirricnt,~ was I)ecernbrr 15, 1994. The Siipc!rvisor.s 
Office received 1,836 letters postnmrked liy this date. Lettrrs posbriiarked after the dea,dlinr wrrii 
reviewed, b u t  riot forrrially acknowledgcd or iricluded i n  thc  l?ElS. A11 Iet,trrs of romniciit to 1,111: 
DEIS arid Dmft Ileviscd Plan arr ava.ilahle for review a t  t l i i ,  Siiptmkiir’s Office, Liifkin. Trxas. 

The lett,ers were logged int,o an ORACLE data,  base a n d  t l i cn  s r i i t  to a (~orrirricnt Analysis Team 
Tlie Comment Analysis Tea.rn read the l r l ters  i l l  their rrit,irety. The differrnt cornrncvts wcrv 
assigned ari issue code. After a11 coirirncnt,s i n  a letter wrr(* a.ssigned i s s i i e  codes, tlic coniirient WAS 

entered into tlie data, base. They \vew then lorwa,rderl t o  I h e ’  a,pproyria.tr Planiring IIIT inriribcrs 
for response. 

I n  h r t  11, letters sigiied by  rqxcseiitativrs of Slate or  I.‘rileraI Agencies or elected (ifficials an: 
reproduced. The reproduction of tlicse lett,ers is i r i  coniplimre with rcqiiirerrients of NEPA [3% 
IJSC 4321 (note)], section 102. Tlic A r t  reqiiircs that  .‘copies of... tlic rorniiients and views of 
the appropriate Federal, State, arid loml ageiicies, wtiii.li a,re authorized to devrlop m i l  cnfurcr. 
eiivirorirnental standards, shall h e .  made a,vailable t o  the P r~s idcn t ,  tlir Connril o r 1  Eriviroiinieriti 
Quality, and to  the  public..,'^. 
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The Forest Service Environmental Policy and Procedures Handbook (FSH 1909.15), Section 24.1, 
number 3, provides tha t  “As a minimum, include in an appendix of a final EIS copies of all comments 
received on the draft EIS from Federal, State,  and local agencies and elected officials”. Comments 
from these letters are included wjth all other comments In Part I1 

LIBRARIES WITH COPIES OF DOCUMENTS 

- 

LOCATION 

Alvord 
Austin 

Beaumont 
Bonham 
Carthage 
Chico 
Cleveland 
College Station 

Conroe 
Crockett 
Dallas 

Decatur 
Denton 
Diboll 
Hemphill 
Honey Grove 
Houston 

Huntsville 

Jasper 
Ladonia 
Lufitn 

Montgomery 
Nacogdoches 

Pineland 
Prairie View 
The Woodlands 
WllllS 
Woodville 

LIBRARY NAME 

Alvord Public Library 
National Arcbives/Records Admnistration, Lyndon B 

Library & Museum 
University of Texas Libraries 
Lamar University, Mary & Jon Gray Library 
Bonham Public Library 
Panola Junior College, M P Barker Library 
Chico Public Library 
Austin Memorial Library 
Texas A&M University, Sterling C 
Texas Forest Service Library, Texas A&M University 
Montgomery County Library 
Crockett Publlc Library 
Dallas Public Library 
Southern Methodist University, Central Umversity Libraries 
Decatur Public Library 
Denton Public Library 
T L L 
J R Huffman Public Library 
Honey Grove Public Library 
Houston Public Library 
Rice University, Fondren Library 
University of Houston, M D 
Sam Houston State University, Newton Gresham Library 
Huntsville Public Library 
Jasper Public Library 
Ladonia Public Library 
Angelina College Library 
Kurth Memorial Library 
West Branch Libraiy 
Nacogdoches Public Library 
Stephen F 
Arthur Temple Sr Memorial Library 
Prairie View A&M University, W R 
South Regional Library 
Willis Public Library 
Allan Shivers Library 

Johnson 

Evans Library 

Temple Memorial Library 

Anderson Memorial Library 

Austin State University Library 

Banks Library 
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488 Edward A. Montn. 
489 LetiuaL Anderson 
490 DonGnffin 
491 Larry L. Hutrhienn 
492 Vvginia Anderson 
493 Ann RIchey 
494 Judy LBdd 
495 G. Stephen Herdrng 
496 ChriathleLsm 
497 MehssaFteaux 
498 J-e Jacohsen 
499 J&e S t q e n  
5 W  Jemufer Meudel 
501 BelaShah 
502 Forrest Arnold 
503 Bdl Wiener, Jr. 
504 DonaldM J o b n . S r  
505 GreggoryK Smith 
506 Walter Johnson 
501 L W. Slwgle 
508 MarkA.Parker 
509 MchealE Cdoway 
510 Laurie Riddle 
511 Gwen Wood 
512 MaryRIcbards 
513 KathrynL McQ& 
514 MIchaelS Logan 
515 Ed&e N. McGuffin 
516 Verb Strond 
511 Kristin Hohbe 
518 Larry Cheatham 
519 M m o  Anzsloro 
520 Jeff Hutton 
521 k A  Richardson 
522 Je&y Scott Wllson 

Hunter P. Harris Jr. MD 
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523 
524 
525 
526 
527 
528 
529 
530 
531 
532 
533 
534 
535 
536 
537 
538 
539 
540 
541 
542 
543 
544 
545 
546 
547 
548 
549 
550 
551 
552 
553 
554 
555 
556 
557 
558 
559 
560 
561 
562 
563 
564 
565 
566 
567 
568 
569 
570 
571 
572 
573 
574 
575 
576 
577 
578 
579 
580 
581 
582 
583 
584 
585 
586 
587 
588 
589 

Vvguua L Courtney 
JuneC Stacey 
Lyle G Seaver 
Carol Weaver 
Ehzaheth Ward 
Donna J Burrows 
Peggy S m t h  
W G.Sdunidt 

Aona RoseWagner 
Melanie Straton 
Dons B Barr 
Celia Morgan 
Bubbie Barber 
Douglas E. War 
F. H. Walters 
No- P Gregss 
Michael J. Riehards 
Jonathan A Pierce 
Cyntha Ann Schulte 
Pauhne Rank 
Dorothy J Reynolds 
Joan Newman 
Mary Lee S u p u l ~ r  
Lou Baggett 
Dorothy M Leshe 
Boruta Bomnan 
Emma Ray Wdhems 
A D Nordhem 
B. A Oldlield 
Lon M u l l  
Hampton Jones 
DonE Lukehart 
James A Smith, Jr. 
Dallas Wiute 
Pat Brothers 
S. M. Gardner 
He,& M Davis 
Davjd F. Fox 
Bedry S d " n  
Amy Fiundel 
Elizabeth Ferbert 
Ronald L Schboenewolf 
JaoleeE Catt 
Waldo W. Townley 
Lnoano 0 Owedo 

.Dan Bennett 
JohnM N o r d p n  
Scott K Andereon 
Betty B. Tests 
Janet Kepner 
R P Gellento 
BarbaraA Dell 
RoaalynS Forster 
E laneH Meas 
DarleneM Poppa 
Sharon Heldenhrand 
Shrley Mondshme 
Mary Glover 
Isabella Quoyeser 
Bonnie B d e y  
C Jane Thompson 
John L Tveten 
Rank D. Hanluns 
Kenneth & Louse Martin 
F R Brotzen 
WdhamE Faucett 

Ray conley 
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590 JameaM Gerson 
591 ShamnMder 
592 RewaldMdk  
593 Helen J Bmne 
594 susanchnstmas 
595 Larry Md~ael  Hall 
596 TaraF-er 
597 Jemfer Fergumn 
598 BeqarmnL Loden 
5% R L Booth 
600 James Roberts 
601 MelarueConaway 
602 Marvln J Sebastian 
603 RohertMartin 
604 ChudrBach 
605 Wdham Marus 
606 h c e  Butler 
607 RoseIo-one 
608 A n n E  Hi& 
609 ChmtlanV w o m  
610 Edm A Booth 
611 GeorgeMulhkin 
612 Adrienne Vecduo 
613 ILchsrd Goldfarb 
614 David G. Duff 
615 FlayYoung 
616 JamesE Ohman 
617 Tim Maher 
618 Bobby Wilson 
619 Mrs. B d w  Meamity . -  
620 D 0 ? 
621 John W. OaLley 
622 RuthA Jameson 
623 Margaret Footit 
624 M I W  E. Footit 
625 Stephen Seherer 
626 Robert W Hdl 
627 GordonW Smith 
628 James W h n  
629 Peggy Willunson 
630 RobertFrends 
631 Marybelle Cooper 
632 EhzahethCroea 
g33 JeffreyC Hoyt 
634 NancyLandau 
635 MehssaMay 
636 W.C Reddmg 
637 DonaldM Gray 
638 V&yRoROaahr 
639 Jeremy Vicars 
640 RieCongeho 
641 LelandS Day, Jr 
642 Joel West 
643 Lomecamphell 
644 Jon Wilson 
645 UyenLe 
646 Marianne Armstrong 
647 RebeccaBmoughs 
648 HenryPedr 
649 Paulette L Cleveland 
650 Jay Kopyunslu 
651 Jack E h d  
652 Flay Gdet t  
653 T m M o d r  
654 Barbara Deapres 
655 RobertPeRY 
656 ILldLardM ILce 
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657 Leeswords 
658 RalphG Blakesley 
659 Jmce Pratt 
660 DonaldR Fhdder Jr 
661 GregoryM Knopp 
662 P e w  E Lindsey 
663 RoweCarroll 
664 J Chns Quoyeaer 
665 MkDenson 
666 Raymond Rowlett 
667 DebbBe MueUer 
668 CdvinR Blddey 
669 LynnB Zeigler 
670 Darlene Mdler 
671 John B a r d  
672 Jean McChntic 
673 DonTeter 
674 Co-eF Blddey 
675 LmdaHouse 
676 Mm R 8. Wlllman 
677 Ehmheth Hansen Crouch 
678 Ed Kottwitz 
679 BettyM S m t h  
680 CarolEdwards 
681 PamWallier 
682 Pstnua Glover 
683 Thomas C. D Pa010 
684 Don W. Day 
685 MmDa Fmestone 
686 A V . E m o t t  
687 J&aT DIU 
688 AnnePe-n 
689 J M.Berchey 
690 StephenMller 
691 Avis M. Bnster 
692 K e m t  Kippen 
693 Nancy B d  
694 ClarkTerrell 
695 Mary Kathryn M Clay 
696 DianeL Fodrey 
697 CarolM Leonardon 
698 P d K  Moes 
699 Jane E. Mace 
7 W  RoddBladrehear 
701 Patnua Lyon 
702 Kathryn Gruetmmder 
703 Roga Breedlove 
704 Rodney K Crow 
705 Kenneth Hawluns 
706 G u a d d u p  Chavez 
707 LindsK Hurley, PhD 
708 WynnA Wilson 
709 Glenda Goehrs 
710 Cathy J. LaFountam 
711 John A Whittle 
712 Joyce Hope Jarmon 
713 LanceHoret 
714 Katherine fitehen 
715 L G Bland 
716 F F. Wllhngham 
717 BrranSnuth 
718 Terem Brueggen 
719 LanaEdwards 
720 D a o S  Culver 
721 Mary Ahce MehatTy 
722 Donna Piemy 
723 Mdmel Begley 
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724 
725 
726 
727 
728 
729 
730 
731 
732 
733 
734 
735 
736 
737 
738 
739 
740 
741 
742 
743 
744 
745 
746 
747 
748 
749 
750 
751 
752 
753 
754 
755 
756 
7s7 
758 
759 
760 
761 
762 
763 
764 
765 
766 
767 
760 
769 
770 
771 
712 
713 
774 
775 
776 
777 
778 
779 
780 
781 
782 

Cyntha Jacob Dunigan 
Stacy Wllhsma 
Mary Sue W d ~ a m s  
Kmby Wilhams 
Kevm Willan- 
Jim Klvlsanotl 
Anne Stafford 
Mikes D w g a n  
James E Day 
Joaqum B Gonzdez 
Josephine Brig@ 
JoanG GambiU 
Alene Wnght 
Bilhe Clary 
PeterA Bernard 
Claud P W D ~  
B K Sch& 
FhLchard€Ilu” 
m e  coke 

Cyntha Grady 
&chard Westn 
C o m e  Meredith 
Mary W Tigner 
Geri Roes 
JudyA Morris 
Nyd Walker 
Loluse Dame 
O n a G  Balrer 
Thomas M. Flowers 
SandraB Rapoport 
M CemilleVsrd~man 
Beth Street 
Wendy w**a 
Peggy Rozeu 
Tom M e s  
Katharyn D. Reiser 
Cyntha Nimmons 
J-phD Chodrow 
Pat Weems 
David L Waters 
Stephanie Wise 
Robert Stewart 
N i t s  J Gokey 
Barbara VoUweiler 
PatnckT Burke 
ChesterF B e n y U  
Robert Demaree 
Matthew Jay Tdva 
ErrolR Oguzhan 
Robert Pamarella, M D 
Rosemary Bruner 
Lawrence M Bddauf 
P a u l J  Gregor 
BryenL Crouch 
Paul C. Johnson 
bbella Bierring 
Jamea L. Knight 
Michele Rocky 

Carol V d q o  

783 Mar~ane De&ont 
784 F t d R  Klune Jr 
785 Margaret A Gllhert 
786 Lmda Bertheleen 
787 Katie Best Butler 
7 m  R . L  Clauesen 
789 B J. G&in 
790 Margaret W. M. Hansen 
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791 
792 
793 
794 
795 
796 
797 
798 
799 
800 
801 
802 
803 
804 
805 
806 
807 
808 
809 
810 
811 
812 
813 
814 
815 
816 
817 
818 
819 
820 
821 
822 
823 
824 
825 
826 
827 
828 
829 
830 
831 
832 
833 
834 
835 
836 
837 
838 
839 
840 
841 
842 
843 
844 
845 
846 
847 
848 
849 
850 
851 
852 
853 
854 
855 
856 
857 

Annalynn c. cor 
Michael Strong 
Carolyn Goldman 
T. Lunstroth 
RobA h g e l  
cam1 or- 
Robbie Norman 
John M. Graves 
Mlch€+sl Redman 
Wes Satterlee 
%chard O r e b  
JosepbG Coram 
Andrew J Page 
m e  wolf 
B N ~  W. MI& 
Sean de Vega 
Larry PeltY 
Susan7 
Sean D. Gram 
David 0. Ad- 
Mlchsel RatcbIT 
Dawn Russell 
Pat H d p o u r  
Jane M e w ,  0 P 
Sr Mary Magdalen Ha 
Kathy h e m a n  
Diane Simmons 
Red&& B Thawley 
Dnuree Yavone Cable 
Do- Wlutsett 
JeRery K. Holderfield 
slip ward 
Paula h b r o s y  
K Chaney 
Amy b3r-a 
M. Cnstiaa Dlaz 
Greg T u r e t d y  
W d h h a  Marquart 
Abe Roystu 
Allan Muenzler 
Cynthia G m n  
GlenoD Fisselw 
Cberyl D. W h t e  
W t o n  R. Hughs 
J R Woodward 

Marc Finley 
David Goee 
Judith Cor Maths  

WPU & Jan R i ~ r  
Mary Ruth Craven 
J R Kyle 
Debra Gholeon 
K m n  J Hirsch 
WilhsmE Slvba 
Patrids Wise 
Bert Goldmg 
Ruth Heino 
I. Sandra E M  

Kurt Malmquiat II 
Ann Merqusrt 
Ehzabeth Nederman 
C h c e  W DonneUy 
Margaret Park- 
Bob P W p s  

~n noang 

S d Y  King 

ChnS &elsenhNdl 

858 
859 
860 
861 
862 
863 
864 
865 
866 
867 
868 
869 
870 
871 
872 
873 
874 
875 
876 
877 
878 
879 
880 
881 
882 
863 
884 
885 
886 
887 
888 
889 
8go 
891 
892 
893 
894 
895 
896 
897 
898 
899 
900 
901 
902 
903 
904 
905 
906 
907 
908 
909 
910 
911 
912 
913 
914 
915 
916 
917 
918 
919 
920 
921 
922 
923 
924 

RichardC Dutch 
B A Thurston 
Mrs D L Whitney 
Marvln Noble. M.D 
Ed&e Jean Kkedeman 
D. K WaUer 
Mm Robert E. Martm 
Tho- Wilson 
Sandra J. PfaRenberger 
Elaine Colwell 
James W CoSfey 
&ta J Lo- 
Bonita Walker 
Juh-eS G m e n w d d  
WdterM E w o s k r  
Patnda Ann Lyons 
Scott Towns 
Dolo- A Allen 
Mchelle LaRose 
Bonrue Stech 
RichardG Stanley 
Janet Debdder 
Mitch DeRidder 
Barbara D w e a  
JaneE Dodge 
Ehzsbeth Martm 
Cheryl Bomner 
Mayan Rerubert 
James C Hosluns II 
Ed Keely 
Earl Fwber 
John Holhnphedd 
LetIda Resales 
B N C ~  Keenan 
Donald Pumton 
EarlA Labuga 
Peter D Kennedy 
J o b  W. Bu&nan 
CoUenR Lamos 
T- Knight 
Bette LISlng 
R ClaytonMcKee 
canella WlllmnB 
Irving Greenbaum 
JamesT Ivy 
D Rutowsky 
David Crabb 
Stscey Harrell 
Marcy M. "tom 
JeMlfer A. Bowers 
Carole Plumb 
Slurley Eller 
Patnds Cauthen 
I L  Larter 
Susan Crabtree 
J. David &ea 
Mary Ellen Tho- 
Daruelle P. Huddle 
Mary Pedro= 
Kenneth G. Weir 
Lmus Louis 
Louis A Biles, Jr. 
Jexwny Sbeffidd 
Karen Gregory 
Ernest Bailey 
Shelley L. Green= 
Steve smary 
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925 
926 
927 
928 
929 
930 
931 
932 
933 
934 
935 
936 
937 
938 
939 
940 
941 
942 
943 
944 
945 
946 
947 
948 
949 
950 
951 
952 
953 
954 
955 
956 
957 
958 
959 
960 
961 
962 
963 
964 
965 
966 
967 
968 
969 
970 
971 
972 
973 
974 
975 
976 
977 
978 
979 
980 
981 
982 
983 
984 
986 
986 
987 
988 
989 
990 
991 

B o m e  Howe 
Ehzaheth Weston 
ChenH Urban 
RexL Bavousett 
Rehard Bryarly, Jr. 
J A a M  Bednar 
Kevin Johnson 
David Marsh 
D. Levi 
Juan Na- 
Bettye Gardner 
Paulette L Cleveland 
BettyB Kmhy 
Bedur Abbassl 
Bob Dale 
Mychele Lord 
JudithD Cresay 
Johathan R o m  
N i b  Trehan 
Walter W h s  
J m e  P. Smith 
Michael Strong 
Mark School 
Cathenne Curby 
Ola B. H n ~ n p h e s  
M m a  C. re hard^ 
Beverly McLaugbhn 
Luean Anthony 
Georjean Sherrifl 
Pat Talley 
Lmda MmiU 
Ginny Gilbreath-Fieni 
Aubrey R McKmney 
KennethP Beard 
Tmothy K. Perttula 
Dan Sell 
John Head 
Chris Elwood 
Carla Ortiz 
Pat Dunn 
D o m e A  Tow 
Steve Jeesup 
Carolyn Joeeph 
Diana R. Johnson 
Kelly Spiller 
Madge O'Brien 
George D. W&r 
Jo Luster 
Vwian HIU 
Hei& MeNeil 
PaulD Klippel 
Audrey a Micheletti 
Blanca N. Sal~nas 
Patricia G. Kay. 
D d s  J Stanek 
T W a  Sahvaba 
John KO- 
BessleG ComeLua 
Luke Brandon 
Charles McCahe 
Leelie Ann Billings 
John M. Fuqua, Jr 
Nancy C. Flstt 
Robert N. Flatt 
S David MeKenney 
Leon Ad~ekes 
BrnceR Mdes 

992 C N Adsme 
993 RamonMcKmney 
9S4 MartyHoweU 
995 Harvey Natevrn 
996 Wanda Hen- 
997 Rue Lynn Men 
998 Rohert 0 Scott 
999 Chstopher  S Everett 
loo0 Janice Withers 
1001 G a l s  Cely 
1002 Arthur E. Travis Jr 
1 W 3  Mike Stepchiski 
1004 FdwardRarmrrz 
1005 Loren Fleckenstein 
1WB JamesK Garde 
1007 DiannW&r 
1008 R k d  Fowler 
1009 Tonuney S. Conwey 
1010 Martha Ford 
1011 James Ruggeno 
1012 RaJ S h  
1013 LindaHanLins 
1014 James R Dean 
1015 Mary L o u W  
1016 Jecquehne Bassett 
1017 Jonathan C m U  
1018 MarkSchumaeher 
1019 N. Swan Stone 
1020 David Matthesin 
lo21 Brenda Grover 
1022 wdhms CMOA 
1023 ZakA J m e U  
1024 W d " D  Wray 
1025 Jsrue Henry 
1026 Mr. R. Skarke 
1027 EP.  T h t "  
1028 Helen Hut* 
1029 PaulB Owens 
1030 Soma M. Msrtinez 
1031 PaulE Thetford 
1032 W.W. Perry 
1033 B a r k a J  Neal 
1034 ClaudiaChaffin 
1035 Larry Berker 
1036 
1037 Jenns Scott 
1038 George C Onstott, Jr. 
1039 MaryC L k t t c  
1040 James M. Lieb 
1041 Durward P. Hulce 
1042 MaryAnnRiss 
1043 Joe Devito 
1044 Kev'm Yeats 
1045 K. Sueanne Rcketts 
1046 Walt Sunday 
1047 Stephen Cole 
1048 Anthony Henng 
1049 b h e b R  Mobr 
1050 M t h M  Hoyt 
1051 Loretta J. Genu 
1052 LsNona Higginbotham 
1053 Den HoUey 
1054 Leon C. Weisa. Jr. 
1055 Kathleen m e r  
1056 Peggy E- 
1057 LeeMcCasland 
1058 S t e p h e P  S m t h  

Madge E van der M e r  
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1059 
1060 
1061 
1062 
1063 
1064 
1065 
1066 
1067 
1068 
1069 
1070 
1071 
1072 
1073 
1074 
1075 
1076 
1077 
1078 
1079 
1080 
1081 
1082 
1083 
1084 
1085 
1086 
1087 
1088 
1089 
1090 
1091 
1092 
1093 
1094 
1095 
1096 
1097 
1098 
1099 
1 1 w  
1101 
1102 
1103 
1104 
1105 
1106 
1107 
1108 
1109 
1110 
1111 
1112 
1113 
1114 
1115 
1116 
1117 
1118 
1119 
1120 
1121 
1122 
1123 
1124 
1125 

Mom- Spurlodr 
Lee Svedeman 
Don Pfler 
S h d y n  T- 
Molly Saw 
CharleeR Foreman 
Matt H-e 
ShvleyL Holland 
MichaelC R a w h  
Bjorn Ahle 
JoshuaE Lloyd 
Joyce Meyer 
Karen Brown 
R D u e l  "ipesco 
DmkT Burgess 
Patricia L. Bailey 
Dorothv H Johnson 
Retha Jane Woods 
Patnna P Welss 
Charles J. Shp- 
Judy Cato 
Michael B Wortham 
Everett Ev- 
Loue B. Parks 
fichead P Masaey 
Helen Roy Tumpseed 
&chard Schiebsl 
Albert M. Armand 
John I. Franton 
Gloria B. manton 
DaleR Petera 
Judy Attaway 
Mary Fhck 
Lois W Morgan 
BN- Japper 
DavidM Zumbaugh 
David Sub& 
J d e r  Clay 
SandraL Cavanaugh 
Betty R Thetford 
Jd Budeiszewski 
M Stephen Lucm 
Jane Maute 
h e n e  Houeton 
Sara RaLnan 
Joy Hester 
Rarmro Rodrigez 
Charleae Bartholorme 
m e  Perroru 
Mike Peters 
CordehaA P-ru 
Eleanor Roman 
Gamet L Cunningham 
Kathryn h u e  
Fiats Leal 
surn connor 
Carolme Alexander 
KarenL Tho" 
Kamn MeIver 
&ck Shvestrg 
Martha J Ohson 
Matt Born- 
H A  Thomas 
b l h  Behrmsnn 
Nias Griffin 
K-ten Melcher 
Deborah Wethemes  
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1126 
1127 
1128 
1129 
1130 
1131 
1132 
1133 
1134 
1135 
1136 
1137 
1138 
1139 
1140 
1141 
1142 
1143 
1144 
1146 
1146 
1147 
1148 
1149 
1150 
1151 
1152 
1153 
1154 
1155 
1156 
1157 
1158 
1159 
1160 
1161 
1162 
1163 
1164 
1165 
1166 
1167 
1188 
1169 
1170 
1171 
1172 
1173 
1174 
1175 
1176 
1177 
1178 
1179 
1180 
1181 
1182 
1183 
1184 
1185 
1186 
1187 
1188 
1189 
1190 
1191 
1192 

Janet J Peatross 
L James Lester 
Paul Tanner 
Stacy S Pentecost 
Joseph Gelley 
Bettye Padue 
BarbaraH Massey 
RayB Guhdr 
Lowell E Wade 
Ton Coward 
Jim Bates 
Mary Margaret Floyd 
M. Tern Thompson 
Diane Brinkmeye= 
Sham J Richhard 
Aletluea Moms 
Enc Rudrstubl 
Mmetta Innmon 
Lettalou G. Whttington 
Dolores Hall 
TracyS Klng 
JamesH Si- 
J Rmesherger 
Paul Jetie 
Georga Caah 
JoAnn Hazard 
HollyT Boyle 
Larry H-n 
Kathanne W. Piper 
AnrueM Armand 
Carley Ann Armand 
W&em B. McAnaUy 
GeorgeR Maye- 
sally Schott 
Davtd Holemer 
Ann Bred= 
Chdon Mulliae 
Sandra Peterson 
El-e McCalLon 
Raymond L. Golitlro 
Deborah Re&ch 
JohnR Swanson 
Betty R Caaey 
Kristen Keller 
Sherman Fbb" 
Paula Nash Holhday 
Patti M e G m s  
D J. Butler 
Gerald 0. Maloney 
NeLe M. Areher 
KamnA Madderra 
Ju&th J e b  
He- Dohbs 
Irma Gutrem. 
RaneasC P e t m n  
Judy Spurlock 
Jenrufer Lomy 
M A. Bredlove 
ArthurB Brite 
Kenneth McCorlel 
Rodney J Hom 
StevenC Ahhott 
John Butwid 
W d h m  J. Burton 
Nicole Maddux 
Jamie Heavey 
Dolores Woodruff 
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1193 Mark J Jadreon 
1194 BarbaraL Betzlfo 
1195 Christopher Close 
1196 NieLKiddy 
1197 P a d D  Schults 
1198 laoldeE Keno& 
1199 Lloyd W Ohver 
12M) LyndaL h o l d  
1201 Christine D Persio 
1202 T W  Bouridr 
1203 RoseHernandez 
1204 F E  Campion 
1205 Kerry Townsend 
1206 E h e M  Nltschke 
1207 RayB Wethenll 
1208 M a r d a J h n  
1209 V L  Cddwell 
1210 David Kramer 
1211 Carol Clark 
1212 RoasP Kennedy 
1213 MidaelE Mieell 
1214 Melody Bernstein 
1215 Amy Wemhouse 
1216 Os- Dawou& 
1217 Matt Bishop 
1218 George E. Ceuthen 
1219 John Michael Stovall 
I220 Joe Anne Berm& 
1221 Dusty Cheryl Roberts 
1222 SallyRob-n 
1223 Karen Stodrtan 
1224 LladaGoller 
1225 LornisM VanLoon 
1226 TedE Ryan 
1227 Danny Davis 
1228 BarbanrE Lewis 
1229 PemelaS Hughea 
1230 Robert F Smth 
1231 DavidS Ross 
1232 L m y  Denner 
la33 Maqory Van Sickle 
1234 M.J Schdtze 
1235 Tom Wilbanks 
1236 AnneV Tincher 
1237 CarolM CoU" 
1238 Pierre Cat& 
1239 John W. V i e r  
1240 Rupert Hazle 
1241 Wchael J. Powers 
1242 SethC Howell 
1243 Maria Gnswold 
1244 James J. Lyons 
1245 WallaeeS Bri- 
1246 Lucy Shelds 
1247 SamHouse 
1248 JamesE Meyer 
1249 Carl Lindsey 
1250 Don W Day 
1251 AheeC Tdlett 
1252 K-nL Baker 
1253 DonaldD Dearmont 
1254 G Edwards 
1255 GeoEery Walrefield 
1256 RonaldF Bfings 
1257 RalphB Latchaw, Jr 
1258 F k h a r d M  Donevan 
1259 BonrueE We& 

1260 CaroleH Allen 
1261 Jaequehne S Geyer 
1262 TomL Hem& 
1263 D a v i d h n s  
1264 CarlH Hemog 
1265 John W CaudiU 
1266 Jun Krelrowelu 
1267 RaehelKnox 
1268 Marre Preston 
1269 Wllson Braden 
1270 Roberta J S m t h  
1271 L- G Haugen 
1272 Peter Bowman 
1273 Iris Taffel Salvere 
1274 J e d e r  J Cummings 
1275 Suzanne Tuttle 
1276 Dawn Boreheh 
1277 Mars-te Egan 
1278 CathemeA hch 
1279 Joel Wmston 
1280 Wes Moore 
1281 Mike Plrtle 
1282 R o W R  Barclay 
1283 Rose Mane Culmer 
1284 CE.Hart  
1285 LynneB Johnson 
1286 TedE.Ryan 
1287 Else Knappenherger 
1288 Beatnee Shepreen 
1289 Christopher S Bmnings 
1290 celia sandlee 
1291 AnthonyP Kmg 
1292 J&eA Pace 
1293 Lupe Gama 
1294 Peter Spong 
1295 L a m a r W l l h n  
1296 Jean Strtelein 
1297 DorrisM Bauer 
1298 Jeyne R S m t h  
1299 Annette B. Jones 
13w RitaM Flores 
1301 Gardiner Roddey 
1302 R~chardN Evens 
1303 CerlitaZummo 
1304 GaleBrrggs 
1305 A L  Vawter 
1306 June Van Oart 
1307 GeryLou 
1308 H.A. (Joe) Pase 111 
1309 James E. Bruseth 
1310 TomMaddux 
1311 Efram Sandalro 
1312 D S  Mattizs 
1313 Mark Warbol 
1314 Linda Shew Hambne 
1315 CD.SyEes 
1316 Rupert Holland 
1317 SusanE Wingfield 
1318 Aimec Lea Pdmer 
1319 Waneta Dwge 
1320 Damon Pennington 
1321 J d e  DeBIanc 
1322 Jenet McGwsmery 
1323 B m D e W d d ~  
1324 ElaineEvans 
1325 Willie Allen 
1326 Cathy Tavangman 
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1327 
1328 
1329 
1330 
1331 
1332 
1333 
1334 
1335 
1336 
1337 
1338 
1339 
1340 
1341 
1342 
1343 
1344 
1345 
1346 
1347 
1348 
1349 
1351 
1352 
1353 
1354 
1355 
1356 
1357 
1358 
1359 
1360 
1361 
1362 
1363 
1364 
1365 
1366 
1367 

M Hay 
Jane d 
Margaret E. F m  
Joanne Pie-ott 
David P. Brown 111 
Krist- Seller 
M8belH Graham 
Johathan Perry 
Margrit w-ds 
R o d e  Wilson 
Sally Fisher 
Bobby Bm 
Christopher A k  
Wendy h i g h  Emma& 
Sharon McCoUum 
M Coburn 
Jeff M i t h  
Courtney McCoUum 
R V. Geruclem 
Rober t c  Rainsm 
Barbara Bernett 
David Wilson Young 
sue Pope 
Patrma Grnnes 
P8tX“dr D. COX 

Betty Slouacek 
S u e m e  K. Oliver 
Carolyn Croom 
Noel Pettinsell 
Lmda Tennyaon 
UrbanS Allan 
Key B Cleveland 
Sarah Handler 
Marvin W Smith 
Carole W h o t h  
Alree Drslie 
Pat wade 
Martha Lapiem 
RdLard C. Comer 
Stephen R Wheaton 

1368 KoimaMarcmo 
1369 Jerry Curless 
1370 D R  Brown 
1371 Stephen Swarte 
1372 Sonia Marcmo 
1373 Robert P Wiley 
1374 C. Zewiwh 
1375 Alex Ross 
1376 JsmesR Anduaon 
1377 RoseY& 
1378 W A  Mtchell 
1379 LauraE Wmgiidd 
1380 J o b  Cook 
1381 GlenTelge 
1382 Scott Stallings 
1383 KyleW.Kmg 
1384 KarenBell 
1385 FredH.W& 
1386 AbigdBrown 
1387 &ram P. Arnold 
1388 Jessle Coward 
1389 W R  M e D d  
1390 SharonRout 
1391 Rodney D o h  
1392 Charles C d w  
1393 R StephenHilhs 
1394 John C Hooper, Jr 

1395 
1396 
1397 
1398 
1399 
1400 
1401 
1402 
1403 
1404 
1405 
1406 
1407 
1408 
1409 
1410 
1411 
1412 
1413 
1414 
1415 
1416 
1417 
1418 
1419 
1420 
1421 

1423 
1424 
1425 
1426 
1427 
1428 

1430 
1431 
1432 
1433 
1434 
1435 
1436 
1437 
1438 
1439 
1440 
1441 
1442 
1443 
1444 
1445 
1446 
1447 
1448 
1449 
1450 
1451 
1452 
1453 
1454 
1455 
1456 
1457 
1458 
1459 
1460 
1461 

1422 

14x1 

DAer T Jaen 
ShirleyF Hurt 
JamesM HolLs 
Enc Wilham Sw-n 
LynnE mer 
Wendy Be& Von Peecoe 
Michael Honel 
George & Lmda Pogue Avdl 
Gloria Robb 
Carol Farmer 
Deborah E Buscher 
B h r  Hdtlamp 
M. CMord May== 
Kathy Comehl 
Margaret Dulch 
Gary R Edmondson 
MarcE Amberson 
Darline StoU 
Raphael Sber 
Raymond Swlatkowslu 
HoUy Kuper 
Lori A. Dweux 
Ken Kramer 
CarolH-Greenley 
Eric J VanBuren 
Tm &mer 
James E. k Bausg Johnson 
Charlw E Fourest 
Rodney Choate 
John0 Getseh 
Lon S. VendBunt 
Russell Fory 
Catheme Fme 
EstberM B&r 
J m e  A, Hams 
JohnK Alexendar 
Diane L. Statham 
Donald L. B d a m  
Len A. Reitan 
Tom & Menlyn Bmwn 
Joseph M w b  
W d h m  W. WiUey III 
Joe Ad- 
W NormanDavls 
Steven J Wusb 
David A Fosmdr 
GeorgeH h e y  
Tho- L Dixon 
D-elA Davis 
Stephen Evane 
Henry Home, Jr 
M q e  0. Koutroulrs 
Jene W EL& 
A. L h  Sdvs 
Akas Ev- 
Tam Gmwer 
Robert M Peck 
George & Jeannett Crawford 
David A. Todd 
Arthur J. Herbert, Jr 
Georgia L. Han!dl 
MB B ZimmeI” 
GordonB Noms 
Robert Vemt 
Marlene T d h y  Smth 
Wdham Sehnew 
Berme Clark 
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1462 hchardM Bromng  
1463 DavidA Todd 
1464 Beth Street 
1465 James D Chapman 
1466 Jun and Betsy Courtney 
1467 AI Lide 
1468 hm Stoltz 
1469 Barbara Kmg 
1470 Kimberly Zeller 
1471 B m i e  S e a “  
1472 R Scott Beaaley 
1473 Pat Wser 
1474 L T  Lambert2 
1475 Dee Bash 
1476 Gins Buelatxgham 
1477 Beverly Kames 
1478 PaulMcM- 
1479 Donna Diener 
1480 Lisa Wathenl 
1481 Charla 0. McManus 
1482 Peggy Head 
1483 Niklu Ohvo 
1484 Robert N Romero 
1485 SuzenneC Henwood 
1486 AnnMargusrt 
1487 M~chselMiller 
1488 V Clay Cauthom 
1489 EthhxBarber 
1490 C a r d M  Kaster 
1491 N&na R. Piday 
1492  AM^ Wilhamaon 
1493 W e d n  Chen 
1494 Steve Marteretock 
1495 Barbare Inahara 
1498 Gary s. Pardue 
1497 John W. Fbbsrock 
1498 S t e p h e  Strickland 
1499 Keith Con- 
1500 SusanD Goodsen 
1501 Margaret A Goetz 
1502 Shelley C o r ”  
1503 J a m e  A. Muir 
1504 Donna & Wdham Elhs 
1505 Ermly McKay 
1553 MW.Resru& 
1507 George R. Mays 
1508 Jsme E. Ohma0 
1509 MaryR Newman 
1510 LarryG Miller 
1511 LarryReed 
1512 D a n k  Linda Sell 
1513 Ann Salyer-Caldwell 
1514 SandraC Stewart 
1515 T e n s a T  Hqny 
1516 RonMcMenus 
1517 Suzanne Sevende 
1518 Mary B d y  
1519 Susan Belcher 
1520 MaraK Dowling 
1521 Come Keller 
1522 Jo An Bradley 
1523 hances Bames 
1524 Richard W d h m  
1525 MartinD Beme  
1526 CraigB Young 
1527 Clay J&n 
1528 Randy Cook 

1529 Alder Doyle 
1530 Albert Wang 
1531 Juan Carlos Garcia 
1532 Jean Wang Lm 
1533 AlufUzman 
1534 James Shmek 
1535 RonnieWdhams 
1536 M p h  Stwison 
1537 Somy B Lyle  
1538 Stanley H. F h a n c e  
1539 Cristy & David Nordstom 
1540 OlheYoung 
1541 Ehas J Long 
1542 Zuley P m e  Vann 
1543 John A. Smegal 
1544 h b e l L e v y  
1545 A m e h o D i ~ ~  
1546 Ahson W Gemp 
1547 D e m s M  Woodward 
1548 Mary B. Duncan 
1549 MnrthPuhdo 
1550 M p h  G. BleLesley 
1551 David A Whtesides 
1552 Robert L Pendergast 
1553 Robr tP .M&uh  
1554 Kevin Thomas 
1555 Steve Toon 
1556 Cneta Hsnsen 
1557 Amy B. Cooper 
1558 Rebecca J Vendehunt 
1559 RM. Gray 
1560 Paul Lindberg 
1561 James M Braden 
1562 Scott Yates 
1563 PbEs Van Kerrebrook 
1564 HankKastnv 
1565 WilhamM Gaeas 
1566 EdwsrdSilha 
1567 Gary Romeo 
1568 Wayne Schmttk 
1569 Eva S. MeLeod 
1570 Dave Matstm 
1571 GatlmL Mitchell 
1572 Sue Fisher 
1573 CharlesF Smith 
1574 Jadr E. Bates 
1575 Ehmebeth Anne Booth 
1576 Nick Nwkelsoo 
1577 Nancy Brooks 
1578 Gary Dearing 
1579 Helen Potter Harper 
1580 John Brooks 
1581 Gary Wdky 
1582 Ellen Robbm Red 
1583 Al Cravens 
1584 ShaunMartin 
1585 Jack Jennurgs 
1586 James A. WdUams 
1587 Donne M. Stowe 
1588 Rose- Nicholas 
1589 RandallM. Bell 
1590 LdburnA Goodson 
1591 Wendy Fr& 
1592 Mark Ff& 
1593 JohnH Sieber 
1594 Dorothy C. Wllson 
1395 Jack Gartner 
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1596 
1597 
1598 
1599 
1600 
1601 
1602 
1603 
1604 
1605 
1606 
1607 
1608 
1609 
1610 
1611 
1612 
1613 
1614 
1615 
1616 
1617 
1618 
1619 
1620 
1621 
1622 
1623 
1624 
1625 
1626 
1627 
1628 
1629 
1630 
1631 
1632 
1633 
1634 
1635 
1636 
1637 
1638 
1639 
1640 
1641 
1642 
1643 
1644 
1645 
1646 
1647 
1648 
1649 
1650 
1651 
1652 
1653 
1654 
1655 
1656 
1657 
1658 
1659 
1660 
1661 
1662 

Jessica MeN-a 
DeborahL Sullivan 
Robert M Plott 
Manlyn K-ey 
John Metivier 
Robert E Partridge 
Bdl Fer-n 
DeborahB Baker 
EdwardC W t z  
George R m l l  
Juhe Jeter-Edwards 
Becky Stsnbery 
Bruce W Sieve 
Deruse R h m  
John W Spence 
Bruce MeN&e 
Ron Hufford 
b y  Hooper 
Bob Currie 
Aaron K g g "  
Fbchard C Wnght Jr 
B o m e  Wnght 
Gene Borders 
EarlG Ussery 
W D  B o d o n  
George Gumberger 
Heinn A Gaylord 
Clark Walker 
David Ford 
Beth Bowhng 
Ellen Mayou 
f i d B  Shodrley 
IllchardA Walker 
Hams Martln 
Joe W e b  
EarlH B n "  
LarryD Shelton 
Todd N ~ h o l s  
D a y "  R a d m  
Robert Verret 
No- Young 
Carla & Scott Carleton 
Scott Carleton 
Lois M Rose 
Myra La Pierre 
m e  V& 
Bob Wlndham 
Gary Windham 
B e m e  E. Kmg 
Ed Keely 
Rebecca and Rusty Cluck 
DennisA Smith 

W&l Hams 
Matt Howell 
LeonE Ray 
R M~chaelDeveeport 
Don Dickerson 
KennethN Huete 
ILe McWhorter 
Johnny A Tohias 
Jeff AUen 
LomuneG Bonney 
f i d  Blake 
J e w  JeEereys 
Carla Hassell 
J o e D  PumpheryJI 

SedgeL slmans 
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1663 LeeH Ethendge 
1664 SbellaJackson 
1665 GerardC Edwards 
1666 LlndaB Wickwire 
1667 Mark MuLooney 
1668 John Eridrson 
1669 Jean Harml 
1670 SusanSdunke 
1671 Andrew Saneom 
1672 Mark A. Carter 
1673 Joeeph B Martin, II 
1674 Lee J S"itt 
1675 Curt Havard 
1676 LynnHartt 
1677 Floyd A Watson 
1678 Carl T Bledsoe, Jr. 
1679 ChITRushmg 
1680 Markstout 
1681 Phlllp Chaney 
1682 Juhe Bell 
1683 Jon Trahan 
1684 BethG- 
1685 Jess G Moralea 
1686 K a t h  Cronan 
1687 She- Van Riper 
1688 RandalM Hall 
1689 Kelly Tamlnsley 
1690 Bnan P Boles 
1691 KenUTomssso  
1692 M h B i x l e r  
1693 N E  Henderson 
1694 Z C  Hutdunson 
1695 A B  buer 
1696 P m p K h t  
1697 hank Solt"an 
1698 J R  Barnett 
1699 StephenA Fwte  
1700 Beverly W Jordan 
1701 E h e  Vondr-k 
1702 SedgeSunons 
1703 Wanda L Srmth 
1704 CarlaFarley 
1705 N m m  Dmcell 
1706 James Tiebout 
1707 Guy Hagstette 
1708 David F. Doohttle 
1709 Gonlalo Arellano 
1710 fiances Perry 
1711 Joe Bwques 
1712 David Chon 
1713 Tunothy M. Elford 
1714 LanceDuoean 
1715 J SwanSmith 
1716 W David Trecey 
1717 Becky Davb 
1718 Kerry Barnes 
1719 Bill J Davis 
1720 Kay= Hdstead 
1721 Jesse Wright 
1722 DoraM Buzhee 
1723 Brandt Mannchen 
1724 Jan Diron 
1725 Ann Hope Orlando 
1726 R J Parry 
1727 Pamela0 M c C m  
1728 JamesR Jackson 
1729 CharlesL m e r  
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1730 Libby Whrtnun 
1731 Owen and Pat F& 
1732 Margaret Tipton 
1733 DavidK Terry 
1734 C h i s  Hardy 
1735 John L Maldonado 
1736 David MJdren 
1737 TroyR Hough 
1738 Kenneth J Oubre 
1739 George Ridrard 
1740 B d y  F Felt- 
1741 James V& 
1742 B~UMonds 
1743 Barbara Utley 
1744 Robert Chote, Jr 
1745 Kent Atwood 
1746 Robert Gartner 
1747 R L  Lemlre 
1748 DouglasGuR 
1749 A A  Macalusa 
1750 Louse Hmes 
1751 Bob Petta 
1752 Gloria Preston 
1753 D J Gauger 
1754 Carl A Dunn, Jr 
1755 Clark W d ” s  
1756 George Andrews 
1757 Ceciha McSwSin Boles 
1758 John R McSarsln 
1759 S. G MeSwah 
1760 KenBoles 
1761 J. C McSwdn 
1762 Cole HOO~=I 
1763 RonaldR Switeer 
1764 CMFlualung 
1765 David Mmack, M D 
1766 TomRees 
1767 LeonF Vann 
1768 Robert V Bayhs 
1769 Eric J Lundqumt 
1770 Steve Thomas 
1771 Fd~eBooth  
1772 Lous Standy 
1773 Jack Zemal 
1774 SaraB %id 
1775 
1776 GarryBrunaon 
1777 MnkeWiUIams 
1778 W~lliam A Barber 
1779 Nethahe Paravim 
1780 John H. Scribner. Jr. 
1781 MaryC Decker 
1782 Kay F. Humphreys 
1783 Hope Neely GiUespie 
1784 John Haensly 

Sam FIz” Bames, M D 

1785 K m D o  
1786 Ray H Potter 
1787 Eileen Potter 
1788 RoryH Potter 
1789 Joseph Salvador 
1790 CliffElton 
1791 Mary Ruth Craven 
1792 Carolyn R Hesaon 
1793 Walter E. Heseon 
1794 T m E n g  
1795 S- Ctusholm 
1796 C-lKemp 
1797 Chnstma mch 
1798 Melvm Chapwll 
1799 ElrseVaughn 
1800 M.V S t d h r i d g e  
1801 Peter Kirby 
1802 AdenaCook 
1803 SpohnB~ll 
1804 Raymond W h o n  
1805 CarrolG Gury 
1806 WfiamD Naah 
1807 John Edwards 
1808 Fish and Wddhfe Sv 
1809 Char lesBeb  
1810 Jadue Boyd 
1811 Vernon Clower 
1812 R u e d  Coonley 
1813 David Davis 
1814 A N E w n  
1815 John Edwards 
1816 G J.Ems 
1817 B L.Grissom 
1818 Shein Roberts 
1819 Royce Hadgen 
1820 h e 1  Hubbard 
1821 B e m e  and Jerry King 
1822 L o n n i e M a r b  
1823 Wallace MtcheU 
1824 Daman Penmngton 
1825 DanFUme 
1826 Mrs J D  R o m e  
1827 David Seals 
1828 R e b e c c a S d  
1829 Charles Taylor 
1830 Jerry Thompson 
1831 W.D Western 
1832 James Wheelers 
1833 Derre lWibn 
1835 Mr B.L Gnssam 
1836 BiURowland 
1837 W e B o o t h  
1838 JaneN S a g m ~ ~  
1839 Paul M. Hathom 
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ALPHABETICAL LIST OF COMMENTERS 

620 
109 
808 
938 
1 79 
1187 
992 
810 
1437 
185 
990 
1068 
1430 
435 
1115 
10 

1339 
1358 
365 
1260 
367 
875 
1657 
997 
1325 
1411 
823 
407 
1376 
489 
571 
492 
1756 
390 
952 
443 
519 
1175 
1709 
1086 
1155 
1156 
314 
646 
46 
502 
1387 
1200 
366 
387 
175 
448 
198 
439 
379 
1090 
1745 
1402 
200 
604 

?. D. 0. 
? , I  Geo 
?, Susan 
Abb-, BKhir 
Abbott, Debra 
Abbott, Steven C. 
Ad-, C N 
Adams, David 0. 
Adams, Joe 
A h ,  Maqorie & Lous 
Adickes, Leon 
Ahle. Bjom 
Alexandar, John K. 
Alexander, C-he 
Alexander, C a m h e  
Alexander, C o m e  B. 
A&, Christopher 
Allan, Urban S 
Allen, Alan 
Allen, Carole H. 
Allen, Debbie 
Allen, Dolores A 
Allen, Jeff 
Allen, Rue Lynn 
Allen, WlKe 
Amberson. Marc E. 
Ambrosy, Paula 
Ammons, Maureen F. 
Anderson. James R. 
Anderson, Lett& L 
Anderson, Scott K 
Anderson, Virginia 
Andrews, George 
Anello, Abhay 
Anthony, Luean 
h a l o n e ,  Louse 
Anzaloro, Mario 
Archer, Ne&e M. 
Arellano, Gonlalo 
Armand, Albert M. 
Armand, Anrue M 
Armand, Carley Ann 
Armstrong, Debra 
Armstrong, Mar~anne 
Armstrong, Sam w 
h o l d .  Forrest 
h o l d .  Hiram P 
h o l d ,  Lynda L 
Amnow, Ju&th 
Amnow, Saul 
h n a u l t ,  Jevi 
Ashton, John C 
A-dounan, Mark A 
Atddhley, Morgans 
At-, Margaret 
Attaway, Judy 
Atwood, Kent 
Avdl, George & Lmda P o p e  
Avery, George 
B d ,  Chuck 
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239 
235 
547 
583 
922 
1074 
441 
1518 
671 
1603 
37 

1428 
1252 
752 
776 
130 
693 
536 
1489 
1778 
1282 
1035 
738 
1523 
325 
1718 
1775 
1698 
534 
1106 
1475 
1016 
1574 
1136 
21 

1297 
328 
190 
928 
474 
1768 
64 
958 
1472 
154 
1809 
62 
320 
930 
723 
1122 
327 
1525 
1519 
1682 
1364 
38 

1589 
468 
363 
1432 
569 
689 
204 

Bader, Beth 
Bader, Scott 
Saggett, Lou 
Biuley, Bonnie 
Biulcy, Ernest 
Bailey, Pa tnua  L 
Beiley, Yvonne 
B ~ Y ,  Mary 
B&d, John 
Baker, Deborah B 
Baker, Esther M. 
Baker, Esther M. 
Bakcr, Karen L 
Baker, 0- G 
Baldad, Lawrence M. 
Bslingt, Maria R 
B a d ,  Nancy 
Barber, Bubbie 
Barber, Ethlne 
Barber, Wlllram A 
Barclw, Robert R. 
Barker, Larry 
Barnerd, Peter A 
Barnes. Frances 
Barnes, Jsmes R. 
Barnes, Kerry 
Bames, M D , Sam Ranlun 
Barnett, J R 
Barr, Doris B. 
Bartholorme, Charlene 
Bash, Dee 
Bassett, Jecquehne 
Bates, Jsdr E. 
Bates, J l m  
Bauer, C k r r s ~  Kay 
Bauer, Doms M. 
Bauer, Mary A. 
Bavousett, Rex L 
Bavousett, Rex L. 
Baxter, Barbara 
Baylis, Robert V 
Bed. W. P. 
B d ,  Kenneth P. 
Baaslcy, R. Scott 
Bebermeyer, ILchard D. 
Bcclrer, Charles 
Bedrer, Marlye J 
Bedgood, JA 
Bednar, J&a M 
Begley, Michael 
Bchrmann, W e  
Bcbrstodr, Robert A 
Beirne, Mart- D. 
Beldm, Susan 
Bell, Julie 
Bell. Karen 
Bell, Kay 
Bell, Randall M 
Bell, S Scott 
Bender, Rehecea C. 
B d a m ,  Donald L 
Bennett, Dan 
Berehey, J M 
Berlrsbue. Davld C. 
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472 
1347 
1214 
225 
770 
236 
786 

1220 
1194 
919 

1803 
384 
985 

1256 
1338 
143 
289 

1217 
692 
780 
7w 

1659 
1550 
658 
668 
674 
715 

1678 
466 
241 
1690 
1757 
1764 
1658 
593 

1771 
1837 
610 

1575 
230 
599 

1618 
54 

1120 
1276 
245 

1620 
1202 
907 

1625 
549 

1272 
864 

1810 
1152 
1711 
1561 
1269 
1522 

85 
86 
144 
983 
177 

Bemett. Barbara 
Bemett, Barbara 
Bemstem. Melody 
B e r r y h U ,  Chester F. 
Berrylull, Chester F. 
Bmyhl l ,  Henry & Louse 
Berthelsen, Lmda 
Berwick, Joe Anne 
Betzko, Barbars L. 
Biles. Jr , Lous A 
Bdl, Sphn 
Bllletdeaux, Susan H 
B11Lnge, Leshe Ann 
B h g s ,  Ronald F 
Bin, Bobby 
Bmder, Ruth 
Bi-ngs, Christopher S. 
Bishop, Matt 
Bixlu, Mzke 
Bjemmg, Issbella 
Blackshear, Ronald 
Blalre, Rank 
Blakesley, Ralph 0. 
Blakesley, Ralph G 
Blakley, Calvin R 
Blaklev. C o m e  F 
Bland,-L G 
B l e b ,  Jr , Carl T 
Block, Paul A 
Bloomer. Betty L 
Bola,  Bman P. 
Boles, C e d a  McSwan 
Boles, Ken 
Bonney. Lorraine G 
Boone, Helen J 
Booth, m e  
Booth, m e  
Booth, Edie A 
Booth, Ehzabeth Anne 
Booth, M D , Ehralxth Anne 
Booth,R L 
Borders, Gene 
Borg, Maria R 
Bomeman, Matt 
Borsheim, Dawn 
Bothe, Jean 
Bowlhon, W D 
Bounck, T W. 
Bowers, Jennifer A. 
Bowhng, Beth 
Bowman, Bomta 
Bowman, Petex 
Bowmer, Cheryl 
Boyd, Jackie 
Boyle, Holly T 
Boeques, Joe 
Braden, James M 
Braden, Wilson 
Bradley, Jo An 
Branam. Lawrence 
Branam, Martha 
Brandon, Luke 
Brandon, Luke 
Brandt, J d s  
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434 
183 
1161 
1183 
703 
315 
1245 
1304 
734 
1139 
691 
1184 
1580 
1577 
558 
588 
1331 
1386 
1370 
468 
1071 
1434 
298 
1462 
718 
31 
775 
1631 
1776 
340 
1309 
929 
287 
895 
1099 
1476 
199 
317 
1073 
769 
18 
146 
430 
647 
528 
1189 
1405 
227 
606 
1173 
445 
787 
1188 
1722 
479 
203 
819 
1209 
1392 
312 
509 
469 
364 
643 

Brazier. Clayton 
Breaux, Paul 
Brede, Ann 
Breedlwe, M A 
Breedlove, Roger 
Bnan, Karen L. 
B n m .  Wallace S 
Bnggs, Gale 
Bnggs, Josephne 
Brinhneyer, Diane 
Bnster. Avis M 
Bnte, Arthur B 
Brooks, John 
Brooks, Nancy 
Brothera, Pat 
Br0tzen.F R 
Brown 111, David P 
Brow,  Abtgwl 
Brown, D R 
Brown. Ellen 
Brown, Karen 
Brown, Tom k Marilyn 
Browmng. Mark 
Browrung. kchard M 
Brueggen, Terese 
Brummett, Joan 
Bruner, Rosemary 
Brunham, Earl H 
Brunson. Gerry 
Brunson, Gerry 
Bruseth, James E 
Bryarly, JF , kchard 
Buddey, Si-e 
B u c k " ,  John W. 
Budzlszewslu, Jd 
Buelanpham, Gma 
Buels, Jesse H. 
Bunge, Mary C 
Burg-, Dlrk T 
Burke, Patnd; T 
Burkett. Winrue 
Burnett, Debbie 
Burr, Shenton 
Burroughs, Rebecca 
B w l o w s , D o m J  
Burton, Wfiam J 
Buscher, Deborah E 
Bush, Jr , E. H. 
Butler, Aruuce 
Butler. D J 
Butler, Jun 
Butler, Katie Beat 
Butwid, John 
B w b ,  Dora M 
Byerly, Meg 
Byme, Helm E 
Cable, Deslree Yavone 
caldweu, v L 
callery, Cbarles 
Cahcott, Ta"e 
Calloway, Micheal E 
Campbell. Barbara N 
Campbell, Carroll L 
Campbell, Lome 
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1204 
267 
1637 
1638 
422 
1017 
663 
1672 
1168 
1150 
252 
223 
234 
1238 
1079 
566 
99 
345 
1265 
1218 
910 
1488 
1097 
395 
293 
1001 
1034 
101 
824 
1681 
1465 
402 
1798 
24 
706 
518 
1493 
57 

1795 
1423 
762 
1744 
1712 
594 
353 
78 
256 
221 
1461 
1211 
307 
737 
788 

437 
695 
158 

1359 
649 
936 
129 
1022 
1195 

iom 

a94 

Campion, F.E. 
C-edy, Carl W. 
Carleton, Carla & Scott 
Carleton, Scott 
Carpentier. Cat 
C m U ,  Jonathan 
C m l l .  R o d e  
Carter, Mark A 
Casey, Betty R. 
Cssh, Georga 
C-rly, Dmrus 
Csstm, Dmgo A 
Csstm, Kathy 
Cat&, R e m  
Cato, Judy 
Catt, J-ce E. 
Catter, Sam 
caudlll, Claire P 
Caudrll, John W 
Cauthen. George E 
Cauthen, Patricia 
Cauthom, V. Clay 
cavansugh. Sandra L 
Celestme, Kathryn 
Cel-sk, Lou 
Cely, G d  S. 
chaffin, clauma 
Chsmberlin, Maria 
Chancy, K. 
Chsney, P m p  
Chapman, James D. 
Chapman, P. 
Chappell, Melvin 
Charles, Marion 
Chavee, Gusdslupe 
Cheatham, Larry 
Chen, We- 
Ch&, John 
Cbsholm, sussn 
Choate, Rodney 
Chodrow, Joseph D 
Chote, Jr , Robert 
Chou. David 
Christmas, Susan 
Chudy, Carl 
Chung, Leland W K. 
Cintron, Rose M m e  
Clark, B-ce 
Clark, E-ce 
Clark, Carol 
Clark, Jeremy 
Clary, Bihe 
Clawen,  R. L. 
Clay, J e d e r  
Clay. M 
Clay. Mary Kathryn M 
C l e m m n ,  Curtis 
Clemenaon, Curtis 
Cleveland, Kay B. 
Cleveland. Paulette L 
Cleveland, Paulette L. 
Clrck, Ruth 
CkROrd, wllham s 
Close, Cbnstopher 
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240 

1646 
360 
1342 
868 
378 
742 
42 

1047 
423 

iaii 

1237 
316 
887 
1400 
601 
640 

531 
1366 
1114 
loo9 
1802 
1380 

117 
1812 
1557 
631 
802 
1502 
1408 

a77 

1528 

s a  
123 
30 
1466 
523 
105 
1388 
1136 
470 
791 
1352 
181 
904 
368 

286 
8 

842 
1791 
1583 
1452 
041 

1686 

1355 
632 
778 
677 
228 
338 
704 
487 

912 

iao 

Clouse, Mervln R. 
Clover, Vernon 
Cluck. Rebecca and Runty 
Clunn, fichey H 
Coburn, M 
Coffey, James W 
Cohen, Mimi 0 
Coker, Mke 
Cole, Curtie F 
Cole, Stephen 
Coleman, Teresa Hall 
Collins, Carol M 
C ~ l l i ~ ,  Eheabeth 
Colwell, Elaine 
Conarms, Keith 
Conawsy, M h e  
Congelto, h e  
Conley, Carlton 
Conlw, Ray 
Canner, Rwhard C. 
Connor, Sean 
Conwey, T o m e y  S 
Cook, Adena 
Cook, John 
Cook, Randy 
Cook, Rick 
Coonley, Russell 
Coopor. A w  B. 
Cooper, Maryhlle 
Coram, h e p h  0. 
Cornmu, Shelley 
Cornehl, Kathy 
Comehua, Beesle G 
Corson, D. A 
Cosgrove, Julia M. 
Courtney, Jnn and Betsy 
Courtney, VlIgiNa L 
Coviet, Joan C 
Coward, Jesse 
Coward, Tori 
Cowles, Laurence 
cox, Annalynn c. 
Cox, Patnck D 
Caezens. Kate 
Crabb, David 
Crabbe. Cam1 
Crabtree, Swan 
Craddock, Jr , Dan M 
Crane, Marilyn 
Craven, Mary Ruth 
Craven, Mary Ruth 
Cravens, AI 
Crawford, George k Jeannett 
Greasy, Judith D 
Cronan. Kath 
Croom, Carolyn 
Croom, Carolyn 
Cross, Ehmbeth 
Crouh, Bryan L. 
Crouch, Eheaheth Hansen 
Crow, A L. k Corme 
Crow, Dr. Emilk Josn 
Crow, Rodney K 
cm,  Rommel 
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1283 
720 

1274 
1111 
948 

1369 
1614 
939 
751 

2 
1717 
1719 
1443 
1227 
1813 
560 
347 
119 

1438 
1216 
684 

1250 
732 
641 

1321 
879 
880 

1323 
1014 
1578 
1253 
783 

1781 
575 
771 
382 

1232 
665 
357 
654 

1652 
243 

1043 
187 
826 

1653 
1479 
1545 
687 
134 
292 
373 
80 

1724 
1442 
1785 
1178 
882 
350 

1319 
1391 

77 
1258 
855 

Culmer. Rose Mame 
Culver, Dan S 
Cumrmngs, Jemfer J 
C m n g h a m ,  G m e t  L 
Curby, Catherine 
Curless, Jerry 
Curme, Bob 
Dale, Bob 
Dame, Louse 
Daws 111, Daniel T 
Davis, B d y  
Davis, Bill J 
Davis, Damel A. 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, David 
Davis. Heidi M. 
Davis, Nancy Kay 
Davis, T 
Davis, W Norman 
Dawoudl. Os- 
Day, Don W 
Day, Don W 
Day, James E 
Day, Jr , Leland S. 
D e B h c ,  JuLe 
Dehdder, Janet 
Dehdder, Mit& 
DeWalch. Blnz 
Dean, J-s R 
Dearmg, Gery 
Dement, Donald D. 
Dement, Marjorie 
Decker, Mary C. 
Dell, Barbara A 
Demaree, Robert 
Dempster. Ryland E. 
Denner, Larry 
Denson, Mllre 
Deshayes, Jos Robert 
Despres, Barbara 
Devenport, R Mi&ael 
Devme, Jeremy M 
Dento, Joe 
DtGiovanru, D o m a  M 
Dim. M Cnstine 
Didrerson. Don 
Diener, Donna 
Dim, A m b o  
Dill, JuLa T 
Ddard. f i d e  D 
D m w ,  Ann B 
Dinkler, Damel R 
Diver, Ronald J 
Dixan, Jan 
Dixon, Thomas L 
Do, Kun 
Dobbs, He- 
Dodge. Jane E 
Dodson, A J 
Doege, Wsneta 
Dolan, Rodney 
Donaldson, Ceceba M. 
Donavan, h h d  M 
Donnelly III, C h c e  W 
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251 
1708 
1520 
1529 
388 

1363 
1705 
614 
1714 
1548 
724 
731 
322 
1754 
964 

1416 
881 

1409 
858 
304 
440 

1814 
82 

1410 
680 

1254 
1665 
1807 
1815 
719 
471 
1277 
473 

1713 
1447 
135 
651 
909 

1504 
22 

850 
1790 
195 
962 
246 
686 
321 

1794 
1816 

98 
1668 
310 
180 

1653 
872 

1449 
1324 
1081 
1056 
1302 
1444 
999 
279 

1340 

Donovan, Anne 
Doobttle, David F 
Dowlmng, Mara K 
Doyle. Alder 
Doyle. Gerry 
Drake. Alice 
Dnscell, Neom 
Duff. David C 
Dun-. Lance 
Duncan, Mary B 
Dunrgan, Cynthia Jacob 
Dumpan. Mllv S 
Dunn, Jon 
Dwm, Jr , Carl A 
Dunn, Pat 
Duneux, Lor1 A 
Duryea, Barbara 
Dutch. Margaret 
Dutch, & h d  C 
E L m ,  Lana 
Eager, Judy S 
Eason, A. N 
Easton. Paula 
Edmondson, Gary R 
Edwards, Carol 
Edwards, G 
Edwards, Gerard C 
Edwards, John 
Edwards, John 
Edwards, Lana 
Egm. Margarete 
Egan, Margarete 
Elder, Tommy 
Elford, Timothy M 
Ehoaeff, Jane W. 
E h n s ,  Helen E 
Ellard, Jadr 
Eller, Shrley 
Ellis, Do- & Wilham 
Ellieor, Dave 
E h k .  I Sandra 
Elton, Chff 
Elwonger, Mark 
Elwood, Chris 
Embry, Jessie M 
Emmott, A V 
En&&, M~chelle 
Eng, Tim 
ENS, G J 
Errdam, Evelyn 
Enckson. John 
Eshe, Audrey 
Eates, Maxine 
Ethendge, Lee H 
Evanoda, Walter M 
Evans, AI- 
Evans. ElsJne 
Evans, Everett 
Evans, Peggy 
Evans, hehard N 
Evans, Stephen 
Everett, Christopher S 
Eyberg. Quentin C 
Ezemadr. Wendy high 
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1791 
1704 
1494 
688 
981 
589 
1740 
17 

564 
1602 
697 
2w 

15311 
1427 
394 
837 
132Q 
as5 
1166 
1 W  
888 
1337 
1572 
832 
987 
988 
1W5 
299 
loel 

1 W  
259 
753 
1137 
696 
1699 
623 
624 
1624 
1010 
1064 
412 
576 
1426 
1440 
1422 
303 
1008 
561 
168 
630 
543 
1592 
1591 
39s 
906 
1088 
1087 
816 
851 
510 
1604 
1015 
296 

a m  

F&, O W R ~  and Pat 
&ley, Carla 
Farmer, O w l  
Fanner, Tare 
Fstherree, Ronetts 
Fsucett, William E. 
Feltasa, Sluy F, 
Felton, Loma G. 
Ferbert, Ehzabeth 
Fergiwm, Bill 
Fergussn, JenmfeF 
Ferpwn.  Mewiwwd 
Fhwance, A. 
h e ,  CatheFirre. 
Fine, Thoman R 
F e u ,  Wdare 
F W ,  M M W t  E. 
FWtPne, Marinn 
Fi&& Deborah 
FE!I and Wildlfe Sv 
Fisher, Earl 
Fisher, Sally 
Fisher, Sue 
Flaaeler, Glens D. 
Glatt, Nancy C 
Flatt, Robert N. 
El~ckenetwr, Loren 
Flidr, M w  
F W  M s ~ y  
Florentin, Lea 
Flom, Btq M 
Flowem, Betty EL 
Flowers, Thomas M 
Floyd, Mary M a r g e t  
Fodny, Dime L. 
Foote, Stephen A 
Fwtit, Margaret 
Footit, M i h l  E 
Ford, David 
F P d ,  Marths 
Fonmao, Charles R. 
Forster, Robert W 
Fomter, Rosalyn S 
Fory. R w U  
F&&, David A 
Fourest, Charles E. 
Fowler, Dan 
Folyler, %W 
Fox, David F 
Bda r ,  Jean Joy 

&a&, Pauline 
Bade, Mark 
&&. Wendv 
Bankh. Ann 
Bantom, Marcy M. 
Banton, Glona B. 
Banton, John I 
Reeman, Kathy 
Ef*ec&mdl, C h s  
h d d l e ,  Lame 
Wte, Edward c 
%. Msry 
lh!a~&. Jeanne 

Banas, Robert 
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986 
662 
674 

736 
as 

1631 
1293 
Iw6 

669 
159s 
1746 
1346 
1763 
1621 
1666 
1190 
1646 
690 

1061 
1424 
1261 
844 
467 
110 
785 
956 
1783 
399 
93 

467 

681 
882 
709 

1601 
767 
613 
$48 
426 
793 

1166 
1224 

14 
419 
733 
1600 
16RR 
149 
838 
224 
744 
1333 
186 
788 
Bo9 
637 

1650 
831 
901 
923 
589 
777 
92 

93.5 

am 
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921 
789 
490 
1123 
309 
1351 
1817 
1835 
1243 
171 
1450 
1021 
702 
871 
217 
308 
1748 
1133 
1621 
1684 
283 
1805 
1179 
1418 
66 
813 
477 
1784 
1707 
153 
1515 
95 

1145 
595 
1688 
69 
1720 
1314 
1669 
1065 
258 
1360 
815 
586 
1013 
450 
1556 
414 
1153 
790 
178 
424 
495 
1 734 
1 76 
1579 
905 
265 
475 
1429 
1649 
1284 
16'76 
323 

Gregory, Karen 
G f f i .  B. J 
Griffin, Don 
G r a ,  Nina 
G&. Virginia 

Gnssom.B L 
Gnssom, Mr B L 
Gnswold, M m a  
Grmm, Stan 
G m v e r ,  Tom 
Grover. B m d a  
G r u e t d e r ,  Kathryn 
Gmenwald, Julianne S .  
Gubbm, Barbara 
G u m ,  Fehx D. 
G d ,  Douglas 
Gul~ck, Ray B 
Gumberger, George 
Gunn. Beth 
Gury, C m o l  A 
Gury, Carrol G 
Gutierra, Irma 
HaasaGreenIey, Cero1 
Hsdmey, Noragene 

Hadley, J d e r  
Heensly, John 
Hagstette. Guy 
Hau.D W. 
Hapy, Tereea T 
Hall III, John W. 
Hall, Doloren 
Hall, Larry Wchael 
Hall, Randal M 
H h n ,  Bay W 
Helstead, Kwee 
Hembnc, Linda Shaw 
H d ,  Jean 
H w e ,  Matt 
Hammond, Hall S 
Handler, Sarah 
Hand, Sr. Mary Magdalen 
Hanluns, F r d  D 
Hanluns, Linda 
Hannah, Flo 
Hansen, Crista 
Hansen, Keith C 

Haasen. M a r g e t  W M. 
Hardtsty, Wiulam & Carolyn 
H&g. Babette B 
H " g ,  0 Stephen 
Hardy, Chns 
Harp, Steven 
Harper, Helen Potter 
Harrell. Stacey 
Hemngton, Charles W 
Hams Jr MD, Hunter P 
Hams, J u e  A 
Hams, Micbatl 
Hsrt, C E 
Hartt, Lynn 
Hartwg, Lmda 

Grimes, Patf iua 

H&POU, Pat 

H-, JAW 
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1455 
1661 
27 

1839 
1271 
1675 
169 
257 
705 
97 
150 
51 

1327 
1151 
1240 
961 
1482 
1191 
41 
36 
849 
579 
75 

1406 
996 
1693 
1025 
1485 
1454 
1048 
20 

1203 
1262 
1264 
1792 
1793 
1104 
608 
1615 
1052 
626 
973 
1393 
741 
451 
913 
214 
1750 
845 
43 
836 
456 
517 
1819 
276 
229 
112 
113 
447 
821 
1316 
1066 
1053 
1171 

Hsskell, Georgm L 
Hassell, Carla 
Hatchett. James W 
Hathorn, Paul M 
Haugen, Larry G 
Havarard. Curt 
Hsvard, hzldsel A 
Hawbaker, Joan 
Hawhns. Kenneth 
Hawthorne, Mrs Jessie Mae 
Hawthorne,R N 
Hawthorne, hck 

Hazard, JoAnn 
Hade, R u p u t  
Head, John 
Head, Peggy 
Heavey, Jarme 
Hefner, Brian W 
Hefner. Laura 
Heino, Ruth 
Heldenbrand, Sharon 
Hehn, Brent & Jan 
Heltkamp, B h  
Henao, Wanda 
Hendemon, N E 
Henry, J-e 
Henwood, Suzanne C 
Herbert, Jr , Arthur J 
Hering, Anthony 
Herman, %chard 
Hernandez, Rose 
Hem&, Tom L 
Hemg,  Carl H 
Hesson, Carolyn R 
Hemon, Walter E 
Hester. Joy 
HJ&, Ann E 
HJmurbotham, Aaron 
hggubotham. LaNona 
Ha. Robert w 
Hill, Vivian 
H&s. R Stephen 
HJllman, &chard 
Hinds, Dan H 
h e s ,  J. David 
Hines, John D. 
Hmes. Louse 
Hmch, Karen J 
Hoegland. Dale F 
Hoang, An 
Habbs, Kay 
Hobbs. Kristin 
Hodges, Royce 
H o h ,  Arlene 
Hogan, Thomas & Grace 
Home. Mark L 
Hogge, Veromca A 
Holden. Virgrrua 
Holdefidd. Jeffery K 
Holland. Rupert 
Holland, Shirley L 
Holley, Den 
Hohday, Paula Nash 

Hay, M 
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889 
1397 
132 
389 
107 
88 

1160 
1401 
284 
1762 
1394 
1613 
346 
244 
1186 
1445 
713 
886 
1737 
452 
675 
1247 
250 
1102 
925 
994 
1650 
1242 
438 
1050 
633 
403 
1820 
120 
915 
1654 
1612 
1229 
834 
1041 
49 

1782 
949 
191 
431 
707 
1396 
1028 
1694 
491 
520 
459 
1495 
1143 
607 
454 
1328 
902 
65 

1527 
255 
1728 
1208 
1193 

Hollingahcdd, John 
Hollis. Jsmes M 
Hollis, Jeffrey B 
H o b ,  Margo 
Holt, Liian Jean 
Holt, M d o n  
Holemer, David 
Hone], Michael 
Hood, Byron 
Hooper, Cole 
Hooper, Jr , John C. 
Hooper, RSv 
Hoover, Sandra B 
Horn, Alice E 
Horn. Rodney J. 
Home, Jr., Henry 
Horst, Lance 
H o s h  11, James C. 
Hough. B o y  R. 
Houghton, Robert W. 
H o w ,  Lmda 
H o w ,  Ssm 
Houston, Diana E 
Houston, h n e  
Howe, Bonnie 
Howell. Marty 
Howell, Matt 
Howell. Seth C. 
Howelk, Ashleigh 
Hoyt, Ed& M 
Hoyt, Jeffrey C. 
Hu, Daniel 
Hubbard, Amel 
Hubbsrd, Claudia 
Huddle, Dmelle P 
Huete, Kmneth N. 
HuRord, Ron 
Hughes, Pamela S. 
Hughs, W t o n  R. 
Hulce, Duraerd P 
Hulett, Marilyn E 
Humptueys, Kay F 
Humphries, Ole B 
Hurd Jr., Fkd A. 
Hurd Jr , b d  A. 
Hurley, PhD., Linda K 
Hurt, Shirley F 
Hutchins, Helen 
Hutchinson, Z.C. 
Hutehison, Lnny L 
Hntton, Jeff 
Huynh, Thuy 
Inshsrs, Berbara 
Innmon, Marietta 
Io-one, Rase 
h u t ,  Lawn 
L, Jane 
Ivy, J-esT 
Jackson, C h s t i n e  
Jackson, Clay 
Jedrson, Gwle Y 
Jackson, James R 
JscLson, Marcia 
Jackson, Mark J. 
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1664 
272 
498 

1395 
622 
67 
481 

1093 
712 

1023 
1660 
1177 
1585 
966 
lsog 
1149 
332 
968 

1075 
1421 
931 

779 
504 
506 
388 
401 

1299 
61 
554 
19 

1 7CiI 
967 
212 
273 
411 
226 

1477 
729 
268 

1564 
978 
887 

1645 
891 
324 
1490 
1521 
1169 
1198 
300 

1796 
114 
894 

1212 
160 
573 

1196 
1291 
1469 
1644 
1821 
358 
1383 

1285 

Jedraon, Sheila 
Jacobs, R. C. 
Jscobsen, Jeanne 
Jaen, Didm T. 
Jameson, Ruth A. 
Ja&, John S. 
Janowiat, Blythe 
Japper, Bruce 
Jarmon, Joyce Hope 
Jarnell. Zsk A. 
Jeffereys. Jenny 
Jenluns, Judith 
Jennings, Jadr 
Jessup. Stew 
Jeter-Edwards, Julie 
Jetie, Paul 
Jewert, Ruesell 
Johnson. Diana R 
Johnson, Dorothy H 
Johnson, James E & Bswg 
Johnson, Kevin 
Johnson, Lynne B 
Johnson, Paul 0. 
Johnson, Sr., Donald M. 
J o h n ,  Walter 
Johnston, Marme 
Johnston, hbert 
Jonas, Annette B 
Jonee,F Nowell 
Jones, Hsmpton 
Jones, Margaret H 
Jordan, Beverly W. 
Joseph, Carolyn 
June, Sylvia 
KabisA, Dorottw 
Kaderahek, Marie 
Kdlerman, h&ard  
Kames, Beverly 
Kaesm~ofl, Jlm 
Kastner, Hank 
Kastner, Hank 
Kaye, Pstriaa G. 
Keely, a 
Keely, 
Keenan, Bruce 
Kehoe, Mark R 
Keister. Carol M 
Keller. Come 
Keller, Knsten 
Kellock, lsolde E. 
Kelly, Sam 
Kemp, Cam1 
Kemper, Tom 
Kennedy, Peter D 
Kennedy, Roea P 
Kennon, Chns 
Kepner, Janet 
IGddy, Nick 
K i g ,  Anthony P 
Kmg, Barbara 
King, B e m e  E 
Kmg, Beme  and Jerry 
I G g .  Emd C. 
King, Kyle W 
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840 
1146 

40 
1.599 
692 
937 

1801 
71 

237 
714 
102 
326 

112.5 
1696 
97.5 
334 
784 

1287 
781 
897 
661 

1267 
650 
678 

1446 
981 
142 

1266 
1210 
1417 
1420 
862 
125 
421 
376 

141.5 
843 

1640 
710 
301 
876 
893 
494 
82.5 
60 
496 
400 

1474 
433 
896 
634 
370 
269 
56 

136.5 
208 
911 
122 
108 

12.57 
645 

1113 
2x3 
416 

King, Sally 
King, Tracy S. 
Kingdon, Keith 
Kinney, Marilyn 
Kippcn, Kermit 
Kirby, Betty B. 
Kirby, Peter 
Kireher, Peter 0. 
KirehoIT, Deborah 
Kitchen. Katherine 
Klei-. A n n  
Klemla, Jeannette 
Kliethermes, Deborah 
Klint, Pijo 
Klipwl, Paul D. 
K l d .  Elizahth A. 

Knappenberger, Eke 
Knight, James L. 
Knight. Tami 
Knopp. Gregory M. 
Knox, Rschel 
Kopychki. Jay 
Kottwite, Ed 
Koutroulis, Margie 0. 
Kovar, John 
Kowsdr. Jmine 
Krdrowski. Jim 
Kramer. David 
Kramer. Ken 
Krsmer, Tim 
Krkdemsn, Eddie Jem 
Krlicgcr, Dennis 
K S t d ,  Erik 
K S t a d ,  Mark 
Kuper, Holly 
Kyle, J. R. 
La Piem, Myra 
LaFodain, Cathy J.  
LaJoe. Jareph C. 
LsRose. Michelle 
Labuga. E d  A. 
Ladd, Judy 
Lapimanta, Amy 
Laird. Debbie 
Lam, Christine 
Lambert, Patricia 
Lamberts, L.T. 
Lamberte, Li.a 
L M ~ ,  Colleen R. 
Landau, Nancy 
Lang, Linda 
Langton, Ail- 
Lsnicr. Martha s. 
Lapiem. Martha 
Larson, Robert M. 
m e r ,  I.L. 
m e r ,  Innc 
Lsrof. Marilyn 
Lstchau, Jr.. Ralph 8. 
Le, Uyen 
Led. Rita 
Leamed. Hdcyon R. 
Leher, Sharon K. 

K I ~ =  ~ r . ,  fian~ n. 
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58 
136 
1747 
118 
697 
548 
1127 
32 
933 
425 
1544 
1228 
1467 
1040 
1532 
1560 
133 
1249 
€62 
1239 
1039 
898 
1069 
598 
514 
145 
869 
1541 
262 
385 
940 
1307 
23 

1112 
918 
1182 
1100 
555 
444 
1769 
794 
972 
1537 
701 
1244 
873 
577 
297 
1749 
163 
699 
1176 
1190 
1310 
1553 
374 
617 
39 

1735 
157 
852 
1174 
605 
1723 

Lee, Carol E 
Lee, Carol E 
L e d e ,  R L. 
Lemon, James M 
Leonsrdon, Carol M 
Leshe. Dorotk M 
Lester, L James 
Lever, Robert H. 
Levr, D. 
Levoy, David 
Levy, Annabel 
Lewis, Barbara E 
Lide, AI 
Lieb. Jam- M 
Lin. Jean Wang 
Lmdberg, Paul 
Lindsay, Flobyn L 
Lmdsey, Carl 
LmnSey, Penny E 
Lnlker, John w 
Lmtte ,  Mary C 
LIS+, Bette 
Lloyd, Joshua E 
Loden. Bemanun L 
Logan, M~chael S 
L o w ,  Nancy K 
Lo-, Rata J. 
Long, Ehsa J. 
Long-Desrmt, Ksnn 
Lopez. Ahla  
Lord, Mychele 
Lou, Gary 
Louderrmlk, Sarah Duck 
Lome, Kathryn 
Loms, Lmus 
Lowry, .lender 
Lucae, M. Stephen 
L&ehcut, Don E 
LuLeza, Chnstine 
Lundquist, Eric J 
Lunstroth,T 
Luater, 30 
Lyles, Sonny B 
Lyon, Pstncia 
Lyons, James J 
Lyons, Patriaa Ann 
M-, Elaine H 
MeeAulay, Wlham B 
Meeslusa, A A 
Meee. Jane E. 
Mace, Jane E 
Madderra.KarenA 
Maddux, Nicole 
Maddux, Tom 
M d d h ,  Robert P 
Magslhaee, Chnstine 
Maher, Tm 
Mahley, Robert B 
Meldonado, John L 
Malinoweh, Audrey 
Malmquist 11, Kurt 
Maloney, Gerald G 
M m s ,  Wih- 
M-chen. Brandt 
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1368 
1372 
1486 
138 
63 

1822 
853 
828 
1765 
932 
355 
1494 
883 
1629 
1673 
351 
587 
861 
603 
1584 
1030 
1132 
1083 
839 
202 
161 
359 
1020 
1312 
104 
1570 
1101 
835 
1407 
392 
48 
33 

1626 
1158 
1507 
406 
1157 
428 
429 
984 
1164 
1727 
11 

1057 
188 
50 
34 
672 
1344 
1341 
1185 
156 
318 
1389 
436 
1172 
515 
513 
1322 

Marcano, KO- 
Mar-o, Sonia 
Mar@, Ann 
Manon, Stuart 
Markdoff, R 0. 
Markham, Lonnie 

Marquart, Wdhelmine 
Msrred;,  M D., David 
Marsh, Dand 
Marehall, C m l  L 
Marterstock, Steve 
Martin, Eliesbeth 
Martin, Hams 
Martin. II, Joseph B 
Martin, Joyce G 
Marti, K-eth & Louise. 
Mart-, Mrs Robvt E. 
Martm, Robert 
Martm, S h u n  
Martinez, Sonia M. 
Massey, Barbara H. 
Massey, &chard P. 
M a t h ,  Judtth Cox 
Matlmk, T- A. 
Matteson, Cehe 
Matthews, Elgin 
Matthiesin, David 
Mattma, D S. 
Matusiel, Constance 
Matetm, Dave 
Maute, Jane 
May, Meh- 
Mayer.M Cl~Rord 
Mayer, Mary E. 
Mayon, Taylor 
Meyou, EUen 
Mayou, Ellen 
Maye, George R 
Mays, George R. 
M a z e ,  Seth 
McAnally, William B 
McArthur, Patrid; 
McArthur, Tanya Pene 
McCabe, Charles 
McCallion, Elslne 
McCano, Psmels 0 
MeCarty, Ehzsbeth 
McCaslsnd, Lee 
McCauley, Robert S 
McCLain, Ken 
McClsm, SandraD. 
McCLntic, Jean 
McCollum, Courtney 
McCollum, Sharon 
MeCorlel, Kenneth 
M a a n i d ,  Fkd W. 
McDonald, Yvonne 
MeDukT, W R 
MeGdl, Marilyn G 
M c G ~ m s ,  Patti 
M e G f f i , E d & e N  
MeGuffio, Kathryn L 
McGw-ery, Janet 

Marwart, AM 
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336 
1117 
1505 
899 
989 
957 
993 
951 
1569 
1481 
1478 
1516 
182 
139 
1596 
974 
1611 
121 
254 
1761 
1758 
1759 
1655 
619 
721 
7 

1124 
500 
746 
955 
la00 
1248 
1070 
814 
976 
1439 
192 
1 736 
991 
759 
1729 
670 
1510 
1399 
1487 
591 
690 
805 
148 
592 
397 
1473 
1343 
1571 
1378 
1823 
1213 
653 
696 
1049 
1742 
580 
455 
488 

McInturfi,Dr A D 
Melver, Karen 
McKsy, Emly 
McKee, R Clayton 
McKenney, S. David 
McIGMSy, Aubrey R. 
McKinney, Rsmon 
McLsu@n, Beverly 
Mehod,  Eva S 
M c M a w ,  Charla 0 
McMsnus, Paul 
M c M a w ,  Ron 
MeNiur, Frances 
McNairn, Bonruc 
McN-a, Jnsica 

McNeUe, Bruce 
McNiel, Dolores 
McQuane, Elsnor H. 
McSwain. J. C 
McSwain. John R. 
McSwain, S. G. 
McWhorter, Ike 
Meparity, Mrs Bardw 
Mehay,  Mary Alice 
Meistnch, Helen 
Melcher, K m t e n  
Mendcl, JcnolIcr 
M d t h ,  C o m e  
Merrill, Lmda 
Metivier, John 
Meyer, James E 
Meyer, Joyce 
Meyer, O.P., Jane 
Micheletti, Audrey a 
Mtlauslrss, Steven J. 
Mdboum, Cathenne 
Midnn, David 
Mil-, Bruce R. 
Mzles, Toni 
Miller, Cbmlw L. 
Miller, Darlene 
Miller. Larry G 
m e r ,  Lynn E. 
m e r ,  Michael 
Miller, Shamn 
WUer, Stephen 
Mills, Bruce W. 
M&, Reginald 
Milla, Reginald 
Minyard. B. 
MIm, Pat 
Mztchsm, Jeff 
Mitchd, Gatlin L 
Mitchell. W.A. 
Mitchd, Wallan 
Mtzell, Michael E. 
Mock, Tim 
Moa. Pamalls K. 
Mob,  h b e h  R 
Mouds, Bill 
Mondshine, Siurley 
Montsgue. Cam1 
Montez, Edward A. 

M~N=,I, nwdi 
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90 
59 
127 

1685 
535 
362 
1092 
349 
1141 
749 
482 
219 
413 
453 
194 
667 
341 
89 
830 
1503 
61 1 
1162 
1667 
1435 
1806 
995 
934 
1033 
173 
854 
483 
545 
1509 
147 
480 
1588 
1633 
1576 
761 
1206 
861 
570 
561 
1639 
797 
1457 

iaso 

131 
47 
415 
970 
87 
621 
773 
Ill9 
616 
1508 
220 
552 
1199 
1354 
1483 
164 
162 

Montgomery, Mm Roger 
Moore. Jerome A 
Moore. M D , William P. 
Moore. Wes 
Morale, Jess G 
Morgan. Caha 
Morgan, Jr., C. A 
Morgan, Lois W 
Mornsey, Jerry L 
Moms, Alethiea 
Moms, Judy A 
Morton, Earlene 
Mass, Rebecca 
Mothtral, James 
Mount, Charles M. 
Muekleroy, William E 
Mueller, Debbie 
Mueller. Dorothy 
Muellm, Gretchen 
Mueneler, A h  
M A ,  James A 
Mulldun, George 
Mdhm,  Chalon 
Mulrooney, Mark 

Nash, WilLsm D 
Natevm, Harvey 
Naverro, Juan 
Neal, Barbara J 
Neal, Bob 
Nederman, Eheabeth 
Ness, Anne 
Newman,J- 
Newman, Mary R. 
Newton. Celeste 
Nguyen, Hanh 
Nicholas, Fbsemary 
Nichols, Todd 
N d d s o n ,  Nick 
N m o m , C y n t l u a  
Nits&, E h n e  M 
Noble, M D , Marvin 
N o r d p n ,  John M. 
Nordhem, A. D. 
N o d s t o m ,  Criaty & David 
No-, Robbie 
Norris. Gordon B 
Norris, Themn R 
Null ,  James A. 
Nunee, Angela 
O'Brien, Madge 
OW-, E. M T 
O d e y ,  John W. 
Oguzhan. Errol R 
Ohlson, Martha J 
Ohman, James E 
Ohman, James E 
Ohaie, WIUIam 
Oldfield. B A 
Ohver, Lloyd W 
Ohver, Susanne K 
Ohvo, NP!& 
Olsen, Claudia D 
Olsen, John M 

Murphy, Joseph 

EISAPPENDIX K ALPHABETICAL LIST I 

XXXV 

3F COMMENTERS 



165 
1038 
801 
211 
796 
1725 
963 
213 
405 
1 738 
568 
1029 
1292 
1131 
803 
1318 
774 
683 
417 
1779 
1496 
856 
508 
1082 
305 
1726 
302 
1601 
1308 
270 
233 
331 
739 
375 
409 
688 
1126 
648 
1451 
916 
807 
380 
1552 
1320 
1824 
1129 
11w 
1107 
372 
1710 
1334 
9 

655 
1032 
1201 
959 
1089 
1108 
1180 
1163 
1751 
1356 
866 
106 

Olsen. Kate A 
Onstott, Jr George C 
orellaoa, h c h d  
Organ. Hope 
Orgln. cam1 
Orlando. Ann Hope 
OrtlZ. Carla 
Ortie, Lsrry A 
Oahurn, Barbara L. 
Oubre, Kenneth J 
Owedo, Luciano 0 

Pace, Jadue A. 
Padue, Bettye 
Pap, Andrew J. 
Palmer, Aimec Lea 
panZareu8, M D., Robert 
Pa010,Tho-C D 
P a p .  Mmanne 
Parawam, Netbabe 
Pardue, Gary S 
Parker. Margaret 
Parker, Mark A 
Parks, Lous B 
Parmesso, Elena 
P m ,  R J. 
Parry, Ronald J 
Partridge, Robert E. 
Paw 111, H A  (Joe) 
Patterson, Joel T. 
Pa t temn,  MidLael E. 
Patton, Howard 
Peyne, Claud 
Peace, Marion D. 
P e d ,  Gifian 
Peareon. Anne 
Purtmss, Janet J 
Peck, Henry 
Peck. Robert M. 
Pedro=, Mary 
Pelty, L a w  
Pemberton, Nathan K 
Pendergast. Robert L 
P e m g t o n ,  Damon 
P e m g t o n ,  D m o n  
pentnost, Stacy s. 
Perrom, CordeLa A 
Per” ,  Mihe 
Perry, F 
Perry, fiances 

Perry, Robert 
Perry, w.w 
P-0, Chistme D. 
Perttuls, Tunothy K 
Peters, Dale R 
Peters, MIL 
peteraon, Frances c. 
Peteraon, Sandra 
Pette. Bob 
Pettmgell, Noel 
Pfaffenberpw, Sandra J 
Pled. MI&l B 

Owe-. P a d  B 

Perry, Johathan 
Perry, R B N C ~  
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141 
427 
857 
1491 
541 
722 
462 
1330 
1061 
1154 
1281 
1598 
908 
1349 
578 
330 
410 
155 
1787 
1 786 
1 7S3 
1241 
659 
15 
319 
1752 
1268 
222 
446 
184 
205 
1549 
1662 
291 
892 
79 
408 
582 
664 
1103 
1263 
1346 
166 
1634 
1441 
1004 
1 

111 
795 
754 
811 
1695 
1067 
1651 
128 
497 
1497 
1582 
636 
799 
45 

1511 
1766 
1774 

Phalen, Patricia 
Phelps, Durn A. 
Phillips. Bob 
Pidw, Na*ns R. 
Pierce, Jonathan A. 
Pimy,  Donne 
Pierre, Do- 
Pmrescott, Joanne 
P&r, Don 
Piper, Kathetine W. 
PirtlG, M i h  
Plott, Robert M. 
Plumb, Carole 
Pope, Sue 
Popper, Darlene M 
Porter, Carey 
Porter, Davrd 
Post, Andy 
Potter, Elleen 
Potter, Ray H. 
Pottw, hrY n. 
Powers, lvLcbael J. 
Pratt, Janice 
Pmhmus. Cynthia A 
Prendergast, Kelly 
Pmcon. Gloma 
Preston, Mslie 
Price, Carol 
Pnce, Mergeret F. 
Provost, Juhe 
P d ,  Deanne 
Puhdo, Martha 
Pumphery 11. Joe D. 
Pupp., Elaine 
P m t o n ,  Donald 
Purinton, D o d d  L. 
Putham, Melody 
quo yes^^ Isabelle. 
Quoyeser, J. Chris 
Raunan, Sara 
Rsms, David 
Rsmanr, ~ o b e r t  c 
Ramwater, Johnnie J. 
Rsmbin, Daymon 
h e y ,  George H. 
Ramirez, Edward 
Rsmira, Leslie 
Ran-, Thomas C. 
Rangel, Rob A 
Rappor t ,  Sandra B. 
Ratcm, Mlcha5l 
Rauer, A B  
Rswlhs,  lvLchael c. 
Ray, Leon E. 
Rayburn, James 
Reaux. Mehsss 
R e b s d ,  John W 
Red, Ellen Robblna 
Fkddmg, W. C 
Redman, Michael 
h e ,  John R. 
Reed, LMy 
Rees, Tom 
Reid, Sara B 
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760 
1433 
885 
1506 

53 
207 
544 

1609 
1825 
420 
656 

1278 
1140 
950 
612 
540 
521 
493 

1739 
1045 
6ed 

1065 
M I  
1042 
253 

1403 
96 
88 
52 

1221 
6w 
1818 
1222 
1170 
782 

1301 
1105 
638 
1110 
942 

1567 
1484 
1826 
890 
197 

1639 
1148 
532 

1375 
1231 
748 
449 
485 

1836 
ea6 
829 
758 

1142 
1011 
563 

1679 
1764 
476 

1390 

Rwaer, Katharyn D 
Reitan. Leo A 
Rembert, Mayan 
R e a ~ c k ,  M.W 
Rex-, Juhth E 
Rey-Bear, Dan 
Reynolds, Dorothy J. 
Rhames, Demse 
Rhine. Dan 
Wes, Ramona J 
Rice, R i & d  M. 
fi&, Catherme A. 
Richard, Sham J. 
Richards, Maria 0. 
%b&. Mary 
Richards, M~ehael J 
fichsrdson, Lee A 
Richey, AM 
ILdard, George 
ILcketta. K. Suzanne 
Ridder Jr , Donald R 
Rillor, Kathleen 
Riser. will & JM 

Rills, Mary Ann 
Robb, G P. 
Robb, Glona 
Robberson, Gwen W. 
Robbum. Nancy S 
Roberts, Dusty 
Roberte, Dusty Cheryl 
Roberts, James 
Roberts, Shwn 
Robinson, SaUy 
Robu”, Sherman 
Rocky, Mwhele 
Roddey, Gardiner 
Rodrigee, Ramiro 
ROfkahr, Vicky 
Roman, Eleanor 
Roman, Johathan 
Romeo, Gary 
Romem, hkrt N 
Rorne, Mm. J.D 
Rasales, Let1cla 
Romhke, John G. 
Rose. Lou M. 
Roseaberger, J. 
Roseslagner, h a  
Rosa, Alex 
Ross, David S. 
Ross, Geri 
Rouse, Eugene F. 
Rowseau, R~chard M 
Rout, Shamn 
Rowland, Bdl 
Rowlett, Raymond 
Royater, Abe 
RozeIl. Peggy 
Ru&t&I, Enc 
Ruggerio, James 
Rundel, Amy 
R&g, clie 
Rushing, Cliff 
Russell,B L 
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812 
1605 
311 
903 
1226 
1286 
266 
1838 
980 
977 
4 

1789 
1513 
1290 
1311 
1671 
271 
800 
1471 
740 
625 
1085 
1670 
530 
1674 
170 
562 
565 
1568 
947 
1159 
354 
1460 
542 
1197 
1234 
1018 
126 
1037 
998 
1780 
1827 
525 
1063 
602 
343 
960 
1512 
1332 
342 
1517 
329 
478 
501 
201 
920 
463 

1632 
1288 
83 

1413 
464 
953 
1246 

Ruesell, Dawn 
Russell, George 
R w e U .  Sue 
Rutowsky, D 
Ryan, Ted E 
Ryan. Ted E. 
S d e r ,  Matthew 
S-aw, Jane N 
Sakursba, T b y a  
S W ,  Blanca N 
salmon, Hope 
Salvador, Joseph 
Selyer-Cddwell, Ann 
sandlez, Celia 
Sandaho, Errrun 
Sansom, Andrea 
Sardar. Man!- 
Setterlee, WBB 
S - b o ,  Bame 
Schenk=r,B K 
Scherer, Stephen 
Schiebel, hchard 
sdunke. sussn 
Schmidt. W G. 
Schmitt, Lee J. 
schobert, Don 
Schwlnan, Becky 
SchoenewoU, Ronald L 
Schoetlk, Wayne 
School, Mark 
Schott, sally 
Scluiew, wdham 
S&,eve*, Wlulam 
Scbulte, Cyntha Ann 
Schultz, Paul D. 
Scbultze, M .I. 
Schumecher, Mark 
Schutt, Cheryl 
Scott, Jenna 
Scott, Robert 0 
Senbner, Jr., John H. 
Seals, David 
Seaver, Lyle G 
Seay, Molly 
Sebastian, Marvin J 
Seldon, Niles 
Sell, Dan 
Sell, Dan k Linda 
Seller, ffistma 
Sellers, Wayne C 
Sevendc, Suzsnne 
Seynaeve, Barbara K 
Shah, Amish 
Shah, Bela 
Shaw, Sarah L. 
Sheffield, 3- 
Shem. Wang 
Shelton, Larry D 
Shepreen, Beatrice 
Sher, Rephael 
Sher, Rephad 
She- DVM. Karen S 
Shemff, Geonean 
Shddn. Lucy 

EIS-APPENDIX K - ALPHABETICAL LIST OF COMMENTERS 

XXXlX 



1534 
1078 
1118 
1627 
1593 
1608 
73 

1568 
1448 
1273 
817 
377 
1702 
1648 
1147 
28 
432 
1012 
1095 
1026 
846 
3 

507 
1353 
1828 
924 
1543 
679 
717 
1573 
1647 
344 
627 
505 
1715 
945 
1298 
556 
371 
1459 
1361 
529 
1230 
1270 
1058 
1703 
261 
391 
167 
100 
1697 
35 
216 
190 
1610 
969 
1294 
84 

1181 
1059 
461 
524 
730 
499 

Slumek, J-ea 
Slupman. Charles J 
Sluvestrg. ILck 
S h d e y ,  F r d  B 
Sieber, John H 
Steve, Bruce W 
SlRord, J W 
Sdha, Edward 
Silva, A. L h  
Silvere, Ins Tafrel 
Snnmons, Diane 
Simmons, Joyce G 
Smons, Sedge 
Simons, Sedge L 
Si, James H 
Singleton, Laura A 
Smgleton. Laura A 
SILer, Ral 
Smbasku, David 
S h h ,  Mr R 
S h b ,  Wdham E 
Shmer, PhD, S Alan 
Sle,gle, L w 
Slouacek, Betty 
small, Rebecca 
smary, Steve 
Smegal, John A 
Srmth, Betty M 
Srmth, Brian 
Srmth, Charles F 
Smith, De-a A 
Srmih, Frances G .  
Srmth, Gordon W 
Srmth, Greggory K. 
Srmth, J Susan 
Srmth, Jamre P. 
Srmth, Jayne R 
Srmth, Jr., James A 
Smith, Marlene 
Srmth, Marlene Tremblay 
Srmth, Marvin W. 
Smith, Peggy 
Smith, Robert F 
Smith, Roberta J 
Smith, Stephame P 
Srmth. Wanda L. 
Smith, Wendell L 
Srmth, WAbadrs & Joanne 
S m o W y ,  Gerald 
Sqypes, WilLam T. 
Soltzman, Rank 
sow., Ires c. 
Spaldmg, George 
Speck Jr , Carlos D. 
Spence, John W. 
Spiller, K d y  
Spong, Peter 
S p r d l e , G  K 
Spulock, Judy 
S p u l d ,  Moluca 
S t  John, S t e p b e  
Staeey, June C 
Stafrord, Anne 
Stagen. J&e 
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247 
1382 
1807 
979 

1772 
878 
91 

1431 
877 

6 
5 

339 
418 

1003 
398 
766 

1514 
29 

1296 
1536 
1800 
1223 
193 
12 
13 

1412 
1468 
1019 
103 

1680 
1219 
1587 
533 
756 

1464 
1498 
516 
792 
946 
275 

1597 
1046 
546 

1060 
1398 
1167 
1371 
142 

1414 
1 763 
657 

1315 
465 
772 
81 

954 
278 

1689 
1128 
1326 
1829 
263 
572 
1381 

Stalk, John G. 
Stalhlgs, Scott 
stanhery, Becky 
Stan&, Dennis J 
Stan+, Louis 
Stanley, &chard G 
Statham, Diane L 
Statham, Diane L 
Stnh ,  Bonnie 
Steed, Dr. George H 
S t e w ,  USFWS, Mary Jo 
Steuhch ,  Joseph C 
Stelllng, Michsel 
Stepchlaki, Mike 
Stephenson, C. K. 
Stewart, Robert 
Stewart. Sandra c 
Stiglw, Dorothy 0 
Stitel-, Jean 
Sttvieon, Ralph 
Stockbrid8e.M V 
Stocktan. Karen 
Stoker, Jun D 
Stokley, A. K. 
Stoley, Karen S. 
Stoll, Darline 
Stoltz, Jim 
Stone. N. Susan 
Stone, S Lee 
Stout, Mark 
Stovdl, John Mhwl 
Stowe, Donna M 
Straiton, Melanie 
Street, Beth 
Street, Beth 
Stndrknd, Stephanie 
Stmnd, Verlo 
Stmng, Michael 
Stmng, Michael 
Stmrq. Thueser 
Sullivan, Deborah L 
sun*, Walt 
Supulwr, Mary Lee 
svedeman, Lee 
Sw-n. E m  Wilham 
Sw-n, John R 
Swartz, Stephen 
Swedo, J- 
Swratkowsh, Raymond 
Switzer, Ronald R. 
swords, Lee 
SyEes, C.D 
Sykes, David 
Tafoya. Matthew Jay 
Tdley, Pat 
Tdley, Pat 
Tdley, Zoe B. 
Tamleesley, Kelly 
Tanner, Paul 
Tavangman, Cathy 
Tqylor, Charlea 
Taylor, David E. 
Teats, Betty B 
Telge, Glen 
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1357 
6Q4 
1733 
1062 
673 
818 
1098 
1031 
56 

248 
1116 
1564 
281 
914 
1770 
584 
1830 
1138 
238 

869 
1706 
747 
1251 
442 
1236 
1732 
1656 
1453 
1463 
1691 
249 
70 

1565 
965 

iiai 

1027 

352 
567 
874 

1716 
1683 
1002 
943 
74 
289 
537 

nos 

827 
553 
1072 
1084 

585 
1797 
288 

1276 

9a7 
1619 
231 
1743 
1533 
1741 
1641 
76 
743 

Tonnyson, Linda 
TerreU, Clark 
Terry, David K. 
Terry, Sherlyn 
Teter, Don 
Thawby, Fkderidr B. 
Thetford, Betty R. 
Thetford, Paul E. 
Thomas, Allen & Jane 
T h o m ,  H.A. 
Thomas, J. M. 
Thomas, Karen L. 
Thomas, KEVIXI 
Thomas, Mary Ellen 
T h o m ,  Mary EUsn 
Thomss, Stove 
Thompson, C. Jane 
Thompson, Jerry 
Thompson, M. Temi 
Thomwn,  S&e M d h s  
T h u " ,  E.P. 
Thmton ,B  A, 
Tiehout, James 
Ttgner, Mary W. 
Tae t t ,  Alise C. 
Tlmmons, Jcffsry 
Tmncher, Anne V. 
Tipton, Margaret 
Tobias, J o W  A 
Todd, David A 
Todd, David A. 
Tomasgo, KenW 
Toner, David 
Toole, Shawn 
Toon, Steve 
Tow, D a m e  A. 
Townley, Waldo N. 
Townley, Waldo W. 
Towns, ScoW 
Townsend, Kerry 
Trwey, W David 
Trahsn, Jon 
Travw Jr., Arthur E. 
'bhan ,  Wdai 
Truett, Joe 0 
Trwtt, Kristen D, 
"lar, Doqglas E. 
Turetzsky, Greg 
Turpbull, Lon 
Twmpeaeo, R. D&eI 
Turrupaeed, Helen Roy 
'httle, Suzanne 
Tveten, John L. 
Ubi&,  Chrietme 
Unterhsmschddt, Dr. A G 
Urban, Cheri H. 
U-y, Earl G. 
Utgard, W D. 
Utlcy, Barbara 
uzman, Akrf 
Vadiar, James 
v*, Mike 
Vale-, Ph.D , $wet 
vaue,o. Card 
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1419 
1563 
1225 
1306 
1687 
1233 
486 

1425 
1558 

72 
1767 
1542 
755 
337 

1799 
1305 
206 
612 
356 

1458 
1635 
639 
152 
149 
768 

1400 
1701 
404 
484 
460 
1134 
1384 
1255 
870 
151 

1623 
1007 
971 
750 
681 

1628 
863 
295 
538 

1530 
527 
822 

1313 
764 

1480 
1677 
393 
526 
389 
313 
763 

1215 
917 

1054 
1077 
1830 
264 

1259 

am 

Van Buten, Eric J 
VanKwrebrmk,Phylhs 
Van b n ,  Lams M 
Van Oart,  June 
Van &per, She" 
van s,dde, MarJory 
VsnBergen, Erin 
VandEIunt, Lon s. 
Vandebud, Rebecca J 
Vandel, Diana 
Venn, Leon F. 
Venn, Zdey Pruis 
Vardiman, M. Carmlle 
Varley, Victoria & Mark 
Vaugbn, Ehse 
Vawter, A.L. 
Vecduo, Adnenne 
Vecduo, Adname 
Verne=, Cheryl 
v-t, Robel+ 
Verret, Robert 
Vieam, Jeremy 
Vdlalongm, K a r m  
Vmson, Terry 
Vollweiler, Barbara 
Von Peccos. Wendy Beck 
Vondrwk,  Elaine 
Voss, Heinz E 
vu, Christm Thao 
Vu, Dung 
Wade, Lowell E 
Wade, Pat 
Wakefield, Geoffery 
Walker, Boaita 
Walker, Clark 
Walker, Clark 
WdLer, D i m  
Walker, George D 
Walker, Nyal 
Walker, Pam 
Walker, Richard A. 
W d e r , D  K 
Wdters, Eva Mane 
Walters, F H. 
Welters, Wances H 
Wang, Albert 
Ward, Ehsabeth 
ward, skip 
Warhol, Mark 
Waters, David L. 
Wathenl, Lisa 
Watson, Floyd A. 
Watters, Steven A 
Weaver, Carol 
Weaver, Debra M 
Wehster, Joan V. 
weems, Pat 
WeinhOQEe, Amy 
Wur, Kenneth G 
Wem, Jr., Leon C. 
Werss, Patriels P 
Wells, Joe 
Welsh, David 
We&, B o m e  E. 
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642 
1831 
745 
926 
1207 
1367 
1832 
a33 
557 
383 
1551 
1730 
880 
820 
1144 
711 
116 
1666 
503 
944 
1235 
1295 
1373 
1492 
215 
629 
335 
1436 
1581 
1755 
274 
900 
550 
1586 
728 
727 
726 
1777 
124 
1524 
1535 

716 
361 
26 
676 
1385 
1362 
210 
618 
1833 
306 
1594 
628 
522 
644 
1804 
1336 
865 
708 
218 
1642 
1643 
1379 

725 

Waat. Joel 
Western, W D 
Weatn, &chard 
Weston, Ehzabeth 
Wetherell, B 
Wheaton. Stephen R 
Wheelers. James 
W t e ,  Cheryl D 
m t e ,  Dallas 
m t e ,  Fhd 
Wtesides ,  David A 
Whtrmre, Libby 
Whitney, Mrs. D L 
W t s e t t ,  Do- 
W t t m p t o n ,  Lettalou G 
W t t l e ,  John A. 
Whitworth, Mery Ella 
Wnckwue, Lmda B 
Wiener, Jr., Blll 
wlkes, Walter 
Wilbenlrs, Tom 
Wlldlnaon,Lamar 
wlley, Robert P. 
Wilhameon, Anna 
Wlllunson, Joe 
Wllkinson, Peggy 
wluey In, w,ham w 
Wllley In, Wlham w 
Wllley, Gary 
Wdbams, Clark 
WIhama, Claudla 2 
Williams, comella 
W~hama,  E m  Ray 
Williams, James A 
Williams, Kevin 
Williams, Kwby 
Wfiams, Mary Sue 
Williams, Wke 
Wfiams, Page S 
Wihams, &chard 
W~hams,  Rome 
Wlhams, Stacy 
W h g h a m ,  F. F 
Wfis ,  Ehzabeth G 
Willman,Mrs R B 
Wlllmsn,Mrs R B 
Wills, Fird H 
Wilmoth, Carole 
Wilahtc. Linda 
Wilson, Bobby 
W h n ,  D m l  
W h n ,  Dorothy C 
Wilson, Dorothy C 
Wilson, Jame S 
Wilson. Jeffrey Scott 
Whon,  Jon 
Wilson, Raymond 
W h n ,  R o m e  
Wilson, Thomas 
Wilson, Wyna A. 
W m s t t ,  WilLam M 
Wmdham, Bob 
Wmdhsm, Gary 
Wingfield, Laura E 
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1317 
757 
1279 
a47 
765 
loOD 
1 74 
172 
804 
609 
94 
511 
286 
44 

1192 
1335 

1547 
835 
1080 
1024 
1616 
736 
1617 
1721 
16 
209 
115 
1562 
1044 
137 
1526 
1348 
232 
1636 
1540 
615 
1377 
1470 
348 
669 
1773 
159 
1374 
1456 
1094 
1303 
806 
1036 

1076 

WmngI?eld. Susan E 
Wmgfield, Wendy 
Winston, Joel 
Wise, Patnwa 
Wise, Stephanie 
Wsthus, Janice 
Wittenborn. Gary 
Wogenstshl, Frances 
Wolf, Mike 
w o w  CbnStlan v. 
W o d ,  Ken 
Wood, Gwen 
Wood, Jo Ann 
Woodcock. Paul 
Woodruff, Dolorea 
woods. 
Woods, Rctha Jane 
Woodward, Dennis M. 
Woodward, J. R. 
Worth-, Midael  8. 
W r q ,  William D 
Wright Jr., &chard C. 

Wnght, Bonnie 
Wright, Jesse 
Wyatt, The- J. 
Xavier, James A 
Yewet, Peter D. 
Yates. Scott 
Yeats, Kevin 
Young, Ahon 
Young, Crag B. 
Young, David Wilson 
Young, Deborah 
Young, Norman 

Wnght, Nene 

Young, Oule 
young, % 
Y&, Rose 
Zaller, K i m b u b  
Ztuuies, Tho- J 
Zergler, Lynn B 
Z-d, Jack 
Zerr, Sarah J. 
Zew,wki, c 
Z h e l m a n ,  Ma. B. 
Zumbaugh, David M. 
zummo, Carlita 
de Vega, Sean 
van der M e r ,  Madge E. 
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ISSUB: 1 BIODIVERSITY 

1-1 Natural values - Plant, Animal h Comuntlty Diversity 

L*tt.r. 
L.tt.r: 
L.tt.X. 
I,.tt.e. 
Latter: 
Lettee: 
L.tt.e: 

52 
400 
1213 
1235 
1265 
1409 
1632 

1665 
1666 
1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1726 

I want to see the forest floor covered with bushes, grasees, flowers and mushrooms 
I belzeve natural species of flora and fauna should be encouraged because Ln the long run they w ~ l l  be more effLcLent 61 sustainable 
I hope the grasslands here m north Texas will be managed for biodiversity and re-establimhmg native prairie vegetation 
I believe that native diversity 18 important and that it IS vital to the surv~val of many plants, animals. and birds 

Would like to see a foreat that would attract wildlife on Ita own 
Specral Care must be taken to ensure that restoration and RCW management do not leopardrze specialized habitats and restricted plaints 
management m the Bannister area has been hindered by significant frapentatmn m the past. further clearcutting zn the area must be avoided 
I f a M r  natural diversity because that's how Mother Nature would have It 

(p9 54 DEIS) 
affected by humans 
any regeneration or other work we Want done In the foreet 
what 1s desired 

MA-sd-01 - I am against any vegetatlve manipulation except for fire that occurred naturally 
(MA-sa-11) 
(MA-9b-11) I am against "maximum native diversity" 
MA-ef-01 - do not manage vegetation Protect vegetation 
Remove MIi-8b-02 It zs redundant 
The forests of Texas sontam great biological diversity 

public land MUST safeguard wildlife habitat and passrve recreation 

Because RCW 

please keep our public land as wild and natural as posslble 

Therefore we still have most of the natural drsturbance factors working for us and must maximally take advantage of these to do 
Human disturbance factors are not needed In great amount If Q naturally evolving forest 1s 

of the disturbance factors that are listed or are rmplred when natural disturbances are mentioned, only fire has significantly been 

aquatic resources, I am opposed to use PW-011, 012. and 015 because they allow the use of exotics, peetxczdes and herblcrdes 

I am opposed to "maximum native diversity" what la this- It IS not defined You do not need to manipulate such areas 

This diversity ehould be protected for the enlopent of present & future generations 

Respons.. C-ent noted 

Lstt-e: 1723 (pg 39 DEIS) I have a problem With the assertion under Ecosystem Management that BCS will be used to detemrne the most appropriate plant and animal 
species t- manage This indicates to me that you will be looking at succes81onal species and not the m o r e  climax types like the Southem Mixed 
Hardwood Forest 
evolve the community This does not Beem appropriate for genuine ecosystem management 

The PS will use ecosystem management as the means to meet goals specified 10 the revieed PP 
the end Itself The PS does not manage esosystems ]Qat for the sake of managing them or for some notLon of lntrinaic ecosystem values They are 
managed for specific purposes such as producing, reetonng, or sustaining certain ecological conditions, desired resource usee and products, vital 
environmental S ~ N I C ~ S ,  and aesthetic cultural or splrltual values For the PS, ecoayetem management means to produce desrred resource values, Uses. 
products or S ~ N I C ~ B  in ways that also sustain the diversity and productivity of ecosystems 
oriented bias In some places, the emphasis IS on ecological conditmns and environmental services In others, It 18 on reeource products and uses 
overall, the mandate IB to protect environmental quality while also producing on a ewtilinable basrs, resources that people need 

This alters the ecosystems and keeps them perpetually In more early successional or seral stages rather than lettlng natural forces 

Response Ecosystem management 1s the means to an end It 1s not 

Thrs 1s neither product-oriented bias nor a nature- 

L.tt.r. 1763 we are impressed by the emphasis on protecting biological diversity 
and the identified Desired Future Conditions appear to be a more effective ayatem for characterizing the range of ecosystem EOmpOnents than have 

The uee of the Ecological Claaarfication System, the Management Indicators Table, 

prevloua systems 
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me".. 1-1 Natural values - Plant, Animal 61 Communtlty Diversity 

R.spones: The IDT appreciate= your support 

L.tt.=. 1453 sanitation and wildlife improvement cuts are also too con" The terms give the mpreesion that they are exceptional and unrelated to timber 
harvesting However evidence from past NP operatrans suggests that these cuts are quite typrcal and often used for sawtimber purposes 

R..ponsmi Timber harvest LS a. tool for wildlife management our wildlife program, that ensures habitat for both game & ThB species, will contznue to utlllze 
timber harvest for maintaining the populations of these species 

L.tt.e: 1472 I am concemed that such a large proportion of national forest acreage 1s devoted to single species management (ncw) at a t m e  when more emphaaza IS 
being placed m biodiversity 

R-mponm.. There will be few impacts on wildlife species such as deer, quail and wild turkey 
greatly reduced through prescrrbed burning and other midstory control measures 
on whrsh some wildlife apecles are dependent However, some mast producing  specie^^ will be enhanced with an open midstory Overstory mast producers, 
If present, would probably not be affected Because of the limited mast production capabilities of some midstory species and the fact that overstory 
maat producers will probably n-t be affected, the overall effect an mast dependent species IS very likely gomg to be minimal In contrast, a maprlty 
of herbaceous native planta, animal and other species whrch occupy similar habitat to that of the RCW depend on the same fire dependent ecosystem as 
the RCW Therefore. the use of fire as a management tool to reduss midstory should have little or na impact on these species Growing season b u m s  
(spring-summer) will be used in m-st cases, however, burning will occur throughout the year when the weather 1s suitable 

Same speclea of hardwood trees and ahrube may be eliminated or 
This would be expected to result In a decrease in avazlablllty of mast 

L-tt-e 1633 Pw standard Pw-169 calls for the w e  of genetkcally improved seed or seedlings This le contrary to the mandate found in NFMA which states "preserve 
the diversity of tree species similar to that exLst1ng m the regron controlled by the plan" 

Response: The parent trees of genetically improved seedlmge are Texas trees Sufficient parent trees are available to provide a diverse genatic base 

Latter 1723 (pg 55 DBIS) the Affected Bnvironment you generalize here This discussion conflicte with what IS stated m Apps H h I whxh describe a more 
complicated OG environment than your vegetatmn groups ( 5  m all) would indicate 

Rasponme. The five groups descrxbed are the groupings recorded ~n historic records We do not agree that apps HhI Conflict with this, rather they expand on It 
to demcribe the groups recognized today 

Lsttar. 1723 (MA-sc-Al) what does "perpetuation of the mature semi-evergreen mesic forest" mean? Let Nature decide what will occur here not commercial tmber 

L.tt.r: 1723 (MA-Bc-Bl) what does "semi-evergreen mesic forest" mean, 

Response: This is explained in detail m the P[ Natural Heritage Report 

bias No SPB cutting This destroys the ssen1c area 

1eeua. 1-2 Old Growth 

Letter: 179 old growth forests must be preserved for the eake of our planet and for future generations 
Lettar: 1614 

Lettee: 1627 
Lett.=: 1632 No timber harvests should be allowed in potential old growth areas 
Lettee: 1723 

If you Continue management baaed on the demands of eco-fanatics you will create many stands of forest that are over-stocked and over mature, highly 
vulnerable to fire, insects or other disaster 
I favor the old growth acreage supported m alternative 5 to provide for adequate habitat while maintaining sufficient harvest and other commodities 

(BIS appendix I pg 4) flooding not only keeps invading species out It also acts as a disturbance factor which undermines trees and causes them to fall 
over during wet soil conditions or creates conditions where blowdowns are more possible thus creating natural gaps ~n the forest This 1s how 
floodplain species are able to regenerate 
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- Ten".: 1-2 old Growth 

Lettar: 1723 (BIS appendix I pg 5 )  you say that single and multiple stem windfalls are the disturbance that 1s natural in bottomland hardwood groups you ~gnore 
this and require larger group selection (your definition takes It up to eeveral acres) instead of group selection as normally defined of 1/4 acre or 
1.88 or single tree selection which would mimic natural disturbances 

for Shortleaf Pine you limit hardwoods to 3/2~cre which I am against. I also oppose seedtree and shelterwoad cutting and do 
not support cutting at 100 yeara 

The rotation age should be at least 200 yrs 
beyond without being cut The 125 yr rotation IS too short 

regenerate this forest I Want a 300 yr mtation and not 250 yrs and no ~ X C U S B Q  about SPB to cut at 150 yra or less I want natural 
regeneretion only 

done to enhance wildlife or other resmrcee 

Latter: 1723 (BIS appendix I pg 10-11) 

L.tt.r. 1723 (EIS appendix I pg 11-12) Mixed Forest, I am opposed to seedtree and shelterwoad and sxte preparation and planting I want natural regeneration 
This 18  supposed to be an oak dommated forest but you manage It mostly for pine 

and no SPB used a8 an excuse to cut good trees I am oppoaed to any dia h u t  which trees cannot grow 

Lett.=. 1723 (BIS appendix I pg 14) for LLP I am oppoaed to shelterwood and want group selection (l/4 acre of lese m size) or single tree selectlo" methods to 

L.tt.r: 1723 (BIS appendix I) Sweetbay-Swamp Tupelo-Red Maple group overston/ trees can be large I want no management activities period I do not want anything 

Lett-r: 1723 (MA-8b-41) I am totally against any cuttlng for SPB m 00 areas 
Latter. 1723 (MA-4-11) I do not Want portions but the entire streamside zone set aside for OG corridors 

There IS zero excuses for cutting this rare ecotype 

Respoas.: comment noted. 

Lettee: 1605 Recommendations (MA-1) Leave a substantial component of older treee in each stand to live until natural death and to stand on until natural fall, for 
the benefit of RCW expansion and stmctural and vertical diversity 

Response: Recommendation noted 

Latter: 1308 with alt 2, old growth mcreaees over current levels and 2s very similar to ales 3 .  4, 4a. 4b and 5 whzch, in my opinion. le not excessive 
Ayam, alts 6 and 7 promote excess~ve old growth which will undoubtedly increase SPB problems in the future 

Response. The IDT appreclatee your support 

Letter 52 I want to eee "old growth'' frees 
Latter 52 I want to see trees of different 81zes and shapes, different species of trees. and 

Response Come tO the NPQl 

Latter' 1310 The DBIS  and Draft Plan count all acreage 2" SMZ'B as old growth ~n alt 48 , yet the DBIS  and Plan Indicate that only ,,some" of SMZ's  (MA4) will be 
allowed to develop into old growth 
sanitation, salvage, or alleged wrldlife habitat "Improvement '' Conceivable under such guidelines, MA4 would produce no old growth areas at all 
MA-4-11 - Old growth allowed to develop along streamside zones should not be counted toward old growth goals, unless the varmus allowances for timber 
removal provided m MA-4 are eliminated 

The Plan's standards and guidelines clearly allow for unlimited. unregulated tree harvest under the guiee of 

L-tter. 1605 

R.spons.. SMZS are classified as potential pld growth 
activities occur 

old growth characteristics should develop in sMZs ~ v e r  time, even in areas where limited management 
After analysis, some areas m SMZs w111 be designated as restored old growth 

L.tt.ri 1310 The failure to include ephemeral streams I" MA 4 means that large areas of the forest will have no old growth and no hardwood-rich riparian areas 
Appendix-k page 3 



- Iseve 1-2 Old Growth 

Respons.. We disagree The Plan will adequately provide old growth and rlpanan areas throughout the wGT 

Letter: 1604 Recommendati-n - MA 1 Leave a component of older trees in each stand to live until natural death and to atand on until natural fall, for the benefit 

Lett.=: 1605 Recommendation Leave a. subetantiel component of older trees ~n each stand to l ~ v a  until natural death and to etand on untll natural fall, for the 
of RCW expansion and atLVSture.1 and vertical drversity 

benefLt of RCW expaneion and structural and vertical diversity 

Reaponn.: Recommendatron noted 

Latt-r: 
Lett.=. 1723 IWA-ab-01) 

1252 We have no business cutting old growth or mature forests in Texas 
xf theae areas will be designated potential 00 areas how will you ensure they are not degraded by activities that will be allowed? 

Reeponse: Management areas classified as potential old growth are not scheduled for tzmber harvest 
before entry, and management activities may be halted, lmited, or redesigned dependent on the current and future old growth needs 

MA-2-01 - Because RCW 18 an old-growth dependent species, subatantzal areas of old growth should be provided m M u  m addition to colony clusters 
port~on of these addztienal areas could eventually be logged for large-diameter logs, provrded that abundant old growth was left for the RCW 

Older stands in other management areas will be evaluated 

Lett.=: 1605 A 

8eqmn.e: Old Growth Conditione do not equate to RCW habitat Direction ~n MA-2 
provrdes this habitat requirement, and emphaaizea fLre as the preferred method of mamtainmg p m e  hmlnated uplanda wrth an open underatary 
Herblcrdea, mechanical and hand taols may all be w e d  If fire does not create the DFC Both EAM and UAM will be required i n  the management of RCW 
habitat to obtain the desired results 

RCW utilize a range of age classes m pine stands for foraging and nesting 

Letter: 161s None of the plans provide enough pine timber to lower the average age of timber to a healthy age level 
of the old mature and diseased timber with an average age left being not more than 40 to 50 years old 
has become the USFS m Texas, one of the main concerns was a reliable timber supply 
We should save our old growth forests to protect and enlarge our wildlife habitat - and to give our grandchildren the opportunity to see and enjoy 
what these wonderful old forests were really like 

It seems to me that we should be cutting all 
When the us gavemment bought the land that 

L.tt.r: 1625 

Re#ponee: Old, mature trees are an Important resource on the forest Mameainlng a healthy forest while providing for old growth needs 1s one of the priorities 
on the NFGT 

Latter: 1632 Use of preacrxbed fire ( In  0 0 1  must be looked at on a caee by case basis, taking into account species, site needs, and constremnte 

Response: That 1s our Intent 

Lettse. 1605 MA-1-01 - Provide for some old growth allocations m the upland Forest Ecosystem (MA11 Stands which are "approaching maturity "are not 
old growth allocations should be provided for forest ages beyond the USFS-defined maturity periods 

Letter- 
sufficient 
Numerous site* on the forest oecu within historic longleaf range but currently have stands of shortleaf or loblolly greeter than 75 yrs 
such stands should be Inventoried for 00 charactenstics prior to any ground disturbing activxtles 
restoration (or any other purposes until the CG issue is resolved) 

1632 of age Any 
Potential 00 sites should not be disturbed for 

~esponae, 1111 stands 100 years and older wlll be evaluated for old growth character prior to any ground disturbing aOtlYitLes Dec~slon~ will then be made 
based on this Bite epecrflc evaluatzon and DFC and needs of the forest 

L.tt.e: 1632 00 forests are being clearcut or otherwzse regenerated by even-aged techniques at the time when the FS lacks an adequate Inventory of potentlal 00 
extes, a workmg defmitxon of 00 and a comprehensive 00 policy 
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- Issue: 1-2 old Growth 

Latter 1632 lacking from the (81s) App 
of special Management Areas I recommend reviewing any stands 75 years and older for old-growth potential 
allowed m these stands until definitions are adopted and stand structure has been studied to determine whether the area should be retamed as old 
growth 
I strongly oppose the over-rzdzng notion that management of old gmwth IS synonymous with an anthropomorphzc disturbance regime of perzodlc tlmber 
harvests and aheltewood cuts 
You talk about regenerating mature and over mature timber whish means we will never really have 00 zn Tx NPa 

I IS a more precise definition of OG and an inventory process to determine If 00 currently exute on the Forest outside 
No soil dleturbmg acflvltles should be 

L.tt.r: 

Lett.=: 

1632 

1723 

Respon..: The &rest IB currently developing ItB old growth policy The NPGT plans to provide aream of managed and unmanaged old growth Many specla1 areas 
are not scheduled for regeneration 

Latter. 1632 OG policy should quantify a specific number of acres that will actually be In vnharveated 00, rather than lust potentla1 
anthropomorphic disturbance but acknowledges that natural heturbance will influence stand structure 
Porest m unharvested t m e  05 
2 ) M m l m u m  of 20 large diameter trees (20" DBH) per acre, 31A minimum of 12 snags and Wildlife trees per acre 
It IS recommended that the old growth acreage of ale 

00 implies the lack of 
I Would like to aee a mrnmum of 20% of the 

The rest of the Forest should be managed to retain some degree of 00 character rncludmg 1)lack of fragmentatron 

L.tt.r: 1636 6/7 be adopted, again because the RCW problem 1s to a great degree an old-growth problem 

R.sp0r.e. RecOmmendatlOn noted 

L.tt.e: 1636 Could It be possible a NPGT market plan could be worked Out where old growth and revenues are maxlmizedQ 

R.spon..: The plan provides for a m i x  of goods and services 

L.tt.e. 1671 Because mgmt guides for RCW, bottomlands, SMZa. wllderneee S the WhS river corridor, many forest stands will be allowed to progress h increase 
toward old growth (00) status Development of 00 forests should be optimized In the eelected alt , while keeping mgmt flexihilrty to address 
specific needs of mdivxdual stands ds correctly stated , allowances for 00 will likely have adverse effects on commodity production m the short 
t e n ,  but will inorease long-term produotlvlty. overall epecle8 richness h viability of less CO"O~ plant and animal species The importance of 
including proviaions for OG 
base (DB) AB older stands occur and are located 
w/o referrrng to a DB 

has been stated m previous correspondence by this Dept 00 or older growth IB identified in the computer data 
, this DB should be updated Plan should include provieions for updating the publxc on 00 stands 

Plan should better reference the 100,000+ac coming into 00 category lOo+yr 

Response: The NPGT plans to continue Its inventory and evaluation of older stands whlle developing an old growth pollcy 

L.tt.r: MA-7-18 - Allocation of wilderneea a8 old growth must be accompanied by the restrictmn that the area IS never to be harvested, not even for SPB 
control 

Lettar: 1679 The Draft PP does nor epaeify that 00 m wilderness areas will never be harvested The use of motorized vehicles and boats m special areas should be 
eliminated 

1605 

Response: No trees m wilderness I" Teras have been harvested or are acheduled for harvest 

L.tt.r 1723 

R.mpona.: SMZs are protected ID the Plan 

Trees may only be cut m emergency situatmns 

atreamside and other eo-called OG zone8 wrll not provide lmnkages because they will be cut m and will be fragmented 

L.tt.e; 1723 (pg 29 DEIS) I dispute your assertion that RCW colonies are old growth 
L.tt.e. 1805 RCW habitat should not be consrdered 00 habltat because, unlike wrlderness and apecral  rea as, It recelved intensive hardwood midstory removal 

Additionally, If the USPS plans to manage ecosystems, It 1s rmportant to eetablrsh COntlgUOw 00 forests 
and MA-2 regarding 00 be rewritten to allocate 00 corridors through RCW habitat management areas If necessary 

It 1s recommended that the standard for MA-1 
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P m  A m  EIS COWXBNTS 
Comments by Iseus and R.sponee 

IBBUC.. 1-2 Old Growth 

R.sponse RCW colonies are now not included as old growth, though old growth character may develop in HMAs 

Letter. 1723 You need to have some defmlt8 minimum portion of each management area set aside for potential old growth 

R.np0n.e. Each management area la classified by the old growth designation Claaalflcation 1- baaed on management area emphases 

Lettar: 1723 (MA-1-01) this old growth provision IS not acceptable It only allows "approaching maturity" and not real 00 

Rssponn.: There le no OG allocated to MA-1 

Lettar 1723 (BIS appendix I) you have eeveral tree species listed that do not occur naturally in Texas Why were these trees listed for Texas" 

Respons. Thank you for bringing this to our attention 

Latt-r. 1679 There 18 no recognition of the loss of growth potential Trees that have grown for several years, but not reached usable s i z e  are Lgnored These frees 
have used soil nutrients, and will have to start over m a new rotation 

Responsa: This i s  calculated m the growth yield models used 

Letter 1723 (61s appendix I pg 8 )  when listing tree species that exist in the so-called Dry and Dry-Mesic Oak-Pine Forests you need to add American Beech and 

rotation age is too young at 150 
Southem Magnolia 
not agree with limiting large hardwoods to no more than three per acre 
yrs 

you are combining two m0Istm-e regimes and types of foreate together and I have never heard of this being done like this I do 
The diameter limit le too small at 28" 

You are managing for a diaclzmax dominated by Loblolly even though you call this an Oak-Pine Forest 

Response The source document for the 00 deflnxtions shows the OG cross w d k  for Beech-magnolia as Coastal Plain Upland Mesic Hardwood Forests Management 
strategies for OG have been elmu"ed In the final documents 

Letter: 1532 61s App I needs to be abandoned altogether 81nce It does not reflect t N e  00 polloy and managment. App I instead la a preacnptlon for long- 
rotation. even aged management and periodic commercral thinning 
uneven-aged conditions charactenstic of OG 

Commercial thinning and sheltemood Cuts would prevent the multi-layered canopy and 

Letter 1723 (61s appendix I pg 3) you talk about using sheltewood for 300 year rotation to simulate disturbance But this does not eimulate natural disturbance 
because in natural disturbance the entire stand would not be lost and no site preparation which destroys the leaf litter and top soil layer would 
~ c c u r  the 2 - 4  acre8 to be cut IS too lawe to allow If you are to SLmulate slngle tree fall gaps You are not slmulatlng natural disturbance but 
still allowing even age management 

to more naturally mimic disturbance You arklflsally llmlt SLP to a minimum 100 yrs  of age and then you can cut real old SLP of over 200 or more 
years will never occur with yavr cuttxng methods 

Letter. 1723 (BIS appendix I pg 7) eeedtree or sheltemood are proposed here for the regeneration methad for Shortleaf Pine when selectmn management can be done 

Responsa Management strategies have been eliminated from the final 00 appendlx 

Latter 1723 (EIS appendix I) Table 1, how was potential 00 determined, Why 1s there not more* Why 1s there no Amerlcan Beech-Southem Magnolla acres I" 001 
Why are not all the bay acres ~n potential 00' 

~.mpona.: These are the acres of unsuitable lands by PT as IS explained in the footnote for the table 
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PLAN AND BIS C0"S 
Comments by Issue plld Response 

- Ins".. 1-2 Old Growth 

Letter: 1723 (MA-8b-04) y o w  cannot manage these areas as 00 If you allow fo r  SPB cutting 

R..pone*. 
SPB control strategies will be designed to protect old growth characteristics 

- 1-2-1 snags 

L.tt.r. 1632 there IS a serious shortage or total lack of trees. lrving or dead, suitable for wildlife perches, cavifies, roosts, dens. and nesting and food 

L.tt.r: 1632 2 hardwoods per acre aa proposed In the Plan la vastly inadequate A t  least a dozen trees per acre with immediate wildlife potential should always 
caches 

be retained 

R.epons.. Comment noted 

Latter. 1632 Adequate snag and hardwood BtNCtUre must be retained for wildlife needs 

Rwponee The IDT agrees The final revised Plan has been amended to reflect this 

Lettar: 1723 Fw-202 - where did you get the information to set the standards for the number of snags and den trees and downed trees per acre, 

R-eponne: See MI table, plan chap V snag density increases with stand age, old growth has a greater snag objective than young stands 

L.tter: 1723 (Fw-073) what number of vacated trees should be left, 

R.spons.: T h u  will by necessity be a prqect-level decision considering such factors as species, s x z e ,  number available & public safety 

1-3 

277 
298 

1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 

1723 

1723 
1723 

Special ecosystems - riparian & streamside zones 

prorectxve carridore around streams ehauld be a priority 
T a180 urge an emphasis on etreambed protection The recent heavy rain s flooding can be catastrophic L €  adequate zones of timber and ground cover are 
not maintained I" creekbeds 
(pg 16 DBIS) I also appose mite preparation and clearcutting and cutting in streamside = m e a  for SPB and cuttmg In scenic areas and mineral drilling 
~n scenic areas 
(pg 35 #1 Plan1 
(pg 45 DBIS) Alt 6 61 7 are the best alternatives because they protect more riparian habitat 
(MA-3-43) you need at least zoo ft for a protective zone from oil and gas drilling for perem~al streams, 100 ft for intermittent streams and 75 
ft for ephemeral streams . 
(pg 122) these streamside areas must be managed for 00. wildlife CorrLdorB for migration and dupersal, aesthetic corrrdors. trail corridors, 
buffers for interior forest species and other Important purposes 
(MA-4-101), 
(MA-4-102) I am against greentree reservoirs and ponds and flood control structures since this area 1s a natural Elood control area 

I am opposed to any cutting m riparian areas at all 

I am against ponds, seismic surveys and blanket safety hazards loopholes that the FS cam use to destroy and log riparian areas 
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PLAn AM) g1s C0"S 

Comrente by Issue and Reaponme 

- 1 ~ s Y a :  1-3 Special ecosystems - riparian & streamside zones 

Lettee. 1723 MA-4-124 - Greentree resemozrs can only make riparian areas more disturbed 
Latter: 1723 
Letter: 1723 (MA-sa-142) remove "as deemed appropriate" and always pmtect emphemeral streams flow. period 
Lettar. 1723 (MA-9b-142) remove "as deemed appropriate" and protect streams period 

(MA-sa-131) I support no burlding or campsites zn the 100 yr floodplain and removing thoee that exist there naw 

Response: Comment noted 

Lett.=. 614 I find tmublmg, contract loggers laggrng right up to streams and rxvers on Federal property 
Lettar. 1310 and SMZ'B of adequate Width 

beet, most effective and most cost-efficient way to provide vegetative and habitat diversity throughout the forest 
60% of the forest open to commercial loggrng 
Reducing SMz minimum Widths because ridgetops come closer to atreambanks than the minimum width 1s not lustifled emce one of the ObJectiveS of the 
SMZ IS to preserve blologioally rich and scenic old growth 

100 ft on each aide of intermittent streams This IS especially important to protect water qualrty and soil erosion 

and total protection from tLmber hameat. along wlth ample scenic and other apecral off-lmnts to logging are thhe 
This can be done and still leave 

Labtar. 

Latter: 1435 The streams are the most esneitive areas in the forest and should be protected with a adequate buffer 150 ft on each side Of perennial streams and 

Latter 1568 Suggest that absolutely no logging or burnlng be allowed Within 800 feet of streamside areas 
L.ttar: 1631 streams should be protected from loggrng and bummng by eetablishrng protected streamside corridors 400 feet wide for perennial streams, 200 feet for 

Lettar: 1774 No grazing 300 ft Of streamside zones 

1310 

intennittent, and 200 feet for ephemeral streams 

~eepons. Water quality 1s maintained on the NFGT by mplementmg SBG that raquira protection zones adlacent to those streams that are identified as needing 
protection Research has shown that pmtectlon zones from 30 to 60 feet wlde are adequate to mamtaln water quality In some 81tUat10n9, wider 
protection zones Would be beneficial to wrldlife and provide greater protection against blow-downs 

Letter 1310 Minimum widths under any and all Circumstances are 150 feet on both eides of perennial streams, 100 feet from mtermlttent streams and 75 feet f m m  
Where the extent of the flwdplam or of hydrophytic uegetatxon le greater than these widths, the SMZ should go up to the lmat of 

Latter: 1605 Reducing SMZ minimum widths because rzdgetops come closer to streambanks that the m u n m u m  width le not luetrfied since one of the obiectivee of the 

Letter: 1605 Min~mum widths under any and all clrcumetancea are 150 feet on both aides of perennial streams, 100 feet from Intermittent streams and 75 feet from 
Where the extent of the floodplain or of hydrophytic vegetation 18 greater than these Widths, the SMZ should go up to the limit of 

ephemeral streams 
the floodplain or hydrophytic vegetation 

SMZ is to preserve biologically rich and scenic old growth 

ephemeral streams 
the floodplain or hydrophytrc vegetation 

Reaponse' For MA-4 SMZe, the FP statea that the boundary for the MA Wlll lnclude all rlparran areas dominated by obllgate hydrophytzc vegetatron 

Lettees 1310 Recommendatlan 
Letters 1605 Recommendation 

NO ekv3dere or ocher logging equpent of any krnd will be allowed w=thm SMZ's 
No akidders or other logging equipment of any krnd will be allowed within SMZ's  

Raeponsa. ShG limit the use of mechanical equipment withln SMZ's 
require limited access of mechanical equipment 

Mechanical equipment can not be totally excluded from SMZ'B There are BltUatlOns that 

Lettar: 1310 Recommendation SMZ'B need to be designated in the Plan for ephemeral StFeamB 
Lettar: 1605 S M Z ' a  need to be dealgnated In thhe Plan for ephemeral streams 

~esponse Proteation zone8 for ephemeral streams are discussed under Forest-wide S&G 
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IeBUe: 1-3 Special ecosyeteme - riparian & streamside zones 

Lettee: 1310 Recommendation All streame, including ephemeral streams are inventoned and mapped 
L.tt.I: 1605 Recommendation All streams, msludzng ephemeral streams are inventoned and mapped 

R..pon..: The Porest IS m the process of mapping and claeaifying streams lncludrng Order I streams (ephemerals) 

Lett.=: 1605 PW-021 - Provide protection for Lntermlttent streams of at least 100 ft VB proposed 66 ft Provide protection for perennial streams of at least 1 5 0  

Latte: 1605 PW-021 - Protection needs to also be provided to ephemeral atreams ( 7 5  ft.), and should be included ~n MA-4 management 
L.tt.r: 

ft 

Provrde for a protected c o n d o r  of 150,  100 or 75 feet on each aide of a perennial, intermittent or ephemeral water body respectively 
corridors there should be no Ntting (except hazardous trees) or salvage, no SPB treatment, no prescribed burning and no removal of minerals or or1 h 
gas This would provrde visual quality, encourage old growth, protect hardwoods, provide dispersion habitat. improve mast pmducmg wildlife habitat 
and xmpmve eroazon control 

1608 In these 

R..pon... Research has shown that protection zones from 3 0  to 60 feet wide are adequate to maintain water quality 
harvesting activities and prescribed burning within protection mnea 

sffi will not allow indiscriminate timber 

Lettar: 1655 PW-188 - The management standards for protecting wetlands that are lese than 1 0  acres In size should also address the management practices on the 
surrounding habitat I" order to protect the natural processes (re. fire, hydrology, eta) that are important for the maintenance of the wetland 
SOmmunltY 

R..pon..: The IDT agrees The final revised Plan has been amended to reflect this 

Lettar: 1723 MA-4-112 - sphemeral streams also need this protection In addition more protective contract stipulations are needed 
L.tt.Lli 1723 (PW-021) the zone to protect streammidea 18 not only not wide enough but you allow SPB cutting 

R..pons.: Research has shown that protection zones from 30 to 60 feet wide are adequate to maintain water quality 
management emphasis and area rdentrfxatmn 

This 18  reflected in the revised MA-4 
SPB will be controlled ~n the area within the standards for IPM described I" MA-4 

Letter: 1655 PW-021 - and m - 4 - 1 2  Maintaining exlstrng wwdy vegetation along streams Within an arbitrary distance thmughout the forest does not take into 
account the v;lr=abllity of the landscape and natural vegetation patteme 
manipulation to restore the native plants and plant communltlee that occur *long streams on a site-specific basis 
Bcs and DPC of the ecological unit 

The standard should be revised to a l l o w  the pdrcious vegetation 
This action would be guided by the 

Response: This standard has been revised and IS incorporated m the mgmt emphasis & area Identification of MA-4 

Latter: 1723 (pg 47 DBISI It IS particularly of concern that you allow SPB control m and riparian areas 

Rempons.: sPB infestations will normally be allowed to run their natural CourBe, unless Q site-specific analysis mdicates one of the conditions listed in Pw-4 
4 2  exists 

Lrttrr. 1617 stop using lwpholas for gomq xn and cutting in theee and other fragile areas 

R-spons.' Timber IS only harvested m SMZ's when It will benefit another resource This may include regenerating the area and establish the tree species 
necessary to meet the DPC 

Latter 1622 some of the larger ephemeral stream sites should receive consrderation comparable t- that proposed for intermittent streams Treating some of the 
larger ephemeral streams as perennial streams would enhance both plant and animal diversity including hardwood species, rare plants, neotmplcal bird 
migrants and provide more quality habitat for recreational "sea such as hunting, brrdwatchmg, hiking, nature photography, etc 
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T.eue; 1-3 Special ecoeysteme - rrparian h streamside zones 

Rssponem. All ephemeral streams are classlfled as Order I &reams This means they are on upland portlone of the watersheds or subwateraheda Normally these 
areas don't have the same vegetation components as an mtermlttent or perennial stream 
vegetative cmpnent as upper slopes and ridge topa 
differently than the upper slopes and rzdge tops 
minimum access for mechanical equipment 

Axeas adiscent to ephemeral streams normally have the name 
Therefore there la not a need to manage the areas ad3acent to the ephemeral streams any 

Those ephemeral stream designated as needing protection will have a zone of adequate width and 

Latter: 1671 Ducuss1on in the Revlsed LRMP and DBIS concerning streamside management zones l a  not clear ~n regard to mmplicatrons for protection of bottomland 
hardwood forests and riparian vegetation As Indicated by the Service, these zones actually encompass the alluvral bottoms associated m t h  100 yr 
floodplains m addnon to vegetation ad3acent to perennial and intermzttent streams 
and ~n many Bltuatlons wlll exceed the S e m ~ c e ' s  minimum parameters of 66 and 100 ft 
S e n e  to protect the lntegrlty of travel corridors 
fragmentat?on, and protect the bottomland corridors from dietuzbance 

These are the areas Identified by the Dept 's Tx Wetlands Plan . tranaitlonal zones between the floodplain areas and uplands 
Evaluetlon and selective rncorporatlon of these areas wlll also reduce effects of habltat 

Response: Most bottomland hardwood species will not be harvested or cut from the SMZ unless management of a particular resource determines that need 

Latter. 1679 The Draft PP does not specify the long-term and cumulative effects of even-age Cuts on down &ream siltation, chemical damage by herbicides and 
peaticldes, and floodrng caused by increased water yields 

Renp0n.a. It 18 trYe that removal of vegetation from upland sites will cause an increase m Water yield 
the protection z ~ n e  (SMZI for each stream or drainage that le designated for protection 
There is not a great potential for damage caused from the use of herbzcides because herbicides used on the NP are not soil active 
of vegetation will cause an mcreaae zn water yield 

However, mast suspended sedment will be trapped by 
Therefore, 811tatmn from the uplands le held to a minimal 

Although removal 
There's not enough vegetative manipulation in any given watershed that would result in flooding 

Lettar 1679 The Draft PP dose not reflect the rmpacta of increased water yields Increased water yields cause soil erosmn, channel erosion, stream 
sedmentatron. water tablejgroundwater recharge modifmatzon, lowers acidity in streams, removes nutrients, causes stream pollution. fisheries damage, 
the lose of sensitive species, and exhaberates downskream flooding and siltation 

Reaponee: Increased water yields are not having significant Impacts Although there are slight increases in erosmn and sedimentation It i s  not enough to 
create a significant impact to the aquatic habitat 
because these areas have deep sandy soils With high mfrltration rates 
acidity 

Removal of vegetation normally does not have a significance on ground-water recharge areas 
OUT baseline water quality monitoring has not mdicated a lowering of stream 

Most of the sediment that transport nutrrents 1s trapped In the SMZ'e  

Letter 1679 The Draft PP offers madequilte protection to SMZ These should be protected for 150 ft on either side of perennial streams. 100 ft from Intenttent 
streams. and 75 ft from emphemeral streams There should be no Cutting within these protected zones SMZ should be treated as a eeparate 188ue The 
DPP-does not explain the difference m acreage between the 1987 FP and this plan Unneeded bridges and culverts ehould be removed. and new ones should 
not be constructed SMZ's  should not be narrowed If ridges come rn closer, ridgetops ehould be protected If they are that close to a stream 
should not be allowed in SMZe SMZs should be inventoried and SPB cuts should not be allowed Prescription burning should not be allowed ~n SMZe SMZe 
should be clearly marked With the paint on the side away from the stream Loge should be left 
stream SMZe should be inspected periodically and trash cleaned up 

etremside areas (150 feet from perennial streams, 100 feet from mtenttent, 75 from ephemeral ) Ae mandated by the NPMA. the plan must  ensure 
their protection 

Skidders 

the stream unless the stream IS a frequently canoed 

Letter: 1801 should gxve more protaction for streams Streams are vitally rmportant for fish and wildlife No logging or burning should be allowed withrn 

~esponse: Water qualify 1s maintamed an the NPGT by implementing S&G's that require protection zones adlacent to those streams that are identified as needing 
protection Research ha8 shown that protection zones from 30 to 60 feet wlde are adequate to maintain water quallty In some sltuatlons wider 
protection zones would be beneficial to wildlife and provide greater protection against blow-downs SMZ'e are protected from fire by plowed or hand- 
raked firelines There are Instances where skidders are ellowed within SMZ's to remove trees that can not be cabled out In some instances, cabling 
trees out of SMZ'S  does no more damage than skidding All SMZ's are plainly marked with pamt that 1s visible to the Operator If a tree 18 felled 
m a stream and its determined that the tree altered the flow of the stream, the tree i s  removed 
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TPBU. 1 - 3  Special ecosystems - riparian & streamaide zones 

Lattae. 1723 

R-spons.: We have S&G that don't allow activities that will cause the oattle to congregate In the rzparlan area thus lessenmg the potentla1 Impacts 

can also cause nonpoint source pollution especially when cows are allowed I" r~parian arew as this plan allows (refers to grasslands) 

L.tt.r 1733 Prqected stream sediment loadmg - 4 8  appears to have a higher cumuliltzve effect over time than alt 3 [chart p 1 1 9 )  Lf you graph the slope from 
perrod 1 through period 5 to perrod 1 0  

R-spons.: Alternative 48 has a higher percentage of uneven-aged management 
sediment load 

Uneven-aged management basically need open road network whzch produce a greater 

L.tt.r 1723 MA-4-113 - skldders and logging equipment should never be allowed I" riparian areas period 
Latter 1765 Logging shall not cross these I 7 5  ft along both sides of all Straame and trails) protected corridors 
L.tt.r 1774 No cutting except for hazard trees inside streamside z m e s  

Raspon..: Logging normally does not occur within the protested corridors unless Ita needed to control SPB or remove damaged trees 

L.tt.r 1765 Logging must be 1rmLted not crossing the stream 

R.liponse: Stream CrOBBlngB are held to a minimum When crossings are necessary state approved BMPS are Implemented 

Latt-r: 1723 lpg 1211 protecting wetlands 1 0  acres or larger le not good enough All Wetlmda need protection 

R.eponee' All jurisdictional wetlands are protected thraqh PW 5616'8 

L.tt.r: 1723  IPg 1211 compatible multiple uses must be defined 

Raspone. Compatible IS defined by the Webstex's 9th New Collegiate D1ctlonary as q'capable of exletmy or operating together m harmony " 

L.tt.r: 1310  The DBIS completely ignored the well-known studies of James G Dickaon. the PS'e o m  researcher. based In Nacogdoches, right ~n the heart of eaet 
Texas Dlckeon's studies also showed that i n  place of squrrrels what you get In unprotected S M Z ' s  are V4rxous species of mice and rats that would 
not be found there in natural S M Z ' s  Dickaon also pointed out the benefits of protected SMZ'S for wild turkey. deer and songbirds 

Texas 
not be found there m natural sMZ'S 

L-tter: 1605 The DBIS completely ignored the well-known studies of James G Dickaon, the PS's own researcher, based m Nacogdoches. rlght in the heart of east 
Dlekaon,s studies also showed that in place of squirrels what you get in unprotected SMA's are varloue species of mice and rats that would 

Diskson also pointed out the benefits of protected SMZ'a for wild turkey, deer and songbirds 

Reapons.: Research imformation from studies you refer to were an integral part of SMZ delineation Numerous reviews & comments of drafted etde by USPS research 
personnel including Dr Dlckeon, were Incorporated in the direction found in MA-4 

Lettee 1605 General - The USGS quadrangles should be considered only ea a starting point for the determination of riparian Zones needing protectlon On-slte 
inspections at several different times of the year, not only during dry times must be performed before reaching conclusions 

R.sponea: Riparian zones are based on the cla881ficatmn of the streams, be it ephemeral, Intermittent, or perennial & not USGS quadrangles 

Lattar 1605 MA-4-12 - Revegetation with nan-native species should be used and 3uatified on a case basis only, and only when no reasonable native alternative la 
available When non-native species are employed, a clear schedule for restoring native plant communities must be developed p r m r  to the use of the 
"on-natzves 

Raspon..: Non-native species are used primarily to obtain a vegetative cover to prevent eroslm A f t e r  the area 1s stabilized, native species are re- 
established 
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- 1s.u.. 1-3 Special ecosystems - riparian h streamside zones 

Lettee: 1723 (pgs 122-123) BMPa are too weak to ensure that streams are protected I oppose cutting in these areas 

R.oponew Research data wae used to detenne the width of streamcouese protection zones 

L.tt.r. 1723 allowing cows and oil and gas activitres breaks the standard (MA3-78) 

Rmsponm.: Range activities are held to a minimum Oz1 61 Gas apeations are eontrolsd by Federal Laws 

Latter: 1723 you are proposing 100 fts on each side IS totally madequate and you need at least 200 ft on each side of ai perennial stream, loo ft for 
mtennittent streme and 75 fts for ephemeral streams 10 inadequate and will not be auffierent for wildlife and OG (SPB-lo) 

Raspone.: Thxa standard from the SPB EIS etates a m u n m u m ,  rrparian areas will extend 100 ft from the edge of all perennial stseam8 " Riparian areas ~n 
this revieion will include areas dominated by obligate hydrophytic vegetation 

Lett.=: 1723 (pg 115) MA-3-04, what does "maintain" mean? Does this mean the areas will be cut? How will you detennine what the natural streamside zone width 
1s for grassland streams? You need to protect the entire rrpanan area since grassland streams are generally much smaller and their protection more 
Important for wildlife becauee there are fewer of them 

R.epon.-: This will be managed a8 restored to meet the DPC ae determined by the BCS 
specified in the plan 

These streams Without riparian vegetation will have minrmum widths as 

- 1:8me: 1-4 Management indioatoes 

Latter. 886 I believe that the forests are eiek somethmg la wrong Out there. there ought to be il lot more wildlife than there i s  

Raspons- The Fs manages for viable populations of wlldlife that occur naturally on NPGT The environmental Impacts on Wlldlife of the different alternatzves 
are analyzed i n  the BIS 

L.tt.r. 1808 Chapter V, Table 2, p 241 Table 2 should be corrected to remove the dwarf salamander from the h a t  for the "Longleaf-pine Woodlands & Savannas" and 
Include the pileated woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatur) m the "Bottomlands Streamsidea" category Neotropical and breeding brrde identified by the USPS 
m their propaed "Landbird Strategy" should be added to the management indmator list 

Rasponsm: The IDT agrees The final revised Plan has been amended to reflect this 

Latter 1640 All alte 
and animal population trends aa required by NPMA regulation 219 29a2 

use the same management indicators, but the effect on the maicatore for each alt hasn't bean analyzed for amount and quality of habitat 

Raspon.. This information i s  in the Computer analysls of the Alternatives 61 was utilized to describe effects In BIS, Chapter I11 

Let.= 1671 Accomplishment of the moutormg prqected xn khrs plan does not appear practical given anticipated budset and human resource lrmltatlona 
practical way of monrtoring the systems cannot be found, then the indicators and monxtonng propoaals should be reduced to a reasonable load that the 
usps can accomplish 
vegetative group 

If a 

Perhaps a solutmn would be to establish a statement in the Plan linking the desired management mdlciltors to each respective 
The vegetative group le pmviding high quality habrtat. then the management rndrcatora should he healthy and thrrving 

Response: The BIS has been changed to reflect your concerns 
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Latter: 1723 (pg 95 DEIS) why talk about quail when It 18 not an important forest bird It 18 a brush and grassland epecres for the most part You should not 
naturally find much quail in the NP because the bird does not prefer forests 

Respons.' Quail serve as a MIS for bath grasslands h early succes8~on forest Mgmt of open longleaf plne-llttle bluestem ecosystems, a180 provlde excellent 
quail habitat 

1-5 Texas natural heritage h other sites 

L-tt-l': 1438 If biodiverszty 18 one of the objeotivee of the plan I would thrnk that clearcuts placed atrategrcally throughout the forest for Wildlife habitat 
enhancement would be a very positive management tool 

Responsa: The IDT appreciates your support 

Latter: 1632 Maintarn and promote all current high-quality examples of the variou~ comunitieQ present on the forest Thrs should include, but not be limited to. 
All 81tes should recelve protectlon I" their entirety wlth all eltes lleted for pmtectlon by the Texas Natural Heritage Program inventory far NPGT 

special management statue 

entire compartment, and will treat them eccordmgly 
Lett.2: 1671 In appendix 8, p 84 of the EIS, there should be explanation that the Plan will manage rnclusions such as the Heritage 81ten as separate f m m  the 

Raspone.. The IDT agrees S&G's have been added to the biodiversity aectLon(8) to reflect this 

Letter: 1723 (pg 4 DEISI you need to protect Inclusions lese than 10 acres m sire I see no evidence as you portray that thzs plan does this The site specific 
declsrons do not seem to recognize such small areas 

ne~ponn.: Inclusions less than 10 acres m size are protected through PW Standard Pw-025 

L-tteL: 1632 MA-4-63 - well cites located Within 66 or loo feet of streams result m problems similar to even-aged cute near st=." Such close proamity 
offers h t t h  protection from residual drilling fluids, salts or petroleum entering water sheds ~ e e p  well sites at least 300 feet from streams 

Rssponee Shws require Federal oil h gas well sites h containment facilities to be located outside of SMZ's 

1-6 General 

Lettax: 1632 The PS needs to make commitments m the plan to mamtainmg greater habitat diversity than the Draft would allow for and quantify how that will be 
done 
over time m acres treated and total stems treated 

The PS needs to follow up ~n the HCS with a working direction for implementation Betmatea must be made of impacts from midstory removal/TSI 

Response: Comment noted 
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1612 Latter: Current hardwood and snag allowance are insufficient to meet requirements for a diverae and healthy population 

Respone.~ The IDT agrees The final revised Plan has been amended to reflect this 

Lettar. 

Latter. 

1310 

1310 

The BS attempt to provide biodiversity thmugh the age classes of even-aged management IS a failure 
context It fails to t h e  into account the huge number of permilllent openings 
MA2 management 18 coo much single-species management rather than ecosystem management 

It fails to look at biodiversity in a regional 

Reapon... There will be few Impacts on wildlife species such as deer, quail and wild turkey some species of hardwood trees and shrubs may be elmmeted or 
greatly reduced through prescribed b u m m g  and other mrdetory Control measures 
on which some wildlife species are dependent However, some mast producing species will be enhanced m t h  an open midstow Overstory mast producere, 
If present, would probably not be affected Because of the limited mast production capabilities of some mrdstory species ilnd the fact that overstory 
mast producers will probably not be affected, the overall effect on mast dependent species 18 very likely going to be minimal 
of herbaceous native plants, anrmal and other species which occupy similar habitat to that of the RCW depend on the same fire dependent ecosyetem a8 
the RCW Therefore, the use of fire a8 a management tool to reduce midstory should have little or no Impact on these species Growing seaeon burns 
(spring-aummerj will be used m most cases, however, bumrng will occur throughout the year when the weather IS ellitable 

This would be expected to result in a decrease ~n avallabillty of mast 

In contrast, a ma-~orzty 

Latter. 1671 Draft Plan, p 124, MA-4-12 Maintain exIstlng plant Comunities This should be clarified For example, rf burning 18 conducted effectively in 
longleaf management unite, then the baygulls enclosed will shrink Is this consistent with the overall goal, Perhaps the standard should be stated 
as, "RBStOre and maintain exiatlng plant COmmUnlties 'I 

Raspon.. This standard has been clarified In the final document 

Latter 1453 minimum wetland and bog area, currently described as 10 acres, 1s too large Many s1gmfiCant wetland/bog areas are an acre of leea in s i z e ,  
despite A m y  corps of Bngmeers' general permit waivers for these amaller areas 

Remponss Inclusions less than 10 acres in s i z e  are protected thmugh PW Standard FW-025 

Lett.=-. 1640 The Bcological Classification System (BCsj by which all alternatives will be managed seems to be m1981ng 

Responsa: The BCS is described zn the Plan, Appendix A 

Lettar: 1409 Revegetation of disturbed areas should be done by the most efficient means to stabilize soil and decrease erosion Use native plants where practical 
to do BO 

of the woods Both are needed to provide homes for other plants and animals 
There needs to be a balance of pine and hardwwds Hardwoods are stately trees m t h  so much character Pines provide the wonderful amma 

Responsa The IDT agrees The revrsed Plan allows the flexibility neceeeary to achieve the DBC 

Ts.U. 1-7 Bcosystem M p t  

L.tt.r: 176 A l l  biological lxfe 18 interconnected Men need plant*, plants need bacteria, bacteria need other llfe forme, etc The biosphere IS more CAN NOT 66 

L.tt.r' 842 the Ps try growing kenaf for "paper pulp * 
Letter 8 5 5  many consematlves such as myself believe strongly in the protection of our environment 

L.tt.r 1262 we must use more ecological safeguarda in the management of our national forests 

SBDMBNTBD INTO 5 ACRB PLOTS Nature doas not respect our PrDpeIty llnee 

because of the ecological significance of the regions 
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PLAN AND EIS COMlBIppS 
Comments by ISBU~ and Rasponse 

Issue 1-7 Ecosystem Mgmt 

Letter. 
Lett.=: 

Lett.=. 

Letter 

L.Ct.r 
L.tt.L 

L.et.r: 
I4.tt.r 
L.ttsr 
I4.tt.r 

I4.tt.r 
I4.tt.r 
L.ttsr 

1451 
1632 

1632 

1632 

1723 
1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 

Let's provide far true eco-eyatem management mostly by natural meane 
PS prescriptxons for even-aged cutting I" longleaf are contrary to natural stand structure and should be abandoned 
forest type, seldom experiencing the type of disturbance ilseociated with even-aged cutting 
i s  no need to accelerate return interval for theee events with even-aged cutting systems 
Extensive biological surveys should be conducted prior to restoration work to ensure that biodiversity 1s protected The Clayey Uplands and sandy 
Uplands should be reviewed vegetationally to allow for management of shortleaf-oak/hickory and mesic types as well as longleaif 
Wildlife "enhancement" programs should avoid eradication of species such as elm, sweetgum. and red maple Their buds and flowere are browsed heavily 
by squirrels xn the spring 
There IS almost no tall grass prairie left m Texas one opportunity to restore a relatively large area of grassland to native tall grass prairie 
(pg 71 D B I S )  saying you will allow l t some  areas of tall grass to develop' why some areas? How much IS some, what percentage of the total 
grasslands acreage are we talking about with regard to this statement" I Want all grasslands in the National Grasslands. excluding riparian or other 
obviously different ecotypes, 
National Grasslands must be managed Iust as carefully as National Forests f o r  native acoeyetem 
(pg 44 D E I S )  I am against put and take stocking of exotic fish like Rainbow Trout ~n Texas National Porest8 
PW-011 - Thzs le not ecosystem management in my book 
(pg 70, D E I S )  the Inclusion that you list here are not varied enough to meet the southern Mixed Hardwood climax that Quarteman and Keever 
diesuaeed You also often list the Loblolly Pine as a dominant when It IS succeeeional to the Southern Mixed Hardwood forest that la dominant in the 
SHNP 
(pg 74 and no, D R I S I  I am glad to see that you do not plan to cut the Bay-Shrub Wetlands Eor timber and for any p u ~ s e  
lpg 75, D E E )  I do not agree with your Claesificatlon of X e r i c  and Dry-Mesic Oak-Pine forest 
IPW-061) If you really are to ecosystem manage then you do not need to say you will use It 
ecosystem management 

LL pine 1s a long-hved and stable 
There Wind and tornadoes are unimpaired natural proceases 

to be managed as native tall grass prairie 

because these benefits will occur as a result of 

Rasponsm. Comment noted 

Letter. 354 You talk about "ecosystem management.I' but 70% of the forest Ls pine-monocultures - NOT a t m e  ecosystem' 

Response. The PS will use ecosystem management as the means to meet goals specifred ~n the revrsed PP 
the end itself 
managed for specific purposes such a8 producing, restanng. or sustaining certain ecological conditions, desired resource uses and products, vital 
environmental semIces, and aesthetic cultural or spiritual values For the PS, ecosystem management means to produce desired resource values. uses, 
products or services in ways that also euetain the diversity and productivity of ecosystems 
oriented bia8 In erne places, the emphasis le on ecological conditions and ennronmental serv~ces In others, it 1s on resource products and usee 
overall, the mandate IS to protect environmental quality while also producing on a sustainable basis. resources that people need 

Ecc1system management 1s the meane to an end It 1s not 
The Ps does not manage eeosysteme 3ust for the sake of managing them or for some notion of intrinsic ecosystem values They are 

This i s  neither product-oriented bias nor a nature- 

Letter: 1460 despite PS phrasing and publicity, pure-pine stands/plantatlone are NOT an ecosystem But I€ they Were, SPBe would be an integral part of the 
natural balance The PS 18 deluding itself and the publrc by considering SPBa controllable, especially at epidemic population levels 

Response SPB 18  a part of natural ecosystems In the southern US, and SPB and plnes have co-evolved The PS IS not attempting to control all SPB ~r prevent 
epidemics The PS IB reducing impacts of SPB by reducrng SPB hazard and by promptly controlling Infestations 

Latter': 1632 The clayey uplands and sandy Uplands also contain soils that tend to defy Currently accepted vegetation types. namely the Mosvell, Raylake, Herty, 
Roaenwall, and Lacerda soil series No hardwwd eradicatron should occur on these soil~i 
vegetational manipulation for the above-mentioned soils 

Further study needs to be done p r m r  to any serious 
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Lettar: 1632 soil B e n e s  which need to be reevaluated for vegetational typrng rnclude sacul, Lacerda, Woodtell, Cuthbert, Oxboll, Herty. Moswell, Raylake, and 
Rosenwall 
sorla and explore alternative forest structure and silviculture designed to reduce SPB problems 
cOmpOnents, uneven-aged management. loblolly reduction, and reestablishment of hardwood-pme ~avannas Portions of Dlboll eolls, near Shawnee 
Prairie, Angellna County. and on the Davy Crockett NP may have been m a near treeless condition (O-lz/acreI at one t m e  Management of DIboll aozls 
should be reevaluated ale0 

Addressing thie LBSUB should begin with scoping and prqect development on the district level to revxew shortcomings related to these 
solutions could rnclude rncreaarng hardwood 

Similar mnvestlgatxone should occur on the Sam Houston NP where SPB haa been severe ~n the past 

R.epons.: InteTpratatlve ~orls data was used to determine the vegetative types for stands within MAS 
the BCS may require some reevaluation of certain vegetative types for various soil conditions 
should increase vigor and potentially reduce SPB impacte 

ECS 1s being developed for use on the NFGT The uae of 
Matching the appropriate vegetative type with the slte 

L.tt.r: 1763 we encourage the PS to work with the US Pish and Wildlife S e ~ i c e  to broaden its obiectzvee to instead manage for dwindhng long leaf pine htcle 
bluestem upland foreeta 
restore and maintain these habitats. 

The proposed increase zn use of prescribed fire, end the shift to planning summer season burns are effective measure8 to 

R.spon.. The IDT appiecxates your support 

Latter. 1632 Whole stand regeneration IS not necessary or desirable 

R.mpon... The revrsed Plan 18 a programmatic document, and as such. doea not make site-specific decrsrons Harvest methods are based on a eite-specific 
analysis and designed to meet the DFC of the stand(e) 
available for public review prior to implementation 

The choice of harvest method on a site will be documented ~n accordance with NEPA and be 

Latter. 861 I think we can afford to leave some forested area a full mix of native trees 
L.tt.r' 1632 Hardwood quotas m pine stands must be ~n place. not ]"st "allowable" 

loblolly 
Hardwood numbers should increase by forest types from longleaf to ahortleaf to 

a..pon.a: The revzsed plan allows for the appmpriate mix of pine and hardwoods based on a site-specific analysis using the ECS 

L.tt-r 1632 Targets for seedling density are too high Such high densities preclude development of significant wildlife foods and herbaceous plant communities 
Hlgh densities are resulting m increasing SPB losses in pre-commercial plantations Along with increased reliance on natural vegetation I support 
lower stocking levels of pme to allow for a more &verse vegetational mix 
preparation deeigned to achieve high seedling density 

Lowering seedling targets saves money by foregoing mechanical site 

R.apon..: The seedlrng stocking gurdes are lust that - guides The upper limit 18 the point at which a stand should be evaluated for pre-commercial thmning 
Natural mortality IS usually consrdered SUffiCIent to maintain the stands health prior to that point 
indicated a less than 70% survival rate 

A 3-year average survival check for all species 

Latter. 1632 The Ecological Classification System m App A of the Plan does a commendable ]ob of describing the diverse habitats occurring across the forest 
It LB contradictor/ that RCW management seeks to maintain nearly identical forest conditions across a range of highly different natural habitats 
18 most evident m MA-2 that EM 18 in fact mansgement designed to meet the perceived needs of the RCW rather than a holrstrc approach to ecosystem 
health The BS needs to make commitments ~n the plan to maintaining greater habitat diversity than the Draft would allow for and quantify how that 
will be done 

L.tt.r. 1723 (pg 44 D B I S I  
mstance RCW management will ensure that forests that were uavally mixed with hardwoods and pine m the SHNP will mostly be pine because you have the 
entlre forest as a HMA 

But 
It 

while extolling the virtues of BM and ECS you are not takmg into account that other forme of management wrll o v e m l e  these For 

Appendix-k page 16 



1-7 Bcosystem Mgmt 

Raspone.. The RCW BIS la developed to provide guidance m pine or pme-hardwood BLtes 
the USPS ECS that provide these pine dominated habitats 
within the pine and pine-hardwwd prescriptions for the HMA‘s Likewise, special areas such as Big Creek Scenic we-, have not been included or 
calculated into the pine and pine-hardwood habitate for RCW management 
HRA landscapes, will be managed for the specific character and emphasis described ~n the RPP for the NPGT 
based on optimum conditions for RCW and species that prefer similar habitat 
require this habitat Though hardwood control will be an accepted practice, sites with a natural hardwood component will be managed to retain that 
character 
RCW HMA pine dominated uplands A of the DPP and App H of the 
DBIS for the PP 

This FP describes more epesrfically land type associatione (LTA’a) within 
LTA‘s and stands that have a hardwood dominated ecological component will not be included 

These specific sites, though completely surrounded by upland pine dominated 

It 1s not designed to provide optimum or maximum mast for species that 

If the site IS ecologically defined am a hardwood dominated site through the BCS. then It will be managed as such and not as part of the 

The mix of hardwoods In pine stands IS 

Bcologlsal conditions speolflcally for TX have been deacribed m detail within App 

Lettee: 1310 The first priority of biodiversity planning and management must be protecting and enhancing habbltat for endangered. threatened, or senBitive species 
But the proposed management for the RCW le too much smgle-species management 

Respone. There will be few impacts on wildlife species such as deer, quail and wild turkey same species of hardwood trees and shrubs may be eliminated or 
greatly reduced through prescribed burning and other midstory control measures 
on which some wildlife species are dependent weretory mast producers, 
If present, would probably not be affected Because of the limited mast production capabrlrties of some midstory species and the fact that Overetoq 
mast producers will probably not be affected, the overall effect on mast dependent species i s  very likely going to be minimal In contrast, a maiority 
of herbaceous native plants, animal and other species which occupy similar habitat to that of the RCW depend on the same fire dependent ecosystem as 
the RCW Therefore, the use of fire as a management tool to reduce midstory should have little or no impact on these species Growing season burns 
(spnng-aumer) will be used in most cases, however, burning will occur throughout the year when the weather i s  Butable 

This Would be expected to result i n  a decrease m availability of mast 
However. some maet producing 8pecies will be enhanced with an open midstory 

Lettar: 1263 Please help retain stand* of long-leaf pine 

Reepons. The revIBed plan will increase areas of longleaf pine 

Lettee 1608 Related to biodiversity, It Beema that for years the Natronal PS has sard that they have been managing for It 
acres of Texas foresr land la longleaf pine Also, current management practices leave little or no hardwoods ~n place x n  timber producing areas It 
IS time we made a real effort to manage for biodiversity 

M d  yet. only approximately 32,000 

Reepons.. The IDT la unclear whether this reference to biodrversity refera to restoration of longleaf or the retention of hardwoods 
based on a 81te-epecific analysis and will be documented m accordance with NBPA 

The DFC for any slte IS 

Letter. 1632 Mesic forest management should be expanded by a least 10,000 acres forest wide 

Ra#ponse.. Refinement of all ITA‘S will be ongoing as analysis‘ are completed and technology IS improved 

L-tter: 1632 For pine types. perform restorations that will only require selective thinning andfor prescribed fire Short-term. low-impact ~uccesses wlll go 
further m ~onvincing the public that BM IS truly a change xn management directmn and IS achievable 

Raspone.: Thls has been implemented for some tlme now Thlnnlngs may take several entries to complete the conversion to longleaf 

Letter: 1632 High quelrty natlve forests and associated diverse plant communities are being replaced by essentially single-species plantations that bear little 
resemblance to the natlve communities they replace, resulting 1n the loas of blodLveraxty reeources mandated In N F M A. 

R.spor,m.: The BCS will be used during site-epecifxc analysis to determine the approprrate species or mix of species on a speciflc SIte 
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L.tt.r. 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 4 DEIS) 

1310 The natural, native forests of the Gulf Coastal Plain were mostly mixed stands of pinejhardwood and hardwwdjplne of mixed ages, as proven by numerous 
studlea, 

on a finished ECS so the entire scope of this heart of ecosystem management will not be known and then awlable for publrc to review and comment 
This must not be allowed to occur 
procedure has full public participation and rnput 

and true eeoeystem management must rehabzlltate our publzc forests to that condition 
the ECS 18 unfrnished and the public has not had an oppoaunlty to rnput on Its development. the public wzll not be able to comment 

A separate, completed ECS needs to be produced and released for publxc c m e n t  80 that the entire scope of thie 

R.spon... Ecs 1s a continually developing h improvement effort as more infarmatron IS gamed, clearer identificatron ol Bcs components will be described 
Numerous state, federal. and university personnel, as well as organizations and individuals have provlded "atron your input IS also welcome 

Latter 1632 PS ratLonale for use of even-aged systems with loblolly and shortleaf hinge upon use of prescribed flre formidstory control and the purported lack of 
regeneration m these types under frequent fire 
conditione or that the hardwood component was more widespread due to less frequent Occurrence of flre 
desirable component 

Mgxc would tell us that m nature either these types &din fact regenerate under frequent fire 
Inloblolly types, hardwoods are a natural and 

Pire frequency m these areas should be less than zn other pine types 

R.spon... Effects of fire on southern pine species 1s well documented 
RCW PEIS 

The Plan h EIS incorporate thle Informatzon, which IS consistent with the Vegetation & 

L.tt.r: 1679 The Draft PP does not take atepa to preserve bio-dzvermrty 
measuring diversity favors even-age management 
comercia1 timber The effect of the DPP le type conversion 

Management indicator epecles are brased to faOr even-age management The form used for 
There was not an adequate rnventory of forest resources. %e classification eyetem used favore 

R.spona* The MIS list has been changed to reflect concerns identified during the 90 day r e v i e w  perlod 

Letter: 1723 lpg 6 s u m m a r y 1  please define "an ecological approach to management" What does thls mean? 

Respons.: Mgmt that incorporates eoologlcal factors, both biotlc & ablotlC 

L.tt*r 1723 (pg 233 DEIS) under Ecosyetem Management, what are "foreat ecologrcal units" Please define thls In d h t m n  this definition of EM IS not the one I 
have neen come from the Chief's office Why IS It different' 

~ssponea Ecological units are defined in the BCS, plan App A The direction, facue 6. defmltwn of EM 18 based On e m a t i o n  factors h definltrons. this 1s 
the definitran NPGT intends to use during Plan implementation 

(pg 43 DEIS) management for all, not gust some ecosystems, which are unique O r  decllnlng I" NPs must be das 
why do you not say "naturally diverse," 

Latter 1723 you talk about diverse ecosystems but 

~asponse The ecolagzcal systems we intend to n u n t a m  are described in the Ecs 
all variations for all people 

No doubt other Bystems have been P-d outside the Ecs - we = m o t  ensure 

L.tt.i-: 1723 (pg 71 DEIS) 
the natural ecosystem of the area, 

I am against using mechanrcal control on grasslands unless the situation la V e V  UnUBUal -Sdly are you proposing that whlch wall alter 

Response 
Reetoratrons of severly eroded gullys require mechanical treatments 

Lattae: 1723 (MA-4-12) what does maintaln existing plant communltlea mean? PS Wlll Use th18 as an excuse to C U t b  ~n the corridors 
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R.mp0n.a. The term maintenance 18 used to rncorparate contmumg MhE evaluation strategies, then subsequent active mgmt to reach & maintain the DPC 

L.tt.r. 1723 (MA-2) Raven Hills LTA other species that must be managed for are hickory and for Big Thicket end San Jacinto Platwoods you need to add the 
Southern Mixed Hardwoods 

R..pons.. Modifications to LTA descriptrane have been made, the BCS IS a developing process with szte spemflc  sampling scheduled for the Sam HOUstOn I" 1996 

L.tt.e: 1723 MA-2-02 - haw many acres m the San Jasmto Wildlife Demonstration Area will be m longleaf pme1 18 the pine really natural to this areal 

R.mpons.: san Janlnto WDA has been removed from MA-2 direction-longleaf Pine potential On the SHNP will be evaluated on a site-specific basis 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 77, DBIS) it makes n~ sense to say A l t  3-5 will have the best lichen, moss, and liverwort groupings when due to shorter rotations and use of 
fire these species will be negatively Impacted 

R..pons.: species thrive m a variety of habitats, including X e r i c ,  fire maintained systems The general aseesement on pg 77 of the DBIS was based on beet 
available ZnformatLo" 

1m.U- 1-7-1 Grasslands - 
L-tt-r: 1605 MA-3-04 - Existing wwdy vegetation within streamside zone ecosystems should be retained only if Consistent with eetablishing/maint~anlng native 

vegetation Non-native woody vegetation should be phased Out, to the extent that this can be done without disturbance to neighboring native 
vegetatmn 

R.spons. MA-4 has been changed to better clarify SMZ DPC & m p t  

Latter. 1605 MA-5-11 - Bxisting woody Vegetatim withm SMZ ecosystems should be retained only If  consistent with eatablrahing/maintainlng natrve vegetation Non- 
native w w d y  vegetatim should be phased out, to the extent that this can be done without dlsturbamce to neighboring native vegetation 

R..pons.; MA-4 has been changed to reflect your concerns zn SMZ's Lakeshore zones, however are mope v1sually sensitive & retention of trees x s  a primary 
concern 

I..". 2-1 - 
L.tt.Xi 

L.tt.r: 
L.tt.2i 

VBGBTATION MANIPULATION 

Harvest Methada/S~lv~cultural Systems 

199 We m u s t  think of our foresfs  as part of a brgger picture Gone are the days when timber harvest was almost the whole thing The "good old days" seem 

456 logging methods need to be improved 
530 

to be gone forever 

"Checkerboard" slearcuttrng as now practised by the ninietry of Natural ResOUrCes In Ontario (Canada) may be an acceptable practice, provided the 
squares are relatively small (120 hectares in northern Ontario) 
s i z e  - but changed to smaller size clear cuts. Small checkerboards eliminate the need for planting 

They used to clearsut much larger areas-I have seen those of 4-5 square kilometers in 
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L-ttar: 1632 There 18 no need to u ~ e  atend regeneration of a disturbance regime since gap fall and w m d  disturbance are atrll fully functionmg natural processes 
Timber harvests are differentiated from natural disturbance in that the former causes severe sol1 Impacts and loes of bmdrverslty not associated With 
the latter 

I oppose the use of even-aged and two-aged Cutting Bystems to convert native forests into plantations 
A general Comment 18 that mrnlmizrng the damage during harvesting 1s desrrable under all methods and I recommend severe penaltres for damage 
(61s appendix J w 

L.tt.c: 1632 
Latter 1636 
Latter: 1723 
L-ttar: 1723 (615 appendix J pg 10) aheltewood la not the only Cutting method suitable for LL Pine Group selection can also be done 
Letter. 1723 (pg 19, DBIS Summary) I am opposed to all folme of even age management 
Lettee: 

5) I am against your definition of group selection which goes up to 2 acree in size 

1765 A minimum only of new essential logging trails should be permitted 

R.spons. Comment noted 

L.tt.r: 1310 It has often been pointed Out that while the national foreeta rspreeent only 5% of the forestlands of Bast Texas they have 20% of the standing 
sawtimber volume Those who are obsessed with timber production have tried to use this as an argument for high rates of timber cutting on the 
national forest8 But this statistic simply points up the fact that the large commercial timber companies are cutting at an unsustamable rate 
Sure, if all the neighbors cut down all their trees, then my yard will have not a 0  but 100 percent of the standing trees ~n the neighborhood 
that mean that I should now let them cut down my treee too? 

Does 

R.spon.e: See 61s appendix B for constrainte used with all alternatives These constraints insure that timber harvest levels are at suetamable levels that do 
not impair the long term productivity of the land This LS in accordance with Section 4 of the MUSYA of 1960 

Letter. 1438 I would like to see silvicultural prescriptions eush as the irregular sheltewood implemented In areas where aesthetics are a primary concern 

R.sponse. Sllvicultvral prescriptions are based on a site-apecifrc analysis to meet the DFC Irregular shelterwood harvests axe one of the methods available 
Harvest decisions are based on many factors such a8 age and Condition of the trees, wildlife needs and aeathatlce 

Lett.=. 1394 I think you need to look no further than your own "controlled" logging actlvitLes to sea where the damage to wildlrfe and erosion are resultlng from 
Latter: 1461 the incredible extensive abuse, damage and destruction from logging I" all forest land 
Latter: 1772 I think you should be more concerned on how much damage loggrng 18 doing (than ATV's) Logging destroys the forest and It takes yea19 to 

Letter. 
recover 

1773 loggers are permitted to go into the forest anywhere they please and literally destroy everything in sight 
doing more h a m  to the forest than my smell ATV 

To me, the actlane of the loggers are 

Response 5&G for timber harvest activitiee and ORV management are m place that would ensure resource protectLon and/or mltlgatron Only in cases where these 
56.0 have not been properly Implemented, would unacceptable resourse damage occur 

Letter 1678 I would ask you to reconsider the planned use of clearcuctlng and other even aged forest management practices 
speclee of trees 

Use instead selective cutting of all 
Selected not lust with the concerns of efficient timber production m mind, but also the diversity of age and habitat 

~aspons.. Recent dlrectlon has limited the amount of clearcutting being done on the m The CLrcUmstanCeQ under which It can be used are described in the 
Porest-wide S&G Clearcutting like all harvest methods may eometimee be the best way to achieve the stand's DFC 

Lettar Allowing skidders inside SAZ'B  at the discretion of the timber sales admLniBtrator 18 not lustlflable 
L.tt.ri 1605 Allowing akiddera xnsrde SMZ'a  at the diecretion of the tlmber sales administrator 1s not lustrfrable 

1310 
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I..".: 2-1 Harvest Methode/sllvrcultural Systems 

R.spons.. There are situatmns that require limited access of mechanical equipment within the SMZ ShG limit the use of such equipment use The Sale 
Admirustrator ensure8 these S W  are adhered to during sale activities 

Lathe. 

utt-r: 

1310 

1605 

Allowing timber cutting for "other than timber production obgestrves" la nothing but a dishonest ploy to claim that the SMZ IS not managed for tzmber 

A l l o w m g  timber cutting for "other than timber production obJertrvee" le nothmg but a dishonest ploy to slam that the SNZ is not managed for timber. 

R..pon..: SMZe are Identrfred as MA-4 In  the revised PP MA-4 le classified as unsuitable for trmber production and no harvest volume LS calculated from the 
area Timber harvest may be used as a tool to improve the DPCB of SMZe as determined during a Bite-specific analysis 

L.tt.r. 1632 I am alarmed by the numemus claueee allowmg stands to be thinned or clearcut based on sllvrsultural prescriptions such as etockxng levels, density, 
and i n  the case of pine, SPB threats SPB and red heart are inherent threats to pine types and mandating the clearcutting of pines to protect the 
stand from destruction from Insects or dieease", as on page 7, App I, BIS , insures that no OG pine stands will exist 

Rmspon... Many pine stands. such as those m wilderness and some special areas will not be harvested but allowed to grow until they die 

L.tt.e: 1632 The excluerve use of even-aged cutting techniques has resulted m plantatlone that are aesthetically inferior to native forests and offer a reduced 
spectrum of recreational opportunities 

Rempon..: AemthetiCe and recreational opportunities are analyzed and documented ~n accordance with NBPA in pro)ect level decisions 

L.tt.F 1632 timber harvest policy and guidelines have resulted In  uniform and signrficant degrade of NF multiple resources 

Raspon..: The IDT is not aware of any studies that document this 

L.tt.r: 1640 The decision on what silvrsulture method will be used where for alt 48 needs to be specified now, along with the effect on fish and wildlife amount 
and quality of habitat m the chosen areas 

Raepon..: This BIS IS a pmgrammatrs document that sets general direction A sllvrsultural prescription based on a site-specific analysis IS designed to meet 
the etand'a DPC The analysrs re documented m accordance with NBPA and is available for rev iew by the publrs 

L.tt.r: 1646 I am sure you too are ahocked and diaillusioned at the remains of a logging site where everything in it's path i s  knocked down and trampled 

R.ep0n.a. Harvest methods are based on a site-specific analysis deslgned to meet the site's DFC 
NBPA 

The envlronmenfal impacts are documented Ln accordance with 
Contract terms and conditions are used to implement the necessary ShG to prevent unacceptable damage 

Latter 1651 I believe other silvicultural pressr-lptions should be considered ~n HMA's (such a8 sheltewood) to maintain a healthy forest and provide a increased 
ASP 

~.mponn.; The RCW EIS allowe a full range of harvest methods with some restrictions designed to meet the DFC of improving RCW habitat 
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P L m  m XIS COMIEnTS 
Comments by Iesua and Reeponsa 

- 1ssu.i 2-1 Harvest Methods/Sllvrcultural Systems 

Lattee: 1611 identiflea 3 silvicultural systems for managing forest, the even-aged. two-aged, end uneven-aged eyetems & their associated regeneration methods 

The PS i e  obligated to address resource management 
Each haa been shown to have benefits as well a8 limitations relative to particular goals 
methods beet achieve the identified management goals for each of the 11 malor land allocations 
188ues that will require management considerations raingmng from broadly based ecosystem & plant community management to site specific treatment of 
specific stands & species These management needs will require the potential u8e of all available tools The degree of acceptability or usefulness 
of each of the three methods will be determined on the precise delineation of the management goal and related ob~ectives 

This Dept aupports using whatever available silvicultural 

R.Sp0n.e The IDT appreciates your support 

Letter: 1611 Uneven-aged management has caught much attention makmg It work ID the presence of fire and hardwoods will require untried modifications to the 
There 18 concern that the public, wildlife biologists, and the USPS will not be eatisfled with the results of such an attempt 

difficulty of conducting prescribed b u m m g  while producing or maintaining regeneration 
system 
limitation with uneven-aged management 1s the extreme 
will be very drffrcult, If not impossible to burn effectively & still achieve adequate regeneration under an uneven eged management regime 
should be taken into account when prescribing regeneration cuts to management Unite Perhaps irregular shelterwood would better achieve dearred 
regeneration while maintaining the ecosystem ~n the most natural manner 

Another 
It 

This 

Beepone.: The IDT agrees and recognizes flexibilrty and creativity will be needed m preparing silvicultural prescriptions 

Letter 1679 Even age management will deatroy the forest, and turn it into a pulp farm When bmsh starts to grow back it i s  out ~n the open. and absorbs too 
much aunlight when the pine trees start to grow, they are Out in the -pen and limbs reach out In every direction There i s  no need for even-age 
management If you manage the forest like a garden Trees that grow m a clearing grow tall and straight reaching for the sun 

Response: Even-aged management has been successfully used In southern pines since the forests were first cut by settlers All harvest methods are available in 
the revised Plan and will be baaed on a Bite-speCifiC analysis designed to meet the 81te'n DPC 

Lett-= 1679 Natural regeneration le not addressed as a type of s i t e  prep 

Reeponee: Natural regeneration 1s used with v a r - 1 0 ~ ~  harvest methods such as seed-tree. shelterwood, two-aged methods, and single-tree selection S i t e  

preparation may be necessary to prepare the seed bed prior to eeed fall The choice of site preparation la made on a site-specific basis and 
documented in the prole& level environmental document 

Latter 1619 Using even-age irretrievably commits forest to unproven even-age management forever 

Response If this le tme. then NPGT became mmmitted to even-age management when the acquired cut-over lands were planted by the CCC m the 1930'8 
specific analysis determines uneven-aged methods are the best way to meet the DPC, a sllvlcultural prescription will be prepared to implement the 

If a site- 

neceesary actlolls 

Letter 1679 Committing 80 much of the forest to pulp wood means the Ps i s  betting everything that pulp wood will sell in the future America 1s moving more to 
laser printer and copier machine qualrty paper, a better qualrty paper 
discovered Which will grow frber quicker, does not require chlorine to remove the tannin, and will grow in dry areas without irrlgatlan Home burldera 
are starting to use metal for framing. and manufactured wood 1s becoming practical where 1s the Ps crystal ball? Can even-age ]unk wood be sold In 70 
yrs ? 

Junk even age wood 1s not good enough for this quality paper Kenaf has been 

Response: The harvest of pulp 1s an intermediate cut and not the final product Pulpwood Is a by-product of a stand treatment such as commercial thlnnlng 

Latter 1 6 1 9  The Draft PP does not specifLCally point 0°C why seedtree and shelterwood cuts are the preferred alternative ~n a non-economic baszs 

Raepons. The revised Plan 1s a guide to implement the selected alternative The EIS evaluates the environmental effects of the alternatives The cholce of a 
harvest method IS based on a Bite-specific analysrs and documented In the proiect-level environmental documents 
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- 1"". 2-1 Harvest Methods/Sllvlsultural Systems 

Lattar: 277 the plan Continues to emphasis an unproven variation of even-aged logging Using single-tree selection management without herbicides would be an 
acceptable a1ternatzve 
even-aged managed? 

regeneration IS the most effective use of forest T - ~ B O U ~ C ~ Q  

I have always wished you would w a g e  these forest as If you owned them can you name any privately owned forest that 18 

Latt-e: 1679 The Draft PP uses too much management Trees will grow naturally without the need of extensive site preparation Single tree selection with natural 

R-sponse The Plan provides that both even-aged and uneven-aged management systems will be used The decision of which system will be used on any particular 
site will be made on a site-specific basis The uee of the single-tree selection system without the use of herbicides has not been well researched 
and could only be used on a demonstration or expenmental basis Even-aged management systems have been thoroughly researched and have been I" use 
for decades by numerous public and private fore& landowners 

L.tt.r. 1438 I would also like to see the number of clearcut acres increased from alt IV B 
L.tt.r: 1453 I urge an end to all even-aged management on NPs. including clearcutting, patch cutting, salvage logging, seedtree, shelterwood, or other 

techniques that lead to even-aged 

Rempons.. Recent direction from the Chief limited clearcutting on NPS lands to areas where It IS essential to meet PP oblectives and where particular 
circumstances require It 
site-specific basis 

The selected alternarJve Incorporates this direction while providing that regeneration cutting methods be determined on a 

L.tt.r. 1453 proposed lumbering methods including use of even-aged logging in Its var~ous fonns (clearcutting, shelterwood, seed-tree cutting), large group 
Belestion and salvage Cuttmg, damage the habitat, endanger wildlife (such as the RCW), expose local communities to a highly capitalized. low labor, 
cyellcal economy 

R.epon#.. The environmental effects of timber harvesting Byeteme have been thoroughly researched 
s y s t e m  used and the species being evaluated 
systems and vice versa 
habitat for a wide range of wildlife species 
that are sustainable over the long term are allowed m any of the alternatives 

The effects on wildlife habitat vary with the harveEitlng 
Generally speaking, spec~ee that fare well under even-aged systems Won't fare as well under uneven-aged 

The preferred alternative provides that various uneven-aged and even-aged systems be used, which will provide suitable 
The effects of various timber harvest levels on local economies has been analyzed and only quantrties 

L.tt.r 1579 No trees should be cut unless It IB on a tree farm and some of them too should be left to grow and replace Some of the forest which had been Cut 
before them 

R.sponse. Harvesting trees is a forest management tool that can achieve multiple obTectivee, particularly In providing variaus times of wildlife habitat The 
NPMA of 1976 requires that the PS "provide for multiple use and sustained yield of the products and servzce~ obtained there from in accmrdance with 
the MUSYA of 1960, and zn particular, include coordination of outdooz recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife and fzsh, and wilderness. and 
determine for management systems. harvesting levels, and procedures Not providing for some level of sustained tiher harvestmg Would put us m 
violation of the law 

Lettar: 1679 The Draft PP references the Vegetation Management Plan The vegetation and tmmber must be analyzed together The EIS IS nonsense without a combined 
analysis of the vegetatron manipulation in concert with the timber Cut 

Rempon..: The PETS for Vegetatl-n Management In the Coastal Plaln/Pledmont analyze the effects on vegetation including trees 

L.tt.e: 1679 The Draft PP downplayye the effecta of erosion and medimentation remultlng from even-age cut8 There IS no research or documentation backing up the 
effects of even-age cut. 

~espon..: The effects of emsmn and sedimentation for each alternative is addressed in the BIS 
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I..U.i 2-1 Harvest Methode/silvicultur.l systems 

Latter 1723 (ps 61) define numerrsally what shelterwood with reserves means when you say "when retention of SOME overstory trees 18 desrrable" If the reeerve 
numbers are the same as on pg 62 then the number of leave trees IS t- small 
You need to reveal this environmental impact 

You never say what percent of the trees left are likely to blowdown 

R.Spon..: The table on page 62 shows the number of trees by diameter to achreve different EA oblectivee 
site-spselfrc analyeis and designed to meet the DFC 

The number of reserve trees Wlll be determined by a 

L.tt.e: 1749 

R-spons.: The FS manages for viable populations of wildlife that occur naturally on NFGT 
are analyzed m the BIS 

even-aged logging must stop before there rsn't an animal alrve zn our forests but deer - or ra khat the plan? 
The envrronmental rmpacta on wrldlrfe of the different alternatives 

Latter: 1604 the DBIS and Draft Plan call for further even-aged practices which would degrade the etatutorily listed resourcee, (soil, watersheds, frehenea. 
wildlife, aesthetics, forest pmductzvrty) and each of them 

Responm.: NFa are managed for renewable and nonrenewable resources which include "but not lrmited to recreation, range, timber, minerals, waterehed, wildlife 
and fish, and natural scenzc. scientific, and historrc values wxthout mpalrment of the produotrvrty of the land " zn accordance with FLPMA 
Section 103 (01 

L.tt.e: 1409 Uneven-aged management system or selection cutting is preferred over clearcutting 
and undesirable plants (briars) grow that are unmanageable 
LB under control 

Loosing understory species lets daylight to the forest floor 
If this does happen the PS needs to Cut them regularly with a brushhog till the situation 

Uneven-aged Cutting does have the leaat Impact on the forest 

R.spons.: SIlV~culturel prescriptions are baaed on il site-specrflc analyeis and deaigned to meet the DPC 
available Harvest decieions are baaed on many factors such as age and condrtron of the trees, wildlife needs, soils and aeathetics 

Management must rec~gnize that a pine tree m one location cannot necesaarrly be successfully replaced by one from 30 mxlea away 
regeneration has already caused a tremendous loss of local genetic diversity Any harvesting should be done only AFTER natural regeneration has 
progressed to a level sufficient to replace the harvested trees 

Smgle-tree selection IS one of the many methods 

Lettar: 1648 Artificzal 

~esponme. The parent trees of genetloally improved seedlings are Texas trees Sufficient parent trees are available to provide a diverse genetic base 

Letter 1723 MA-2-123 - two-aged regeneration IS totally unproven for the pines that you are trying to grow I oppose any epecial 81te preparation except for a 
low intensity burn 

Respone. Thls IS detalled zn the RCW EIS whloh thLe document incorporates 

Lettar: 1604 The DEIS at 86, asserts that m o r e  elearcuttlng would be necessary under Alt 6 than Alt 4b Actually. none would be necessary under elther 
Alternative 
In Texas Declaration of Thomae Hayes, attached 

Selection management IS adaptable to restore native pine stands after catastrophic and even after planting to the non-nat1ve slash pine 

~.sponae: This table reflecta perplan outputs Alt 6 was modeled with 10% EAM & the Porplan model choaa to take the maionty of EAM during the first period 

eub]ective and can be used to Iuatzfy Cutting when the treee are healthy and wrll not be attacked (like SPE cutting tatter 1723 (pg 255 DBISI 
for mstance) 

Sanitation Cut 

Rmspons. Sanitation mttmng as used on NFT 18 defrned by the Soclety of Amerlcan Forestere and la explained In the glossary for the BIS 

Lett.=: 1679 What are the long term effects of extensive even-age management ae proposed ~n this Draft FP Where 18 your research and documentation? 
Appendix-k page 24 
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Raspon..: These effects are documented m numerous research papers and publrsatron. and textbwks which are available at lzbranes and universities 

Lett.=: 1723 (BIS appendix J pg 2 )  clearcutting with reserves Thza method of cutting ia not eound because the reserves left are not large enough 
L-ttmr: 1723 (BIB appendix J pg 21 
L.tt.r: 1723 (BIS appendix J pg 3). 
L.tt.=: 1723 IRIS appendix J pg 31 you need to call a two age system what It i s ,  a clearcut 
L.tt.r. 1723 (BIS appendix J) 

you need to acknowledge that seedtree and eheltewood cute are essentially two or three stage ClearCUtB 
seedtrees are removed at a later time then you canmt truthfully say that they are reserves 

shelterward with reserves 18 a largely untested method Talk about your grand experiements and taking risks wrth endangered 
SpeCreS 

R.spon..: Thrs revision uses the accepted SAF terminology for even-aged regeneration methods as ehown ~n the glossary for the BIS 

Lettee 1723 (EIS appendix J pg 9) that clearcutting IS moat suitable for cutting intolerant species but you do not acknowledge such cutting causes soil 
erosion, fungi lose, salamader loss, and does not m ~ m z c  nature Nature does not take all trees away Bven In a blowdown thoee trees remain on the 
site 
before white settlers started Cutting 

discussion of how you should use clearcutting does not ]=be with App H & I whrch Indicate that i n  most cases TX had uneven age stands of trees 

Rampon..: This section only describes, ae the sub-title indicates, species requirements 

Lett.=: 1723 (pg 242 DBIS) If you define this via commercial timber production then you already are blaelng actlons toward tlmber productLon rather than havlng 
all the "see be equal and none dominant 

R..pon.. Definitions in the glossary were obtained from the source documents llsted on page 224 of the DEIS 
the revised plan and BIS 

Thre termlnology was umed by the IDT I" preparing 

L.tt.r. 1723 (pg 64,  DEIS) you do not specify what percent of the resrdual stand ra damaged by loggmg, what types of damage occur, what the survrval rate for 
trees damaged i s  

~.spon..  ama age resulting from a harvest operation varies by type of harvest operation, sire, & density of trees removed and left, equipment used, experzence 
of operator, etc 

L.tt.r 1310 The DBIS completely fails to analyze the effects of different srlvrsultural systema on soil chemistry and micro-fauna 

~.apon..: The study by TX A&" University on the Pngelma NF found that clear-cuttmg does not have long term adverse impact on soil chemistry This was 
determined by water quahty analysis 

Lettar: 1723 MA-4-114 - this is Q loophole eo the FS can have an excuse for logging What 18 the definition of "extreme catastrophic occurrence" and "enhance the 
natural mtegnty of the streamside zone"? 

Raspon... Extreme catastrophe may include hurncane, tornado, or frre that do malor damage to the lntegrlty of the prlmary lone, whlch provldes proteCtIOn for 
soil & water rntegrity 

T..Y.: 2 - 1 - 1  clearsuttlng - Yea 
L.tt.e: 614 
L.tt.r: 1733 

clearcutting and ealvagmg-of the timber on Federal land 18  appropriate etewardship of these properties 
This foreat management tool 1s vital m the scheme of forest land management and biodrversity and I feel that such treatment areas can and are 
restricted to 80-100 acres ar lese and the FS should be allowed to preacrzbe such when necessary (longleaf regeneratlon and some battom land hardwood 
regeneration) 
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- 1esu.i 2 - 1 - 1  Clearcutting - Yes 
R.apone.: The IDT appreciates your  upp port 

Latter. 1510 The clearcutting maximum of 722 acres per year IS an unrealistically low number The amount of elearcutting ahould be adlusted according to the 
silvrcultural needs of the forest 
the forest will slowly be replaced with more tolerant species such as the oaks and hickory 
because of two things 
occasionally started over by a near total removal of a forest by a catastrophic event such as a SPB outbreak. 
we can use at the same time 

Southern pines are an even aged species whrch requirea clearcutting to properly regenerate Without clearcutting. 
Pine were predominant before the white man Came to Texas 

We can m ~ m ~  nature and have a product 
Fire removed most of the hardwoods except m Sheltered areas ouch as river bottoms and wet areas Secondly, m-ther nature 

Respons. The IDT agrees with your aesessment In response to changing valuee Current policy limite the use of clearcutting on NF to situations described In 
silvrcultural Practices Standards silvicultural prescriptlone are based on a site-specific analysis and designed to meet the DPC of the site The 
effects on the biological, physical and socIo-economic environments must be evaluated and documented in accordance with NBPA The decLding offLcLal 
then selects the alternative that best responds to issues that have been identified for the proiect 

Latter 1605 The DBIS notes that extensive areas of early succeeeional forest pre-dispose neo-tropical species, which are m decline, to avian parasites Yet 
this is exactly the type of habitat produced by clearcutting, shelterwood and seed-trse cutting, 

Respons.: Not all species require identical habitat conditions The revised Plan provides for a variety of habitat conditions 

Tee".: 2-1 -2  clearcutting - No 
Latter: 1723 

Latter: 1723 MA-2-119 - I am opposed to any clearcutting 
Lettee: 1723 (pg 60-62 ,  DBIS) I do not approve of clearcutting m ILP and shortleaf Pine areas 
Lattar: 1723 (FW-163, 164)  I am against clearcuttmg and all other forme of even age mangement Your clearcutting llmltatione are so broad that any piece of the 

(pg 16  DBIS) I also oppose site preparation and clearcutting and cutting ~n streamside Zones for SPB and cutting in scenic areas and mineral drzllmg 
In 8ce"lc areas 

NF can be ]ustifled for clearcutting using the exceptions 

Responea comment noted 

Lettee: 
Latter: 
Lett*=. 

Letter 
L.tt*r 
Letter. 
L.tt.r: 
L.tt.e: 
L.tter: 
L.tt*r: 
L.tt.r: 
L.tt.X 

4 
8 
9 

1 9  
3 8  

8 1  
3 3 2  
368 

454 
4 9 2  
620  
854 

I am wrltmg ~n regards to 

I am opposed to ,fclearcutting" and any other harvesting methods whose results resemble 'clearcutting" 
its timber cutting methods 
Clearcutting IS destructive, not only of natural forests (They do not recover) 
Clearcutting IS nothing more than rape It should be stopped 
Even-age logging 1s too destructive 

I have concerns about Plan 4b It allows the destructive system of even-age logging to continue 
clearcutting area 1s hardly what I call safe, scenic or enioyable 

Clearcutting causes floods & destroys the land 
I am appalled that our NFe would etrll allow clearcutting 

the prevention of certain timber cutting methods including clearcutting 
I am totally agawst clearcuttlng 

It xs time the PS reconsidered its policie~i on 

I am 100% against any form of c1earcuttmg 

the aims and desires of the citizens have been burred under the odd notion that clearcutting are what the m q o n t y  of Texans want 
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Issue' 2-1-2 Clearcutting - Na 
957 
993 
1252 
1433 
1455 
1474 
1484 

1568 
1595 
1596 
1609 

1615 

1625 
1665 
1674 

The devastating effect of clearcutting forests was obvious - even where effort made to conceal 
I would like to see clearcutting elmmated from NP property 
No clearcutting of our forests 1s allowable 
clearcutting must stop 
so mush IS loat with clearcuttrng 
I would like to see clearcutting totally eliminated In mixed forests 
clearcuttrng and all of Its vanante do not represent multiple use of our national forests but rather arngle use to the detriment of all except those 
involved m logging 
Demand that destmctlve methods of loggzng, such as clearcutting, be halted 
I would prefer that you cease all forma of clearcutting at once and forever 

Please reduce clearcutting to a minimum 
be for the people. not large corporations 
I am OPPOSED to even-aged management in our National Forests 
hardwoods, and, what you wrnd up with are Pine tree farms 
I feel that clearcutting must be eliminated 
I would like for the clearcuttmg to atop in Texas NP 
I am supportug a reduction in cleKcUtting m t A h e  Texas NP System 

It has no business being used in publicly owned forest 

reconmlder your use of clearcutting land other Iqeven-age" prescriptions) a8 part of your mgmt plan 
The forest products companres are turning East Texas into one giant tree farm The national forest should 

This type of forest management IS as bad as clearcutting inasmuch as It destroys our 

Raepons.: Recent direction has limited the emount of clearcutting being done on the NF The Circumstances under which It can be used are described in the 
Forest-wide SGG Clearcutting llke all harvest methods may sometimes be the be& way to achxeve the stand's DPC 

L.tt.r 1315 I perform volunteer work on the L ~ n e  Star Trail end am getting tired of trymg to keep blackberries off the trail through clear cuts Please . no more 
clear cuts 

R.spon..: The final plan provides for a trail corrrdor up to 150' on both sides of the trail The trail corridor Wlll generally be managed for retentLon or 
partial retentlo" of tall forest cover PreecrLbed burning will be applied ~n selected areas and not 2" others This wzll vary according to T&B 
species management, necessary on and along the trails T r a l  maintenance and marking will contrnue as It has zn the past 

L.tt.r 1679 Even-age Cut diminish the recreational values of the forest The forest 1s less multiuse, instead It IB commodity oriented Even age cuts impact 
birdwatchlng, tour-~sm, backpacking. wildlife sightmga, and the beauty of the forest. 

R.sponm.: Aesthetics and recreational opportunities are analyzed and documented in accordance with NBPA i n  proiect level decisions 

654 
723 
1041 

Latter: 1235 
L.tt.r: 1400 
L.tt.r: 1450 
Latter: 1465 
L.tt.r: 1577 

L.tt.r: 1580 

L.tt.r: 1598 

clearcutting sacrifices the whole area, 
There IS no place for clearcutring in o w  national FDrestS 
I am opposed to clearcutting, m any form, one reasm IS the increased "edge effect" which puts increased pressure on declining, forest nesting 
birds 
When clearcutting takes place, It seems that the NP wind up being "pplne plantatzona". 
people en]oy and value the forest for Its beauty and tranquility 
I am totally against clearcutting as deetmctive to the eoila and streams, as well as wildlife 

I would like to voice a protest against clearcutting or even-aged management 
unsound 
"Even aged management" permits widespread clearcutting to which I am very much opposed m i n ~  the wildlife habitats and turns large areas into 
wasteland for a long time 
Strip cutting and replanting plots of even-aged trees must be stopped 
reforeetation has destroyed our hunting, bird watching and general enlopent of our forests 

This destroys animal habitats and causes serious soil erosl~n 

clear cuts are anything but beautiful 

(Ale 4B) perpetuates the "stump farm" mentality of even-age management, under Ita v a n o w  pseudonyms 
Not only IS clearcutting ugly to look at, It 1s environmentally 

The National Forests should not be used for tree farms Strip cuttmg and 
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I..".: 2-1-2 Clearcutting - NO 

L.tt.l: 1626 prohibit any further slearcuttmg I" the NP In Texas There are other methode of harvesting tree8 that are lust as profrtable wxthout the 
destmatim to our environment 
clearcutting 
them, that 18 fine 

production. 

Clearcutting required too many years for nature to come anywhere cloee to a balanced climax biome 
I spend many hours workmg on the Lone Star Trail and clearcuttrng significantly increases our work and destroys the beauty of the area that ham been 
Cut 

I have made numerous trips to the Pacific Northwest m the past decade and have seen the devastation cawed by 
I do not want Baet T e n s  to look like the Olympic Peninsula If private companies want to raise trees on their o m  land and dearcut 

But I think the NP m Texas should be protected for the enlopent of all. 
L-tt-e: 1633 I was disappointed by the Plan's contmued insistence on the use of clearcutting and Its variants (seed tree and shelterwood) for trmber 

L.tt.r: 1661 Clearcutting destroys too may animals and their habztate. 
L.tt.r: 1708 
L.tt.r: 1776 

There IS a dollar Cost to this unsightliness. It 18  diffmult to measure but it la there 

R.epon... Recent direction from the Chief limited clearcutting on NPB lands to areas where It 18 eesentral to meet PP ob]ectives and where particular 
cxrcumatancee require It 
site-specific basis 

The selected alternative incorporates this direction while providing that regeneration cutting methods be determined on a 

Latt-c: 1723 (pg 241 DEIS) clearcutting does not "maintam or upgrade man's psychologLca1 welfare" so It would seem to be the antithesis of Landscape Management 

R.sponm. The IDT agrees with your assessment In response to changing values Current polrcy limits the use of slearcuttmg on NP to 81tUatzons described m 
Silvrcultural PxaCtices Standards SIlvlcultuxal preacrlptrone are based on a site-specific analysra and designed to meet the DPC of the site The 
effects on the brological, physical and socio-esonomzc environments must be evaluated and documented in accordance with NBPA The deciding official 
then selects the alternatrve that best reepands to ISSUBS that have been Identified for the prqect 

L.tt.r: 375 Even modified clearcutting fragments our forest areas m v i t m g  cowbirds to lay their eggs In the nests of our native birds Cleamuttlng also strips 
the fore& of canopies that make safer habitate for our birds 

R..pon... Not all speciee require Identical habztat conditrons The revissd Plan provides for a var-lety of habitat conditmne 

L.tt.r: 724 The Ps already acknowledges that large areas of vnfragmented mature forests are required for several species of birds and anrmale to surv~ve Please 
stop further forest clearings and even aged logging 
totally devoid of any bird OF animal life 

If thhra continues, m a few years 1 can look forward to taking my daughter to forests that are 

~.spons.: The PS manages for viable populatlona of wildlife that occur naturally on NPGT 
are analyzed In the BIS 

The environmental Impacts on wildlife of the different alternatives 

Latter. 279 I mourn the day multiple use was derailed and overcutting - especially clear Cutting - was started This was a breach of trust which the public would 
NEVER have accepted had they been given an accurate description of what was going on It's time to reverse directions and return to a stewardshrp 
ethic 

R.sponaa: NFs are managed for renewable and nonrenewable resources which include "but not limited to recreation, range, timber, mznerale, watershed, wildlife 
and fish, and natural scenic, scientific, and historic values wilthout impairment of the productivity of the land *' m accordance with PLPMA 
Sectran 103 IC)  

Letter: 1723 (pg 60-62, DBIS) You never deflne how you determine what optimum regeneration means 

R.apons. 
Under the requirements of NFMA, 
even-aged regeneraelm methods as being "appropriate" 
methods where the use of such methods would not achieve the obiectlvea of the management areas wlthln those altematlves 

81te-speclf1c analysis and dimclosure IS needed to support any desreion on clearcutting as being "optimum" or other 
Many of the alternatives limit the use of certain even-aged or uneven-aged regeneration 
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2-1-2 Clearcuttmg - No 

L.tt.I. 1607 It saddens ma to drive down the m a d  and aee +i beautiful m w  of pines along the hghway and when you look deep, that 19 all that le there IS that 
small m w  and nothing behind them I would like to see clearcuttmng reduced srgnlficantly. 

R..pon*.. The NPT doea not leave a screen by roads. Wzth the revised PP, we -11 manage land adlacent to roadways according to the VQO guidelines m the PW 
S&G' e 

a 2-1-3 uneven-Aged Mgmt 

L.tt.e. 1310 Mr Burns has managed the Dean Estate lands under aelention management since 1976. mthout the us8 of herbicides The forest there la both pmductlve 
for timber and onldlife, With a good varrety of hardwoods mixed m t h  the pines Aaccordnlg to Mr Bums, " P o r  the integrity of the sit-, selecbion 
managemant la much better I have seen some horrible examples of erosion from dearcutting You c m  lower site quality by 10 feet .tree height ~n 50 
years. " 
Natural disturbance factors more likely mimicked uneven-agsd Bystems where rndrvldual and small clump openings are the nom 
to regenerate entire stands I n  an effort to mimic processas that are etrll active on a landscape level. 

L.tt.e 1632 Under EM there 1s no need 

L. t t.r: 
L.tt.e: 

L.tt.e: 

I..tt.r: 
L.tt.r: 
L.tt.C. 
L.tt.r: 
Ute.=: 

1723 
1723 

1723 

1723 
1723 
1765 
1774 
1801 

accardrng to the PS expert on uneven age management, James Baker, uneven age managemant does not have more milea of made than even age management 
(pg 63 DEISI you state that you have a hard time burning uneven-aged pines and therefore you need to use herblaidea 
pines wrll &e f m m  the b u m s  This also will allow a greater hardwood component 
(BIS appendix Jj Uneven age cutting disagree , that prescribed burning has luuted u ~ e  for aouthern pines , uneven age management With fire 

m i m i c s  the m i x  of pine and hardwood that used to enst 
(pg 78-79, DBIS) herbicides are nOt needed for Loblolly Pine regeneration 
IBIS appendix Jj 
Lagging must  be limited and managed from smgle-tree to less than 1/2 acre areas, 
I prefer the two-aged management or uneven-aged management 
Instead of extensive relzance on contznued even-aged loggmg, we recommend the use of "eelection" h-eet that better maintains the ecolog~cal 
integrity of the forest 

It i s  okay that some of the 

James Baker told me that Uneven age management does not have more roads that even-age management 
, 

Even-aged laggrng m the past has resulted m population drop8 of the endangered RCW 

Reepons. Comment noted 

L-tt-r': 1633 The recommendation IS made to choose single tree eelection and upon each entry ant- a stand only remove the volume of timber which ham regrom from 
the last cutting cycle, approximately e v e q  6 to 10 years 

Response See EIS appendix B fox constraints used with all alternatives These constraints insure that timber hamast levels are at sustainable levels that do 
not impair the long t e m  pmdvctlvlty of the land Thls IS zn accordance wilth Sectzon 4 of the MUSYA of 1960 

L.tt.E 1612 The Circuit court again rqected the argument that uneven-aged management should be the preferred aleelnative It IS important that the PS utilize 
all foms of forest mnagement that pmvlde for the continued health and reproduction of our forests 

R.apon.. . All silvicultural systems and related harvest methods are allowed m the revrsed Plan, however, some restrictions do apply In MA-2 in compliance With 
fha RCW EIs 
detemined by a site-specifiE analysis. 

current PS policy limits the uae of clearcutting but It will be used whan It 18 detemined to be the optimum regeneration method as 

L.tt.=* 251 we can have selection logqzng and leave enough forest for the waldlife and our future humans 
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- 1S.U.. 2 - 1 - 3  Uneven-Aged M p t  

R.epon..' Recent direction from the Chief lzmitsd clearcutting on NFS lands to areas where It 1s essentml to meet FP ob3ectives and where particular 
circumstances requre It 
site-specific baais 

The eelected alternative IncoTporates this dvzectian while providmg that regeneration cutting methods be determmed on a 

Lettar: 1123 limit diameter limits to 22 inches under Alt 6 61 7 when I have eeen trees that grow over 30 inches m diameter In considerably lees time than 
the rotatmns I want what IS the equivalent age in years for trees that g m w  In diameter clasees of 20-22 end 18-22 and 18-28  

R.Bpon... The IDT agrees The final revised Plan has been amended to reflect this 

L-tt-r: 1310 

L.tt.r: 1453 I urge 

I believe that overall forest d=versity and excellent RCW management c m  better be provided wrth selection management, which will better provlde the 
types of stand conditione Ln whxch these birds thrived for mLllennia before the sdvent of masnve logging 

smgle-tree adectlon m p t  for all timber ha-ests, specially for areas within the 1200 meter RCW eolany m n e s  

R-.pons.: The ohoioe of harvest methods IS based on a site-specific analysis and designed to meet the DFC of the a t e  
different harvest method@ on the RCW IS addreseed m the RCW 61s 

The environmental effects of the 
Thra revised Plan incorporates thnt document 

L.tt.r: 1310 In selection management trees of a11 agee and diameter llmits are harvested I suggest that the SIX best pines and the SIX best hardwoods on 
each acre be allowed to live out their natural 11ves. die standing. providing wildlife snags, and providing fallen logs for other life fome and to 
reenrich the soil 

R.sponm.. The decision to retam ~-sserve treea IS based on a site-specific analysis designed to meet the DFC of the site to be harveetsd 

r,-tt.c. 1392 Sfsrt using some of the available modem scientific data whzch support selective management (even though Itre a "bother" for your personnel) 
L.tt.r. 
L.tt.r: 

L.tt.e: 1568 promote the selection logging process, which will better maintain the ecological integrity of our forests 
Latter 1 5 1 1  I would like to request that the FS (use) selection logging on national forests 
Lmtter: 

1465 
1484 

selection cutting should be the only kind of cutting allowed In OUT national forests 
Single-tree selection management does leave a forest somewhat xntact much to the benefit of the rsmamlng flora and the fauna end humilns like myself 
who eqoy hiking and being I" forests 

1655 Fw-163 - Uneven-aged methods should be also considered for ecologically significant areas because an uneven-aged structure will represent natural 
conditione For example, a combination of group selection and small, irregular shelterwood or  clear cut stands would probably best mimic the mall 
even-aged patch dynamics of the o n g m a l  longleaf foreat 
hardwood forest 

LrkewLae, mingle tree or group selection would mLmic the gap d-pauca of the m=xed pine- 

Response The revised Plan 1s a programmatxc document, and as such, does not make site-specific decisions 
analysis and designed to m e e t  the DFC of the standla) The choice of harvest method on a site will be documented In accordance with NEPA and be 
available for public review pnor to Implementatmn 

Harvest methods are baaed on a site-specific 

Lettsr't 1605 An uneven-aged distr-lbutlm of pines within a stand would serve to reduce pine basal area compared to mature, even-aged stands Single-tree selection 
management would produce age diversity wichm a stand and reduce SPB hazard as well 

Raspone.. Prior to a harvest entry, the total pine BA of areas managed with single-tree selection will be similar to areas managed With even-aged methods 
RegeneratIan 1s desirable at least every 1 0  years with single-tree selectLon (saker1 
approximately 45-60  eq ftjacre which will reduce the SPE hazard at that time 
total BA p n o r  to the next entry mcreaemg the n s k  of SPB attack 

U t e r  a hamest entry the pine BA will be reduced to 
The remaining treeB plus any regeneration will grow mcreasrng the 

L.tf.r 3 5 1  It 18 inconceivable that the SUCC~QB of the FS policy of selection logging in sensitive areas, begun in 1988,  should be ignored by your new Draft 

L.tt.e: 
Forest Management Plan 
Reinstatement of even-aged logging within 1200 meters Of RCW colonies should not be adopted as proposed in the D6IS 1 6 3 1  
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PLAN Al4D EIS COMMENTS 
comments by 1~s~. a d  Reeponee 

2-1-3 Uneven-Aged Mgmt 

R.epone.: The USUWS 1" the biological opinion for the court ordered management of the RCW determined it "to likely 3eopardize the continued existence of RCW" 
Regeneration 1s necessary to ensure a sustained habitat for nesting and foraging 
colonios are fully addressed ~n the RCW 81s 

The effects of even-aged harvest methods withm 1200 metere of RCW 

L-ttar: 1649 I have a number of associates that make their lrving m the timber industry and they say that selection logging IS a much better system, and it IS 
much more pleaeing to the recreational user such as myself 
involvrng private land It Beem8 like It would work Just as well for our public companies and recreational users and consider what IS best for everyone 
Including the reproductive capacity of the forest and use selective logging and do not w e  even-age management 

.They s l a m  It 18 a mush more productive method for long-term results and since this le 

R.spms.: The effects of smgle-tree eeleetion on other forest uses 2s analyzed ID the BIS All alternatives considered ID the BIS ensure long-term sustained 
yield (LTSY) of timber m aecordane with NPMA Appendix B of the BIS documents the LTSY of each altematlve 

L.tt.r 1435 The main pmnt I would like to make 1s that the PS should use selection cut, not some varrety of even-aged management. for most of the forest 

L-ttee: 1608 U s e  uneven management - in this way the forest remains looking like a forest and continues to provide necessary habitat for wildlife There would 
Uneven-aged management requrres time and good sz1vIcultur~ - high professionalism by the FS 

also be lees soil disturbance and impact on Water quality At the same time, use of thle selection harvesting method would not decrease the amount of 
timber that could be harvested 
Selective management ~n our National Forests le the only sensible answer If any cuttrng et all absolutely needs to be done 

Should I expect lees? 

L.tt.r 1615 

R.sponsa: Timber sales are a "tool" used to protect, perpetuate, and improve our NP reQoUrces Trees are halveeted for many reasons to create, malntaln O r  

zmprove the health of timber stands, to create, mamtam, ox improve desirable wildlife habltat, to prevent or control the Infestation of msects, 
disease, windstorms. and fore, and for other reasons For example. timber sales are used to improve the habitat of the RCW Using timber 881es. tens 
of thousands of =ores of the habitat have been thinned to be more deszrable and some of the monies from the timber sales receipts were used to further 
improve the habitat by controlling undeerrable mid-story vegetation, by inatallmy artiflord cavities zn trees, etc Silvicultural prescriptions are 
based on a site-specific analysis to meet the DPC 
such as age and condition of the trees, wildlife needs and aesthetics 

Selection harvests are one of the methods available Harvest decisions are based on many factors 

Letter. 1622 Bven-age loggmg methods and t h e m  analogs should. over time, be replaced by selection management practices By shifting tm selectzon management 
logging practices long telm ecological viability should be attainable by favoring epeciee diversity. soil stability. organic soil-substrate mtegrrty, 
trace metal absorption, through mechanisms such as mycorhiza fungi-plant symbioses. for example 

L.tt.ri 1640 Use of single tree selection management In alt 6 would assist the native vegetation and hence wildlife 

Silvicultural prescnptlone are based on a site-apecifrc analysis and designed to meet the DPC 
avazlable Harvest decisions are based on many factors such as age and condition of the trees, Wildlife needs, 80118 and aesthetics 

Responna Single-tree Belectlon 19 one of the many methods 

Letter: 1605 The preferred course of action IS to manage the entire NPGT with respect to the preservation of biodiversity, as required by the NPMA 
management can be provided by the use of single tree selection as the preferred timber harvest method 

Such 
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IDIIU.: 1-1-3 Uneven-Aged Mgmt l -  
R-spon-. The NFMA of 1916 requzres that regulations be promulgated to set forth the process for the development and rev1Bxon of land mgmt 

regulations were to Include, in part, guidelrnea for land mgmt plans to achieve the goals of the Renewable Reeourae Program which le) ineure 
consideration of the economxc & environmental aspects of vzirmue systems of renewable resource management, includmg the related systems of 
allvlculture h protection of foreat resourcee, to provide f o r  outdoor recreation (mclurlmg wlderness). range, timber, watershed, wildlife, k fieh, 
lbl provrde for diverszty of plant & anrmal ComunltleB based on the auitabilzty S sapablllty of the apeclfic land area xn order to meet overall 
multiple-use ob3ectives. P within the multiple-use obieetzves of a land management plan adopted pursuant to thie eectmn, provide, where appropriate, 
to the degree practicable, for steps to be taken to preserve the diversity of tree epecies similar to that exzsting In the region controlled by the 
plan, (16 USC 1600. sec 6 (9) 1311 The PS regulaitrons implementing the NFMA planning requiremente are found m 36 CPR 219 The following direction 
regardmg diversity la found at section 219 26 Forest planning shall provide for drvererty of plant 8 anune.1 communities 8 tree species consistent 
with the overall multiple-use obiectives of the planning area Inventories ehall 
include quantitative data making possible the evaluatron of diversity in terms of it- prior & present condxtion F o r  each planning alternatzve, the 
Interdisciplinary team shall consider how diversity wrll be affected by various mixes of resource outputs & uses, including proposed management 
practices Additzonal requirements for drvereity are located m seotrons 219 27 (a) 15) 6 219 27 (gl Mgmt requirements for both even-aged s uneven- 
aged "t systems are found In 36 CFR a13 27, particularly m sections 219 27 (c) 8 (d) Bmdiversity s vegetation manipulation weze two of the mqor 
issues addressed zn the EIS Drscusalone of how the alta 
consequencea of the alternatives by issue le included In Chapter 2, With sections on brodiversity & veg manipulation found on pages 44-46 Alts 1-5 
allow for both even-aged 6. uneven-aged mgmt systems with variations m emphases between the 2 Bysteme Alts 6&7 allow use of the uneven-aged system 
only The detelmmatmn of which mgmt system to use IS made on a prolect-level, site-sptlcrflc baais, incorporatrng mfonnation from the Ecological 
Claea syatem. the Mgmt Area's DFC, obJectrvee & "t requrrementa, which w ~ 1 1  ensure that dLversity la maintained 

plans The 

such diversity shall be coneidered throughout the planning prooees 

relate to these ls~ues are found m chapter 2, pages 28-32 A summary of environmental 

L.tt.r. 1310 Prescribed fire can be used m selection management, though not indiscriminately as In even-aged management Accordrng t o  forester Gary Bums, "If 
the canopy 1 s  15 feet or higher, most pines will surv~ve a prescribed b u m  " Mr. B u m s  indicated that preecrrbed fire could be Used an about a 15- 
year cycle In uneven-aged stands 
Uneven-aged systems could be used with regular fire based on longer entry ayclea (20-30 yre I and ad3ustments in fire frequency to allow some extended 
fire-free perrods (5-12 yre) for seedling establishment But with more open stands and regular prescribed fire, seedling earablishment would likely 
occur on a regular basis 
related soil disturbance 

L.tt.=: 1632 

Pire would m faat be a necessary thinning agent Longer entry cycles ~n general allow for greater time to recover harvest- 

R.mponse: Research has shown that the role of fire m uneven-aged mgmt ~8 aignlfmantly reduced 

L.tt.r: 1604 Recmendatron - MA 1 Apply Individual-tree aelectlon wherever felling 18 done 
L.tt.r: 1605 RecomiaendatIon (MA-1) Apply mdividual-tree eelectxon wherever felling la &ne 
Lattar. 1605 RecommendatLon Apply Individual-tree selection wherever felling la done 

~.epons.: Single tree selection le one of the harvest methods avarlable Harvest decisions are baaed on a site-specific analysis to meet the DPC 

Issu.: 2-1-4 Timber Sale Costs and Revenues 

Lettar: 8 I do hope the Govt IS getting full market value for it8 timber 
L.tt.r. 

Lettee: 

L.tt.=-. 

495 

1261 

1435 

It 1s certainly time that we no longer sell or lease our public resources at prices below fair market value - and even then perhapa the loss In 
resources is not worth the monetary gain 
I believe that the lumber/laggmng mduatry deserves to aut trees, I & not belreve we should allow this in a manner of subsidization or cheap 
government land either Make them ildhere to the same =lea and hardships as other businesses 
Oood management means not only growing and cutting timber but alao selling it at a gDod prrse 
private Beetor sell at the low price 
you manage over the long tenn 

L.tt.e: 1451 Let's eel1 the righta to lumber at fair market value 

If the bide are low leave the timber atand, let the 
This will Boon bring the przce up and then the bids will be better It IS not how fast you sell but how well 
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- I B s l l . .  2-1-4 Timber Sale Costs and Revenues 

Letter: 1456 I find the UsPS's policies reprehensible They are destroying and grvrng away this nation's (1 e taxpayers and future generations') resources & 

Lettar: 1566 selling tmber for below market value violates the trust of the real owners of these resources (the Amerxan people) Doing so distorts the 

L.tt.e 1639 I ob]ect to the practice of selling lumber at a lose to the taxpayer 

assets to the benefit of a few timber compares 

market place by giving unfair advantage to those with accees to public lands 

The U S Forest Service has committed national rape for years 

Reapone.. NPGT timber sales are advertised and Bold by sealed bids to the higheat bidder The NFGT do not have a "below cost" timber sale program our 
comprehensive accounting recorda show the NFGT have not had a "below Cost" timber sale pmgram since we started keeping such records 
NPGT received more than $15 million In revenue from timber sales, 
With timber salea The net revenue to the U S Government from the timber sale program was about $10 mrllion The timber sale program on the NFGT 
generated about $2 86 for every $1 00 of tax dollars spent during the PY 

In PY 1994, the 
and 3ust spent about $5 mlllxon on timber sales and all the other Costs associated 

L-ttIr 

L.tt.e 585 we must stop subsidizing the timber industry and other for-profit organizatmns 
Lettar 717 
L.tt.r 843 I strongly obiect to the Ps subsidizing the destmctlm of our national forests by timber companies 
L.tt.r. 1452 I hope the day comes when the Poreat SBlYlCe looks after the health of the forest Instead of the wealth of the timber Industry 

370 I was appalled to see how mush land le used for tlmber use - and sold at below market valuer Taxpayers should not pay for you Co undercut prxces of 
private land owners 

the excess sale of cheap timber 18 a definite case of the love of money taking precedence 

R..pons.: Timber sales are a "tool" used to protect, perpetuate, and rmprove OUT NP resource0 Trees are harvested for many reasons . to create, maintain or 
improve the health of timber stands, to create, maintain, or improve desirable wildlife habitat, to prevent or control the infestatmn of maects. 
disease, wmdetome. and fire. and for other leaeons For example, timber sales are used to improve the habitat of the RCW Using timber sales, tens 
of thousands of acres of the habitat have been thinned to be more desirable and some of the monies from the tLmber sales receipts were used to further 
rmprove the habitat by controlling undesireable mid-story vegetation, by installing artificial cav2ties zn trees, etc 
coat" timber sale program our comprehensive accounting records show the NPGT have not had a "below cost" trmber sale program since we started 
keeping Buch records In PY 1994, the NFGT received mare than $15 million in revenue from timber sales, a d  p s t  spent about $5 millLon an timber 
sales a d  all the other costs associated with timber sales 
million 

The NFGT do not have a 'below 

The net revenue to the 0 s Fovemment from the timber sale program was about $10 
The timber sale program on the NFGT generated about $2 86 for every $1 00 of tax dollars spent during the PY 

Latter. 1509 Harvested trees are eold overseas much too cheaply 

Response: We are unaware of any unprocessed logs from the NPGT berng exported 

Letter: 330 we need to reduce and eventually elrmrnate government subsidy of timber management 
recyclrng m this country 

we as a country need to actively pursue and encourage papez 
I realize you may have very little power to change anything, but I support anything you can do 

Respons~. Our comprehensive accountzng records show the NPGT have not had a "below cost" tlmber sale program since we started keeplng such records In PY 1994. 
the NPGT received more than $15 million m revenue from timber ealea, lust spent about $5 million on timber salea and all the other costs associated 
with timber sales 
generated about $2 86 far every $1 00 of tax dollars spent during the PY 

The net revenue to the US COvemment from the timber sale program was about $10 million The timber sale program on the NFGT 

L.tt.T: 1509 The forest products companies are turning East T e a 8  rnto one giant tree f a m  The national forest should be for the people, not large CDrporatlOnB 
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- 1s.U. 2-1-4 Timber Sale Costa and Revenues 

R.~pona. Harvestzng trees la a forest management tool that can achieve multiple ob3ectivee. parcrcularly in providing var~ous types of wildlife habitat 
NPMA of 1976 requires that the PS "provide for multiple use and eustained yield of the products and eervi~es obtained there from in accordance with 
the MUSYA of 1960, and m particular, include cwrdination of outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife and fish, and wilderness. and 
determine for management systema, harvesting levels, and procedures " Not providing for gome level of sustained timber harvesting would put ye ~n 
violation of the law 

The 

- 1m.U. 2-1-5 RotatLon Ages 

L.tt.x: 1123 

L.tt.e: 1723 MA-2-115 - the rotatmns are too short 

(pg 96 plan) your rotatlone are far too short smse most will be 80 years 
200 years for loblolly pme. 

You need rotations of 300 years for LLP, 250 years for shortleaf pine, and 
your drameter 1 m . L t s  are emaller tham what p m e a  grow now m the SHNF 

R.sponm.: Comment noted 

Latter. 1632 rotation ages In MA-1 should be increased to the B e "  as those propoeed for MA-2 

R.spons.% The different rotation ages In MA-1 and MA-2 reflect the different management emphasis of the areas 

Lett.= 1671 Draft Plan, P 91, Rotation Age and Diameter Guidelines Table The diameter limits presented will not match the ages needed to attain "old-growth" 
They also make the use of fire essentially meffectzve 

Raepons.: The IDT agrees The final ravxsed plan has been amended to reflect this Diameter limxts will be based on a site-specific analysis 

L.tt.r: 1723 rotatlona you glve for Alt 6 & 7 mentioned above grve smaller diameter trees than are needed for LA Black Bear (need 36") for den trees 

Respons.: Preferred habitat for the LA black bear zs hottomland hardwood which occurs in MA-4 
no rotation ages are applicable 

MA-4 IS classified as unsuitable for trmber production therefore 

L.tt.e: 1310 Rotation ages g ~ v e n  for alt 48 are inadequate On public forests, the rotation age needs to be some compromise between economic maturity and 
potentla1 hfeapan 

Raspone. TX i s  recognized as an area With a history of SPE epidemics (see z " / 5  yr Allowing large acres of loblolly or shortleaf pine habitat to 
exceed 80 year rotations could potentially develop catastrophic 81tuat10nS Rotation ages are based on the best available information to supply a 
continuous eupply of high quality RCW habitat in perpetuity 
catastrophic events ox SPB epidemics Potentially a signif=cant number of trees that are much older than the stated rotation ages will be present 
throughout the HMA In TX. should the 80  year loblolly pine rotation for SPB conaideratrans be mplemcntated, all overstory Crees will be left in 
perpetuky 
nesting habitat 
tree characterietica to develop 

review) 

80  y ~ a r  rotations wlll ensure large areas of older forest without the riak of 

All clusters, recruitment and replacement stands will have no rotation establiehed and would remain until they no longer provide suitable 
These stands will provide numerous stand sired (10 acres or larger) patches throughout the HMA that allows the older forest or relict 

L.tt.r. 1723 (MA-1-93) I am against all these rotations because they are not long enough and not ecosystem management based 

R.sponse: The IDT le not aware of any documented research to support t h u  
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T..Y.i 2-1-5 Rotation Agee 

&attar: 1723 (pg 2 0 .  DBIS Summary1 the rotation ages you w e  are too short Loblolly Pines should have a rotation age of 200 years. shortleaf Pine 250 m e .  
I do not support diameter lrmrta on any of these trees and Long Leaf Pine 300 years Upland and Bottomland Hardwoods should have no rotation age 

but let them g r o w  as large as they will 

R..pon..: Designation of rotation ages or tree drameter limrte is used to design mgmt 
placed on the NPs 

schemes that seek to strike Q balance m satisfying the many demands 

htt-r: 1603 Rotations are unnecessarily long outside the HMA NPMA Fe-egulaitions require that minimum rotation ages be at least 95% of culmination of mean annual 
Increment In Texas, the CMAI occurs around age 35 
than Chuu 

The DBIS does not explain why the m m l m u m  rotatione outside of the H l U  need to be longer 

R..pons. Rotation ages are chosen to provide farest conditione that meet the DBC 

T..Y.I 2-1-6 RestoratLon 

L.tt.r 1409 Long term control (SPB) would be the planting of longleaf pine and a better rotatLon of shortleaf pine This IS a good reason not to have 

Lettar 1655 MA-1 & MA-2 - For restoratLon of even-aged regeneratzon of longleaf and ahortleaf communrties, site preparation techniques should be utilized that 

L.tt.r. 1123 MA-Bf-91 - I am opposed to any tzmber harvesting for any reaeon 
L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 76, DBIS, Shortleaf P m e )  I do not favor clearcutting or two-age outting but favor uneven-age management with no site preparation or herbicide 

Wilderness Area8 (SPB control on trailside areas) 

maintain natural diversity of ground cover species 

Use 

R..pon... Comment noted 

L.tt.e 1723 MA-4-115 - must be eliminated 

R.sponsa: The purpose of streamside zones la not to set aside and not manage, It 1s also not to manage for tlmher Purpose le for management for wildlife and 
recreation and to protect streams 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 64 DBIS) herbicides are not needed to restore longleaf pine Single tree selectzon and fire can help an area recover with pdlcroue use of group 
selection to start LLP m small openings 

R..pons.. The use of single-tree Selection without herbicides has not been well researched The NPT will only use such methods on an experimental basis until 
they (methods) are proven effective and environmentally sound 

ReBtOratiOn of longleaf pines IS a favorable oblective. but this should not be done under the guise of SPB hazard reduction 
clearcuttmng/Eonversron of loblolly stands to longleaf only reduces SPB hazard m the hundreds of forested acres are wiped out‘ 
longleaf needs to be done grad<ally 
Even-aged stand conver~ion, proposed to benefit the RCW recovery by increasing the amount of longleaf pine. should be avarded I” favor of uneven-aged 
management, preferably single-tree selection, within RCW zones 

Lett.=: 1605 “Aggressive” 
Conversion back to 

L.tt.z: 1605 
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- Is.".: 2-1-6 ReQtOratlon 

R.spon..: The PETS has included additional infomation relative to clearcuttmg and pine restoratvan Though selection management can be used 10 reetoriltlon, 
costs are high, succesm IS low and time required to achieve szte "reatoratLon" is much greater 

Latter. 1605 the 'restoration' of short-leaf pine reeults ~n less short-leaf pine than currently estimated by the USPS to exist The NSPS needs to explain 
the ]u.9tlflcatlon for reducing the ehort-leaf pine component of the NFGT while claiming to be restonng the species 

R-spons.: Shortleaf Bites that have loblolly or elmah are being converted to shortleaf, but ahortleaf that 1s on longleaf sites 1s being converted to longleaf 
I 

L-tt-z: 1460 Restoration of longleaf prnes IS a favorable obieetrve, but thle should not be done under the q n s e  of SPB hazard reduotion iiAggressrve" 
clear=uttrng/converslon of loblolly stands to longleaf only reduces SPB hazard m that hundreds of forested acres are wiped out1 
should be done gradually 

dominant drd m fact cmtain a significant or even co-dominant component of other forest types 
have con~erns about restoration goals 
impact enhancement of the exletmg longleaf components, 

Longleaf restoration 

I..tteE: 1632 agree with the slaaelf~catlon of the Mayflower uplands ITA as a dominantly longleaf type I feel that the other L T W  classrfled as longleaf 
It is the Sandy Uplands and Clayey Uplands that I 

Zealous longleaf restoration should not seek to homogenize these currently diverse mosaics I support low- 

R.sp0n.a. Some stands may be converted by thmnmg, drscriminating against the non longleaf, however, some stands may require more intensive mmnt strateglee 
Most of the 81tes best suited for longleaf pine are in an HMA and the RCW BIS describes the treatments allowed 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 30 DZISI what does Total Restoration mean? This 1.8 not clear 

Respone.: Total Restoration IS the title of the chart depicting acres restored to longleaf pine and shortleaf pine by period by alternative 

Latter. 1605 MA-BEL-04 - "Allowing" existing non-native communities to revert to native plant communities 1s msufficient Active measures need to be taken to 
restore native vegetation 

Response The PETS identifies plane to aotzvely restore native forest communities when that will best meet the DPC 

- Ismu.. 2-1-7 sa1vilge 

Lettar: 1655 MA-1 & MA-2 - Uneven-aged management should also allow for the retention of relic trees as m the eheltsmwd with resemes method 

Responea: Comment noted 

Latter' 1453 Salvage cutting 18  €ar too aggressive 

Respons.: The IDT does not understand the rationale for this statement 

2-2 neforeatation/Interd~=t= Stand Management 

Latter. 1595 It would be nice if you would reseed for longleaf pine I" Sam Houston and other forest areas 
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P W N  Al?D K I S  CO-S 
Comments by Issue and Rmsponse 

a 2-2 Reforestation/Interd~~t= Stand Management 

Letter: 1 6 0 5  MA-ab-04 - Maintaining the appearance of an old growth forest le maufflclent 
Latter: 1 6 3 2  P i n e  type restoration activities will range from thinning and/or burning to entire stand replacement (slash pme) general gmdelrnea (see letter 

L.tt.e: 1 6 5 5  Pw-171  - The standards from the veg Mgt BETS should be reviewed and amended as necessary to allow flexibility and Innovatmn ~n sllv~cvlt~ral 

Lmtt-r: 1 7 2 3  I oppose site preparation and use of hsrbzcides 
Lett.=: 1 7 2 3  
Lett.=. 1 7 2 3  IFW-169) I am against genetically improved seedlings 

the rzver corridor must be mantamed as an old growth forest 

1 6 3 2 )  

practrcee m order to achieve ecosystem management goals 

(Pw-1651 I am against this because clearcutting LS allowed when only 2 0 %  of the height of the trees nearby occurs Thle ought to be 40% 

R-npons.: Comment noted 

Letter. 3 3 7  One lifetime IS not long enough to wait for forest re-generation along the trail 

R.epons.. Trees, like all livlng thmgs, do not l ive forever When a stand 1s regenerated new seedlings can become established and the baby trees begin the 
Trees planted m 1 9 2 0  are now 60 yeara old, stands regenerated ~n 1 9 5 0  will be 60 years old m 2 0 1 0 ,  stands regenerated In 1990 cycle over again 

will be 60 years old m 2 0 5 0 ,  and etc 
the FEIS are at euatarnable levels that do not Lmpalr the long term productivity of the land m accordance with Section 6 l 3 ) W  of the RPA of 1 9 7 4  as 
amended 

Regeneratron ensures today's forests will be here tomorrow All timber harvest levela ~n the altematxves of 

Latter. 1 6 7 1  It re a good policy to have some genetically mpfoved stands scattered throughout the forests, depending OD partLcular genetic eelectlon goals This 
does not infer use of non-native species The vigor of these stands may be greater than many of the degraded "natural stands" whose gene bank came 
from a few trees along a fence or trees escaping the saw because of phenotypic inferiority 

Raspone.: The IDT appreciates your support 

5.tt.e 1 7 2 3  (pg 45 DEIS) you do not need Bite preparatim to allow reseeding of trees Iegglng provided enough diaturbances to allow reseeding You ala0 can 
always girdle trees to allow LLP and do not need to use herbicides 

R.eponse: Natural regeneration XB Used with various harvest methods avoh a8 seed-tree, shdtewood, two-aged methods, and angle-tree selection Site 
preparation may be neceseaq to prepare the seed bed prior to seed fall 
documented m the pm3ect level envlromntal document. 

The choice of 81te preparation IS made on a site-specific baaia and 

5.tt.r: 1659 I do not want to see the NF become a commercial timber f a m  If ecosystem protection la Q first pnonty, then we shall always have a forest suitable 
for multiple uses Tzmber far" are not g w d  for wildlife, recreation, etc 

R.spone.: NFs are managed for renewable and nonrenewable reaourcea which include "but not limited to recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, wildlife 
and fish, and natural scenic, scientific, and historic values without Impamnent of the produstrvity of the land " ~n accordance wrth PLPMA 
SectIon 103 I C )  

Latter: 268 My wlfe & I . want the RKAL E Texas forests to be there for our daughter - not 2Ust plantation growth 
R.mpon.. Like all living things, trees do not live forever 

hardwoods. will be based on the BCS 
There will always be some trees throughout the NPT The mix of species on a site, pine and/or 

This will ensure a variety of habrtat conditions ~n response to the Varying needs of different wildlzfe species 
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T.su.: 2-2 Reforestatron/I”termealate Stand Mygement 

Letter: 858 The verdrct on clearcutting versus select-cutting 18 still out. The appearance of the forest after a select-Cutting for timber sales 18 very appealmg 
and With a minimum initial impact to the trail, but are we getting enough pine re-generation 

Respons.: Bstablishment of regeneration i s  necessary with any szlvxultural Byatem whether is even-aged or uneven-aged 
used will be monitored for regeneration 

Areas where smgle-tree election IS 
If regeneration la not established the area wrll hsve to be re-analyzed and correctzve action taken 

Latter: 1137 I recently traveled through the beautiful Ouachita National Forest in Oklahoma and Arkansas 
harveeted pine - what about the hardwood trees? -And, undergrowth destroyed? I would be interested in a response, pleaae, aa there mrght be w m e  
mfannatmn regarding the hardwoods that I’m missing Is it the same in Texas? 

Though it la gratifying to eee the re-forestation of 

R~BPOIIQ~: The NFT hae regenerated the pine and hardwoods on a site 3t the same time 
revised plan will base the appmpriate mix on ECS 
forest floor 

The 1987 plan called for a 30% hardwood component m pine stands The 
Undergrowth IS ueually removed to allow the sunlight necessary for seed germination to reach the 

The undergrowth is not deatroyed permanently but treated similar to cultivatmng a garden 

Lattae: 1632 Ecosystem management must embrace variable spacing and depart from too-uniform and too-dense spacing criteria 
Lnttex: 1671 The pine regeneration frgures for loblolly and shortleaf pine are t m  high A total of 300 to 400 well spaced seedlings should be enough to 

A density of 600 to 900 aeedlings limits the production of herbaceous and shrub adequately regenerate most sites to a prne of p ~ n e  dominated stand 
vegetation that many wildlife species depend on 
Coastal Plarn/Piedmont be amended to allow for a reduction zn pine density 

The Dept recommends that the previoue guidelines contained in the BETS for Vegetation Management m 

Raeponm.: The seedling stackmg guides are Just that - guide- The upper limit IB the point at which a atand should be evaluated for pre-commercial thinning 
Natural mortality IS usually coneidered sufficient to maintain the stands health prior to that point 
indicated a 1.98 than 70% sunrival rate 

A 3-year average sul~ival check for all epecles 

L.tte.E: 1723 lpg 16 DBIS) A l t  I, the regeneration s i z e  of 80  ~ C ~ O Q  IS too large It needs to be 1/4 acre or lees 
Latter. 1723 IPW-166) 80 acres 18 much too large as le 40 scree The llmrc should be 1/4 acre or lese Also, no exceedense must be allowed for natural 

catastrophe, which la not defined 

~eapon..: The 80 acre figure IS the maximum even-aged regeneration size allowed under 36CPR219 27(d)12) 

Letter: 1723 I am against any site preparation I am also agarnst Fw-171-17 

Respons.. This atandard 1s incorporated from the veg Mgt EIS and re analyzed and the sffects disclosed in that document 

Letter: 1655 Pw-169 - BOT restoring native pine communities, local natural seed B D U ~ C ~ Q  should be utilized 

~esponse: The parent trees of genetically improved seedlings are Texas trees sufficient parent trees are available to provide a diverse genetic base 

Letter: 1510 The 0-15 year old stands In early succe8s1on listed in alt 48 la much too low 13444 acres) Common sense tells me that even If you are growing on a 
100 year rotation (which is much too high), you should have at least 15% of your forest ~n 0-15 year old stande. which la nearly 90,000 acres 

Responsm: Existrng now Mgmt Area #1=26,551. Mgmt Ivea #2=56,792, Total 82,343 Acres In the fznal alt we Wlll be looking at converting 16 to 20 thousand acre 
per period. therefore, In future period this number wrll drop to between 32 & 40 thousand acre= 

Letter: 1723 IBIS appendix J pg 2) further destructive timber cutting prastxces that you describe include site preparation and nursery and superior aeedling 
plantings 
back into the soil and less aeration of the soil 

These zmpact the genetic drvereity that naturally exlets in a stand an a slte Thle means lese nutrient and organlc materral mcorporated 
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1.SY.: 2-2 Reforeetation/Intermedlate Stand Management 

R.spon#.. This section 1s a more detailed descr-lption of even-aged regeneration methods than offered in the glossary It la not mrended tm detall all forestry 
practices associated with the varrous harvest methods 

L.tt.z. 1723 (pg 78 DEISI you are showing your brae again agarnst Alt 16) saymg there will be little LLP 

Reapone.: The IDT does not understand what this comment refers to 

1e.u. 2-2-1 P m e  monoculture 

Lmttar: 19 Monoculture may serve soma purpoaes but not function as a normal, native forest 
Latter: 58 National Poreeta must be "managed" m order that they do not get completely cut down and turned Into a plantation of pine trees 
L.tt.e. 61 What pasees for forest management ends up with Q monoculture This IS not nconservmg the bioeyetem", It la tree farming 
L.tt.e. 399 A mOnOcultUre 18 stupid and "on-sustainable 
L.tt.r': 1388 Let me urge you not to continue to operate the national forests a- a tree f a m  There aren't enough trees In the natronal foresf to pay for the 

L.tt.r: 1453 The use of NP for monoculture clonal pine cultivation ha- the diversity of habitat that would otherwise be provided, and damages the vanety of 

L.tt.r. 

sacrifice 

genetic makeup that serves to protect timber from disease, such as the sPB 
It 18 very dxstreesmg to drive through areas where only pines now grow and to realize the many speclea that ~ n c e  grew In these areas 1455 

R..pon..: The NPT does not manage for pine monocultures but for longleaf pine. xeric and dry-mesic o& pme, mixed loblolly-hardwwd, mesic hardwood and 
bottomland hardwood communitxes These are described I" detail In chapter I11 Part I la)  of the EIS The effects of each alternative are analyzed in 
the same eection 

Lettar: 52 I'm tired of seeing all pme, all the same size, and all In a row 

Raspon.. . The IDT believes you may have mistaken some industry land/pnvate land for PS land The 1987 plan called for a 30% hardwood compnent m pine stands 
and the reviaed plan allows the appropriate mix to be determined on a site-specifc analyaia using ECS 
seed fall i s  usually dxstrrbuted over the entire area 

NFT relies heavily on natural regeneration and 

L.tt.E. 
L.tt.r: 
L.tt.2: 

L.tt.e: 

I,.tt.e: 

I,.tt.r: 
L.tt.e: 
L.tt.r: 

435 
859 
1087 

1287 

1461 

1596 
1670 
1778 

tree farms should be the only legal wily to harvest 
I've ~ e e n  beautiful forest deatroyed and pine plantations that does not provide anything for game and wildlife but a hiding place 
The NE should be managed for the public gwd, not the lumber companies good But only pines seem be given the 
chance to g r o w  back Anzmals cannot live on pines alone Wzthout wildlife there IB no NP 
It's very depressing to drive our highways and see acres & acres of land planted with the same kind of tree we know that birds & animals & insects 
need a variety of foliage to feed on and to hide m 
East Texas NP land LS p e t  about nothing but commercial pine mOnOcUltUre, which 18 NOT true forest. though you referred to It as "forest" There 
IS Q difference 
These are FORESTS not tree farms' 

You, The USFS for some reason, are turning the National Forests of Texas into pine plantatlona for the timber rntereste land road builders) 
Poreeta should not be pine plantations 

When trees are cut all types are taken 

Please don't let them destroy the food chain 
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1ssu.. 2-2-1 Pine monoculture 

R-BPOns.: Tlmber sales are a "tool" used to protect, perpetuate, and improve our NP resources Trees are harvested for many reaeons to create, maintain or 
improve the health of timber stands, to create, maintain, OF improve desirable Wildlife habitat, to prevent or control the infestation of maecta. 
dlaease. wmdstorms, and fore, and for other reasons For example, timber sales are uaed to improve the habitat of the RCW Using timber salea, tens 
of thousands of acres of the habitat have been thinned to be more desirable and soma of the monies from the timber sales receipts were used to further 
improve the habitat by controlling undesrrable mid-story vegetation, by installing artificial cavities m trees, etc S>lvmultural prescriptions are 
based on a site-specific analysis to meet the DFC 
such as age and condition of the trees, wildlife needs and aesthetics 

Selection harvests are one of the methods available Harvest decisions are baaed on many factors 

Letter 1640 Why are monocultures of longleaf and shortleaf considered native? 
timber production 

They,d be native if diversity were present and selection management were used for 

R.~ponse. HIstoriC records mdicate longleaf pine & shortleaf pine did occur as pure pine stands 
stands 

Shortleaf pine did also occur ID shortleaf pme-hardwood 

I..". 2-3 Prescribed Fire 

5.tt.e: 
L.tt.r: 
Lett.=: 

Lett.=. 
Let.=' 
5.tt.r 

Latter: 

Letter': 

Latter: 

Lett.=: 

1310 
1409 
1605 

1605 
1636 
1655 

1655 

1671 

1671 

1671 

Recommendation No prescribed burning IS allowed withrn SMZ's 
I feel strongly that to malntaln a safe trail, one with the leas danger of fire, 
Recommendatlona (MA-11 all (at least 30 BAI consignment of trees older than 100 years m age. to stay until they fall naturally, 31 Reduce the 
intensity of midstory and hardwood removal, 41 Phase In longle+if pine for slash pme, on approprrate sites by selection felling (never by even-age), 
51 Continue augmentation and artifical cavity installation )udzcioualy 
Recommendation No prescrlbed burning IS allowed within S M Z ' e  Wildfires may be allowed to burn under prescribed conditione 
I 8Uspect that prescribed fires will have an impact on neotropical birds and I suggest If you do not have data on this It would be good to develop 
FW-063 - The Vag Mgt PBIS should be reviewed and amended as necessary to allow more flexible prescribed burning programs to meet ecosystem management 
goals rather than lust silvicultural obiectivee 
The proposed prescribed burning for MA-2 should enhance ecosystem values m longleaf and possibly shortleaf systems However, on the loblolly stands 
of Sam Houston NF, a frequent burning regime of 2-5 years would exceed the expected natural fire frequency for the ecosystem The open. grassy 
understory characteristics of this landscape as stated in the DFC may be cmntrary to natural conditions zn many areas of the forest 
conditions that favor RCW could possible be achieved m older, high-canopied forest conditicms ( 8 0  years+) with infrequent fires (10 year frequency1 
that inhibit midstory development, although chemical and mechanicel methods may also be necessary The development of the ECS for this area of the 
forest should be used to establish DFC xn con]unctlon with the mandate to protect RCW 
The USFS needs more flexibility than permitted ~n the FBIS for Vegetation Management m the Coastal Plain/Piedmont published In Jan 
concepts concemmg the ecosystem management have surfaced since thia FBIS WE~Q written 
to allow for greater scorch heights and increased fire frequencies, as well as m m e  latitude In applying growing season burns If fire IS to be used 
as a too1 for effectively restoring and mamtarnmg healthy frre climax ecosy8temB, then they will have to be much hotter than fires of the past 
restoration purposes, it 1s useless to burn unless the fire le hot enought to control living vegetation, rather than ]ust reducing on-the-ground 
fuels 
acres burned per year 
With decreasing budgets and personnel llmitat1on8, It seems unlikely that the USFS will be able to accomplish the burning m this plan The proposed 
across-the-board burning cycle le not consistent with ecoayatem management There are some areas that need annual or biannual burns, others probably 
every 5 yrs , others every 10 to 15 yra , and some likely never some of the hardwood area* can never be Winter burned except m exceptionally dry 
years, perhaps they should be burned then 
The Department recommends that plowed fire lanes not be utilized unless this 1s the only method acceptable For example, fire should be allowed to 
burn into Streamside Management Zones (SMZ'sl 
sharp ecotones 

Wildfires may be allowed to burn under prescribed conditions 
and to help keap Out non-native plants CONTROL BURNS ARE NBBDBD 

The open 

1989 New 
For example. the vegetation Management FBIS should be amended 

For 

Perhaps there should be a system developed to measure the effectivnees of burns 1x1 terms of the desired remlt, rather than the number of 

By defining burning cycles by areas or systems, a more reasonable burning work load could be developed 

This approach will produce a much more gradual transition between habbltat types, and will not produce 
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L.tt.Zi 1671 

1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 

1808 

The RCW, Bachman'a aparrow, Louisiana pine snake. Texas trailmg phlox, and many ather T&R or rare epecies have been directly impacted by fire 
suppression 
not restore the natzve grasses, forbs, and herbaceous vegetation that were once such an important component of the Pineywoods ecosystem 
(pg 31 KIS) I do not agree that Alt 
but this re OK since most of the areas had more hardwood than they do today and lass pine 
... prescribed fire can be w e d  m the Wilderness to protect ecosystems. 
(MA-8b-31) 
(MA-4-31] 
areas F i r e s  must never be purposely set ~n riparian area8 
(NA-9a-32) elimrnate herbicide use 
(MA-9b-43) I am against the use of fire m SPRAe 
(NA-9a-43) I oppose the use of fire zn recreation areas 
(FW-062. 063) I am opposed to the use of frre lanes 2x1 streamside areas and on trails 
m-8d-046105 - fire rs not needed m bottoms The only fire that should be allowed to burn here l a  one that 1s set by lightning 
(pg 22, plan) 
(pg 98 D B I s )  You keep sayylng Alt you can b u m  for bogs 
m Alt 6 which does not rule this type of management out 
Alt 4b propasee to "preesnbe b u m "  more acres of NF land than any of the other alternatives We Bupport this proposal based on the fact that fire 18 
a critlcal component m fire-dependent ecosystems 
prescribed burning (I e , the 2 to 5 yrs specified m the DRISI More frequent fires may be necessary to CDnvert vegetational communities to the IL 
pme/lrttle bluestem community 

The only way these species will be recovered 18 through an effeatlva burnmg regme Herb)lcidee will control woody vegetation, but will 

6 61 7 can only have limited fire U Q ~  You can burn i n  these areas periodically t w  but fewer pines will seed in 

no use of preecnbed fire i s  needed in a floodplain 
there IS no need to b u m  m rzpanan areas for any reason zero reason for firelines since fires can burn out naturally In ripanan 

I am opposed to the use of fire in wilderness areas simply for the purpose of fuel reduction 
6 has an absence of fire but elsewhere you said fire was limited but did not m l e  out fire 

However, It 18 recommended that no reetnct~on be placed on the time interval for conducting 

Raspon..' Comment noted 

Lett.*. 
Lett.=. 1767 present policy IS adequate m wilderness and other protected areas, but In trmber production areas fire 1s important Presczibed burns should be 

1385 F i r e  is an important factor m mantaming divereity and should be employed where appropriate 

used every where possible to control wildfires, SPB mfeatatzons and promote trmber production 

R-spone.: The TOT appreciates your support 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 92 DEE) you say that Water flows would Increaee I" Alts 2-7 due to more intensive burning which reduces uptake by encroaching trees and brush 
But previously you said that there would be little burning under Alts 6 and 7 

R.sponse: Thank you for bringing this to our attention 

Latt-E 991 You are pxoposxng an almost three-fold increase m prescribed burning, going from the current 354,734 acres to 997,159 acres While we agree With the 
need for more burning, we do not belreve the public will tolerate that mush deterioration in local air  qualrty You will be very fortunate to increase 
your bunung 5 0 1  We would suggeat greater use of growing seaeon burns and a longer cycle between burns 

Rampon..: The 1987 plan projected 827,800 acres prescribed burning BO the Revised Plan only increases burning by about 20% Growing season burns will be 
emphasized where appropriate (page 56-57 Revised Plan1 

L.tt.t 1310 Natural fires did not eliminate the hardwoods nor preclude pine regeneration, and properly timed and applied prescribed fires won't either I 
suggest 
In no case should herbicides be used 

that any necessary hardwood control be accomplished either by prescribed fire at a natural frequency and by hand tools as a last resort 
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- I..".. 2-3 Prescribed F i r e  

Latter: 1461 

R..pons.. Burning le delayed In mixed pine-hardwwd regeneration areas until both the p ~ n e  and hadwood are resistant 
where the DPC la mixed 

additional Interm devastatmn by burning young hardwoods plus other native plants so essential for good quality habitat 

A havdwood component w ~ l l  be mamtamed 

L.tt.E: 1604 Second, the Draft BIS at 36-57, 72-74. 87, makes repeated referencee to prescribed burning without providing research or documentation as to 
frequency, Intensrty, or seasonally of wildfires before human, or before Buropean settlement or at any time 
(generally mtended) of reducing hardwood8 in favor of pmea, DBIS, 57, and of reducing and eliminatmg other fire-susceptible species ID favor of 
fire-resistant speciee, xt follows that prescribed burning at a frequency, mtensrty, or seasonally different from m nature (lightning fires) alters 
the native biodiversity, and therefore vlolatee the National Forest Management Act, Sec 1640(g) (3) (E) Therefore, the Forest Service muet conduct 
adequate research and provide adequate analyela before conducting preecribed burnmg 

lightning fires 

seasonality of wildfires before Kuropean settlement 01 at any tima 
m favor of pmes, 
burning at il frequency, Intensity, or eeaeonality different from In nature (lightning fires) alters the native biodiversity, and therefore violates 
the "A 

The Draft FP does not include research or documentation of the benefits of prescribed burning 
showing that the Ps frequency of burning has any relationship to natural burning 
frequency more often that naturally occurrmg, or in season8 other than natural 8888008 when burning occur= 

Since preecr-lbed burning has a result 

Latter: 1605 Recommendation (MA-1) Do not prescribe burn at il greater frequency, mtenaity, and seasonality that there 18 acientrflc evidence to compare wrth 

Lettax: 1605 the Draft BIS makes repeated references to prescribed burning without providrng reaeareh or dmumentatmn as to frequency, intensity, or 
Since prescribed burnmg has a result (generally mtended) or reducing hardwoods 

end of reducing end elrmlnatmng other fire-susceptible species xn favor of fire-resistent species, It follows that preacribed 

the FS mu& conduct adequate research and provide adequate analyeis before conducting prescribed burning 

Burning alters native biodiverezty 
L.tt.E: 1679 There IS specifically no research or documentatron 

There should be no burnrng at a 

Letter' 1679 The Draft PP includes too mush prescribed burning. It will severely effect bio-diversity 
Letter 1723 burning large acreages you do m 3-5 yr and 2-5 yr intervah does not m i m i c  the natural fire frequency suggested zn you Appendices 13 f. I 

Rampon..: Lightning fires Were only one source of pre-settlement ignition Natlve amerlcan burnzng 1s also part of the flre hrstory of these areas The planned 
burning cycles are part of the overall m w t  intended to produce the DPC's The DFC'B provide the diversity required by the NFMA 

Letter: 1604 Recommendation - MA 1 DO not preambe burn at a greater frequency, mtensity, and seasonally than there le aclentiflc evrdence to =Ompare with 
lightning fires 

R.spons.: LLghtnmg fires are only one source of ingrtron Native amerlcan fires were also a factor Also. w e  have no mandate to limit burning to that 
comparable to lightning ignitron 

Letter 1604 The DBIS at 56  pomts out the absence of prescribed burning In wildernesses since 1983 (actually 1978 under W E  TI) and admits that wildfires there 
have been "malgnlflcant", yet fails to grapple with this indication that the planned 3-5 year prescribed burn frequency zn MA 1 and MA 2 IB far more 
frequent than I" nature 

Response: Wildfire suppreaamn usually prevents large fires developing from each ignition 
wildernesses does not mean that these areas would not have burned from natural ignition Dutalde the wilderness boundaries 

The fact that wildfires have been ignited from within the 
The fire hletory of these 

also include native american burning, which has not been present m the lest 100 + years 

Latt-r. 1453 Prescribed fire 1s adopted as a sI1vzcUltUral and wildlife management technrque despite the relatively limrted understanding of the role of fire in 
its effect on suppressron or encouragement of speclea The impaeta of seasonally, fuel levels, ambient temperature, humidity, and other aspects are 
too complex for wholeeale adoption of preecribed bums as some sort of panacea 
course would be to limit euppreseion of natural fires rather than start artifxlal fires 

Until the effects of fire are better understood, a more prudent 

Lettar: 1605 Prescribed fire, when used, should be based on natural rates of occurrence 

R.sponee: Prescribed fire 1s used to meet the DFC 
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- 1e.U.: 2-3 Preacribed Fire 

Lettar: 1605 use of preacrzbed fire as deecribed far areas MA-l and MA-2 will ” greatly reduce or eliminate some of the hardwmds from these areas ” Issues 
which need to be discussed, but whrch are not, 1) which hardwoods are expected to survive such frequent burning, and 11) what are the implications for 
SPB control m areas from whrch moat, If not all. of the hardwood component has been intentionally removed by frequent prescribed b u n n g ,  

Pespons.: The use of prescribed fire will not eliminate hardwwde from the NP 
the EIS 

The forest communities to be managed are described zn Chapter 111, Part I (a1 of 

L-tt-e: 1605 The use of preacnbed burning 1s overdone Natural fires do not occur with the frequency proposed by the USPS, not, m general, at the time of year 

L-tt-e: 1640 Prescribed fire, like Bite preparation causes wildlife to enter surrounding terntory already accupred to compete for habitat Alt 6 18 superior to 

Lett.=: 
L-tt-r: 1723 (w 31 DEISI  your burn frequencies are too frequent and do not approximate natural fire frequencres for the ecosystems to be manased 

favored by the USPS 

alt 4B for wildlife because alt 6 includes a lot lees acreage for prescribed fire 
Natural and past burning frequency should be documented, and prescribed burning should not be more frequent than naturally occurring grass fires 

Alt 6 may be closer to the frequency of natural fire 
1679 

R..pons.: The prescrrbed frre will contribute to meeting the DPC While they are at a frequency probably comparable to presettlement times, there 18 no mandate 
that they mimic lightening strike “natural” fires 

L.tt.r: 

L-tt-e: 1626 some use of controlled burning 
L-ttaT: 1632 Proposed burning levels for alt 4b are unreasonably high 

1310 Paat burning practices aimed at creating a monoculture of pine are unacceptable 
the ecosystems where prescribed fire 1s used 

Prescribed burning must be based ~n research Into the d p a m x s  of 

This IS important m trail maintenance and I thrnlc 1s necessary to prevent mqor forest fires down the road 
Prescribed fire dollar- should be spent to maintain il finite number of acres zn high- 

quality fire slrmax condtron 
Interval, and the rest remain unburned 
high-quality unburned areas, rather that foreet-wide mediocrity due to mandatee for evenly-spread prescribed fire dollars 

explaining you do It primarily for timber management 

I recommend that about 1/3 of the forest experience a 2-5 yx raturn interval, 1/3 experrence a 5-10 yr return 
My preference IS for diatrxet managers to have the flexibility to maintain high-quality fire climax areae and 

Latter: 1723 (PW-0611 Your use of fire here is too open ended and allowe you to burn whenever you want for any purpose and do so sdqestrvely and without 

8.sponB.: The use of prescribed fire 18 to help meet the DPC of the areas 

Latter. 1723 (MA-3-33) 18 3-5 years the natural fire frequency for this area” If BO then you need to document thrs with the Infomation you gathered 
Lettar. 1723 MA-ad-A2 - Any burning must be done at the natural frequency, regime, Intensity, and season 
L.tt.r: 1723 do not agree with your fire frequency because 2-5 years 18 not the natural fire frequency for these trees 

Raspon..’ The 2-5 year burning cycle IS intended to help meet the DPC of the area- burned 

Lettar. 1310 I support prescribed fire as long as It follows as closely as possible the frequency. seasonally, intensity. and distribution that used to occur 
naturally 
determine how these factors operated in the pre-settlement foreete 

change the way you do burning This 1s not EM rmplemented I” Q reasonable way 

regime, and seamn that fire played before humans interrupted the natural cycle (referring to grasslands1 

It IS up to the PS to make a good-faith effort to assemble the necessaq research documents and, xf necessary, undertake new research to 

L.tt.e 1723 Prescribed burning has not mimiced the frequency, regime, Intensity, and seasonality of natural fires and this plan does not apppear to radically 

L-tt-ri 1723 Pire le the natural agent of change and must be used to mimic what disturbance happened naturally Any fire must m i m i c  the intensity, frequency, 

Lettar: 1723 (MA-sa-nz) fire =an only be used by right season and frequency to smulate natural fire 
L.tt.r. 1723 (pg 94 plan) frequent fires m the sw Gulf Platwooda and SW Gulf Coastal Plain Subsections did not occur netvrally Appendix H, states that 

loblolly 1s not a fire resistant species and fire frequency aseociated with loblolly IS among the moat mfrequent of all southern pines so why will 
you have frequent fires here when this goes against ecosystem management and natural ecosystems? 

L.tt.e: 1723 (MA-1-31) the 3-7 years fire interval IS too frequent and does not match the historical level of fire 
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I..".: 2-3 Prescribed F i r e  

Latter: 1605  Use of preecribed fire as described for areas MA-1 and MA-2 will " greatly reduce or eliminate some of the hard-da from these areas " Iesues 
which need to be discussed, but which are not, 11 which hardwwde are expected to BYN~VII such frequent burning, and 11) what are the mplicatione for 
SPB control m areas f m m  which most, If not all, of the hardwood component has been intentionally removed by frequent prescribed burning. 

P..pous.: The use of prescribed fire will not eliminate hardwwda from the NP 
the E19 

The foreat comunitiea to be managed are described ~n chapter 111, Part I (a) of 

L.tt.r: 1605  The uee of prescribed burning 10 overdone N.tura1 fires do not occur with the frequency proposed by the USPS. not, in general. at tho time of year 

L.tt.e: 1640  Prescribed fire, like Bite preparation eausea wildlifa to enter surrounding terrrtory already occupied to compete for habitat Alt 6 IB superror to 

L-ttme: 
Lmtter. 1723  (w 3 1  DEISI 

favored by the USPS 

alt 4B for wildlife because alt 6 includes a lot less acreage for prescribed fire 
Natural and past burning frsquenq should be documented. and prescribed burning should not be more frequent than naturally occurring grass frree 

Alt 6 may be closer to the frequency of natural fire 

your burn frequencies are t w  frequent and do not approximate natural fire frequencies for the ecosystems to be managed 
1 6 7 9  

R..pn..: The prescribed fire will contribute to meeting the DPC While they are at a frequency probably comparable to preaettlement times. there le no mandate 
that they mimic lrghtenmg strike "natural" fires 

L.tt.r: 1310  Past burning prectzcss aimed at Creating a monoculture of pine are unacceptable 

L.tt.r: 1626  Some w e  of controlled burning 
L.tt.e: 1632  Propoeed burning levels for alt 4b are unreaaonably high Prescribed firs dollars should be spent to maintain a finite number of acrem i n  high- 

M y  preference la for district managers to have the flexibility to maintain hqh-quality fire climax area8 and 

Prescribed burning must be based on research into the dynamics of 
the ecosystems where prescribed fire is used 

This le important in trail maintenance and I think is necessary to prevent ma3or forest fires down the road 

quality fire climax condtion I recommend that about 1 /3  of the forest experience a 2-5 yl return Interval, 1 /3  experience a 5 - 1 0  yr return 
mtarval, and the rest remain unburned 
high-quality unburned areas, rather that forest-wide mediocrity due to mandates for evenly-spread prescribed fire dollars 

explaining you do It primarily for timber management 
L.tt.r. 1723  (PW-061) Your use of fire here 2s t w  open ended and allows you to burn whenever you want for any purpose and do BO aub~activaly and without 

R..pon..: The use of prescrrbed frre 18 to help meet the DPC of the areas 

Lett.=: 1723  (MA-3-33) IS 3 - 5  years the natural fire frequency for this area? If so then you need to document this with the information you gathered 
L.tt.r: 1723 MA-sd-nz - Any burning must be done at the natural frequency, regime, Intensity, and season 
Latear: 1723  do not agree with your fire frequency because 2-5 yeare IS not the natural fire frequency for these trees 

 pan..: The 2 - 5  year burning cycle IS intended to help meet the DPC of the areas burned 

L.tt.=: i3io I support prescribed fire as long ae It followa as closely ae possible the frequency, seasonally, Intensity. and distribution that used to occur 
naturally 
detemine how these factors operated m the pre-settlement foreeta 

=hange the way you do burning 
pire 10 the natural agent of change and must be used to m m l c  what disturbance happened naturally 
regxme, and season that fLre played before humans interrupted the natural cycle 

It i m  up to the PS to make a gwd-faith effort to assemble the neceeeaw research documents and. zf neccsaary, undertake new raeaarch to 

L.tt.L-: 1723 Preecribed burning has not mimiced the frequency, regime. intenalty, and seaeonallty of natural fires and this plan does not apppear to radically 

L.tt.e; 

L.tt.=. 1723  (MA-sa-nz) fire can only be used by right season and frequency to simulate natural fire 
L.tt.r; 1723  (pg 94 plan) frequent fires m the SW Gulf Platwoods and SW Gulf Coastal Plaln Subsections dld not occur naturally Eppendix H, 

This la not EM implemented in a reasonable way 
1 7 2 1  Any fire must mimic the xntenelty, frequency, 

(refenmg to grasslands1 

states that 
loblolly le not a fzre resistant species and fire frequency associated with loblolly LB among the most infrequent of all southern pinee 
you have frequent fire- here when thitl goes against ecosystem management and natural ecosyateme? 

So why will 

L.tt.ei 1723  (MA-1-31) the 3 - 7  years fire interval IS t w  frequent and does not match the historical level of fire 
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- 2-3 Prescrzbbed Fire 

R.spons.: Ecosy%fem mgmt does not mean that all mgmt actlmties must " n c  that which would occur 'inaturally'' The preecrrbed bu-ng cycles are con81Btent 
with these fkre allocated ecosystems & will help meet The DPC 

L.tt.e 1310 The use of prescribed fzre In alt 6 le unnecessarily and arbltrarzly lrmlted there 1s likewise no research to suggest a fire interval as long as 
60 yeare 

R..pons.: Research hae aham that the role of flre ~n uneven-aged mgmt IS 81gnlficantly reduued 

L.tt.r: 1605 ~ecommenda~an Do not prescribe b u m  at a greater frequency, mtensity, and seasonality thzt there 1s acxentlfic evldence to compare wrth lightning 
flree 

R ~ ~ P O I I . . :  Prescribed fire w ~ l l  be used to meet the DPC 

L.tt.r: 1640 The effects of fire management on freh and wildlife aren't considered m the alternative as per eegulatLon 219.29aS Additional bums poeeible IS 
to vague for comment Mdrtzonal b u m s  need to be specified BO wildlife rmpact =an be aseeerred 

R..pon... The PEIS haa been changed to reflect your concerns 

I..".: 2-4 use of Chemicals 

Letter: 

L.tt.e. 

991 

1252 
1310 
1409 
1453 
1604 

1605 

1605 
1616 
1617 
1619 
1625 
1631 
1636 

1640 
1679 

1679 

We also suggest the use of herbicides as a malor treatment of the mid-story to meet the needs of RCW 
selective use of herbisrdes than a malor inorease ~n prescribe burning 
Stop using herbleidies on hardwoods 
In no case should herbicides be used to control hardwoods 
Herbicides should only be used a8 a last resort 

PIrst, the Draft concludea, Without adequate research and documentation that herbicides are necessary to selection management 
neceaeary, a8 evidenced by the affrdavits and testimony of the experts m the record of sierra club, TCONR and Wilderness SocLety v Bspy, No L- 
85-69-CA m the United States District court for the Eastem Dietriat of Texas 
The Draft concludes, without adequate research and dosumentaton that herbisrdee are necessary to selectron management Herbicides are not necessary, 
as evidenced by the affidavits and testimony of the following experts m the record of Sierra Club. TCONR and wildernew soczety v 
CA m the US Dletrict Court for the Eastern District of Texas James Baker, the PS expert on election mgt , has Indicated, on direct Inquiry, that 
there IS no proof that selection mgt cannot be done successfully without herbicides 
Peeticides and herbicides should not be used m the NP 
Bxslude herbicide use 
Exclude the w e  of herbisrdee 
Herbicides should be allowed extenervely to promote future aalea 
I feel that herbicides must be eliminated 
Herbicides should not be used 
The fallure to Use herbicrdss m NPGT w>ll not fatally hann the timber andustry in Texas because of the small portion NFGT'e output represents 
being so, I see no reaeon to use herbicides as a management technique 
Alt 48 puts wildlife and man at risk with the use of pesticides 
Herbicides are not necessary 
for Insect and animal species that make a forest healthy 
are damaging to other plant and animal spealee, including humans 
Chemicals should not be used to suppress non native species 
species should he used when natural suppression doesn't work 

The public la far more lrkely to accept 

herbicide appllsation includes too many chemicals and endorsee too many indiecriminate dlatribution methods 
Herbicides are not 

Bspy, No L-85-69- 

Thle 

Hardwoods do not need to ba controlled, they form a natural part of the ecosystem, and provide habitat and food sources 
If hardwoods must be controlled, they should be controlled with hand tools because porsons 

Native spe~les should dominate naturally when re-lntmduced Manual removal of non-native 
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2-4 Use of Chemrcala 

1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 

1723 
1774 

(MA-Bb-101) I etm totally against using herbicides 
MA-5-62 - I am opposed to any fertrllratlon In waters 
MA-5-02 - I am opposed to the use of p0Ieons to try to control aquatic weede 
(MA-9b-531 I am againat the use of any insecticides 
(MA-sa-53) I am oppcaed to mnaectrcide use 
(MA-sa-02) I am against the use of any herbicides, pesticides for aquatic weed control 
MA-2-159 - I am against the use of any herbicides 
(w 96 plan1 I am against use of m y  herbicides 
(MA-4-13] I am againat any pesticides or herbicide use In streamside zones 
PPI-031-1-32 - I am against any use of theee chemicals m the NPGT 
PW-056 - I also oppose because It could endanger the drrnking water quality zn lakes 
Pw-012 - I am against 
water 
MA-1-15 - I oppose the u ~ e  of any pesticidea to be distributed along forest service lend 
The use of herbicides for an extendsd period of time (c15 yre) to restore longleaf pmea ~n areas Thrs la tree fanning 

because It allows the use of pesticides to contra1 aquatie weede This way to reduce aquatic weeds IB not by poisoning the 

Latter. 1604 Recommendatron - MA 1 Do not use herbicides 
L.tt.r: 1605 Recommendation  MA-^) 00 not use herbicrdea 
L.tt.r. 1605 Recommendation Do not use herbicides 

R.aponm. Recommendation noted 

L.tt.r: 87 we (respondent and daughter1 auffer from severe reactions to rmnote amoullta of chermcale The use and over use of peeticideaiherbicidee on public 
lands bars our access and (we)  respectfully request that regulations providing for toxic Integrated Peat Management (IPM) programs and 
appropriate warnings and provisions (be) made for individuals with Chemical D1sabil~tles 

L-tt..: 99 we oppose the use of herbicides ~n the management of these (Texas1 forests 
L.tt.e. 721 I oppose the u8e of herbicidee and don't thhmnk they are needed . 

Rasponee. Use of herbicides and insecticides has been limited on the NPGT In the past few years 
POT public proteCt10n. all pesticide applications must conform with Federal and State regulations 
of Decision of the Coastal Plain-Piedmont Vegetation Management PEIS and the PEIS for the suppression of the SPB 
the Plan and DBIS, and many of the standards are reiterated 
peetrcidea are applied 

IPM programs limit but do not exclude the use of pesticides 

Both documents are referenced m 
Standards for proper use are found ~n the Record 

Standards include direction that notice signa are clearly posted around areas where 

Latter. 1632 Though I oppose the use of herbicides as detrimental to native plant communities and EM, Its use should be quantified ~n estimated total gallons to be 
applied on the Forest 

R.#pone. Peetrcide Use Reports are kept every year, listing gallons applred and acreage covered 
Vegetation Management I" the Coastal Plilln/Pledmont gives estimated acres treated per year 

Estimates of predicted future use are not made The PEIS for 

Appendix-k page 45 



Issue. 2-4 Use of Chemrcala 

L.tt.e: 1640 The effects of peetrcide use 
L.tt.e 1679 The Draft PP fails to assess cumulative impacts of herbzczdes and pesticides m ponds, streams, and rzvere 
L.tt.r: 1679 The Draft PP doesn't include medical costs, loss of productivity etc caused by herbrcide exposure There la no research or documentation on the 

on fish and wildlife aren't considered zn the altemsltive a8 per regulation 219 29a5 

health effects of herbicide use, on the health effeote of rncreased rodent population caused by even-age cuts, or tha health effects of increased lyme 
drsease caused by even-age cuts There 18 no mention of the cumulative effects of herbicide exposure on plants, wildlife, or humans exposed over long 
periods of time 
(Grasslands) 
MA-5-82 - should be eliminated because It will allow poisons to be allowed next to our waters where they can runoff into the Waters and pollute them 

L.tt.e: 1723 
Latter. 1723 

I am very concerned that the NPGT wants to use porsona 2" the foreate that I VlsIt 

Raspon..: Bffects of peaticlde use are detailed m the PBIS for Vegetation Management m the Coastal Plain/Piedmont This document IS appropnately referenced 
throughout the Plan and BIS 

L.tt.r. 1723 PW-031-4 - you Cannot mitigate death QB an adverse health effect 
L.tt.r: 1723 PW-031-25 - Your euppoaitlon about drift la wrong Drift occurs greater than 100 feet when applying herbicides or pesticides aerially as proposed (by 

this standard) 

R.llpon..: This standard 1s incorporated from the veg Mgt BIS and )_e analyzed and the effects diacloaed In that document 

Lettar. 

Lettar: 

614 

1392 

One of the things that disturbe me 1s the amount of pesticides in our Water 
away With pesticide use 
Texas votere are tired of unneeded expensive herbicide Use 

I would like to see the PS develop strateglee to reduce and eventually do 

R..pOn..: 
Use of herbicides and insecticides has been limited on the NFGT x n  the past few years 
use of peetxcidea For public protection, all pesticide applicatmns must conform with Federal & State regulations Standards for proper use are found 
~n the Record of Decision of the Coastal Plain-Piedmont Vegetation Management PBIS & the PBIS for the Suppresslo" of the SPB 
referenced In the Plan & DBIS, & many of the standards are reiterated 

IPM and site preparation programs limit but do not exclude the 

Both documents are 

T..u. 2-5 Pine-Hardwood 

Lmtter 1612 Midstory hardwoods in pine stands fill a drfferent niche still providing vital mid and lower-level habitat for primary and secondary cavzty U s e r s  

L.tt.r': 1723 (MA-1) you talk about p m e  dominated forests but these are not the climax forests of the area which are the southern mixed hardwood forests the 
including birds, rodents, and reptiles 

succeed pine forests 

R-~ponsa: Comment noted 

L.tt.E: 1763 The proposed use of forest management practices to restore hardwwd components and to enhance stand structures and age class diversity would also help 
sumtam the irreplaceable plant and wildlife communities that .we unique to B Texas 
number of stream crossings during logging operations, protecting turkey most areas. and retaining mags and hardwood den trees would contribute to 
these management ob3ectrves 

exoluding loggrng skids from certain areas, reducing the 

Appendix-k page 46 



Ismu.: 2-5 Pme-Hardwood 

R..pon... The IDT apprecratea your support, 

Lmttar: 1460 Uee of natural mixed forest stands would provide the brodiveraity neceasary to mamtaln g w d  soil conditions 
to reduce SPB hazard 

The hardwwd component would aleo seme 

B-~pons.: Like all h v m g  things. trees do not live forever There will always be some trees throughout the NPT The m i x  of speclea OD a B x t e ,  p m e  and/or 
hardwooda. will be baaed on the BCS Thla will ensure a variety of habitat conditions m response to the varying needs of different wrldllfe speclea 

L.tt.e: 84 Current practmee destroy mixed ecologies 

8.mpons.: Establishment of regeneration is necessary with any silvicultural system whether IS even-aged or uneven-aged 
used will be monitored for regeneration 

Areas where single-tree slection 18 
If regeneration 1s not establiahed the area will have to be re-analyzed and corrective action taken 

R..pons.: The revised plan allowe for the appropnate m i x  of pine and hardwoods based on a srte-specrfic analysis using the Ecs 

L.tt.r: 1722 (pg 78 DEI?,) you ignore that the RCW DBIS says that HMA'B will be managed mostly for pine 
I 

Respona.: The RCW 81s 18 developed to provide guidance In pine or pme-hardwood eites Thie PP describes more specifically land type associations (LTA'sl within 
the USFS ECS that provrde these p m e  dominated habitats LTA'a and stands that have a hardwood dominated ecological component will not be included 
wzthu the pine and pine-hardwood prescriptions for the HMA's 
calculated m t o  the pine and pine-hardwood habitats for RCW management These specific 8lte8, though completely surrounded by upland pine dominated 
m A  landscapes, will be managed for the specific character and emphasis described m the RPP for the WFT 
based on optimum conditions for RCW and species that prefer simllar habltat It Is not deslgned to provide optimum or maximum mast for speClBe that 
require this habitat Though hardwood control will be an wcepted practice, sites WIth a natural hardwood component will be managed to retain that 
character If the site 18 ecolagrcally defined as a hardwood donmated site through the BCS, then It will be managed as such and not a8 part of the 
RCW HMA pine dominated uplands Ecological conditions epeclfrcally for TX have been described i n  detail within App A of the DPP and npp H of the 
DEIS for the PP 

Likewise, special areas such as Big Creek Scenic Area, have not been included or 

The m i x  of hardwoods in plns stands i s  

Letter: 1632 The plan does not mention rastoration of hardwood or mixed types which have also suffered widespread decline 
white oak clearcut and converted to loblolly 

I have seen numerous stands of beech- 

 one.: The BCS wzll be used dvrlng site-spacific analysis to determine the appropx'late species or mix of species on a specific site 

L.tt.r. 859 So I would say our PS give tlmber sompanres and others the pattern that has been used to destroy our hardwoods for the last 50 years 

R..pons.. The revised plan provides for the appropriate mix of plne 6. hardwoodm based on a slte-Speclflc analyals UQlng the ECS 
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1235 
1261 
1409 
1594 
1605 

1632 

1632 

outraged and diegusted to eee the destruction of our hardwoods? 
I belrsve It 18 important that hardwoods continue to be part of our NP m Texas 
Please help preserve a mixed-species hardwood/pine forsst 
A balance of hardwood and pine i s  very Important 
We need more than PINB treae - we need hardwood trees. flowers, animals, birds to keep the balance of nature 
Hardwwds serve to reduce pine basal areas m a stand 
hazard reduction 
EM according to the plan endorses a forest-wide reduction of hardwoods m pine stands The term "pine dominated" does in fact allow a lot of m o m  
for rnclusion of hardwoods m the pine atanda 
hardwoods able to meet diverse wildlife needs from cavity and snag to mast production 
BM must ensure that adequate hardwoods are retained m pine stands 

Therefore, mixed pme/hardwood stands should be favored over pure-pine monocultures for sPE 

EM muet ensure that not only do stands contain a hardwood component, but a workmg cOlRblnation of 



TBsll.. 2-5-1 Hardwoods 

Letter: 
Lath=: 1632 Retention of algnlflcant clumps and lndividuala zn pine stande and mixed stands must be enforced 
L.tt.r: 1723 (Pg 81 DBISI  I do not want cutting of timber m bottomlande 
Letter. 1723 (PW-074) I am against the cutting of hardwoods 
L.tt.e: 1723 (81s appendix J pg 11 and 12) 

1632 More hardwoods should be retained and allowed to grow to maturity forest wide 

I am opposed to any clearcutting of upland or bottomland hardwoods Thie again contradicts the natural tendency to 
have uneven age stands 

R.epone*: Comment noted 

L.tt.r: 1723 why are aesthetic trees and wildlife trees like magnollilB and dogwoods destmyed now with SPB cutting? 

Raspom.. The revised plan has standards to protect hardwoods during SPB suppreseion treatments 

T.au.: 2-6 General 

Lett.=. 1605 Recommendation Paint marking the limit of the SMZ will be on the side of trees facing away f m m  the stream No trees within SMZ'e  will be painted 
except for trees to mark ownership boundaries 
when research 18 finished 

Pw-203 - this does noc work now 80 why do you think It will work m the future 

No ribbcns or tape will be put on trees within SMA's except for research pulpoaes and must be removed 

Lathe: 1723 (MA-3-92) I am opposed to timber harvest period 
L.tt.e: 
L.tt.r: 1723 (m-9a-152) I am against cutting for vlsual quality and recreation experience or to mazntam tall forest cover Do not log these areas penod 
Lettee: 1723 (MA-9b-144, 151, 152) I want no logglng for vlaual quality, recreation experience, malntaln tall foreat cover, wildllfe improvement 

1723 

Raspone.: Comment noted 

Latter. 1310 Recommmendation Paint marking the limit of the SMZ will be on the aide of trees facing away f r o m  the stream No trees within SMZ'e will be panted 
No ribbons or tape will be put on trees within SMZ's except for research pulpoees and must be removed except for trees to mark ownership boundaries 

when research is finished 

Response. RBc-endation noted 

L.tt.e. 1391 I thinlc If you did your homework you would see that your own logging leases do more damage to the environment than anything else 

~..ponsa: SM: for timber harvest activities and ORV management are ~n place that would ensure resource protection and/or mitigation 
S&G have not been properly Implemented, would unacceptable resource damage occur 

Only 2" cases where these 

L.tt.r: 1394 I encourage you to take a more moderate approach to loggmg, rather than the extreme environmentallet approach you are taking 

R..pons. The IDT appreciates your BUppoTt 
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1s.u.: 2-6 General 

1604 L.tt.r: The DBIS fails to reflect any details of monitoring of all the even-aged cute that the Forest service has made 

n.spon..: 
Thra diecussion rs found m detail m the 1992 M S  

Latter: 1450 Is the continued destrmtlon of vLrgin forests happening because in the past replanting was not occurring on a large enough scale? 
foresight zn the past is (no) reaaon to contmue the deetructron now 

If so lack of 

R..ponm.: The lands that make up the NPT had been heavily logged over prior to their acqursrtron in the early 30’8 
waa planted by the ccc 

Most of the pine that today 18 s o  years old 
These stands are managed to ensure the long-telm Bustamed harveet In accordance with the applicable laws and regulations 

Lath=. 1617 stop finding excueee to salvage cut Protect the forest instead of l o o k m g  for ways to destroy It 

~.spone.: salvage hamests capture mortality, I e 
activity destroying the forest 

#tom damaged and SPB killed trees The areas are than reforested We are unsure of what you mean by this 

htter: 1632 Mechanical site preparation under seed trees all but preclude the survival of sen81t1ve plant communitiee and should be discontinued, especially In 
longleaf prne types Burning alone 1s recommended for site preparation 

Rampon..: PP’B are programatic documents, while the method of Bite preparatron IS based on a eite-speCific analysis and documented in accordance with NBPA 
requirements S~oping letters are Bent to interested publrss prior to any decision being made That 1s the appropriate time to voice your concern 

L.tt.r: 1723 (61s appendix J pg 7 & 8 )  have green ash as both tderant and moderately tolerant You also have bald cypress under hardwood You also have 
hophornbeam as both tolerant and moderately Which 1s It? 

I R.np0n.e: Thank you for bringing this to our attention 

htt-r: 1723 (w 247 DBIS) not all trees have reduced v q m r  when they get older Plus you are defining this m terms of timber productzon only and not 
ecological health for the forest and value for wildlife 
to boot old growth provides for a v1gorms living community 

Optrmum age or size is a commerlcal timber value and not a biological one and IS sub]ectlve 

I ~eepon..: Definitrons in the glossary Were obtained f r o m  the ~ource documents listed on page 224 of the DBIS 
the revised plan and BIS 

This terminology was used by the IDT zn preparing 

Lattar 1671 the service has proposed a management ob]estive of 12 snag/asre to increase populations of some cavity nesters 18 there a problem with cavity 
nestere that thie density of snags will alleviate? 12 m a g s  per acre equals about 1s ft of BA Since snags have a maximum atandmg life of about 10 
yrs 
how scattered Insect-killed trees are salvaged and therefore how scattered snags are managed 
This IS proper except dur-lng strong SPB years 
cooler portion of the beetle cycle, slngle Infested or kllled trees should be left standlng Can thla be mcorportated as a guzde* 

how can trees be grown fast enough to replace fallen anage and still produce trees for other uses? Perhaps there should be a statement about 
The practice of late 18 to leave scattered pine snags 

During the hot portLon8 of the SPB cycle, Single infested trees should be removed But during the 

I ~.eponae. The IDT agrees, the MI Table has been changed to reflect some of your concerns 

SP6CIAL MANAGBMBNT AREAS 
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T..u.: 3-1 Protection of Spoc1a1 Management Areas 

L.tt.r. 1310 I endorse the inclusion of all areas a8 listed for alt 6 m table 3 (except Longleaf Ridge as wildemeaa) 
Latter: 1723 all Special Area Management Areas, no ORV uee must he allowed I believe this must also be true for the Stephen F Austin Experimental 

L.tt.r: 
Porest and all wild and eeenlc river corridors 
The dealgnatLon of RNAs and Eatanical Areas to protect unique resources, and utrllzatlon of research results to better understand the Implications of 
management practices upon the full complement of biological components would enable managers to adapt management strategies if changes are needed we 
suspect, however. that some of the areas proposed for rncluaion zn protested zones should be enlarged m order to enhance their effectlveneoe and 
sustainability over longer periods o f  time 

1763 

L.tt.l!: 1801 we urge special area protection for the remaining madleee areas listed in Appendix D Likewise, we recommend protection for the other special 
area candidates considered at PP 102-116 of DEIS 

R.mponse. Comment noted 

L.tt.r. 1723 It should be against PS pollcy to do any SPB cutting in special management areas 
IS ecosystem destruction Stop the cutting 

Let Nature take its cour~e This le not ecosystem management this 

Raspon..: SPE control ~n Scenic Areas has proven BUCcessfUl and has protected remaining area from spread of SPE 

L.tt.e: 1632 It le noteworthy that many of the eeneitive plant communities on the Forest apparently were able to surv~ve tum-of-the-century "high grading" but 
have disappeared from even-aged plantations established under Ps management 
comunxtles occur Rather this strongly suggests that less Impactive, lower intensity timber harvesting i s  necessary to prevent the elimination of 
sensitive species outside of inventoried areas The Plan has not endorsed protection for all Natural Heritage eltee m their entirety All of these 
sites must be protected m their entirety 

This re not to suggest "high grading" OF that logging m sensitive plant 

R.ap0n.e. The revised PP re a programmatic document fhac sets direction far implementing the preferred alternative 
can be found in Chapter 1 of the BIS 

The declslons to be made ~n thle reV181on 

L.tt.r. 1310 No trees should ever be removed from a scenic area Except for hazard trees endangering humans. no trees should ever he cut But If they are Cut for 
some reason, they should not be removed 
CYt 

Otherwise there LB always an Incentive. an ulterior motive for  cutting trees that otherwise mrght not be 

Raspon..: Scenic aream are classified as MA-8 6. are unsuitable for timber mgmt 
salvage IS permitted in the area(8) when & for the purpose of mantaming and/or enhancing the scenic quality of the area 

Any mgmt in scenic areas will be for purposes of enhancing scenic qUalitie8 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 31 DBISI Why are you limiting stand management m Alt 6 & 79 You do not explain 

Raspnee: The UAM in ales 66.7 will result in stand differentiation by species only 

Latter: 1723 (pg 258 DBIS) spealal acres, you need a standard for  wet soils that wrll protect theQe under this categoly otherwise they are rutted. compacted, 
and damaged m other ways 

R..pne. Definitions in the gloaaaly were'obtained from the source documents listed on page 224 of the DEIS 
the revised plan and BIS 

This terminology wee used by the IDT in preparing 
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1e.U.: 3-1 Protection of special Management Areas 

Letter: 1605 the USPS prescribed burns m Special Areas, poees a srgnrfrcant danger to the vzablllty of those areas. should the Impact of the bums be 

the potential lose of ecosystems which have been identified by the USPS itself as un~qve and deserving of 
underestimated or control of the burns be lost 
3ustlfy the propoesd burning scheme vs 

Given the lrmited area provided to each ecoeyetem. the USPS neede to address thls concern, and 

specla1 protectmn 

R.epone. mrnmg plana are developed to ensure that mgmt Qb3ectives are met 61 exce881ve damage 18 avoided 

Lettar: 1655 The preferred alt should provide a special area deezgnation for all Heritage Bites included I" the 1990 HerLtage Report, as well as any additional 
sites of significant natural qushty that have subsequently Identified 
land-type assoerationa to represent the range of biological diversity and vainablllty on the landscape, and to serve as benchmarks for restoratmn, 
management, and research efforts 

These sites are exemplary core natural areas end should be established in all 

Respone.: Many site8 deecribed In the 1990 Heritage Report are quite small & will be managed & protected as inclusions m larger stands 
larger areas may be assigned a special area designation 

The more aignrfrcant or 

Letter. 1655 PW-023 - should acknowledge that reference 8Ltes will include all Heritage sites identified in the Texae Natural Herltage Report of May, 1990 
Raspon..: The IDT agrees, MA-ad reflects thie concern 

IB~U.: 3-1-1 RNA' S 

Letter: 

L.ttal: 
L.tt.r: 

L.tt.r. 
Latt.r 
L.tt.X 
L.tter 
Lett.=: 
L.tt.r: 

Lett.=. 

Letter. 

Lettar: 
Letter. 
L.ttar': 

1605 

1723 
1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 

1723 

1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 

MA-ea-04 - "Allowing" existing non-native communities to revert to native plant cammunltise la InsUffiCient Active measures need to be taken to 
restore "at="= vegetatmn 
I am against any grazing or ORV use m any of these areas 
lpg 150, Plan) 
does not impact them heavily ~r study them to see the affect fragmentation has In somparrson t.a largge such areas like Wilderness areas 
(MA-sa-05) I am against any cutting or vegetation removal 
(MA-sa-42) remove *'as "early as possible" or a RNA will be that In name only 
(MA-sa-71) 
(ma-ea-94) 
IMP-s~-121) 
lpgs 149-150) eays "nonmanipulative research" and "management 1s designed to maintain the areas m a natural condition by allowing In other 
words. no cutting1 
C r o s s  Timbers RNA-- I am against any grazing by cattle which are not native to the area burning this can be done using the season and 
frequency and Intensity fire regime that naturally occurred I do not support horse use here because horses are not native 
(MA-ea-Al) the words "protection and perpetuation', may be interpreted to mean that you can manipulate i n  these areme 
excuse to cut timber 
(MA-ea-A4) I am opposed to the use of cattle here (Cross Timbers) and partrcularly allowing them m creeks 
Mill Creek Cove RNA-- no horse use must be allowed 
IMA-8a-Bl) 

RNA serving as controls but they are too small to serve aa this in many cases you need to mcrease their size so fragmentation 

I also am totally opposed to the use of any chemicals I" theme areas 

the PS should always measure impacts on RNA from adlaoent management actIvitxes and natural disturbances 
hunting and trapping should also be removed 
I am opposed to any tree cutting period 

I do not want this used as an 

I am agalnst perpetuation of the Loblolly-Oak plant community 51 loophole that the PS will use to log 
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L.tt.e: 1723 pnvate tract 1" the Neches River Banks RNA needs to be acquired to prevent incompatible land uses 

R..pons.: Given sufficient funds, thia might be accomplished 

Letter: 1453 I urge designation of B q k m  Sprmgs, Colarow Creek, cross Timbers, McGee Bend, Mill Creek Cove. Neches River Bend, and Trout Creek as m r a  
L.tt.e: 1604 Recommendatron Deeignate as Research Natural Areas Mill Creek cove, Boykin Spnngs, Trout Creek (Including recently acquired inholding of 100 

acres), Neches River Bend (FS says "Bank"1, McGee Bend (entire penmeula), Colorow Creek, Cross Timbers. and all other non-wilderness areas lzeted as 
Roadleas Areas 

L.tt.e: 1605 Dealgnate as RNAe Mrll Creek Cove, Boykin Spnngs, Trout Creek , Neches Rlver Bend, McGee Bend, Colorow Creek, and Cross Timbers 
L.tt.F: 1622 Areas that should receive RNA desrgnation would be, for example places like Mill Creek Cove, Boykin Spnnge, colorow Creek and certain botanically 

L.tt.r: 1662 Desrgnate the followrng ea mA.8 Mill Creek Cove, Boykin Spnnga, Trout Creek, Nechee River Bend, McGee Bend, colorow creek, and Cross Timbers 
sensitive areas containing endangered plant species and Identified by the Texas Nature Heritage Program 

R..ponm. All areas recommended for RNA status by the review committee have been assigned to MA-% Research Natural Areas, in this revision 

L.tt.e: 1633 Although Mill Creek Cove IS listed m MA Ba, it8 desrgnatron IS not as an RNA but as a scenla area Given that a formal and favorable review has 
already taken place and that a significant amount of documentation and amendments to exxstmg document must be produced to approve thxs RNA after the 
Plan IS approved, recommendation 1s  made to submrt Mill Creek Cove to the Chief of the FS for final designation and rnclude It In the final plan with 
an offrsral RNA designation 

R.#pon... Bx18tmg 6 proposed RNA's Were designated as M-Ba 

Latter. 1633 Standard MA-na-81 pe-ts hvestosk grazing only as part of approved BcIentiflC Inveetlgatron 
designation Livestock (which IS aiseumed to be cattle) are not lnkgenous to north Texas 

This practise le incompatible with the RNA 

R.spon..: The appropriate specIalIets have been consulted to assist with development of mgmt 
characterrstice of specral areas 

standards that seek to protect & perpetuate the unique 

1m.u.: 3-1-2 SCe"l.2 

L.tt.e: 1058 it ia especially important to properly preserve Big Creek areas 
Lmtt-r. There are special areas adlacent to the existing Scenic Area (Wintere Bayou) that I would like to eee included ~n the addition, includrng three grass 

lakes, and area of yellow-fringed orchids, a poasible savanna area, and an area of old magnolia trees 
L.tt.r: 1434 I favor the addition of Big Creek as protected 8re-s 
L.tt.r: 1723 (MA-8c-71) 
L.tt.z: 1723 (MA-nc-1211, I am agarnst any logging m scenic areas 
L.tt.z: 1723 (MA-nc-81) I agree no livestock be allowed m these areas 
L.tt.e: 1728 we should especially focus on the larger, alder ecosystems such as winters Bayou and Big creek, for example 

1310 

you must measure what the Impacts are on the scenic area due to actlvltes and natural disturbances that occur next to the Bcenio areas 

Winters Bayou area should be protected 
at least downstream to the Forest boundaq, to the Forest boundary to the south 6 eaet and FM 1725 on the southwest and Weet 

R..ponse. Comment noted 

L.tt.e: 1605 Winter- Bayou scenic Area should include all FS land m Compartment 120 and that portion of compartment lln to the south of the pipeline 
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3-1-2 S C e I l l C  

Lettee. 1723 winters Bayou Scenic Area - I support the expansion of this area You need a map A wilderness designation would be more appropriate 

R*spne* Bxpandrng Winters Bayou Scenic Area am a wilderness would cause the mcluszon of mads, plpellnes, powerlines, oil wells, private land, church. 
cemeteq, and oil field pumping equipment 
in the selected alternative 

The addltlonal area i n  part was also considered for apecml management It was mcluded as a scenic area 

Latter: 1123 

Raspone. 

(pg 47 DBIS) It IB particularly of concern that you allow SPB control m special management areas you are destroying BCSA in order to save It 

SBP control m scenic area8 ha- proven successful and has protected remailnmng area from spread of SPB 

Letter: 1723 MA-Ec-BZ - The mineral rights not owned by the PS must be purchaaed and the area currently drilled fully reetored 

Reepone.. Given sufficient funds, this might be accomplished 

1e.u.: 3-1-3 

Latter: 1605 

L.tt.E: 1723 
Lsttae: 1723 
Latter: 1723 

Lettar: 1723 
L-ttae: 1723 
I..tt.r: 172, 
Lettar. 1723 
Latter: 172, 
Lett-r': 1723 

Letter' 1723 

Botanical 

MA-Ea-04 - "Allowlng" exlstmng "on-native communltles to revert to native plant communities 18 Insufficient Active measures need to be taken to 
restore native vegetation 
In Boykin springs 
I am oppoeed to allowing horseback riding m Trout Creek 
MA-Ed-E1&82 - all livestock use being illegal There IS no need for any experiments with liveetock zn a botanical Livestock are not natlve and 
will hurt vegetation 
Catahoula Barrens - I am against any tree harvesting period 
MA-8d-B3 - I am against hunting or trapping 
MA-sd-B4 - no Cutting of any kind must be done here 
Upper colorow Creek - I am against cutting of any kind I also am against herblcldea or peetlcldee here 
MA-ad-Dl - there must be no grazrng 
MA-Ed42 - I am against any logging of the area for any purpose No removal of trees period You can use natural fire and preacrxbed flre mlmlclng 

MA-Ed-01 - I am against vegetative manipulet~on 

grazing must also be removed If you hope to truly restore the Longleaf P ~ n e  ecosyatem 

If you need to kill nonnative trees then girdle them 

natural fire to control vegetation or girdle trees 

Response. Comment noted 

Letter. 1632 C-20 Ayrsh Bayou represents a topographical gradient from lower slope to n v e r  chennel 
elope plant communities on the District Outstanding bottomland communities occur here as well 
status to aseure the highest degree of protection for these exemplary communities 

contained m this compartment are the highest quality mesic 
The entire compartment should receive Batan~cal Area 

Response Ayieh Bayou 1s a specral mgmt area In the revised plan 

Letter. 1723 Why do you allow Catahoula Barrens In your chosen alternative but not ~n alt 6 & 7 you are trying to slant 4b to make It look better than 
It IS 

R.sponsa Catahoula Barrens la included ~n the proposed longleaf ndge. which IS a proposed wilderness m At1 6 & a special area in Alt 7 
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T..U.: 3-1-3 Botanical 

L-ttee: 1632 The proposed Catahoula Barrens Botanical Area ahould be expanded to include C-84 m Its entirety and stands 8,9,10,11,12,13,43 and 44 m c-86 
enlawed boundaries better ensures long term viabllzty of unique plant commumities and eases enforcement of resource protection measures 

The 

R..pons. The primary areas of Caitahoula Barrens as deacrrbed ~n the Tx Natural Heritage Program will be managed by the "Management Recommendations" as 
descrxbed zn the " T X  Natural Herrtage Program Inventory of NPGT" 

L.tt.r: 1723 Beech Ravines - IS I" the Sabine and not Sam Houston National Porest 
R.spons.: Thank you for bringing this tO our attention 

L-tt-r' le00 I must question the uniqueness of the proposed Boykin springs Botanloal Area 
brought m an outside "expert" to find what the Ps wanted found. 
not damaged the area m the pest and will be compatible With the ps's goals in the future 

My understanding of the selection process for this area IS that the Ps 
The best way to protect this resource 18 to not allow logglng. All other uses have 

R.mpons.2 The Ps used input from a variety of public sources 6 agency personnel to analyze the proper m m t  
other uses will be designed to preserve & pelpetuate the unique charactenstics of this area 

deeignatlon for Boykln springs M g m t  practwes & 

T..U. 3-1-4 HlstOCiC & Archeologlcal 

L.tt.e. 1723 lpg 210, OBIS) you say that n p a n a n  zones are protectad for h>.stoiical areas this 18 not t N e  You allow cuttrng in riparian zones 

R.@pOram.: S&G for riparian zones are adequate for protectmng cultural reQDUrCea 

Lettar: 1309 The Attoyac Bayou. Aylsh Bayou, and Cochino Bayou Archeologlcal Areas We support the plan to protect these areas from timber practzces and mineral 
As the Heritage Nanagement Program proceeds, and additimal clusters of ate- are found along Other drainages, extraction that might affect sites 

similar special management areas should be defined to protect them 

R.sp0n.a. The IDT appreciates your support 

I~OY.: 3-1-5 O t h e r  

Lattmri 1453 I urge increased acreage for all Special Areas to include ContIgwue wooded areas 
L-tt-r'i 1627 Alternatrve 48 will sufficrently provide reso1utIon of this issue 
L-ttar: 

Latear: 1723 ( m / ~ l p a n a n  SASI I am against the use of horses here since they will pollute the Water and brrng exotic plant seeds znto these areas I am agamat 

1632 A greater number of significant madlese areas should be dispersed foreat Wide to provxde habitat for all wrde-rangmg species that are adversely 
affected by increasing road densities 

any additional management activities for scenery, fishery, wildlrfe habitat 

Roadless area goals ehould be a minimum of 40,000 acres per Porest in 2.000 to 10,000 acre blocks 

Ranpons.: Comment noted 
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- ISBY.. 3-1-5 other 

L.tter: 1604 Recommendation DeBlgnate as special areas all those listed on pages 111, 114-116 of BIS except a-1) (proposed) Longleaf Ridge, ai-21 (proposed) 
This mean8 that areas lieted m the DBIS as "rrpanan" should be Big Creek Wilderneso Area, a-3) (proposed) RNA's and b) Five existing wildernesses 

made special areas, matead, for better protection. 

R.eponne: Recommendation noted 

L0tt.e: 1679 The madless area documentation was Inadequate 
prevrouely roadleas 
forced to use wildemeas areas for the solitude and wildlife obeervatrona previously avarlable m the madleas areas 
wilderness areae 

The DFP does not refleot the impacts on other areae of the forest cauaed by burldrng mads in areas 
This will impact many other parte of the forest, wildernese In particular. Wilderness will be affected because people will be 

More people wlll Impact the 

Response: By pure defmitron, there were no "roadless" areas, except for vary small ar-as Even our designated wlldemees areas have roads, pipelmes, 
telephone lines and operable minerals within them 
adTacent to some of the developed recreation areaQ 

Wildlife viewing may take place anywhere on the forest. Some of thhe best areas aye in and/or 

L.tt.r: 1808 The bttomland hardwood areas which comp-lee approx 
area 

101 of the total acreage of the Natlonal grasslands should be evaluated as a Special management 

~ ~ s p o n s r  The bottomland hardwmd acres are comprised of MA-4, special areas (I e Ayiehl and inc1uslonB These areas arB protected in thhe revised P l a n  

TsSUI. 3-1-6 Longleaf ridge 

LmtteXI 1058 I.t 1s especially Impztant to properly preserve thhe Longleaf areas 

Respons.: Comment noted 

Lett.=. 1655 We propose that the entire Longleaf Rrdge area of the Angelma m? be designated a specla1 Interest area with an emphasis on maintalnlng the mtegnty 
of the longleaf pine ecosystem 
attributes We oppose efforts to deslgnete this area a wildemens or 
National recreational area 
flexible eoosyetem management plan 

Timber management Within the area would be allowed but only to meet the requirements for RCW and other ecosystem 
ORV w e  should be de-emphasized here and shifted to other areae of thhe forest 

ThLs would require Congresemnill mandates that would restrict the abllzty o f  the NPGT to Implement a locally-baaed 

Rssponse. The IDT agrees The final revrsed Plan has been amended to reflect t h u  

L.tt.r' 
L. tt.r. 
L.ttae: 
L.tt.E. 
L.tt.e: 
Letter 
L.tt.E: 

L.tt.r. 

88 

99 and we support the naming of Longleaf Ridge as a Natural Recreation and Wildlife Area rather than a wilderness area 
103 
105 
114 I support the designation of Longleaf Ridge as a Natural Recreation and Wlldllfe Area as opposed t- designation as a wilderness area 
117 
365 Regarding the DBIS thLs organization does not support the designation of Longleaf Ridge as wilderness 

576 Longleaf Ridge needs special protection There are few areas as unique as It and malclng It a Nat Recreation and Consenration Area makes eenee 

Deergnate Longleaf Rldge as a NatlOnal Wzldlxfe Recreation and Conservation Area 

I eupport the designation of a Longleaf Ridge Natural Recreation and Wildlrfe Area 
We want Natural Recreation and Wildlife &ea status for Longleaf Ridge 

I write you to support Longleaf Ridge National Recreation and Wildlife Area 

designated a Recreation and Wxldlife Area zn the Preferred Altematrve, w2th no closing of roads or zeduotzon of reoreational activities 

We must atop ths logging I" this area 

It would be better If the area Were 
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- Iswe: 3-1-6 Longleaf ridge 

L.tt.Zi 
L.tt.Z.: 
L.tt.*i 
L.tt.2' 
L.tt.Zi 

L.tt.2': 
L.tt.L: 
L.tt.t'i 
L.tt.t. 
L.tt.t: 

L.tt.l: 

mtt.2: 

721 
1310 
1453 
1575 
1604 

1605 
1616 
1617 
1622 
1631 

1632 

1639 

I 

I urge protection of Longleaf Ridge QB a 30000 acre Recreation and Wildlrfe Area. 

Recommendation 
voluntary exchange), particularly from Temple-Inland 
Designate Longleaf Ridge Recreation and Wildlife Area.. 

recommend natural recreation and wildlife area statue for Longleaf Ridge 
I prefer Longleaf R i d g e  be designated a Conservation, Wildlife, and Recreation Area 

recommend that the Longleaf Ridge area be designated a National Wildlife. Recreation & Consematron Area 
Desrgnate Longleaf Ridge Recreation and Wildlife Area, (24,625 acres plus whatever contiguous private lands can be acquired by 

make  Longleaf Ridge a National Recreation and Wildlife Area 
make Longleaf Ridge a National Recreation and Wildlife Area 

Most envzronmentalxst rncluding myself would like to eee most of bongleaf Ridge designated as a National Recreation and wildlife area 
I urge you to support Congressional designation of 30,000 acres of Mgelina NP lands between Upland Island Wildemess, take Sam Rayburn. and the 
Neches R i v e r  as Longleaf Rrdge Recreation and Wildlife Areas, requiring no commercial logging, and mamtenance of native biological diversity 
I support the designation of Longleaf Ridge as a Special Management Area. 
from the timber base, RCW management and restoration work would atrll produce timber outputs 
I would lrke to see Longleaf Ridge bemme a recreatronal area If It le anythmg lrke Upland Islend wzldemees, zt wxll be il great place for 

deslgnatian as National Recreatian area Though the area Would be removed 

L.tt.e: 1662 Designate 25,000 - 35,000 acres of federally-owned national forest land between Upland Isl-d Wildemeae, Sam Raybum Reservoir, and the Nechea Rives 
as Longleaf Ridge Racreatlon and Wildlife Area. reqvirrng maintenance of native biodlversIty. providing for continuation of exrating recreational 
activities, and prohibiting commercial logging 
spealling of making money and supprtmg the local economy, the creation of a large recreation area h k e  the proposed Longleaf Ridge National 
Recreation Area would do much to bring In tourists and lawabiding persons who would lrke to retire to the area 
would come In, creating more Jobs Land values should inorease (of course, some people would not be )oyful abut that prospect1 state sales tax 
recelpts would lncreaee whlch would place more funds In czty and county acc-unta 

National ReoreatLon and COneervatlon Area 
We also urge the FS to recommend Longleaf Ridge for Congreseional designation as +i National Recreation end Wildlife Area 

L.tt.r: 1670 
Cowrate and private reaearsh grants 

L.tt.z: 1723 (pg 105, DBIS) envrronmentalists are pushing for other than wilderness status for Longleaf Ridge now and have been for almost a decade We want a 

L.tt.=. 1801 
L.tteL': 1837 support the proposal to make the Longleaf Ridge In Angelina NP a National ReCreatIOn Area, the proposal includes continued endurance ndee 

Rwpon..: Designating Longleaf Ridge a National Recreation Area 18 unfeasible due to the intense mgmt for the RCW However, presently many recreation sites & 

opportunities abound for the recreationist These areas are publicized through many varied smrces 

L.tt.e: 

L.tt.e: 1434 I favor the aiddltlon of Longleaf Ridge as protected areas 
L.tt.=: 1568 Recommend that Longleaf Rrdge, which Consists of 25,000 acres, be deelgnated as a National Wilderness Area 
Latter: 1595 do not Cut timber zn Longleaf ridge 

1356 Its beauty, wonder and diversity will be destroyed if the PS is allowed to carry out Its timber program in Longleaf Ridge 
area would be to give re wxldemeee status 

The beet protection for the 
the biological and recreational value oe Longleaf Ridge far exceeda ita value fo r  tmher 

Respnee: Making Longleaf Ridqe a wzlderness IS unfeasible due to the mtense mgmt needed for the RCW However, many recreation = I t e m  &opportunities abound 
for resreatroniste EnHanclng the longleaf ecoayetem will also enhance the botanical area* It contains 

3-2 Wildemsee Allocations 

L.tt.r: 
Latter: 

Latter: 

11 
175 

576 

I would really like to eee -re wilderness areas m Texas, with no roads through It 
We need the foreets, wetlands and fauna a8 a balmee and for peaceful places to rest from a world at war with itself 
unspoiled T e x a s  landscape WILD 
Texas has little per capita wilderness or apesral areas considering a population and geographic area (of) its size 
areas 

Please leave some of that 

We need more wild areas near urban 
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- Issue: 3-2 Wilderness ?4locatmns 

L-ttae: la08 4 p  D, Winter"s Bayou, p 250-264 Alt 4b does not rnclude p m v ~ ~ i o n s  to increase the amount of wilderness acreage It i s  recommended that the USPS 
consider adding Wintern Bay00 on the Sam Howton NP as a wilderness area 
ecosystem m east Texas 
5 Designation of * m e  of the other proposed wilderness areas (I e m g l e a f  Ridge ilnd Jordan Creek) would conflict with desrgnation and management of 
proposed RCW HMAs 

This area supports the rare and declining mature bottomland hardwood 
We agree with the use of prescribed fire zn Winters Bayou and zn existing wildemese areas. as specified in alta z through 

Rsspons.: Expanding Winters Bayou Scenic Area as a wilderness would cause the xnclueion of roads, plpellnes, powerlmas, ail wells, private land, church, 
cemetery. and oil field pumping equipment The additional area zn part was also considered for spacial management It was included as il scenic area 
In the selected alternative 

utter-. 617 I believe the ma]arrty of Texans want the lands you are entrusted wzth w g m g  to be fully protected wilderness areas 

RsspOns*. Fully protected Wilderness prohzbrte any motorized or mechanical UBB 
that provide multlple Use 

It would also prohibit wildlife management end many othe2- forma of management 

L-ttar: a58 Adding forest as wilderness area IS well worth the loss of timber sales, but here are some suggested guidelines to follow for selecting an area 
not locate a new wilderness area i n  a people active area, a8 there maybe to many Uncontrollablea 
active trail network, as It may become difficult to mamtaln as passable 
buffer area set aside as a FS control area -Locate a new wilderness ~n a few people area, away from the public and let It sort Out i t s  future -Do 
not plan a new wilderness area for immediate viewing, you may be disappointed 

-Do 
-Do not locate a new wilderness area that has an 

-Do not locate a n e w  wilderness next to private property, If so have a 
I 

R.eponre' The criteria that you have outlmed would be Ideal, 
prohibits certain activitree and resource management 
wilderness evaluation 18 listed zn App D 

but lust does not exist on the NFGT Cr-ltena for selectlng wilderness le very restrlctlve and 
There are few areas that might meet the criteria and location 18 not a criteria Criteria for 
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858 
983 
991 

1387 

1409 

14Q9 
1433 
1600 

1636 
1767 

I concur that Wilderness Areas should be added, but not in the present people active areas 
Increase the size and number of wilderness/scenic areas 
We are opposed to any further designation or expaneion of wilderness areas aa propased ~n Alternatives 5, 6 and 7 
I do not appreciate what the wilderness advocates have done m the paat 10 years and I will continue to express my opinion in the future 
people i n  the county (sabinel feel the same way that I do now that they h a w  Been the havoc produced in the Indian Mounds Wzlderness 

can no longer be enioyed by anyone 
SHNF 
seems to work better 
This 1s a good reason not to have Wilderness Aream 
More wilderness should be designated 
Any designation of roadleas areas should be postponed until the existing Wilderness Areas are more fully utilized 
frgures, the current Wildernesses are only being used at five percent of their designed visitor uee capacity 
I favor no new wilderness areas because NFGT Units are too small to make any meaningful size area 
I realize that some acreage needs to be set aside but please do not classify any of this land BS a wxlderness area 
of timber production It will create a problem in the frght against the SPB 

Most of the 

the trail has been erased in the LLCW area With down trees It Can not be maintained nor la it safe to go ~n this area This once lovely area 
In fact I am against Wilderness in the 

The Big Creek scenic Area 
I am very much against Wildemesa in any area where the LSHT 18 located 

I feel there must be a better way to manage the forest 80 It can be enJoyed by people today and future generations 

(SPB control on traileide areas) 

By the Forest Servzce's own 

Besides taking this totally out 

Reapons.: comment noted 



ssur: 3-2 Wlldernees Allocations 

Latter: 1167 To include the following areas and acres as located on the NP&Gs i n  Tx, as areas to be immediately ADDBD as designated Wilderness 
B i g  Creek. B i g  slough, 819 Woods. Boggy Creek, Bounds Peninsula, Chambers P e r r y ,  Four Notch, Graham Creek. Hamon Creek, 
Indian Mounds, Jordan creek, Little Lake Creak, Longleaf Ridge, Stark Tract, Turkey Hill, Winters Bayou 

Alabama creek, 

R.spon..: 819 Slough, Graham Creek (renamed Upland Island), Indian Mounde, Little Lake Creek and Turkey Hill were designated wilderness in Oct of 1984 by 
congress In that 8ame leglelatron, Alabama creek, 819 creek, B I ~  Woods, Boggy Creek, Bounds Peninsula, chambera Ferry, Pour Notch, Harmon Creek, 
Stark Tract and Winters Bayou were returned to general forest status B i g  Creek was a scenic area and still le chambers P e w ,  or a p3rtion 
thereof, and Wmtere Bayou were later designated scenic area8 (Refer to App D) 

L.tt.e: 1388 We currently have wilderneea areas set aside 1" our forests What would be wrong With expanding these wildemess areas and allowing a few black bears 
to lrve there to be enpyed by excited tourzsts? 

R..ponm.: The state of T ~ M B  has not decided to reintroduce bears since they were hunted Out in the 20's h 30'8 

L.tt.rl 1393 I would encourage you to preseme more wilderness area m the Texas NP In particular, I wish that you would recommend the B i g  creek and expansums 

L.tt.r: 1434 I favor the expansion of the 819 Slough and Turkey Hill Wilderness areas 
L.tt.ri 
Latter: 1604 With every such area, add Contiguous acreages where wooded. including an addition of at least 410 acres to Winters Bayou Scenic Area, 1128 acres to 

L.tt.X. 1801 

to the Big Slough. Turkey Hrll, and Little Lake Creek Wilderness area 

Recommend that the B i g  creek and expansion to the B i g  Slough, Turkey H111, and Little Big Creek ereas be set aside as wildernesses 

B i g  slough Wilderness, and 1000 acres to Turkey Hill Wilderness 

small and can provzde greater benefits for backcountry recreation and wildlife rf they are made larger 

1568 

w e  also urge the FS to recommend additions to 8 x 9  Slough, Turkey Hill and Little Lake creek WildemesseB wildernesses i n  the east are generally 

R.spmnse: Bxpanalon of existing wilderness areas will have negative impacts on the RCW, Q ThB epecres 
wilderness by including roads, powerlines, oil wells and other mcluslona, such ae a cemetery in the case of Turkey Hill 
APP D) 

Bxpanelon would also incorporate confllcte with 
(refer to Wilderness Act and 

L.tt.r: 1604 Recamendatmn Designate B i g  Creek Wilderness Area, 6767 acres 
Latter: 1605 Designate B i g  Creek Wilderness Area, 6767 acres 
Lnttsr: 1723 B i g  Creek scenic Area-- I support i) larger ecenlc area but would prefer 

Latter: 1801 recommend wrlderneas for B i g  Creek on the Sam Houston NF PS reports that B i g  Creek contains toO many roads and that It le not free f r o m  

entire area be made m t o  a wilderness There must be no horses 
allowed You need a standard that does not allow horses 

Lhreatened and andangered speclee obligatLons The Bastern Wzldemees Act recognized that areas can recover their wild character over time 

R.eponee: B i g  creek was not recommended for Wilderness because It la very difficult to find any area, including Big Creek, on the NPGT of any s i z e ,  that d-es 
not have roads, pzpelmea. utility 13n88, private land and outstanding or reserved mineral rights 
wilderneas management and moat of the Sam Houston NF IS managed €or the RCW 
which ZB mostly hunting 

The management of the endangered RCW precludes 
The existing 5 wilderness areas receive a relatively low amount of use, 

Latten: 1723 (pg 102 DBIS) you state that wilderness areas m Tx were establiehed on Bay 20, 1987 by the Regional Polester This la Untrue [Its1 only Congress 
that [sad establish Wilderness Areas As your o m  maps for Wilderness Areas say. all five Bast Texas Wilderness Areas were established on October 30. 
1984 

R..pon..: The statement on page 102 of the DBIS 1s Incorrect It was supposed to indicate the q'management" of wilderness was officially established by the 
signing of the PLRMP by tbs Regional Forester on May 20, 1987 T h ~ e  sentence will be removed ox reworded to reflect the Correct mfometlon 
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3-2 Wilderness Allocatrons 

L.tt.x: 1723 (pg 106, DEIS) wilderness does not limit dispersed recreation unlesa this recreation depends on roads or mechanical means of accessing wilderness 
Wilderness protects PS admits that primitive and eemi-pnmitlve recr@ation experrences are hard to f m d  and there are few acres Of these left 

these ehrinkmg and hard to f m d  and once gone almost always gone acre-. 
the dearth o€ acres where you can find solrtude and quiet 

So the FS needs to increase the number of wilderness acres to make up for 

Raspon..: Additional wilderness will reduce and limit the options for dispersed recreation and wrldlife management on those acres The fact that motorized or 
mechanical use would not be allowed, that vegetative manipulation would not be allowed, reduces the options for dispersed recreation and wildlrfe 
management. eapocrally the RCW 

Letter: 1633 Given the small 81ze of many roadless areas, consideratmn should be given to whether they could be included into the existing five wilderness areas 

R.sp0n.m They are not adjacent to existing wilderness and therefore could not he added to 

I..U.i 3-3 wildemsee management 

L.tt.r. 6 I would like to have coplea of the wilderness mplementatmn achedule and the proceedings from the LAC planning task force regarding the 

L.ttae: 

L.tt.ti 1460 As for SPB infestations of wildemeee areas, it should be noted that the FS managed these areas for “pins production” before they we2-e designated 

L.tt.ri 1632 I commend the PS on the initiation of LAC work on the Angelma LAC’S should be completed for the other wildernesses as well Equally mportant is 

Lattert 

upland Island Wilderness 
we believe same f o n  of prescribed burns for fuel reduction m wilderness areas le preferred over natural fires 
private property at risk 

wilderness areas Those even-aged single speclea methods PROMOTED future SPB aCtiVIty 

that sufficient funding be available to implement LAC plans 
of the ten ariterion for evaluating roadlese area  for wLldernesa %ea deszymatmn, s u e  of the area wa8 not conardered 
5 would meet the ezze criterion of 5,000 aares m the Wilderness Act 
ACC However, It Could be argued that, for example 1200 acres 1s not of 8UffICient s i z e  as to make practicable an areas preservation and use m an 
unimparred condition 
The Dept 
to allow for SPB Control withrn these areas 

I have a smcere interest in wrldernesrr management 
991 There IS too much public safety and 

1633 Of the 17 areas studied, only 
It 1s understood this numeria requirement was amended by the Eastem Wilderness 

Letter: 1671 recommends that prescribed fir* be implemented zn wildemees areas It la also strongly recommended that the Regional DireCtive be amended 
SPB impact@ have been dramatic and detrimental to both the wilderness areas and ad3acent private lands 

8.mpon.e. Comment noted 

Lettar. 1614 on areas designated ‘wildernesa’ the policy of benign management ha# failed I believe that any plan which offers succeasful and eustalnable long term 
capabilities must harvest volumes approxmately equal to growth m order to maintain good forest health 
economic and environmental 

To do otherwise InvLtee disaster, both 

Renpons.: Wilderness re  not designated to mamtarn economic velues, quite the contrary 
character, untrammeled by man, with only the forces of nature to Bet upon It 

Wilderneae IS designated to preserve natural areas in a p n s t m e  

L.tt.e: 1632 Fire management xn wildemess la a polarizing leeue Policy ahould be driven by ecological management concerns rather than fuel reductron Becauae of 
the divisive nature of the issue. the ultimate obligation of the FS is to retain areas of both eucceeeional and fire clrmax. with priority for 
management focusing on current conditions of pyrls Communities and the needs of carmus vegetational types 
to interact with the wilderness landscape to the greatest degree possible 

Natural lightning fires ehould be allowed 

Appendix-k page 59 
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Raspone. The Fs agrees with this concept, however the 1964 Wilderness Act limits the use of fire to "control fire". whid pertains primarily to preacnbed 
burning for fuel reduction Natural fires will be allowed to burn if they are withrn preasnbed parameters 

Lettar: 1310 The DBIS m t e r  must have dispersed recreation mixed up with developed recreation when he or she wrote "Added wllderneas on the Sam XouetQn NP 
would also further limit the amount of area available for dispersed UBB " What 18 wilderneas use If not dispersed uee, 
DEIS's bias against wilderness. 

one more example of the 

R.spone.. Additional wilderness will reduce and limit the options for dxqereed use and wildlife management 0x1 those areas The fact that motorrned or 
mechanrcal use would not be allowed, that vegetative manipulation would not be allowed, reduces or limits the option- for &opereed recreation and 
wildlife, especially the RCW There are dxfferent levels of expenence associated wath drapereed use Primitive (wilderness1 being the most 
restrrctive and roaded natural havmg the most options 

Latt-r. 1604 Third, the Wilderness Aot requreea that wrldernessee shall be untrammeled by man The Draft ETS provides no research. documentation, or legal 
authority for trammeling wilderneesea by preecnbe bumlog 
prescribed burning zn certain wildernesses 

Czammellng wilderneases by prescribed burning 
m certain wrld-esees 

have been "znsrgnrficant' f .  yet farls to grapple with thia mdlsation that the planned 3-5 year prescribed bum frequency m MAl and N U  18 far more 
frequent than In nature. 

Therefore, the Draft IB Lnadequate to aupport current axtra-draft movements toward 

L.tt.e: 1605 The Wildemees Act requires that wildernesses shall be untrammeled by man The Draft BIS provides no research. documentation, or legal authority for 
Therefore, the Draft 18 inadequate to support axrent extra-draft mavements toward prescnbed burning 

Latter: 1605 The DBIS points out the absence of prescribed buming m wildernesses e1nce 1984 (actually 1978 under -8 11) and admits that wildfires there 

R.spns.: Fire 18 a natural part of mOst East Texas ecosystems, 
put out all wildfires The high frre danger, gradual change of the wilderness ecosystem and the unnatural heavy vegetative growth all caused by the 
lack o f  fire m the ecosyatem le in need of either prescribed natural fire or prescnbed burning to emulate natural fire. 
plants, longleaf and East Texas ecoeyeteme are fire dependent Prescribed burning m wilderness is permitted m the 1964 Wildernese Act through the 
control of fire ~n reducing fuel loading 

P i r e  has substantially been eliminated from Texas wzlderneaa by the aggressive action taken to 

Many of the bogs, sensitive 

Latter: 1605 since most people using hiking trails and mlderness areas are seeking solatude as part of their forest experzence, noise levels meed to be contained 
around these areas This quality cannot be obtained m o t h e r  parts of the forest ( e  g developed campgrounds1 

Raspons.: ~ecause of the sire of the wilderness areas i n  Texas and the fact that they are all bordered by made and, I n  fact have rooade through 2 wrldemesa 
areas, and adlacent private property, there 1s no way to control sound levels from theae sources 

Letter: 1605 Recommend Brld9ee should not be built m wilderness 

R.sponse There are no plana to constmct either trails or tr-1 bridges zn wilderness 
existed prior to wilderness designation 

The trails and trail bndges that exist within NPGT wilderness areas 

w t t r r :  1605 Everything poseible muat be done to  preseme the mtegrlty of these wildemees areas 

Ra'pon'.: N m  wildemeee all be managed m accordance wzth the NF Wildemeee Act of 1964, Bastern Wilderness Act of 1975 and Texas Wilderness Act of 1984 

L.tt.e; 1609 ~ g e l i n a  County already has a wilderness area. upland Island. near Zavalla This wildemems area could be expanded with campgrounds and traL18 added 
to make a beautiful area that people would viait These visitors would spend money that would bensflt the local economy 

R.mpon.. . It would be rllegal to build campgrounds inside wilderneas There are already campgmvnda in cloee proxmmity to Upland Island Wilderness, which are 
Caney Creek, Sandy Creek, Bouton Lake and Boykin Sprrngs Recreation Areas 
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L.tt.E: 1723 Horses should not be allowed m wilderness areas 

R..POnS.: HOrSea are an accepted PrUIltlVe, non-motorized, non-mechanical meane Of transpartatron m wildemens Present use of horses m NPGT wilderness l a  
very low If a rnlderneee began recelvlng over use by horses, then lmltatmns would be eetablrehed to stop resource damage 

I-tt-r' 1723 I want the PS to discuss and propose that some portion of each wildernaes area will be off lmrta to huntmg so that other activities can occur 
issue 1s not addressed m this document 

Thzs 

8.mpor.m.: With the apparent l o w  use and the policy that hunting Ln w~lderneas LS a legrtzmate use (almoet the only usel, there appeare no need to discuss that, 
until use increases to the pint that creates conflzcts with other usere 

L-tt-r: 1723 (pg 104 DEISI the subJect of mineral nghte that are not owned by the governmmt but are in wilderness areas IS broached I want the Fs to discuss 
the option of buying all such mineral nghte, the Cost, the number of acres for each wilderness, the types of mineral nghts that are outstandmg, and 
have an alternative that buys out these mineral nghts You do not give a full analysis of this msue 

Raspon.. It 18 possible to purchase mineral rights under wilderness, however, until such time that Congress decides to do that, the PS has neither the time nor 
the money to do it With today's technology, It 18 poeeible that drilling could take place off site m eome cases 

Latter: 1123 The PS also does not detail how carrying cappacity of 2 RvDs/+icre was determined 
was derived so that the pvblm will understand and can comment on the appmprxatensse of the etandard 
IS not getting sufficient use 
carrying capacity has not been reached 

Any standard that 18 used must be fully explained along m t h  how it 
The =-=ern apparently IS that wlldernees 

If the qualitrea Of solitude and quiet and other wilderness values are to be maintained perhaps it 1s good that the 

R~.PODI~.L 2 RMs/acre 18 a figure established for primitive areas for maxrmum amount of u8e allowable and atill maintam the primitive attributes 
intended as a planning end management guide 
estehliahed through research by the Pacific Northwest Poreet and Range Experiment Station by Roger N 
1979 

rt was 
The wilderness areas are considered primitive Wee levels for the different experience levels were 

Clark and George H Stankey Report dated Dec 

Irtt.=. 1723 (pg 191. DEIs) There needs tn be a wildemeee ranger for each wrldemess and a dedicated law enforcement presence to deter purposeful and 
nonpurposeful VlOlatlOnS 

Raspons.: Given sufficrent funds, this might be accomplished 

L.tt.e: 1801 wilderness management and endangered species obligations, such as for the RCW, are compatible The claseic treatlee, "Wilderness Management" by 
Hendee, Stankey and Lucas (19901, makes clear that activities that would not normally be allowed In wilderness, such as vegetative manipulation, can 
be carried out In order to conform to the requirements of the BSA 

Reepona.. RCW management would require vegetative mamrpulatron (thmnnxngl, and the wilderneea act does not allow for vegetative manLpulation for wildlife 
Hendee (19861 aleo stated that "certainly most Of the wilderness areas zn the east are too small to contain the ranges of many wildernees species 
Can adjacent habitat be managed in such eases, 
from SPB by cutting infested and buffer trees 

Which IS the case In NPGT wilderness areas RCW colonlee m wildemese may however be protested 

Letter. 1433 cutting and removing timbex from wilderness should not be allowed 

R..pon... Present wilderness and SPB In wilderness management allows cutting of trmber within 1/4 mile of wilderness boundary to stop the spread o€ SPB to 
private trmber land or other high value tmber land Timber that 1s Cut 18 not removed 

L.tt.r: 1435 DO not allow cuts zn wildermeas areas even If the beetles threaten private land Let the land omer t&e precautions on hie land at hzs expenae Nor 
should you cut in sMZ's or m hiking txQI1 buffer zones 
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Reapon..: The Wilderness Act allows for the control of Insect and draease m wilderness 
make the government liable for any damages to prrvate property 

No action by the FS to control the spread of SPB In wlldernesa could 

Lettar: 1723 I favor the use of fire to reestablish LL pine and b q  communities as spelled out by the Upland Island and Turkey Hill Wilderness Area LAC Task 
FDrCeQ 

R-spons.. The revised plan incorporates language from the LAC that will allow development of an EA for each wildemess 

L.tt.e. 1723 (pgs 137-1481 these S&Gs do not fully reflect what the LAC documents mentioned above come up wxth You must rncorporate all the LAC 
recommendations as S&Gs for wilderness areas until such time as a specific LAC has been done for each wilderness 

R.spon..: The LAC document IS not a deszsion document, It IS infomation from which the manager may make decisions Recommendations are not standards, but they 
might possibly be adopted later 

I..".: 3-4 Wild and Scenic RIvers 

103 
1600 
1605 

1605 

1630 
1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 

1723 
1733 

1808 

including addltlonal Bceni~ r~ver statue of the Nechee 
The propeal to name the Neches Rlver as a Scenic R l v e r  18 not necessary. 
MA-Bb-03 - Revegetation With non-native species should be used and Justified on a case basis only, and only when n~ reasonable native alt IS 
available 
non-natives 
~eneral - In keeping with the goal of not disturbing the serenity of the area, limit the horsepower and decibel levels oE motorboats permitted within 
wdis River corrzdore. ae well am xn other special Areas 
I uzye designation of NeChes River a8 Federal WIld h Scenic River - NFS should actively suppcrtt 
(pg 110. DBIS) disagree With the statement "In general, corridors for these potentral Wild and scenic Rivers are managed for the protection of 
their special attributes ~n all alternatives" Alt 1 allows cutting for SPB m the river corridors 
(ma-eb-23) 
IMA-eb-711 
(MA-eb) No graentree reeervozrs 
(MA-8bl Nothing less than protectrng the (W&S river) corridor will do Activities that will h a m  the values that were Used for criteria must not be 
allowed m the corridor 
(MA-ebl Absolutely no Cutting must be allowed 
pr11vace property consequences of WIld and Scenic Rivera 
landowners and USDA-USFS culminating m Federal litigation and remedy 
App B, Wild a d  SC~IIIC Rivers, p. 2 In Order that Inherent values may be protested and managed, we support deeignatlon of the two segments of the 
Neches River, identified m the DBIS as a National Wild and Scenic River to be included In the NatlOnal Wild and Scenic River System of Waterways 

The Fsle Streamside Management Zone standards affer adequate protection 

When "on-native species are employed, a clear schedule for restoring native plant communities must be developed prior to the use of the 

I am against the construction of any campgrounds, 
aupport no grazing i n  r-Iver corridors 

m such a corridor 

I feel there will be greater retention171 for damage and the resultant Conflict with private 

Respons.: Comment noted 

L.ttar' 1723 (MA-8b) . you do not have several r-~vers that must be protected Ayylsh Bayou Angellna Rlver Attoyac Bayou Neches Rlver Winters Bayou Bast 
Fork of San JacintO West Fork of San JacintO Caney Creek (SHNF) 

Rwpons.: See FBIS Appendix B for W&S overview process & recommendations 
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T..U.. 3-4 Wild and Scenic R1ver-8 

Lettar: 1723 plan (MA-ab1 .saye nothing about the Importance of working with other lendownera to protect the (WSS candrdatesj r~vers bezng dxscussed and how 
the 11s 11111 accomplish this There muat be ShGa that address thre 

R.#pon*.: USPS responsibility la protection & mgmt of corridor until state mrtlated suitilbillty study 18 completed As lead agency, state would rdentlfy & 
promote stewardship of the cornzdor, mcludzng landowner cooperation 

Lmtt-r. 1723 (MA-ab1 what does "somewhat undeveloped and relatively undeveloped shorelmne,' mean? What w ~ l l  be allowed? 

R.*pon..: Certaim development that conforms to scenic & resreatronal emphasis would be promoted 

L.ttm: 1723 (MA-ab-1311 grvee the PS a loophole to Cut in the river corridor 

R.spon..' Std provides opportunity to enhance w6.s values rncluding scenery B recreatmn through mgmt 

- 3-5 General 

L.tt.r: 1662 
L.tt.e. 1664 
Lett.=: 1723 (pg 112 DEIS) 
L.tt.e. 1723 

L.tt.= la01 

Designate ais spscral areas ell those sites on papa 111, 114-116 of the DIES not already under a protective dealgnatlon 
I live on land 3oinmg the Winter's Bayou Scenic Area and I would like to 8ee this area preserved as wilderness 

I also favor parts of Nebletts Creek and B i g  Woods being set aalde as a special management area 
you say on page 113 that impacts on commodities IS proportional to the amount of acreage that IS removed smce the acreage 1s not a slgnlflcant 

amount the impacts on commodity produotion are not sLgnifmant 
The Ps should recommend some select areas for wilderness and other leglslatlve protection, 
roadless areas and candidate special areas 

It should also afford edmmzstratLve protectlo" for all 

R..pons.: Comment noted 

L.tt.r: 1605 WLth every such are% add Contiguous ==reages including an addition of at least 410 aares to Winters Bayou Scenrc Area, 1128 acxes to B i g  Slough 

L.tt.r. 1662 Add SOntlgUOUB acre8 (where wooded) to areas under pmteCtIve designation, including without limitation the addition of at least 410 acres to winters 
Wilderness. and 1000 acre8 to Turkey Hill Wilderness, and 691 acres to Little Lake creek Wilderness 

Bayou Scenic Area, 1128 acres to Big Slough Wilderness, and 1000 acres to Turkey Hlll Wlldernese 

Raspons. Bxpanelon of exietzng wilderness areas will have negative Impacts on the RCW, a T&E species 
wldernese by rncludrng roads, powerlines, oil wells and other Inclusions, such as a cemetery m the ease of Turkey Hill 
APP Dl 

Expansion would also lncorporaee conflicts With 
(refer to Wlldernesm Act and 

Latter. 1723 (pg 254 DBISj a roadless area under the Wlldemeea Act does not have to be 5,000 acres or more ~n s i z e  

R..pns.. In the 1964 Wilderness Act, 5000 ecres or more wa8 an evaluation criteria The Wilderness Act of 1975 "Eastern Wilderness Act", the 5000 acra limit 
was removed 

I.tt.t: 1723 (pg 111 DEIS) you talk about reducing the econom~cs by RXA designation but you do not talk about the economic benefits of you are showing 
econmlc bias here 
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saue: 3-5 General 

Respon@.: What are the economic benefits of RNA designatmn9 We can find no mformatron that would Indicate an economic benefit 

L-tter. 1 6 0 4  POI special areas there are no maps or  descriptions (except for sketchy one- as to scenio rivere, and s-me unnamed dot clusters on some maps in 
the "Map Package " There IS only one full list of apeclal areas That list indicates whish alternatives recommend which, If any designation each 
special area might receive, but even there, It fails to show which area will be botanical, scenic, or ecological, or how many acres It might cmtain 

Responsr: The I D T  agrees The final revzsed Plan has been amended to reflect this 

Lettar. 1605 Designate as special areaB sill those listed on pages 111, 114-116 of E I S  except Areas designated under (RNAs and Longleaf Ridge) and Five 
wildernesses areas listed zn the DBIS a8 "npanan" should be made special areas, for better protection 

R.sponsr: The term "riparzan" has been deleted from the final revzsed plan Areaa classifred as rLparian/wildlzfe special areas an the draft are now clarzfied 
as bottomland areas There has been no change m the DFC for the areas The DPC, tqether with the S&G's will determine the mgmt practices 

Latter. 1723 on T a b l e  3 what you would pmpose 1s not signifkcant as far as land set asrde and 

- 4  OFF-ROAD VEHICLES (ORV'S) 

4 - 1  ORV use 

L.tt.Ti 
I..tt.r: 

L.tt.r: 

L.tt.C. 

L.tt.2i 

L.tt.e. 

I..tt.r: 
L.tt.r. 
L.tt.Xi 
L.tter: 
T..tt.r. 
L.tt.ei 
1. t trr: 

3 3 2  
1 4 6 1  

1 4 6 1  

1 4 6 1  

1 4 6 1  

1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1 7 6 7  

I think ORV's should be restricted to a very small part of public lands 
The ORV (and also ATVI abusers do not reatrlsc their Aurae only to Angelma NP pine farme, they also create numeroue trails all through what tiny 
fragments are left of second growth mixed forest habitat, plua the prne farms In Daw Crockett NP 
The ORV (and dTv) abusers' attitude that 3UQt because someone else can rip up the wildlife habitat, then they are entitled to n p  It up b o ,  le sadly 
t m e  of the attitude of many people toward wrldlife habitat 

anmale Numemue ORV (and ATV) trails laced all through a forest does facilitate poaching 

season, thus making the abuee year round 

horses should not be w e d  m floodplains 
The grasslands are to- small to allow any ORV use and should be banned from having any such use except on PS system roads 
(Ma-sa-112) I am opposed to any ORV use m developed recreation areas unless It 1s for drLvlng on the m a d  
(MA-ac-931 I agree (no ORVsl 
I ala0 support MA-ab-85. no ORV use In the area 

I favor (MA-Sa) 93 to stop ORV "Be 
ORVS have created a problem ~n the past and I am Opposed to openrng the usPS land to more use 
cuttmg fences, treapasemg, hunting illegally and disturbing livestock 
cau~mng 111 feelzngs tawards the USPS 
usps people, and owners being fined and/or livestock being sold at public auction 

Their 0-- 0.- n(IIse has ruined more than one weekend for me 

to U Q ~  ORV's m foreet land allows many sly poachere to use small, easily concealed ORV's that usually do not betray their presence to humans or 

oRV (and A m )  abusers have free accees to PS land 365 days a year. 24 hours a day That includee hunters who use ORV's (or ATvs) zn the huntzng 

.there must be no use of ORVs zn the (NA-813) corndm do not approve of motor boating unless with eome horsepower limit to reduce noise 

ATV'a must be removed f m m  Catahoula Barrens and let Nature regenerate the area and do not try to plant pinee 

People come off USPS land on to prlvate property. 

Livestock that escape on to USPS land, being no fault of the private landowners, have been gathered by the 
It has created a burden on the Sheriff's Dept and private land owners 
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PLAW E18 COlQ5UTS 
Comments by 1m.u. and Rasponsa 

L.tt.r: 55 The NF should be closed to ORV's - they're much too disruptive and nolay 
Latter. 1400 People enjoy and value the forest for its beauty end tranqulrty 

R..Po~P.: ORVs have been Identified as a legltxmate use of our NP 
noz~e regulations which are sometimes diffioult to enforce 100% 

listening to ORV'S roaring around IB anything but tranquil 

our intention la to manage them to minimize Impacts as well as noise There are max~mum 

L.tt.=-. 

L-tt-r: 
5.tt.r: 1433 ORV's should not be allowed m the Porest 

Lath=. 

Latter 

Lettar 1723 PW-152 - no ATV uee should be allowed at all 

298  

1124 

I really don't think ORV's were intended as a use of the NP system when It was deeigned, and they seme nelther a commercial purpose nor a 
recreatronal purpose that le compatible with forest plant and animal life 
ORV uae ahould be drastically decreased It's damage to the ecosystem 18 well documented and 1s to the expense of everybody else 

Latt-r: 1453 I Urge no ORV UBe on or off NPGT tralls 
1460 

1723 

Based on my observation o f  m i l  and m o t  damage along ORV trails, I do not consider ORV use compatible with any ampect of forest management 
should be dlscontinuad throughout the NF of Texas 
(plan pg 112)  - the PS 18 under no obligation to provide recreational opportunities for ORVera 
reeources, 

ORV use 

mU8t show use will not cause harm to 
and IS oompatzble and will conflict with other UBB 

Be#pons.r ORVe have been identified as a legitimate use of the NP It le definitely a recreational pursuit our intention le to manage ORVS, to minzmize 
resource damage 

L.tt.e 1252 lmlt ORV access 
L.tt.r. 1263 Please help limit ORV Use 
L.tt.e: 1 2 8 1  ORV'a should only be allowed with a special-use pemlt, and then, only If their uee can be justifled 

R..ponar: Iqlementatron of an ORV pe-t may be coneLdered m the future. 
maintenance and management of ORV trails 

Hopefully. the Implementation of such a permit would allow fees collected to go to 

L-ttar: 1467  I am writing to you in response to the USPS's plan to restrict or prohibit the use of 0RV's in our Angelma h Sabme NPs 

aanponse. The PP does not prohibit ORV use on the Angelma or sabme NP 
soil, water, vegetation and wildlife 

The Plan does try to eatabliah management direction to mxnimize resource damage to 

Latter. 1 5 1 1  I ob3ect to the proposed closing of the Angelma NP to ATV units My home 18 zn the area of seCt10ns 61/62 (Angelma NP) Being handicapped to some 
extent forces me to use an ATV to wander through the areas you are considering closing, you would take away my pleasure of watching the birda, deer, 
and other wrldlife 

do not have many rights now 

leave behind oil and hydraulic spills as well as their Containers and bottles which has gone unnoticed by everyone Yet we chose to eliminate riding 
of Am's m the forest by families that appreciate thre freedom 
loggers 
I have been riding in the NP for over 15 yra 

Lettar 1574 I am writing this letter to protest the plan to close most of the southem Angelme NP to ORV use We ae dieabled individuals and senmr citizen 

Lettar 1578 Over the yeare I have watched loggers destroy theae wwds. leaving behind fallen trees as well as destroying smaller hardwood trees the trucks 
Please do not take those away f m m  us 

It would take many years to do the damage that 18 done m a matter of days by 

T*.tt.e: 1584 and would like to continue to do so 
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1n.u. 4-1 ORV w e  

R.sp0n.r The BP does not propose to close the Angelma NF to ORV u8e It does plan to manage 0Rvs to minimize resource damage 

Lettar: 1550 There are many, many places they (ORV'sl can operate Pipe line aaeementa, powerline easements and back country roads They donit need the NP 

R-spona.: Pipelines and all utility Rows are cloned to ORV use 

L-ttw: 1627 ORV'a create a nuisance m the forest not only to other people but a180 to plants and animala Ex~esslve vandalism of the aoil and other resources by 
I suggest that no forest be totally open fo the w e  of the riders of those vehlsles should not be tolerated and should certainly not be encouraged 

ORV's In areas that are open to ORV's their "88 should be restricted to permanent txails only 

R..pons. It 1s the intent of the PP to limit use on the Angelina and Sam Houston NP to designated trails and have very lltfle, zf any. open areas on those 2 
forests Uee on the sabine and Davy Crockett i s  amall and not planned, as yet, to limit to designated trails 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 22 Summary1 you try to minimize the impacts of ORV use by saying *ITncontmlled ORV uoe may have an adverse Impact to soil and water values" 
reality 1s 
but proven fact 

The 
both uncontrolled and controlled ORV use have had and are having adverse impacta on soil and water I" Texas NP This 18 not supposition 

so quit trying to minimize and hide this fact 

R..pon..: Improperly located trails and OVBNSB of areas accelerate erosion of areas when It rains our intent IS to properly locate and better manage the ORV 
use, thereby minimizing resource damage 

2.tt.r: 

L.tt.e: 1657 I sherzeh my memories of hrkmg, camping, dire-biking, G 4-wheeling m the Angelme Ke I leaned valuable leeaons about wildlife Itself, but alao I 

1656 I am wrrtlng zn regards to the p r o p s a l  to ban the use of resreatronal vehiolee on NP land 
protect the land and forest 

matured by takmg on the responsibility of paying for &maintaining drrt-bikea & ATV'a 
Springs R e c  
all to c-ntinue using and e q o y m g  for years tn come 

It IS my underetandmg that the NP wan established to 
It IS obvious that more and more restrictions are being made ta prevent the use of the land by the public 

I eqoy taking my nephews and other youngsters up to Boykm 
why access to our NPs IB 1mperatiVe to keep maintained for area to relay the same valuable lessons on to the next generation That 

R..pon..: An ever increasing population, demanding more and more has generated more and more environmental laws and regulations ta protect the resources from 
the increased use and environmental concerns Reatrietions are implemented only to protect the resources and other users 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 194&195 DEI.9) You even admit that the graaslmds are not goad for ORV use because they are very fragmented, "me would become concentrated, and 
potential canfllcte wzth other Users, prlvate land omere and reemroe damage would be high, and that the graealands are relatxvely small Yet you 
still propose ORV use on the grasslands 

R-spons.: we agree This ~ s e u e  has been reconsidered and ORVB will be prohibited off open system roads Only lrcensed vehicles and operators are allowed on 
system roads 

L.tt.r" 1723 (pg 194 DEIS) In my view A m ' s  should be banned from Natronal Forests 

R.spon... ORVe have been identified as a legitimate use of the NP our ]ob 1s to manage to minimize impacts to the ~esources 

L-ttar: 1723 

R..pons.: Page 46 of the DEIS 18 correct, statement on page 26 will be corrected to correspond to that 

L.tt.r' 1723 

lpg 46 DBIS) You again say that ORV uee is prohrbited I" alt 6 but on page 26 you say otherwise 

(pg 10 Plan1 It IS not potential impacts that have led to more constraints being put on ORV w e  but actual impacts 
problem 

You must not minimize this 
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R..pon..: Potential Impacts from continued "uncontrolled" use Provzding designated trails and concentrating management on theee trals and closing open, 
moontrolled uee le the propoeed dlrectmn 

L.tt.= 115 If one rides through an area where logging 1s or has been done, the damage is more than devastatmg--zt'a horrible It 1 s  thousands of times worse 

L.tt.e: 1734 In preparing EA and 51s the historic use of the land should be considered more 
L.tt*Z: 

than ORV's could do over decades of riding 

1766 As long a8 loggers are permitted to UBe =kidders and logging trucke on roads, tralla, and roads they devise, t h m  cannot be lees erosive than ATV uae 
If ATV's are not pemitted m the NF, that the Amsrican Sportsman have helped pay for through the taxes on sporting goods, rifles, ammunition, etc , 
the loggers and logging operations should not be permitted either 
harm to the forest than a 90,000 pound logging truck or a akidder does. 

How could ORV's damage the land more than logging, 

. I fail to see how a 200-400 pound vehicle causee ais much damage and eroszon, or 

R-rpon..: ShG for timber harvest activities and ORV management are In place that would ensure resource protection and/or mitigation 
S&G have not been properly implemented, would unacceptable resource damage O C C U ~  

Only in eases where these 

L.tt.r: 1772 I recently lex'" of the law to ban ATV'a m the NP I am ve?, disturbed about this 

R..pon~.: We are not aware of any law that IB banning ATVs fmm the NP 

L.tt.=-. la02 The D W P  aclcnowledges O W  recreation and assumee some reaponsibilrty to provide for some recreation opportunity However, the document makes too 
many assumptions without correspondmg facte, and reaches mgt decisions based on these assumptions 
trail system. ORV use la prone to conflict With other recreational aCt1Yities and can lead to reso~rce damage " 
quantified 
incidents of conflict have been documented, 

(Plan-11-10) you state WWithout a designated 
Nowhere ~n the DEIS 1s this statement 

In the Angelma NF where open n d m g  18 eqoyed, what percent of the land base 18 affected by t h m  trail use? How many on-the-ground 

R..ponsr: Unfortunately, w e  do not have good resource monitoring of ORV trails Visually, w e  have many areas that appear to have severe erosion and compaction 
There are several areas that are xn conflzct With wildlife (I e RCW and other users) The Sawnil1 Hiking Trail has been badly damaged by 0Rv une 
ORVe have and continue to get into dosed area0 

Letter. 1600 The PS has tried for years to ban ORV UBB through different federal and state laws, le the Endangered Species Act, the AntiqUities Act and now the 
ORV riders clean Water Act 

have long suffered totally madequate parking and camping facllitleQ at the Sexton Pond trail head 
number of disabled ATV riders currently using thhe m u t h e m  Angelma Wz11 the Ps be zn compliance with the Americans with Disabllrtles Act In 
providing these citizens with their choeen recreatronal activity. The issues of soil compaction and vegetation damage as they relate to ORV use are a 
ve- minor lasue ORV riders stay on the eetabllshed trails You are duty bound to provrde tax paylng 
citizens aa much open uee land as needed for ORV r-ldmng opportunltzes 

Please consider my request to HOT ban thhe use of Am's m the NPs of Texas, expecially Angelma N P 
our 4-wheeler and ride in the woods 
they get to go to the camp and rrde the 4-wheeler with their Paw-Paw 

What 1s next, rmagrned violations of thhe Clean ALr Act? No mention ie made m the Plan far trail head Lmpmvemente 
What pravla~ona are planned for the limited 

TO do othewlae 18 to court disaster. 

Lattez: 1646 
L.tt.e. 1653 

we are against the plan to close most of the Angelma NP to ATV riders 

I implore you to not take the right to continue doing this away from US'  

I, along with my Wlfe and two sons .mil get on 
M y  two granddaughters are elated when 

R.epone. The FP does not propose to closs the Angelma NP to ORV use 
overuse of areas accelerate ero81-n of areas when zt rains 

It does plan to manage ORVB to minimize resource damage Improperly located trails and 
Dur intent is to properly locate and better manage the ORV uee, thereby m l n i m l z m g  

resource damage 

htt-r. 1723 MA-Bf-75 - I agree 
R..ponll.. The IDT appreciates your support 

L.tt.=-: 1802 Pw-150 Delete the phraae, "alerting drivere to difficulty levels It Dlffrculty 1s aubJectlve, and m general we fes18t the ratlng of tralle 
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T..U.. 4-1 ORV use 

R..p~nm.: There are different experience levels of usere The NP traile are managed for all users What you may not need or demire, other users may 

T..u.; 4-2  ORV Nanagement 

L.tt.=: 109 Better control of ORV use to reduce impact on wrldlife and vegetation and stream qualxty i s  needed 
L.tt.L: 1310 Specific, measurable monitoring criteria must be developed for ORV Impact on the forest 
L.tt.e: 

L.tt.e: 1767 Aa far as reetnctmg use to trails, this has not worked In the past and will not work m the future 

1736 None of the motorcyclists who use the forest want to see this public property destroyed by poor management and over use 
It IB very frustrating to be limited to such a tiny &atanas 

erosion and destroy young trees 
enforcement le greatly under manned now 
which are largely on USPS land 

But with such a large area 

They get off designated trails and create 
This has created a burden on our local law enf-reemant m the past having to investigate trespassing USPS law 

Under A-1  we would like to see the budget and personnel doubled to prevent poaching and protect our turkeys 
If more DRY us* le perolittcd the budget and pereonnel should quadruple 

R..pon..: Comment noted 

L.tt.e. 1605 ORV noise should be striafly controlled 61 monitored and kept to Q minimal level 

R..pn..: ORVs have been rdentlfied as Q legitimate use of our NP Our lntentzm 1s to manage them to minimize impacts as well as noise There are maximum 
noise regulations which are sometimes difficult to enforce l o o t  

L.tt.Fi 1632 ORV use is a consumptive resource that is not adequately regulated to prevent long-term declines in affected resources 0RV impacts must be 
dramatically curtailed ORVs should be restricted to designated tralle only on all Forests Designated trails per forest should not exceed 20 miles 

Rampon..: ORVB have been identified as a legitimate use of the NP It 18 definitely SL recreational pursuzt Our intention la to manage ORVB. to minimize 
resource damage 

L.tt.r: 
L.tt.ni 

1389 
1 3 9 1  

we are writing to protest the plan to close most of the Angelina NP to ATV users 
I am writing to oppose your plan to dose the southem Engelma NP to ORV use 

R.spon..: The PP does not pmpoae to sloee the Angelma NF to ORV use 

Lettar: 1380 I am an old time hunter and still hunt 100-200 hrs per year 

It does plan to manage ORVs to minimize resou1-ce damage 

I request that the uee of a l l  motorized ATV - motorcycles etc be banded from the Public 
Forest 

R.epon... ORVs have been rdentified as a legitimate use of the NP Our ]ob 18 to manage to minimize rmpacts to the resources 

W t t m :  1 6 7 5  . m thirty plus years I have seen ATV travel m our forest, they have not done half the damage I have ~ e e n  one ten ton ekrdder do m one week  - and 
But I suppose eince that re done In the name of economy (money) instead of the pure eqoyment of the will be glad to show you or anyone, anytime 

forest it zs supposed to be okay 

~..pon... s&o for timber harvest activities and ORV management are m place that would ensure resource protection and/or mitigation 
ShG have not been properly Implemented, would unacceptable reQOUrCe  damage omcur 
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PL?.W AND EIS MKdBNTS 
Commnts by Iesua and Responee 

- 1s.U- 4-2 ORV Management 

L.tt.r. 1769 heavy use upon their motorized recreation amenltres If the plan to close the cuxrent open '=ding area prior to developing designated replacement 
trails 18 followed, this use will be diverted onto the currently designated traila 
trails 
deergnated traI1 system 1s maintained through volunteer agreement 
needs 

The diversion will remlt ~n higher use upon the designated 
At some point. these trails may receive overuse If designation and development of trails replacing the open area lages Much of the 

The volunteers may not be able to keep up with the resultant increased maintenance 

Respons.: Thls Is true A large portion of the proposed trail system should be in place prior to closure of the open area 

In some states there IS a fee land sticker) specifically for OHV'B and ORV'B 
All ATV riders are required to have a Texas Department of Public Safety Certificate and must pay a yearly $12 00 fee for a sticker before thay can 
legally ride on public lands Why doesn't the PS require the same? 
One innovative approach that should be considered la thhe implementation of an ORV "fee" system for using the forest to offset thhe cost of managing a 
trail System 

L.tt.r. 
Lettar: 

Lett-: 

94 
1389 

1501 

We would gladly pay a fee to help offeet the cost of a good trail 

R.epons.. Iu1 ORV permit sticker IS somethrng that has been discussed 
for trail management, It probably won't be implemented 

Until such time that all the money collected can be kept on the forest and used directly 

L-tter. 1394 I encourage you to take a mora moderate approach both to ORV use , rather than the extreme environmentalist approach that you are taking 

R.epona.: We are taking a resource protection and management approach, probably something we failed to do ~n the past 

Letter: 1507 Until specific concerns are identified and addressed no section of the foreat should be closed to ORV use 

Rec+ponaa some of the concerns have been identified and the PP IS addressing those concerns 

L-tt-r 1723 Fw-145 - allowe open use areas when the PS says that use of such area 18 prone to cause resource damage and U s e r  conflicts (see pg 10 plan) 

Rmspone. That's true We have Identified the problem, more monitoring and evaluation of the problem IS needed in order tn formulate poeslble solutions 

Lettar 1629 I would like to express my concern about the propoeed Forest Use Plan Many of the altematlvee would seriously restrict or completely stop off road 

Letter 
motorcycle (ORV) use in the Angelma NF, around Boykin Springs 
I am writing to protest the plan to close most of the Angelma NF to all ATV users 
greatly upon my ATV to get around (Black Forest Community) 

1773 I am unable to walk great distances and therefore depend 

Responaa. The PP does not pmpoee to close the Angellna NF to ORV use 
overuse of areas Bccslerate erosion of areas when It rains 
resource damage 

It does plan to manage ORVa to minimize resource damage Improperly located trillls and 
Our intent 1s to properly locate and better manage the ORV use, thereby minimizrng 

Letter: 1635 Consider the following for ORV use m the Angellna NP 1) Use the exiating multiuse trail eystem There 1s approx 150 miles of trails 2 )  Permanently 
mark and map the existing trail system 3) Re-route, modify or dose any mection of trail that 1s causing an environmental problem 4) Minimize stream 
crossings by re-routmg exzetmng trails 5) Provide new riders with trail location maps & rules 6 )  RequeEit input from organizations that are using the 
trail system 7) Club mnvolvement will provide a source of free labor to reduce cost a) Set up committees of USFS personnel and club members to meet 
periodically and mmitor the trail system 

Reeponsa: What you have proposed IS v e q  good 
trail mileage may differ from the 150 milee you mentioned 

I believe that we have made changes ~n the plan that reflect most, rf not all, of what you propose The total 

LmtteL-: 1723 PW-161 - There must be M ORV use unleea the area le signed for ORV use You also need to defrne what trafflc area la 
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1.c.u. 4-2 ORV Management 

Raepona.. Areas & trails will be signed for use allowing ORVs Webster defines traffic area as "the movement of pedestrians or vehicles through an area or along 
a route" 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 95 plan) motorized trails are not condusive or complimentary or compatible with RCW expaneion and existence and yet you allow 255 mlles of them to 
exist m SHNF Why? 

R..pon... The RNI EIS allowa ORV trails to remam In existence & use when the brrds chooee to move next to them So far, there doesn't seem to be any problems 
wzth existing tra118 New trails will not be placed i n  or adjacent to colonies 

L.tt.r: 1723 MA-4-85 - since foorest-wzde S&G'e are inadequate to atop resource degradation how can you allow cmssinge at streamside zones? You have not addressed 
how long-term channel changes will be prevented by this plan 

R.mpon8.: The 1DT disagrees, S f f i s  provide numerous protection measures to ensure the Intsgnty of stream channels 

L.tt.e: 1723 M-4-10? h 108 - these should be changed to use of bridges only By lrmitmg bridge uee you ensure that more soil eTos1on and hardening and thus 

L.tt.r: 1723 HA-4-10s - should be eliminated because it ensures that less than the best mitigation (fords as opposed to bndgeal for ~ m s s i n g  streams 18 allowed 
urbanizing of the forest will continue 

Rwpon... MIi-4 has been changed to refleot your concerns, however, options for fords or bridges must consider many Site epecifrc factzms 

T..U. 4-3 ORV fralle In the Forest 

387 
492 

604 
615 
650 
1236 
1310 

1409 
1431 

1458 

1461 

1461 

1627 
1628 

1633 

the ORV trails should be increased but eliminate free cruising everywhere by ORV's, horses, etc 
the a i m s  and desires of the citizens have been buried under the odd notion that degradation of the tr-8318 by ORV's 

Texans want 
the trails at Sam Houston NF are v e q  narrow and contain an abundance of tree roots and stumps 

I also feel that if more trails are established, it will ease the use 
I urge you to allow these trails to remain open to vehicular traffic 
ORV trails - the Ps preferred alt has 355 miles of ORV trails 
I belreve that a maximum of 75 mrles of ORV trails for the NPT le the most that can be properly maintained, monitored. and mitigated And where 
monztoring ahcws Unacceptable damage, trails must be dosed 
More tra118 are needed for ORVs zn the Raven Dlstnct, 
I have personal experience With the gullying and erosion produced by ORV's I have traversed nearly impenetrable briar patches because the "trail" 
was too deeply rutted by ORV'8 to be paeeable on foot 
The clean Water Act should create no problems (re ORV trails) In most riding areas of the US, small 24" wlde bridges are constructed by local clubs 
over the stream bed crossings In some cases, stream beds are "hardened" by the use of special concrete blocks Also, the number of stream crossings 
can be minimized with proper trail layout and design 
Probably the es does not Want the increasingly numerous ORV tra118 on their pine fams because they prevent regeneration of considerable numbers of 
p m e  seedlings, which to them translates into MBP of timber resource 
lt has been suggested that vegetation might be damaged or destroyed m areas of concentrated ORV use 16 to 
$ 8 " .  no more 
I am opposed to a large increase in the mileage of trails for ORV's 
1 feel very strongly that a priorrty be placed on deeignatlng the new trarl as won a8 possible 
priorzty on this matter 
ORV use should be permitted only on designated trails 

are what the m q o n t y  of 

ORV's require a trail width of approx 
ORV riders DO NOT rndissriminantly ride through the forest 

The increase in alt 2 IS sufficient 
It appeara that the PS has been rem188 m any 

I have noted that the last time any new trarl was 1987, the last time Land Management Plan was effected 
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- I..".: 4-3 ORV trails In the Porest 

L.tt.r' 1654 ascese to the wonders of the NP has been one of the main recreational act1vIties of my famlly I have four chrldres (ages 18, 15, a, and 5 ) .  
numerous friends of the family and extended family members that have enloyed the NP 
trazh established by the Trarl Ridera of Houston and on trails eetabliehhed by buntere and on the old fire break along the perimeter of the forest 
My family maintains approximately ten milea of these ancillary trails that are not part of the Trazl Rzdera of Houston tralla, 
atands established oyer the yeare along the trails that I have mantamed 
traila to access the forest for huntmg and other recreational activities 

We do thLs by riding our motor cycles through the forest on the 

I have seen many deer 
So, 5 know that I am dong a B~TYICB to countless others who use "my* 

Lett.=: 1657 
Latter: 1134 The Sam Houston NP has a very high ORV "wer day" oacurrence m a too confined area 

have a designated set of usable trails for all to use and enpy m years to eone 
The lees than 50 mllee of permanently marked trall (PMT) 1s 

If organized being "Worn-out" because of cuxrent District management. 
event permits were also Issued for the open riding area the high user concentration on PMT could be diluted 

impacts to the flora, fauna, eorla, and Water quality could be mlmmrzed by instead establishing a eyetm of trails 

The BS DLstrLct office ra llmrtrng all organized events to be on PMT only 

Lettar 1163 proposed changes ~n management of ORVs would also enhance the protection of many plant and wildlife species and stream qualrty detrmental 

Latter: 1802 PW-138 Please change to *Tzar1 Plannmg, design, construction. and mamtenance will be guided by the USPS Trarla Handbook and/or the Trails South 
Guide " The USPS Trails Handbwk offers excellent advioe, 18 being constantly xmproved upon, and le intended for guidance only The NpGT ahould not 
lock itself into mandating conformance to this document 

R..pon#a. Comment noted 

L.tt.r. 
L-tt-E: 

1127 
1808 

New ORV trails should be avoided until a plan 1s produced that )uetiflea ORV trails m the context of suatarnable development of the farest regiana 
We recommend a reduction i n  the number of ORV trail8 by at least half the proposed amount, and that a study of the impacts of 0Rv u ~ e  on the RCW be 
conducted 

R.spone.: ORVs have been Identified ae a legitimate use of the NP It la definitely a recreational pursuit our intention la to -age ORVe, to minimize 
resource damage 

Lett.=: 1501 ORV'B have used a network of BeVera1 hundred milee of tralla i n  the southhem Angelma NP for decades To close this forest to a legitimate user 
without supporting studies would be a capricious and arbitrary act which would not stand a ]udiclal test 

R-sponss: The PP does not propose to close the Angelina NF to ORV use 

Lettee: 1605 ORV use should be limited to use on designated trails only 
Lettar: 

It does plan to manage ORVs to minimize resource damage 

1608 Restrict ORV use to only designated trails and atabillze Current trails (etop erosion and gullying) before any new trazls ere built 

Responee.. It IS the Intent of the PO to limit use on the mgelina and Sam Houston NP to designated trail8 and have very little, If any, open areas on those 2 
forests wee on the Sabine end navy Crockett is small and not planned, as yet, to limit to designated tTail8 

L.tt.r. 1130 My sons want to be able to drzve the same trails one day 
L.tt.T. 1774 ORV's should be restricted to trail use, and trails maintained before mileage 1s increaeed 

Raeponse. Improperly located traile and overuse of areas accelerate erosion of aream when It rains 
use, thereby minimizing reeource damage 

Our  Intent IB to properly locate and better manage the ORV 

Latter: 1237 Since our Bast Texas forests are alrady decimated by plpelmes, powerlines & roads - please place no more for ORV & equestrian trails than roads & 
paths are available to them already 
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R.aponee: An ever increasing population, demanding more and more has generated more and more environmental laws and regulations to protect the resources from 
the mcreased use and envlronmental consems 

L-tt-r' 1765 No additional ORV trails should he built or permitted 

RestrmtIonB are rmplemented only to protect the resources and other usere 

R.spone.: ORVe have been identified ae a legrtlmate use of the Np Our Job is to menage to rmnrmize impacts tQ the resources 

L.tt.e: 

L.tt.r' 

230 

1654 

The draft calls for 250 miles of new off-mad vehicle trails with no measuiee to atop eroaion, gullymng, stream sedimentation, or conflict with ofher 
Usere by present or future trails 
I have observed with horror many time8 the ImpaEt of clear cutting of the forest 
totally destroyed 
trails and their nders do v e q  little environmental impact where as clearcutting destroys It' 

rides, bowever, they were not the result of recreational vehicles. They were the result of logging operatlens loggers can cause more damage m 
one day on NP land than recreational vehicles could m a whole year 
driving my 3-wheeler on this land Otherwise, It IS totally ridiculous to ban recreational vehiolee 

Half of the forest is open to unregulated cross-sountq ORV u8e 
At times my treils and beautiful plots of the forest have been 

Before any cmnsideration should he given to elimination ORV trails and use I believe that clearcutting should be slzmmated The 

L-tter: 1656 reported concern IS land erosmn and the destruction of plant life, I have witnessed land emelon and destnntxon of plant life during my 

If the logging operations are banned from our NP land, I would he happy to stop 

R.spon#e. s&G for timber harvest aCtivitIes and CRV management are m place that would ensure reeource protection and/or mitigatla 
S&G have not been properly implemented. would unacceptable resource damage ocmr 

only zn cases where these 

L.tt.e: 1602 I would like to state my feelings concerning the proposals the PS is developing for use of the land 
designated tra118 developed for ORV use 
mxlea of additional trails have been developed 

they be designated 

PIrSt. we would definitely like to see more 
Secondly, I would not be opposed to restricting certain areas to ORV uses, but only after the proposed 200 

L.tt.e. 

Latter: 1747 Please develop the proposed trails as soon as possible as I feel crowded in the existing n d m g  areas 

1637 The PS had a proposed 85 mi riding area that was never designated and now In a new plan you are proposing 250 mi of riding trails, hut when will 

R.npone.: This xe t m e  A large portron of the proposed trarl system should be m place prior to closure of the open area 

Latter: 1734 the limited exzstlng PMT must be expanded, the proposed 250 miles in the Sam Houston alone le an acceptable number This will help dieelpate the 
User population . The Sam Houston PMT 38 not contiguoue, take Conroe splits It Into two Small loops A concerted effort should be made to Connest 
the PMT on the north end of Lake Conroe There IS an existing trail that has heen used on enduros for the last twenty-seven (27) years that would do 
this 

to see It stay open! 

It la imperative that the trails be contiguous, and that no exieting hi8torisally used area be closed before all 2 5 0  mrles are complete 
Latter. 1777 I live m N Houston and ride motorcycles the Sam Houston NP It 18 one of the few places left to ride m all of the Houston area I would like 

Raspone-: There should be a Sufficient amount of trail mileage to safely n d e  on the Sam HDUston NF prior to closure of open areas 

Latter: 888 The solutmn l a  to go ahead and enlarge the exiatmg designated trail system to the planned 250 miles 
the currently designated open Riding Area and Ultimately connect the trails on the Bast and West sides of Lake Conroe by an 0 R V 
the bridge at stubblefisld Lake Campground 

My Suggestion IS to begin this expansion In 
- Bicycle lane on 

~.npons. That IS approximately what we pnopoae except all the trail system will have to be evaluated for resource protectron and poesible relocatron and 
constructed to a set standard 

L.tt.ei 1308 I believe ORV use needs to be regulated to prevent damage to the forest The dxaatlc increases m CRV trail mllea as proposed m Altematlve 3, 4, 4a 
and 4h will be expensive to build and maintain and will provide increased foreet access resulting zn more opportunities for ORV ueers to leave 
deeignated ORV trails and explore "untrailed" araaB of the forest 
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Lettar. 

Latter. 1625 The destruction by ORV'a when used off designated trails 18 unacceptable - they should be confined to well maintained trails only All trails - 
1310 Allow continued use of the current designated ORV trails as long as frequent monitoring ahowe that resources are not being seriously and permanently 

damaged The ORV users ~n the Raven Ranger Dletnct have done B lot of work to reduce erosion on their trails, and I will give them credit for that 

hiking and ORV - should be improved and stabrlized - erosion from trails la certainly a destructive element In any ecosystem 
R..pons. The designation of ORV trails and closure of the zest of the forest to open, cross country riding will give the foreat better control and will be able 

to manage and maintain the ORV use more effectrvely 

Lett.=. 1391 I have heard of your plan to provide designated trails 
system would elirmnate the feeling of adventure and exploration that you get when gomng u t a  unlcnown territoq 

Thrs Bounds like a pointless effort, e i n ~ e  only 50 miles are planned The designated trail 

P..apanar. Unregulated use increases potential far re~ource damage and confliete with othar users 
control and menage use 

Unregulated, unmanaged uae compounds the difficulty to 

Latt-r-. 1435 I am not against OW'S but because of their destructive effect on the forest ground I think they should be restricted to trails which are designed and 
maintained to handle them 
hiking trails 

The current trails should be stabilized to stop gullying and erosion They should particularly avoid streamsides and 

R~LPOOP.: That 18 our intention ~n the PP 

Letter 115 PS (states) that 250 miles of trarla will be constructed How misleadmgl we already have Over 388 miles of trails i n  and around Boykin Springe 

Latter 216 I am wrzting referring to ehe proposed restrictions m the e m t h e m  Angelma Forest (Boykin) Area There are now in excess of 300 miles of 

Latter' 1467 ORV users are not askmng to have new trails In all of our National Forests 

And only FIFTY miles of trails are to be provided to replace them1 

trail open to use I feel %hat zf these trails were properly Identified and marked. total Impact would be minimal 

tiails have been m use for 20 years 
We are only asking to keep the ones we have m the Boykin area These 

~-.pontm: There are no deeignated system traile on the Angelma NF a11 the "trails" that exist on the Angelma were created over time by C ~ O Q B  country, 
unregulated use Many of thee- "tralle" are causmg resource damage 

Latter: 277 Bxiating 0Rv trails are badly I" need of repair, yet 250 miles of new trails are being proposed Why not fix the existing trails first The new 

Lattar: 1613 the existing (0RV) trail network of Over 400 miles would be closed and replaced with up to 50 mi189 of "desrgnated" trails to be constmcted by 
trails are not needed sine= half of the fozest 18 Open to unrestricted ORV off trail use 

the Ps 

~enponae: There are only 5 5  milea of designated system ORV trails on the NPGT and all 5 5  are on the Raven District of the Sam Houeton N€ 
the forest were created over time by unregulated cross countq use, many of these "trails" are cau81ng resource damage and Conflict with other uses 

a11 other "tralla" m 

Latt-L- 414 I strongly urge that uee of such vehrcles (0RV'aI be restricted to trails specifically designated for such use, and that no off trail use be allowed 

Response. The mtent of the PLRMP la to better regulate and manage the ORV use 

There are not adequate Controls on the use of ORV'8 m the Sam Houston NF Latter. 983 Try to keep any ORV trails aQ far away from hlklng tralls a9 poeslble 

Raspona.: Since the Lone Star Hiklng Tra~l IS 127 mllee long end traverses the entire Sam Houston NP, It Is dlffzcult to not CrOQB trails 

Areas of concentrated use will decrease by allowing more Lett.= 20 I am strongly ~n favor of any plan which will allow the most amount of ORV trail milee 
trail miles soil productivity will increase and loss will decrease 
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L.tt.r: 

L.tt.r. 

960 

994 
1391 

1512 
1576 

1584 
1621 

1642 

1643 

1737 

I am writing to express my interest and concern about expanding ORV trarls many of the trails are very heavily traveled Any expansion of the 
trail system would be well received and appreciated 

You will also be corralling all the bike riders and ATV riders onto 50 milee of trails, so that trail will be extremely over-Used, possibly unsafe. 
and expensive to maintam 

the Raven Distnct is Xn need of additional designated trails 

top przor-lty needs to be given to additional traile to lessen the Impact on already over used desrgnated trail 
you have been planning to add new trail for a few years When the trail i s  added It would make more sense to restnct open riding In fact, If It 

were open today, you would probably not have to restnct open riding becauee It wouldn't be a problem 
60 milee of (ORV) trail i s  not enough to get a good sweat 

proposing 50 mrles of designated tra118 le madequate, although It would be a good start Please do not close existing trails until they have been 
replaced with designated trails mile for mrle 
I have written a letter m reply of my consem of possible closure of the open Riding Area of the Raven D1stnct of the Sam Houston NP This would be 
a grave mistake There are currently not enough milee of trail m the foreat system The traile that do exist are OVER USED Closing the Open 
Riding Area would only aggravate this condition 
The quality of the short trail systems as It exist today does not promote use by In-experienced riders, expecially women and children It equates to 
having a public building with out handicap access, that i s  usable by only a portion of the population Without the quality of riding trails I 
experienced only a few years ago, the future youth will not be able to asqurre these same values The people of America need more family recreation 
of t h u  type More miles of trail will be required m order to give it 
with the new Land Management Plan you have a golden oppportunity to make the constrvction of new trails a priority for the NP m Texas 
desperately need -re new tral for the growing number of ORV's i n  Texas There has not been any new trail added since the current Land Management 
Plan went Into effect 

Pleaee do everything possible to open the remaining designated trail that was promised 

We 

Response: The IDT agrees More miles of designated trails are planned 

Letter: 1123 the 55 miles of PMT's m the Sam Houston need to be brought up to standards There still are erosion problems here that need addressing only 
after these trails have been brought up to standards and can be ahom to be maintained at standard (I propose a One year monitoring period) can new 
trail proposals be mitiated 

R.spona.: This will hold true for any trail Hawever, forcing concentrated ORV use on 55 miles makes it more drffrcult to maintain to mtandard than spreading 
the same use over 250 miles 

Letter: 112 I am against the closure of the Angelma NF to ORV'a, specifically motorcycles and four wheelers I em a freqent user of the trail system that 

Latter. 113 I am against the closure of the Angelma NP to ORV'8, specifically motorcycles and four wheelers I am a frequent user of the trail system that 

L.tt.r 1158 

Lettar 1254 My family has been told that yall are going to close the trails at the Boykin springs area the only damage IS these roads and the logging This 1s 

L.tt.r: 1286 This Land Management Plan Revleion la an excuse to close the open riding area 

currently exists in the area of eoykln Sprmgs and eqoy riding the trails m that area 

currently exists in the area of Boykm Springs and eqoy riding the trails in that area 

400 miles of trail8 that OR" riders have used in this area for decades without any significant damage to the forest 

nothing but prqudice against the ORV 

4b of your Draft Plan IS not a reasonable balance 4b would restrict the ORV trails ~n the southern Angellna Forest to 50 miles a3 compared to the 

Raspone*: The PP does not propose to close the Angellna NP to ORV use 
overuse of areas accelerate erosion of areas when It rains 
resource damage 
cross country, unregulated use Many of these "trarls" are causing resource damage 

It does plan to manage ORVs to mlnlmlze resource damage Improperly located tralls and 
Our intent IS to properly locate and better manage the ORV use. thereby minimizing 

There are no designated system trails on the Angelina NF All the "trails" that eXIst on the Angelma were created Over time by 

Lattee: 1473 If our trails are closed before new trails are opened, this would be depriving us our rights to ride 
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Latter. 1586 The Sam Houston has been in the proceee of designating an ORV trail system for the past several years 
1s not yet complete 
the current LRMP 
I'm told that you are planning to build 250 milee of designated trails m the future for ridera after p u  close the open ridlng area 
doesn't seen quite nght Where will we ride m the meantrme? 
the worst erosion problems I've seen 
We strongly believe that you should revise your LsRMP to cell for the designation/conetructron of the entire m tril Bystem before any of the open 
riding areas are closed We base our views on the following 11 To close the open riding areas befone the trail system 1s  designated will greatly 
increase the usage on the existing designated trails 
to meeting the needs of the O W  users 31 The doeing of the existing open riding areas should be used as "leverage" with the environmental groups 
If these open rrdrng area- are closed first, these groups will have no reason to support the derrrgnated O W  tail system 

This system, as outlined in the prevrous LRMP, 
It 1s imperative that any effort to close exzetlng open areas rust be delayed untxl the designated trail system 1s complete per 
The current language In the DL-aft LRMP would appear to confine ORV use to an Inadequate trail Byatem a8 It presently eX1BtB 

L-ttee: 1652 That 3ust 
Furthermore, It seems to me that long term heavy use of sandy trail* causee some of 

Lettee: 1770 

2 )  New trail sect1on8 need to be opened as soon a8 possibLe to prove that the USFS IS dedicated 

Latter: 1777 

Rmmponse 

L.tt.r: 1723 

please burld/open additional trails for area motorcyclxst to ride on PRIOR to the closing 

The open areas would be phased out as the trail syatem la enlarged 

(pg 21 summary) the 305 miles of traI1B planned ;for the nngellna and Sam Houston NPs IS entirely too many to allow 

R..ponsa: The IDT does not understand the ratxonale for this statement 

Lettee 1723 It le hard to determine how much of thhe 250 miles of new ORV trails proposed under Alternative 4b will he m thhe angelma and how many will be m the 
Sam Houston NF' B 

Rwponse. See plan, app B 

L.tt.r. 1723 (MA-4-84) what does "consistent or compatible with ad~ommng management areas" m e a .  

~esponee. Not adlacent to wld-eee or developedzesreatron a m  two examples 

Latter: 1723 Pw-147 - you muet requrre not simply permat fencing of DRV tralle when they (cross) hiking trea18, roads, and ROW Really you should separate trails 
because hrkrng and ORV trails inherently are canfhsbng uses that must be kept separate 

~eeponse. PW 147 has nothing to do with fenclilg BW 146 calls for providing cattle guards when ORV era118 MSS range fencee 

Letter: 1 7 2 3  FW-148 - OR" trarls must be moved out of floodplama and wet sites sznse rhe areas are sensitive and resource damage i s  mexutable the 6 inch 
m t f i n g  over 30% of t h h e  traffic area le too lenient and allows unacceptable resource damage Why allow any 6 vnch ruts at all? 

~esponse SIX inch meting over 30% of the traffic area 1s a standard established by solle people. Mltrgatlon will be planned for any areas exceeding this 
standard This womld also apply to h&mg trails, which have also created 6" m t B  m some area- 

Lattar 1723 Pw-154 - define what "mamtam safe conditions" means 
~eeponsr m x n t i n  re aefmed by the Webster'e 9th New Collegiate Dictionary as "to keep m an ensting state 

conditione are conditione not liksly to cause m]ury 
preserve from failure or decline Safe 

1m.u.: 4-3-1 ORV open areas 

5.att.r: 1723 MA-1-52 - I am totally against of€ t x a l  n d m g  by ORV's 
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Latter: 1723 I requettt that all open ridmg areas be clased by the signing date of the ROD and that I m m d a t e  enforcement besln to stop those who a r e  lllegally 
'usmg such areas m d  d e s m n g  the r e ~ o u ~ c e ~  there A transition perrod. open-ev~&d, as you talked about om 11-30-94 19 totally unacceptable 

R.e.prm..: comment noted. 

Latter. 

Lettar. 

120 

1583 

I am YTIting to yon x n  regards to the Draft Forest Plan whrch describes a propoaall to dose the southern Angelina Forest to cross-count7 use by 

I am aga-t t h e  sloaing pf the open ndeng area, and a priority should be &aced on developrng new trails mthlng the NP 
This Pareat m c-nkly open tu DRV l ~ ~ e  and 1 am verymch oppoeed to it's, d u r e  

R.sponcw: The PP proposes to manage ORV use on desqnated fraale m order bo reduce and m i a z m ~ ~ e  resmrce damage Ranaged tTaLls will pronde better resource 
protectla". 

L.tt.e 
Latter 1749 Cross-country DTdy use 18 a travesty 
L.tt.r: 1765 NO unregulated off t r a l  ORV shall be permi'ttd 

1723 The PS has zero busmess approving anyapen =ding area anywhere zn the nattroml Zorests or graeelande 

Cross-Country only should be by Llmited, trail and time specific, apeclal permit for a fee to cover 
the restmition costs of the inevitable ecosystem and dranxage Bystem cost arrsuq from the specral destmftixm forest nee by ORV's 

R-spon... ORVB have been identified as a legitmate m e  O€ the NP 
resource damage 

rt la defrnrtely a recreational p s u i t  Ourirrrention 18 tu manage ORVs, to rmnimlze 

Letter: 1620 I ' m  wrrtlng to protest the Plan to d n s e  most of the National Fozsst to AT" um- 
L.tt.e: 

I am marnly concerned m t h  areas 5 0  to 65 (Amgelma NFJ 
1740 Please be advrsad that I am adamantly Dppsed to closing more that 24,000 acres of land ~n the Southern Mgelina NP of ORV u8e 

comprehension as to how the USPS can make such a propwal and state that tbrs kind of poblic use of OVR NP 1s detnmental when the USPS has for years 
allowed logging, including the devastation of clearcutting 

It IS beyond my 

Reep~raea: The FP does not propose to close the Angelma NP to ORV u ~ e  lt does plan to manage ORVa to mznxmize res0-e damage 

Latter 414 I etrongly urge that no off trail rise be allowed 
L.tt.e: 1310 no ORV uee off designaced trails should be allowed There's no way to control such use and momtormg would be extremely drfficult and time- 

L.tt.r: 1641 KEEP the ORV Open RIding &ea OEBN 
Lettar: 1734 The traditionally open riding areas I n  Angelma, Davy Crockett, and Sabins should remain -pen The designated open riding area ~n Sam Houston north 

consumimng 

of PM 1375 and West of BS 215 should Zemaln open 
been i n  use as a riding area since 1969, that I lo low of frrst hand 

This areavas designated an open riding xn the original forest plan over twenty years ago, and has 
I n  all those years no signifloant damage has occurred to the land 

R-npons.: It la the Intent of the PP to limit use on the Angelma and Sam Houeton NP to designabed trails and have very httle, If any. open areas on those 2 
forests Uae on the Sabine andnavy Crockett is emnll and not planned, a s  yet, to limit to designated trails 

L-ttee: 1652 I simply c m o t  underatand why you feel It IS 80 important to close the open ridingarea of the forest The pathe and erosim are minuscule when 
Mother Nature, through her heavy rains and resulting floodmg, aften causes more damage than we riders compared to the magnitude of the forest 

Cause 

R-npon..: Improperly located tails and O V ~ N S ~  of areas accelerate erosion of areas when It rains Dur intent is to properly locate and better manage the OIN 
use, thereby minimizing resource damage 
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L.tt.r. 1168 PLEASE DO NOT CLOSB our forest (to ORV's) from people like me that cannot walk very far 
L.tt.r' 1608 Unrestilcted ORV use C ~ U B B S  vegetation damage, affects Water quality, disturbs animals and causes conflicts with others using the forest 

R..pOn..: ORVs have been identified ae a legitimate UBB of the NF our lob IS to manage to minimme Impacts to the re~ources 

Lett.=. 604 It 18 my understandmg that a Draft Forest Plan has been issued and the plan proposes the closure of the southern Angelma Forest to cross country UBB 
by ORVs 
from the forest, the only practical place for riding 

If this IS so, I would respectfully submit my protest I do not see the fmancial sense I" +I polrcy that would in effect prohiblt ORVe 

R..pon.m: Potential impacts from continued "uncontrolled" use 
uncontrolled use 18 the proposed direction 

Providing designated trarle and concsntratmg management on these tralla and closing open, 

Lett.=: 
L.tt.r': 

r4.tt.E. 

1570 
1581 

1600 

1637 

I645 
1672 

1739 

1741 
1744 

1745 

oppaeed to any closings of open riding axeas The PS should establish the long awaited new trail before any closing take8 place. 
If we dose the open riding area before the new trails are open its gorng to force all the ridlng onto the designated trails 
cause exc~881ve damage to the PMT 
of greater concern to me at thle time was my learning 
ORV use rf alternative 48 IS approved 
system, If that option IS approved, 18 m plaice The a m t h e m  Angelma has served the ORV public for decades I 
woefully inadequate 
There IS a good chance that the open riding area will be closed and the new plan never approved and everyone will be restricted to the PMT's forever 
Many families YBB these trails m the open riding area for their recreatron as FAMILIES 

Thank you for this opportumty to express my concern about the claarng of the open ridrng area In the Sam Houeton NF before the designated trall 
system that LB called for ra put m place 
I am writing to you concerning the closing of the open riding area of the Sam Houston NF until the designated trail syetem has been put In place 
am strongly AGAINST THIS CLOSURE I feel that the ORVs will overuse the existing designated trail system If this takes place It IS imperative that 
a high priority be placed on getting the proposed new trail designated as soon as possible 
I do not Wish for you to close the ORV open riding area in the Sam Houston NP 
I ask that you please leave the open riding area at Sam Houston NP open until the new trail system 18 ready to rrde There are barsly any rLdmg 
areas for motorcycle enthusiaet now, and my children and I would hate to lose another 
I understand there IS a possibility of closing eone of the open riding area (on Sam Houston NF) Since I have been riding there for 23 year8 I have 
seen the condition of the trails detenorate 
areas 

I belleve thls could 

that the Angelma DIstrICt Ranger plana to immediately close the Bouthem Angelma to all 
Please leave the open riding area open until the new trails are frnrehed 

I urge you to allow the continued open use policy on the southem Angellna vntrl the desrgnated trail 
feel 50 mrles of trails le 

ORV opportunities m the other National Forests pale 1" conparlaon to the southern Angelma 

Please do not take It away from them 
I would like to see the ORV open riding area on the Raven district remian open until the entire propoeed 250 mlle trail system la in place 

It is my hope that a new era11 Bystam wlll alleviate the existing pressure on the current era11 system 
I 

This new trail has been promised for a long time 
If you need to close It open the new area first", 

I have noticed that the more of the tra118 that ara shut down the more impact there IS on smaller 
Before closing any trails I hope you folks will conedider the number of people that use these tr.118 

%.pons. Thle 1s tlve A large portion of the propoeed trall eyatem should be m place prior to closure of the open area 

Lettar 

L.ttee: 1673 I am against closing the Open riding area m the Sam Houston m until new trails are designed, developed, and put into service W e  need 

1576 I am against closing the open riding area for ORV in Sam Houston NP 
the best Interest of no one 

additzonal mileage in the NF to handle the increased demand for motorcycling, bicycling, hunting, and other ORV activitiee 
area will only overcrowd the current available permanently marked trails, resulting ~n a greater environmental rmpact ~n those areas 
1- that for every mile of newly developed trail i n  the Sam Houston NP, a mile of open rrding area may be closed 

This action would accelerate degradation on the designated trails which IS in 

Cloemg the open riding 
My suggestim 

R-epon... There should be il suf€rclent amount of trail mileage to safely ride on the Sam Houston NP prior to closure of open areas 

Ir.te.r 1310 ORV m e  has a generally negative Impact on so11 and Wildlife, ai well as on other usere who seek q18t and solitude 

R..pon..: There are noise level standards which the FS Law Bnforcement personnel attempt to monitor It IS very difficult to be everywhere for everything 
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Latter: 1652 The open riding area seems a far better choice for spreadrng the use (of ATV's) on that part of the forest And remember, there le a lot of forest to 
be shared by various user groups 

R.spons.: Unplanned and unregulated w e  tends to create re~ource damage and Conflicts with other usee 

L-ttai. 

L-tt-r: 

1735 

1736 

I have enioyed the open ridrng area over the years and I believe It would be a great m]ustice to cloae it dawn 
area down before new trail le put i n  I believe that the open riding area takes quite a bit of Impact off existing PMT 
As a regular user of the motorcycle tralle In the Sam Houston NP I am very concerned by what I understand as proposed forest s e n i c e  plans to close 
the open riding area on the west of Lake Conroe I firmly believe that closing the open rrdrng area will do three things 1) Put more strain on the 
already ehort mileage of PMT 2) Reduce the attraction of the NF as Q riding area 3) Organized Bnduro evente used to be a malor attrastron zn the 
NP 
people that in the past 

there IS talk of closing the open 
Please keep this area open 

Today with such small amounts of trail that la ridden regularly by a lot of the competitors the events are much lese mtereatmg and attract less 
With the open riding area off limlta this can only result m the rapid down spiral of motorcycling In the NP 

Raspons.: The IDT agrees MDre miles of desrgnated trails are planned 

Lmtt.r: 1512 
L.tt.r: 1528 
L.ttar: 1586 

L.tt.l': 1628 

Latter 1647 

L.tt.r 1737 

Lett.,?: 1747 

Letter: 1769 

L-ttae: 1803 

I feel It 1s important that the open riding area not be closed until the additional trails i s  completed 
I'm NOT In favor of closing any open land or existing trails (for ORV'sl until the plan for expansion can be In place and at least begun 
We would urge you to leave the open area available to ORV use until the PMT 18 totally completed 
of the PMT so that the agency can then begin carrying out any new management prescnptlons for the areas now designated as "open" 
I am against the closing of the open riding area i n  Sam Hauston NP untrl the desrgnated trail system being addressed ia put in place If the open 
area 1s closed before the additional trail 18 completed, It will cause even more impact on the already over used designated trail An Interesting 
side note, I have observed that "mother nature" caused more self-inflicted damage and eros~on ~n the recent Houston area floods, than a hundred years 
of ORV use could have done Interesting how powerful the elements are against man's feeble attempts 

lack of progress on these new trails has caused the existing trazls to experience overuse due to continued influx of riders and other users 
offer my help and recruit that of others m the goal of building and maintaining said trails ~n son]unct~on with your department, which has worked so 
well with our organization ~n past years 
The designated trail that we currently have le BO over used that It IS not fun to ride and Cannot be properly maintained If the open riding area 1s 
closed before the new trail 18 buzlt Lt will only cause more over crowding on the existing designated trail I urge you to keep the open riding area 
open until the new trail that i s  planned can be completed 
Whenever I visit friends in Houston I ride motorcycles ~n the Sam Houston NP, In a Tread Lightly manner 
cloerng of the open riding before additional trails are opened 
open 

be open to public use 

ORV Management Plan Revlslon IS put lnto place 

w e  also urge you to actively pursue completron 

the open rrdrng area should remain open, at least until the additional trails which we of TRH has previously been promised are implemented The 
I wlll 

I am distressed to learn of the propomed 
Pleaee keep the current rrdrng Opportunities open until altematmg trails are 

It le appropriate that the currently open area not be closed to motorized recreation use until trails replacing the current recreatmn opportunity 

we're opposed to the closrng of the open riding area In Sam Houston NP until the designated trail system that IS now currently called for In the 

Remponse. The open areas would be phased out as the trail system le enlarged 

Lett-= 857 I recommend that the "open Riding Area" remain open until the 250 miles of designated trails are completed 
Lettar m 7  I am adamantly opposed to closing the open riding area in the Sam Houston NP before the addition of the new 250 mile trail system 
Lettar: 1286 Please do not close the open riding area until the proposed additzone are completed 

~anpon..: Revision of the PP will mcorporate some form of retaining open areas until trail miles are designated 

L.tt.r: 1723 MA-2-52~ - no Open riding areas can be ]ustifred based on their potential to disturb wrldlife 

R.epone.: If wildlife IS being disturbed m open areas, monltorzng wlll Identrfy that problem & evaluate mltlgatlOn 
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T..u. 4-3-1 ORV open areas 

L.tt.r: 1734 All areas of the forest should be considered open to ORV use unless signed closed 
that 18 not signed 
to public access 

It will be very difficult and unfair to enforce closure of land 
Example. rf I am driving down a road m my car, I assume that road 18 open rf there 1 s  no gate or e ~ g n  tellmg me It IS not open 

For the casual ORV user it 18 unfair to assume they know the land 18 closed If there are no s q n s  

R-mpons.: It 1s the responsibility of the ORV user to know rf the area LS open or closed Slgnmg all closed meas would create s q n  polutron 

I..".: 4-4 O W  

L.tt.e 2 Since the maprrty of land m Texas 18 privately owned, we place at a premium the opportunLty to en3oy recreational four-wheeling m a safe, legal 
environment It 18  of some concern then, to leem of possrble and/or pending trail closures m the Angelma NF and more directly the Boykins Creek 
Recreation Area 
future 
I was extremely disappointed that none of the PS plans included any O W  trails 
My second thought IS about Off Highway vehicles which do disturb the land to a much greater degree 
that they can u8e so perhaps these are the trails that should be constructed 

We would like to know the statue of the different tram roads located m this area, and any changes zn their status m the near 

Lett.=: 
L.tt.Y 

L.tt.r' 615 I feel that the plan explained to us did not address exclusion of OW'S from the plan 
L.tt.r: 650 3eep trails 
Latter 1227 we were suprieed and alarmed to learn that m the Draft Plan for the Angelma NF currently being studied, that four wheel drive vehicles l ow)  are 

94 
115 There are now not nearly 80 many miles of trarls 

not even being considered a8 one of the ueer groups I aek that we please be conaidered in an updated version of the Forest Draft Plan 

R-spon..: To provide recreational opportunities for four-wheel drive vehicles, the forest plans to leave open some of the exrstmg Level "D" (low standard) 
mads that are constructed for timber sake The +rueilslbility of maintenance dollars will dictate to Q large degree how many miles of these roads will 
be left open 
roads might be left open &/or closed 

As the plan 1.8 implemented year by year, budget along with demand for 4 wheel drive use will be Utilized to determine how many 6 which 
Four-wheel drive vehrsles will be restricted to open made 6 designated travel ways 

L.tt.r: 1802 By restrzctmg O W  use to designated tralle (and then deazgnatxng only a frilCtlOn of those currently avaxlable), you are lmplementlng a solutlon to 
problems that you have failed to demonstrate exist You are imposrng a huge social cost (denial of badly needed recreation Opportunity) for  an 
malgnifioantly emall environmental gain 

close and rehabrlxrate where resources are adversely impacted In an -pen riding area, users should be encouraged to stay on existing trails and 
"Tread Llghtlyii 
the I S ~ Y B Q  

recreation disaster 

L.tt.r 1802 open OW w e  does not equate to mdiserrmmate use An open rrdrng area should be monitored An open riding area does not mean that you cannot 

All users should be respectful toward others Retention of open riding i n  the Angelma IS clearly withm the DLRMP'a response to 
The proposed decreron that retains only 55 mrlee of designated trails out of a current 400 miles lapproxxmate) IS a prescription for a 

8.spons. There will be designated travel ways 6 open system roads available Cross country travel wlll be prohlblted on the south srde of the Angellna 

L.tt.r. 1 start some type of 4-wheel drive area 

Respons. This 1s not a plan decision Your letter has been forwarded to the appropriate office 

I..U.i 4-5 General 

Lattae: 1461 The PS madequate sand and eorl barrlera on logglng roada m D;rvy Crockett NF compartment 96 almply do NOT prevent ORV's 
as they elther go around the earth mounds or drive Over them 

land ATV'S) from uslng them, 
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- Ism".: 4-5 General 

1620 Latter: We do not. nor have I Been, anyone teanng up m r  rmpactrng the environment zn any way while riding their Aw's through the National Forest 
however, say that for loggers and other commercial mterests 

Raapons-i Comment noted 

I cannot 

L.tt.L: 888 If Cost for thia program (trail expansion1 1s a problem. why not charge am ORV users fee? I a m  Certain that e v e q  serious off-road rider would be 
willing to pay a reasonable fee for the pnvzlege of rLdmg on public land 

R..pon..: An 0Rv permit atrcker IS something that has been discussed Until such time that all the money collected can be kept on the foreet and used drrectly 
for trail management, it probably Won't be implemented 

L.tt.2: 

L.tt.r. 

1613 

1621 

If the FS cannot secure adequate funding through existing channels, some sort of fee program on ORV usem to fund additional l a w  enforcement officers 
would be appropnate 
I pmpase a yearly oRV/multl-uee fee to help defray sonst~ctlon and maintenance of a trail eyatem 

R.sponr.. An annual permzt fee for ORVa has been dzscusaed and mght be proposed in the future 

Lmttmi 1605 Safety hazard reduction management should be lirmted to areas a d p m m g  developed public access areas, e g. developed hiking trazls, riding traila, 
etc 

~..pon..- safety hazard reduction will be considered everywhere or at least signed to warn users 

L.tt.r. 1723 (pg 46&47 DKIS) 
page 49 you say 

how x t  will be resolved 

construction of ORV trails and roada usee the same phrase 
effects of trail constmetion 

what IS the real difference between a road and an ORV trail' on 
Yet you do not acknowledge that trails Continue to deteriorate even With such mltlgatron 

Rodney Peters on 11-30-94 stated that streams were havlng thelr channels altered due to ORV trallrr and there IS zero dzacuseron Of thla problem and 

n..pans.: MA4 S M j s  set direction for mgmt m etreamerde mgmt m n e e  for trails 

T . s u . 5  RBD-COCKPDBD WOODPBCKBR (RCWI MANAGBMBNT 

5-1 Addressing RCW Management m the Forest Plan RBVISION 

L.tt.e: 1651 The RCW Habitat Management Areas identified under alternative 48 emompassee over 53% of the Texas National Forests 
treatments to be used in these areas, I believe the National FOresta will become susceptible to insect and disease problems 

under the proposed silvicultural 

R.spon..: The BIB does discuss the forest Health implications of the alternativen in Chapter 111, Part Ila) 
increaeed m -me management areas, forest health neks will be minimized by using the IPM decision key to asSIst m management strategy and by 
restoring longleaf pine to ita historrc range 

Though under alternative 4b rotatlon age wlll be 

Appendix-k page 80 



- 1e.Y. 5-1 Addressrng RCW Management In the Porest Plan REVISION 

L.tt.r: 1460 The ob~ectrve of the Draft Plan 1s stabrlzzatlon and increased RCW populatlone 

L.tt.r: 

Irthr. 

Therefore, It 1s outrageous for a single bird or a single colony, 
even I" wilderneea areas, to be considered "non-eseential"t (m-2-131) 
The council finds the foreat plan's implementation of the draft RCW guidelrnes overly restrictive 
flexibility m applying euch guidelinee 
Any suggestion m the SSA that the FS should mpxmxze RCW reeoverf la countemanded by direction m the Multiple-Use sustained neld Act that trmher 
production ob~ectrves should prevail over wildlife ob3ectives ( 
exercised " in  derogation of "tbe timber ob~ective" set forth In Section 475"). Us VB NM 438 us 696,706-15(1978) 

1603 

1603 

believes that the PS has not applied 

16 usc Section 528--the wildlife oblectlve 1s "supplemental to" and cannot be 

L.tt.L-: 1619 RCW receiving excessive consideration 
L.tt.r. 1636 
L.tt.r: 1723 
L.ttrx. 1723 

Alt 48 LS over balanced towards protection of RCW - which has ranges outside of NPGT 
flaws m the RCW DEIS but you accept the document as the word 

MA-3-52 - you should not have to pmve ORV'e or other motorized equipment IS harmful 
h a m  to occur during breeding seaeon 
Starnes said on ll/30/94 at a Trails Workshop 
decline 

This means that your documents are flilwcd too' 
They should be prevented as a matter of course to not allow any 

Why would you want to allow any breedlng to be unsuccessful when the RCW trend IS still downward Warren 
that the RCW was still dropping He said he thhought It had almost stabdired but It was still ~n 

R..ponS.. Comment noted 

Latt-r. 1634 I queetlon the value of the corridors for RCW management 61 recovery; eapscially the 2 mile width 

Rampone.: The IDT agrees The final revised Plan has been amended to reflect this 

L-tt-e 991 Jumping f m m  the current 176,000 aeres managed for RCW to 338,637 acres in MA 48 appears to be premature 
RCW ppulation will expand to Utilize all thia additional land 
shift to MA 3 as rapidly as RCW expand It has been our experience that RCW are slow to expand beyond exiscing home ranges 
of RCW solonlee on our state forests 18 about double that of your most active populatmne 
treated a8 stnetly research and not made an operational procedure until a record of successful attempts can be established 

There is no evrdance at this time that the 
There would appear to be opportunities to manage much of this land like MA 1 and 

F o r  example, the density 
We believe eetablishing new cluetere artificially should be 

Lettar. 1439 I believe that there lis too much emphasis on the RCW and acre8 devoted to i t 8  management 
Latter 1510 Alt 48 contains much more RCW habitat management area than IS needed for the biologLcal needs of the RCW PLEASE reduce this amount It le also 

based on draft RCW management and 1s premature 
Wn't chase ghosts 

requires the Ps to ecructUTe all of its actione in the NP m TX to maximize the recove- rate for the RCW 

corridors ~8 not >ustifxed in the draft R m  guidelines Placing thie additional acreage in a constrained operational status would be detrimental to 
the health of the National Forests In Texas and have a negative impact on the economies of twelve East Texas Countlee 
A l t  48 appears to Over-react by rncreasrng current levels of colony area plus recruitment stands With nesting boxes a d  connecting corrrdors 

Wail Until Q final RCW management plan 18 completed before developing a management plan for RCW 

Letter 1603 Alt 4b provides for RCW populations to expand beyond recovery ob~ectives This le an action not neceasaly No provision of the Endangered Species Act 

Latter. 1651 The amount of acreage included m the corridors between HMA's in alt 4B is a = a w e  of concern Designating over 100,000 acres i n  additional HMA 

Letter: 1733 

Raspons.: HMA size m the selected alt has been reduced from 48 acreage Careful analysis by NPGT developed new HMA'a for each foreat that reflect realistrc 
expaneion by RCW during the 10-15 year life of this PP A three level approach to monitoring (implementation effectiveneas and validation) will 
measure the succeee of silvrcultural and other mgmt 
management actions 

actione in HMA's as desoribed m the monitoring of the PP to evaluate the euccees of RCW 
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5-1 Addressing RCW Management m the Forest Plan REVISION 

L-tt-r': 1310 It le UOWIBB and irresponeible to return to the even-aged system which brought about the sharp decline of the RCW m the fxret place--to the brink of 
eXtiTpatiOnl 
management, as ordered by the Court, has reversed the decline of the RCW7 

By the FS's own admission, the modified shelte-ood system is Untried and unproven why use an unproven system, when selection 

R-Bpons.' The USPS has, and contxnues to take, a leadership mle In the management of the RCW The background and specifxe of the RCW 10 & on NPGT has been 
well documented m the NPGT 1992 Analysis of the Management SItUation and 5-year PP RevIeW It re important to acknowledge that the Tx court-ordered 
comprehensive plan waa determined "to likely ]eopardire the continued existence of the RCW" m a biologreal opinion from the USDI P&wLs 
term populatron Improvements have been witnessed m TX, much of the Improvement la attributed to habitat improvement at cluster 8ztes (artificial 
Cavities, augmentation. and midstory control) Long-tem habitat Improvement must allow more flexibilrty for some of the court-ordered mandates. the 
proposed RCW BIS action attempts to insure a Continuous supply of habitat through a m i x  of silvicultural technlwee including the modifred sheltewood 
syetam 
regeneration was the pnmsry concern zn the court-ordered plan Long-term management of RCW will require all silvicultural tools m the future, which 
includea both uneven-aged (UBAM) and even-aged management (BAN) techniques BAM has been Used successfully on the vernm RD of the Kisatshie, Francis 
Marim and Appalachrcola NF successfully maintaining large viable RCW populations These areas have demanatrated over time that they provide the most 
dense RCW population, much more dense than UBAM systems would produce The court-ordered FP was developed i le alternative, but later eliminated due to 
the USDI PPWLS ieopardy oprnion 

Though short- 

This system offera the flexibility to provrde both habitat and suffiarent regeneration through staged ovewood reduction, the lack of 

L.tt.e: 1310 Rotatlm ages m MA2 are too short 

R..pona.: A 1 0 - 8 0  year rotation of tlmber 1s unsuitable for RCW population expaneion and recovery This PP, depending on the p m e  epecles, calla for a 80-120 
year rotation Rotation periods have been extended for suitable pine species to enable RCW populations to sustain themselves without the use of 
artIfiOla1 cavities or translocation Recent studies have indicated a need to extend pine rotation periods to provide sufficient heartwood diameter at 
cavzty level 

L-ttae: 
L.tt.r 1722 (pg 23 Summary) - 2 0 - 3 0 1 .  at a minimum m u s t  be left In hardwood. This 18 the hardwood density, or greater, that RCW evolved with in the Sam Houston 

1310 Midstory and overstory hardwood control have been excessive m the laat SIX years and promise to be excessive under alf 

NP which was a mixed pme-hardwood forest But you want to make zt a pine plantation I obIect 

48 

R-mpons. The RCW BIS IS developed to provide guidanoe in pine or pine-hardwwd sites This PP describes more specifically land t m e  associatmns ILTA's) within 
the USPS BCS that provide these pine dominated habitats 
within the pine and pine-hardwwd prescriptions for the HMA's Likewise, special areas such as Big Creek Scenic Area, have not been included or 
calculated into the pine and pine-hardwood habztats for RCW management 
HMA landscapes, will be managed for the specific Character and emphasra described I" the RPP for the NPGT The m i x  of hardwoods I" pine stands 18 
baaed on optimum cmditmns for RCW and species that prefer srmilar habitat 
require this habitat Though hardwood control will be an accepted practice, sites with a natural hardwood component will be managed to retain that 
character 
RCW HMA pine dominated uplands A of fha DFP and App. H of the 
DBIS for the PP 

LTA's and stands that have a hardwood dominated ecological component will not be included 

These specific sxtes, though completely surrounded by upland pine dominated 

It 1s not designed to provide optimum or maximum mast for species that 

If the Site 1s ecologically defined am a hardwood dominated 81te through the BCS, then It will be managed as such and not a8 part of the 
Bcological conditions speoifleelly for TX have been described m detal1 within App 

L-tter: 

Latter: 1603 after the Fs has satisfied the BSA minimum of "no ieopardy" and "no take", the agency has the disoretion to choose how many additional forested 
how much of the limited forest resource should be made available for other legally mandated 

1600 The proposed RCW habitat management will lead to the RCW's expatrration from the NFGT in 50 to 70 years 
habitat negates the concept of multiple use that has served the public over the years 

acres should be devoted to maxrmiring RCW recovery vs 
multiple uses, such as outdoor recreatron and timber production 

Turning the southern Angelma over to RCW 

Raspons.: Banaggemant Area delineation and ~b]e~tives that emphaelze habitat characterlatics favorable to RCW provide a wide rage of commodity and "on-commodity 
benefits, responding to MUSY/ACT 1960 directives 
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- I..".: 5-1 Addressmng RCW Management m the Forest Plan RBVISION 

Lett.=: 1603 The RCW Guidelines have been releaeed In draft where publrc comment has been undertaken 
the draft document 
guidelines and subeequently r-QtrIcto the ?+Ssp severely, ie mappmpnate and could be thhe basis for appeal 
released until the Forest Sely~ce'~ Regronal RCW Final Guldelrnes decision and 61s are released 
Guidelmnes, the Forest muat reconsider the Impacts of such Changes on the TBMS DBIS and provide for public COnmBnt before a Final Forest Plan 1s 
released 
(pg 92 Plan) the RCW DEI9 la 3Ust that, a draft and you do not know what w ~ 1 1  be adapted. 

The agency IB now reviewing the public comments and reviemg 
The Texaa foreat plan action which relies on the draft RCW The final decision and BIS la expected to be released in Jan 1995 

The counoll recommends Pinal BIS not be 
ahould there be changes In the Reglonal RCW Final 

L.tt.e: 1723 ..th~s LRUP needs to be amended when the RCW FBIS oomes out 
and give reviewere the opportunity to comment on how this will impact reeourcee m the fouz Texas National Forests through this LRMP 

P..pon..: The NFGT FP and BIS incorporate all modificaitronrr found In the Final RCW 61s and Implementation gurdee 
aubstantrally the Outpute or trende used in evaluation of the 9 orrginal NFGT BIS alternatives 

Analysis of alternatives did not change 

L.tt.r: 1603 If the Foreat does decide to manage for what It believes to be the minimum requirements under the RCW guidelmes, the Porest has an obligation to 
llclearly &ate that it intends to manage beyond the RCW guidelines, 21 identify all of the biological, ecmomic and eocwl tradeoffa of managing 
beyond the guidelmes, 3)descr~be why the Forest believes that the tradeoffs are m the beat Interest of society. and 41 address the requirements of 
8 Res 285. ais approved by Senate in OFt 1994 

R..pon..: The FP and BIS mll follow habitat management guidelmes in the RMU BPS 
allow development of pme and pine hardwood habitat adequate for anticrpated RCW population expansion through 2010 
guidelines were made to irddreea S R 

Size of HMA's on each NFGT forest 18 larger than deeerrbed zn the RCW 81s to 
Modrficatione In management 

285 and a full analyare of social econmx biological and physical impacts can be found m the NPGT BIS 

L.tt.e: 1605 The USPS intends to implement an untried, unproven management plan (the RCW BIS) m place of the sho~-to-be-eucceaeful court-ordered plan 
L.tt.r. 1679 The studies that eupport even-age cuts m RCW habitat are flawed 

has been twice rqected by the court 
The Draft FP again proposes even-age Cut8 for managing RCW habitat even though It 

R..pon..: The court-ordered TX comprehensive FP was detemined "to likely 3eopardize the continued existence of the RCW" m a biological opinion from the USDI 
F&WLS Through short t e m  population improvements have been witnessed m TX, much of the improvement IS attributed to habitat improvement at cluster 
sites (artrficial cavities, augmentation, and midstory oontroll Long term habitat Improvement must allow flexibility for 8." of the court-ordered 
mandates, 
flexibility eo provide both habitat and aufflcient regeneration through staged Overwwd reductlo", the lack of regeneration was the prrmary concem m 
the court-ordered plan 

the proposed actlon attempts to lneure a contmuous supply of habltat through thhe modrfzed sheltewwd system Thla system offere the 

L.tt.= 1679 The Draft FP fails to discuse the need for and advantages of having old growth in RCW habitat 
leaving trees after natural fall for the benefit of RCW and diversity 
hand tools should be used 
tree selectLon should be used to m m i m i z e  damage to the Forest 

A component of older trees le neoessary, including 
puts too much emphasia an herbicrdea to control midstory in RCW habitat. , 

relics on even-age cuts to remove slash pine for the purpose of phasing m longleaf pine for recruitment stands Single 

Re.pon..' old Growth conditions do not equate to RCW habitat 
provides t h m  habitat requrrement, and emphasizes fire as the preferred method of maintaining pine dominated uplmds with an -pen understow 
Herbxcrdee, mechanical and hand tools may all be used If fire does not create the DPC 
habitat to obtain the desired results 

RCW UtIlIze a range of age classes in pine etande for foraging and nesting Direction In MA-2 

Both BAM and UAM vi11 be required m the management of RCW 

L.tt.r: 1723 (w 88 DBIS) why do you make a t  
IS biaaing alternatives 

6 try to have essential RCW habitat m wilderness when you say for other alternatives you do not allow this? ThiB 

~..pons.: The wilderness areas proposed in alt 
irresponsible 

6 would Incorporate many existing Rcw sub-populatrone Designating that many clusters as non-essentzal would be 
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~ Is.".: 5-1 Addressing RCW Management In the Porest Plan RBVISION 

L.tt.r: 1723 ... by allowmg cuttmg of pines when they a r e  80 yzs. old wLth no definition of what a SPB area is you enewe that ell four TX NF can be cut anywhere 
by your defrnition or lack of definrtion 

R.SPOIIS.: TX la recognized as an area with a history of SPB epidemice (see ams/S yr Allowing large acres of loblolly or shortleaf pine habitat to 
exceed 80 year rotatione could potentially develop cataetrophis Bituatlons. Rotatron ages are based OD the beet available Information to supply e 
continuous supply of high qualxty RCW habitat m perpetuity 
catastrophic events or SPB epidemics Potentially a eignifrcant number of trees that are much older than the stated rotatmn ages wzll be present 
throughout the HMa In TX, should the 80 year loblolly pine rotation for SPB considerations be mplementated. all overstory trees will be left m 
perpetuity All clusters, recrutment and replacement stands wzll have no rotation established and would remsizn until they no longer provAde suitable 
nesting habxtat 
tree characterzstice ta develop 

renew) 

80 year rotations will ensure large areas of older forest without the risk of 

These stands w i l l  provide numerous stand sized (lo acres or larger) patches throughout the ma that allows the older forest or relict 

L.tt.r: 1123 (pg 87 DsIs) your assertion that campgrounds would be located outaide d u s t e m  "If possible" 1s not reaeeurzng and 1s a significant loophole I am 
totally against moving clusters If they move into recreation end trail areas 

R.epone.: Dletulbances by humane have proven to adversely Impact reproductive ~ U C C ~ Q S  In many speclee Malor disturbances such as ConstNCtion or human activity 
w ~ l l  not be permitted In RCW clusters, eapecrally durrng the nestzng seaeon RCW thst excevate Q cavity end move into existing facilrtiee ar trails 
would not be affected unless monitoring indicates an adverse effect on the RCW 
evaluates the E P Y S ~  and effect relationship of reecreatron use and RCW disturbance 

de populations af RCW expand. monitoring will take place that 

Lett.=: 1723 (pg 35 maps) you have both Big Creek scenic Area and Winter- Bayou Scenic Area being managed for RCW 
or bottomland hardwoods If you do not propose this then you need to m&a sure thstt you say this 
in no Ucertain terms 

These are hardwood axtee and many caees streem 
Yet you propose to chop them up for RCW management 

R.spona.: Management emphasis 10 Ma-2 la to enhance RCW habitat Hardwood midetoly control would be m Cluster, replacement and recruitment stands exclusively 
The FP and RCW BIS contain allowances for a component of hardwoods m these sites and ensuring eons "in stand" diversity 

L.tt.z: 354  The "Preferred Alternative" includes m-re RCW management area than present (Alt #l), many existing colony rites are excluded from the new plan RCW 
mgmt areas 

Raspon..: No active clusters were excluded from HMA'S m alt'a 2-6 

L.tt.e: 1679 The Draft PP has the effect of lrmitrng RCW habitat Populations not m lcnown habitat a r e  not protested 

~.spons.: per the RCW BIs, *If an active cluster should be found outside an iMh immediate action would require establishment of a 3 / 4  mile radius circle around 
~f Wlth management the same as Inside the HMA" 

L.tt.r. 1605 Ma-2-131 - The oblectlve of the Draft Plan la stabilization and increased RCW populatlope 
colony, even m mldemees areas, to be cansrdered "non-essential" 

Therefore, it 1s Outrageous for a single bird or a 81ngle 

~.spons. 

fiattar; 1723 

Sufficient hableat development ham occurred on the pnmeter of both Little Lake creek 6 Upland Island to ensure adequate HMA for  wxlderness clusters 

(pg 9 plan) you talk about ensuring the protection of old g m w h  forest stands and exemplary plant communities but you rgnore that In the guise of 
protecting RCW habitat from SPB 
be protected when It comes to logging supposedly for RCW via SPB control 

The SPB BIS does not even recognize biodzversity but your actions ensure that landasape bmdzversity will not 

R.epons.: Addltonal discussion of SPB control actions & affect* to Old Growth. Frahmentatlon, 6r RCW le found In Chapter I11 of the PBIS 

L.tt.r. 1723 MA-2-131 - scenic area clusters are aleo nonessential and must be designated as such 
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Ism.' 5-1 Addrcserng RCW Management m the Forest Plan RBVISION 

R..pon... Mgmt 
ShGs 

of scenic areas diffors elgniflcantly from Wrlderneas Mgmt RCW clusters can be managed sucsesafully ID special areas based on DFC h appropriate 

L-tter: 1679 The Draft PP farls to diacues the advantagae of selection management I" managing RcW habltat 

I..".: 5-2 Menagement for RCW 

L-tt-r: 1310 
L.tt.e 1604 Recommendation - MA 2 Continue augmentation and artificial cavLty Installation )udiclouely 
Lattrr: 1646 
Letter. 1670 

L.tt.r 1723 MA-2-117 - I am agarnet any form of even-aged management 
L.tt.r: le02 We support the recovery of the RCW ReQtrICtiOnB, If necessary. should be applied to all users Inatead of o w  designated trails land then 

Richard Comer has documented RCW feeding on fallen dash, therefore epraymng shah with msecticide endangers RCW 

you have over emphasized the importance of the RCW i n  the plan proposed for future wilderness sites 
Your agency should be congratulated for the recovery of the RCW ~n Texas 
orrented 

Somehow, I cannot but think your management of the solonrea 18 timber- 

designating precious few), we would suggest, If necessary, some krnd Of eeasonal trail designations for all users durrng sensitive times lLke nesting 
and fledging seasons 

R..pons.. Comment noted. 

L.tt.r: 1310 Don't cut RCW cavity trees for any reason, dead or alive 

Responsa. The RCW EIS prohibits the cutting of cavity trees llrving or dead1 Ln active and Inactive cluster's unless they po8e a threat to public safety, or to 
protect the cluster, replacement or recruitment stand from inseat attack 
can be cut 

The USPWS muat be contacted and issue a concurrence before any cavity tree 

Lettar 373 I em also concerned about adequate buffers around RCW nest trees, rather than lust eavlng -ne, single tree 

~asponea: The RCW EIS requu-es the boundary around active and Inactive clusters be at least 200 ft from all cavity tree# The Cluster will be at leaet 10 acre8 
m slle 

Lstt-r 1604 Recommendation - MA 2 Restrict all timber management to mdividual tree selection 
Lattmr: 1604 Recommendirtlon - 2 Phaee I" Longleaf pine for Slash p m e ,  an appropriate sites, by selection felling (never by even-aged1 

Rempons. The choice of harvest methods le based on a alte-speclfrc analyala and dealgned to meet the DPC Of the elte 
different harvest aethods on the RCW la addressed m the RCW EIS This revised elan Incorporates that document 

The environmental effects of the 

Lett.=. 1256 Rather than set aside 15% of the forest type to sene as corrrdora as provided in Alternative 4b m order to lrnk isolated RCW colonlea With larger 
habitats 
need to establish amgle-use corridors and release some 95,000 acres for multiple use 
isolated RCW colonies 
The RCW habitat corridors proposed in the preferred alternative seem unnecessary to me, especially m light of increasing RCW populations 

why not physically transfer isolated RCW populations to larger habitats with use of artificial cavities? This approach would eliminate the 
Thxa approach alao would favor the long-term Survival of these 

Lett.*: 1308 
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Alt. 4b rncludes 102,141 acres for corridor purposes 
Management Area IHMA) for the Texas NPs 
appropriately 
Recovery and stability of this specree 1s important but should not take precedence over all values of the forest 
RCW while malntainrng a balance w i t h  produoing forest acreB 

R..pon..: HMA size m the selected alt. bas been reduced from 4B acreage 
expaneion by RCW during the 10-15 year life of this PP A three level approach to monitoring Implementation effectiveness and valrdatmnl will 
measure the BUSC~QB of silvlcultvral and other mpt. aCt:IMB I n  HMA's as descrlbed in the monitormg of the PP to evaluate the success of RCW 
management actxons 

L.tt.e: 1603 This ra In addition to 236,496 acres Identified in the draft RcW guidelines as Habitat 
In making this additional designation of 102,141 acres, the draft EIS does not lustify the need 

L.tt.r' 1627 Alt 2 provides enough acreage for 

Careful malys ie  by NFGT developed new HMA'a for each foreat that reflect realistic 

L.tt.r: 858 I suggest that before conducting midstory removal, review of the areas plne canopy densrty be taken into consideratLon If too much hght enters, ease 

Latter: 1604 Recommendation - MA 2 
L.tt.r' 1723 lpg 87 DBISI you must not almost totally get rrd of hardwoods m SHNP m colonies, replacement, and recruitment stands Warren Starnee m d  Bill 

up on the hardwood clearmg. Or if the RCW has reached a Bet population density, do not continue the midstory removal program for that area 

SYCS~QSIM, balance the diversity by hand tools. 

Bartveh tell me they thought not as muah hardwood removal was required ae has been done 
stegman by accepting the RCW DBIS as 1s you ensure that more hardwoods will be cut 

Do not single Out midstory or hardwoods for reduction or elimination If midstory or understory density suppresses pine 

I have also been told that by USPws biologist ~ a r y  JO 

R..ponS.. The RCW BIS 18 developed to provide gurdance m pine or pine-hardwood sltes This PP descrrbes more specifically land type associations ILTA'sI within 
the USPS BCS that provads these pine dominated habitats 
within the pine and pme-hardwood preecrlptions for the HMA's Likewise, special areas such as Big Creek Scenic =ea, have not been included or 
calculated Into the pine and pine-hardwood habitats for RCW management These specific sites, though completely surrounded by upland pine dominated 
H M  landscapea. will be managed for the epeorfic character and emphasis described m the RPP for the NPGT The mix of hardwoods I" pine stands 1s 
based OD optimum conditions for RCW and species that prefer s i m i l a r  habitat It 1s not deeigned to pmvzde optimum or maximum mame for species that 
require this habitat Though hardwood control will be an accepted practice, Bites with a natural hardwood component will be managed to retain that 
character If the szte i s  ecologrcally defined as a hardwood dominated site through the BCS, then it w z l l  be managed as such and not as pare of the 
RCW HMA pine dominated uplands Bcologlsal sondrtions specifically for TX have been described 10 detail Within App H of the 
DBTS for the PP 

LTA's and etands that have a hardwood dominated ecological component w i l l  not be included 

A of the DPP and App 

L-ttaLli 1603 Bxpanelon beyond recove?. ob3ertivee IS not neceseary If the Forest does decide to manage for what 1t believes to be the minimum requrrements under 
the RCW guidelines. the Forest has an obligation to I11 clearly atate that It intends to manage beyond the RCW guidelines. I21 Identify all of the 
bzolcgical, economic and social tradeoffs of managrng beyond the gurdelmes, 13) deescrzbe why the Forest believes that the tradeoffs are i n  the best 
interest of socrety, and 14) address the requirements of s Re8 285 ais approved by Senate I" October, 1994 

R.eponm.: The PP and BIS Wlll follow habitat management guxdelmee m the RCW BIS 
allow development of pine and pine hardwood habitat adequate for anticipated RCW population expansion through 2010 
guidelines were made to address S R 

SIZe of HMA'e on each NFGT forest 1 s  larger than descrlbed m the RCW EIS to 
Modifications In management 

285 and a full analyeis of saclal economic blologrcal and physlcal impacts can be found In the NFGT BIS 

L.tt.e: 1604 RCW standards, propoeed by the Porest Service m 1994 allow 'rmodlfled sheltewood, and even some clearcutting The PS presents its theory that this 
would be better for RCW, even though the Hon Robert M Parker, after trzal, has twxe rqested this theory and has xneisted on selection management 
as best for the RCW 
into the decline that It suffered under even-aged lagging 

better for RCW, even though the Hon Robert M Parker. haa t w i c e  rqected this theory and has insreted on selection management a~ beet for RCW 
The DBIS IS simply one more effort by the PS to escape the ~n]unction of Judge Parker, and thereby to throw the RCW back into the decline that IC 
suffered under even-aged logging Dr Jerome Jackson, the world's foremwt expert on RCW, re]ecte eheltewood because Its l o w  BA expoees pinee to 
windthrow 

The Draft BIS la aimply one more effort by the PS to escape the m~unctlon of Judge Parker, and thereby to throw the RCW back 

L.tt.r. 1605 RCW standards, proposed by the PS i n  1994 allow "modified shelterwood", and even some clearcutting The PS presents Its theory that thzs would be 
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Reapon-. The court-ordered TX comprehensive PP was detammed "to likely 3eopardlz:e the continued exxstence of the RCW'S m a biological opinion from the USDI 
Through short term population mpmvemente have been witnasaed ~n Tx, much of the improvement IS attributed to habztat improvement at clueter PPWLS 

Bltes (artificial cavltlee, augmentation, and lhidstory control) Long term habrtat mprovement must allow flexibility for some of the court-ordered 
mandates. the proposed action attempts to insure B continuom supply of hebitat through the modified sheltemood system 
€lexlblllty to provide both habitat and suffieient regeneration through staged overwood reduction, the lack of regeneration was the primary concern in 
the court-ordered plan 

This system offere the 

Lettar: 1723 (Pg 16 DBIS) you do not allow the pine to grow old enough for the best RCW Cavzty tree habitat 

Reepone.. Old Growth conditions do not equate to RCW habitat Direction In MA-2 
provide- t h u  habitat requzrement, and emphasizes fire as the preferred method of maintaining plne donmated uplands wzth an open understory 
Herbicrdes. mechanxal and hand tools m y  all be used I€ fLre does not create the DPC Both BAM and U m  wlll be requlred m the management of RCW 
habitat to obtain the desired results 

RCW utilize a range of age classes m pine stands for foraging and nestlng 

Letter: 
Lettee: 
L.tter: 
Lett.=.  

55 
1605 
1617 
1662 

We think the endangered RCW should be protected completely-why log the foreat at all? 
Thinning %n RCW management arean should only be carried out fer mnverelon of even-aged stands to uneven-aged stands 
DO not reinstate any even-egged cutting within 1200 meters of Red-cockaded colonies 
Do not reinstate or allow even-aged logging within 1200 meters of RCW solonlea 

That LB what nearly destroyed the specles to begin with 

R.BPone*. Management efforts ere directed at maintaining high quality RCW habitat in peqetuty Lack of management thummgs, regeneration, prescribed fire. 
etc will not PBSUT~ this long t e m  oblective 

Letter 991 makmg malor land management decisions based on assumptions abbout RCW future needs le not prudent Managing shortleaf and longleaf on 120-year 
mtiltlons may be a dieaater 
even-aged and two-age clasn management a8 proposed for MA 48 
will that much overstory have on regeneration and what risk will 8pB p e e  to these older trees 
BA 

In Texas, we have experienced scattered realdual trees that are very old, but not entire stands We agree with classic 
we are uncertain about the mpact of leavmg 40 BA over an extended penod What Impact 

You should plan penodic thznnings to maintain this 40 

Response Rotations establrehed are a0 years for shortleaf and loblolly pine and 120 years for longleaf pine 
and with the involvement of BCIentlets. both withzn and outaide the UsPS 
term habitat for RCW and timber production 

Thra 18 based on the beat scientific lnformatmn 
Management actmns and stand treatments w ~ l l  be momtored to ennure long 

Letter. 1310 Dr 
RCW have coexisted for thousands of years, b) midstory needs to be open, but you don't need to remove every hardwood 
mosaic, c )  Prescribed burning 1s better in mmmer because that is the natural burnrng eeason 
once at #even. etc 
pmes, including thoae that have a genetic resistance to SPB 

Jerome Jackson had to say 6/20/92. a) using flying squirrels as an excuse for removing hardwoods IS not a good reason because flying squirrels and 

Rather than burn every five years. burn once at three, 
dl One problem with sheleewood la that BA le so law that wmdthrow becomes a n a p r  problem, el SPB buffer cutting eliminates all 

What IS nseded LS a natural 

Response Dr 
hardwood midstory and overstory allowances, emphesie on growing eeason prescribed burning, a modified sheltemood system, which reduces wmdthrow, and 
emphasizes management for RCW cluetara outaLde of axletmg wildemesa areas. 

Jackson's comments are noted, end m general are mcorporated into direction of the proposed ilctzon through retention of 6 snags per acre, 

Letter: 1387 What LS your goal fox number of RCW m our National Forest? 
wrll be happy, 

If you do not have a specified number, h w  will you Mw when the mldernesa devotsee 

Reeponse. NPGT population obiectives for RCW are stated m the PETS and RCW BIS 

Lett.=: 1409 Tha RCW has been favored over animals, plants, and people Not doing midstory CUttlng for the RCW would leave a better envrronment for many more 
animals, birds and plants I would lrke to see a more natural balance of plants, anrmsls and birds In the foreat 
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Il..p~m.. There will be few Impacts on wildlife species such as deer, quail and wild turkey some species of hardwood trees and shmbs may be eliminated or 
greatly reduced through prescribed burning and other midstory control measures 
an which some wrldlife species are dependent However, some mast producrng epecree w r l l  be enhanced with an open midstoly Overstory mast producers, 
12 present, would probably not be affected Beoauae of the limited mast production capabilities of Bone midstory species and the fact that overstory 
mast produrers w ~ l l  probably Dot be affected, the overall effect on mast dependent species le very likely going to be minimal 
of herbaceous native plants, animal and other species which occupy similar habitat to that of the RCW depend on the same fire dependent ecosystem as 
the RCW Therefore, the U B ~  of fire aa a management tool to reduce midetory should have little or no Impact on these species G r o w i n g  season burns 
(sprmg-summer1 will be used m most cases, however, burning will occur throughout the year when the weather 18 suitable 

This would be expected to result in a decrease In availabil~fy of mast 

In contraat. a maiorzty 

L.tt.z: 1458 I have persanally observed RCW nests along ORV trails that have been m use 10 years or more 
Continue to burld nests along these trails where there 18 sonatant ORV BctiVlty? 
supposltlone there la no clear. screntlfic link between the reproductive success of the RCW and ORV use m their habitat 

If ORV's are disturbing these birds, why do they 
The study that was conducted on the RCW habitat co?tarne many 

Lettee: 1507 There are no definitive studlee to show that ORV usage haa had any detnmental affect on the RCW 
L.tt.e: 1600 low level ]et bomber flights over RCW colonies and showed no effect on RCW nesting eativity This leads me to believe that ORV use has no effect 

on the RCW A 
neetxng a ~ c ~ e s e  
wrong 
There are no studies whatsoever that suggest any link between ORV use and wildlife reproductlo". 
seemed to thrive in areae near ORV trails 

lte future, yet no oblective studies have been done which show thx.8 

biologist has stated that based on the effect that ORV use hae on other bird species that ORV uee must be detrimental ta RCW 
This flzmey linkage la very weak sczense To curta11 eo severely one of the largest ueer groupe ~n the southern Angelma le 

I,.tt.r: In s m e  areas whish Were informally etuhed, the RCW 

L.tt.r: 1 6 2 1  A concern . is that the RCW 1s listed as endangerad, and some of the multiple use trails run through Its colonies This 18 allegedly detnmental to 

L.tt.r: 1172 when I ride through the foreat, I see many woodpeckers 
L.tt.r: 1802 The mgt prescription for the RCW states that a broad spectrum of recreation opportunities lmcluding O W )  can be accOmmodated within RCW habitat It 

1613 

In fact, the colonies have co-existed with ORV Usage for over 2 0  yeara 
I am unable to understand how ATV'B are doing any h a m  

does single out the O W  user. stating that O m  use must occur on desrgnated trails 
disturbance, then zt should be sensitive to all 
that none exists Remember, the sub3ectrve oprnion of an "OloglBt" who may be predisposed agamst O W  recrsation DOBS NOT COUNT' We have the right 
to expect that decisions be based on h a d  facts 

We m a m t a m  that if the RCW 18 sensitive to one kind of human 
You have produced no documentstion that states whether or not they are 8en81tzVe. and we suspect 

R.sponm.: Dzeturbancee by humans have proven to adversely impact reproduotive success in many species. Malor diatvrbances such as ConstNCtlm or human WtLVzty 
wzll not be penoitted m RCW clusters, especially during the nesting season 
would not be affected unless monrtormg mdisates an adverse effect on the RCW 
evaluatee the cause and effect relationship of recreation use and RCW disturbance 

RCW that excavate a cavity and move into existing facilities or trails 
As populations of RCW expand, monitoring will take place that 

L.tt.e: 1460 Thinning ~n RCW mgt areas, especially In foraging habitat, has not been proven to be necessary for RCW stabilization 
be used as a r e a e ~ n  to perform malor thinning In RCW mgt areas' 

SPB hazard reduetion ahould not 

R..pone.. we drsagree, habitat management for RCW must ensure large, contiguous stands of pine that would be sueceptible to SPB If appropriate treatments are 
not applied 

L.tt.=: 1643 Ps has no idea of how mush eomer recovery w z l l  be reached by thie additional dseignation of HNA a c r e  Furthennore, the agency ahould pmvzde 
consideration for additional means to reach recovery such as translocation 

Rmspon..: Directxon m MA-2 provldes sippllcatlons of habltat speclea management (mcluding translocation) that should allow expansion of RCW populations to 
stated obiectives 

L.tt.e: 1604 Recommendation - MA 2 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 31 DEIS) 

Require saving a substantial (at least 30 square feet per acre basal area) consignment of trees older than 100 yeare In age. 
to stay until they fall naturally 

provide long enough rotations to have real 00 for the v a n o u ~  ecosystems 
the rotations that you show will not provide the beet cavity trees for the RCW because they are too short In addition you do not 
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Respons.: Rotation agee are based on the beet available infonation to supply a Continuas supply of high quality RCW habitat in perpetuity 80 year rotations 
Potentially ii significant number of tree8 that are 

In Tx, should the 80 year loblolly pine rotation for SPB considerations 
will ensure large areas of older forest Without the risk of catastrophic events or SPB epidemics 
much older than the etated rotation ages will be present throughout thhe HMA 
be Implemented, all Dverstory trees will be left m perpetuity All Clusters, recruitment and replacement Stilnds will have no rotation established and 
would remain Until they no longer provide suitable nestmg habitat 
throughout thhe HMA that allows the older forest or relict tree charactenstice to develop 

These stands will provide numeroue stand sized (10 acres or larger) patches 

Lettar. 1604 The DEIS at p 86 claima that " 

Letter: 1605 The DEIS clams that " large population groups more closely spaced are not adversely affected by even-agged regeneration of forest stands 

large population groups more closely spaced are not adversely affected by even-aged regeneration of forest stands 
Examples are RCW populations on the PrancLB Manon, Kxaatchla, and Appalachia Natlonal Forests " These studree Were flawed See attached documents 

Examples are RCW populations on the Francla Marion, Klaatchle, and Appalachia NPs It These atudies were flawed 

Respons.: The IDT dieilgrees Research and monitoring of RCW on these areas ra extensive and definitive 

Intt-r. 1605 The DETS arbitrarily lu"e the RCW habitat m (alt 6 L 71 212,824 acre* and then would "leave aub-popul&.ione isolated between forested areas 
that are not managed aecordmg to RCW ETS standards 
under alt 48 the RCW habitat ( M A 2 )  would be 338,637 =Crees "RCW population could expand beyond recovery objectives '' This forces us to choose 
between (a1 changing alt 6. (b) acceptmng the limrta therein to RCW expansron, and (c) explainrng away the DEIS premise that management according te 
EIS/RCW standards 1 s  better for RCW 

RCW populations would expand to recovery levels, but probably not beyond that " In contrast, 

Reaponsa: Choice far exceeds the three stated options These many choices are all part of the process established in the range of 9 alta detailed Within the 
The PP and PEIS incorporate all changes made Within the RCW XIS and have also reduced HMA (MA-21 acreage to reepond to comments received from DEIS 

the public 

Letter: 1604 The DEI5 at p 88 fails to provide adequate research and data for Lt8 conclusive assertion that "In all altematrvee, RCW within wzldemese will be 
drawn out of that area through development of recruitment stands with artificial Cavities outside the wilderness area boundary, providing better 
future management of these RCW and result m mlnrmal RCW effects in wildemess 
eliminate midstory in  cavity ClUQtsrS ~n wilderness 1s laudable, but not founded ~n research But the only experience In Texas 1s that RCW cavlty 
clusters have survived zn wilderness where left alone 

that area through development of recruitment etands with artificial cavities outeide the wrldemesa area boundary, providing better future management 
of these RCW and result in minimal RCW effects in wilderness " The commitment not to control SPB nor reduce or elminate midstory zn cavity clusters 
~n wildexmesa IS laudable, but not founded on rssearch But the only experience m Texas 1s that RCW Cavity clusters have survived xn wilderness 
where left alone In wplnad Island, thhe cavity Clusters have doubled (from one to two) 

The Commitment not to control Southern plne beetles nor to reduce or 

In upland Island, the cavity clusters have doubled (from one to two) 
Lettar 1605 The DEI5 fails to provide adequate research and data for its conclusory assertion that "In all alts, RCW within wilderness will be drawn out of 

Response Documented RCW monitoring and research ~n TX and throughout the SE verlfy the dlfflculty zn managlng RCW habltat In wilderness 

Latter' 1604 Since Alt 6 applies selection management In all commerclal stands (MA-l), It would be best for RCW, provided that In general most aelectron Cuts 
should leave a component of pines older than 100 years. 
but would better protect biodiversity, especially structural and vertloal diversity 
since alt 6 applies selection management m ell commercial stands   MA^), It would be beet for RCW. provided that In general moet selection Cuts should 
leave a component of pines older than 100 years Leaving more old pines permanently after each cut might lower the total timber production, but would 
better protect blodlveralty, especially structural and vertical diversity 

Lewmng more old prnea permanently after each Cut might lower the total timber productLon, 

Letter: 1605 

The DETS falls to dlacuss thLa OptLon adequately, as does the RCW/EIS 

Response. MA-2 emphasizes habitat for RCW, MA-1 does not Age le not a c r i t e r ~ a  in management of uneven-aged stands, but rather the ratio of elze classes Wlthln 
the stand 
lSeUe 

It would be diEficult to enmure a component of 100. yet trees in uneven-aged stands Both the RCW EIS and PEIS provLde dlscu8910n on thls 
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PLAW .WD EIS COlblbgWTS 
Co-nts by Iesve and Response 

5 - 2  Management for RCW 

Lettee. 1605 The DBIS asserts that more clearcutting would be necessary under alt 7 then iilt 48 Actually, none would be necessary under 
Selection management is adaptable to restore native pine stands after cataetrophres and even after planting to the "on-native slash p- 

R..pons.: The PBIS has included additional information relative to clearcutting and pine restoration 
costs are high, S U S E ~ Q S  IS low and time required to achieve site "restoration" re much greater 

Though selection management can be used in restoration, 

L-tt-r 1632 PS management must allow for more vertical stratification of wildlife habitat in RCW management areas Bxtenelve midstory removal in RCW areas allows 

L.tt.e: 
for only under-canopy and ground-level wildlife habitat 
Initial habitat modifications for RCW have been pronounced and intrusive 
of elgnlflcmt Opportunities for wildlife utilizing the vertical forest space between 5 and 50 ft 
healthy pine trunks offers nothing for low to mid-level cavity dwellers (note eommente under nsnags*) 
Improvement thinnlnga, and hardwood removal truly restrict RCW clusters to woodpeckers and ground dwellers 
widespread modifications m HMAs until populations znsrease sufficiently to outgrow currently managed habitat. 

1632 Pervasive clearing of mid and overstory hardwoods has resulted in the loss 
above the forest floor A homogeneous stand of 

I urge the PS to refrain from further 
The high degree of SPB "control" cutting, 

bspons.: Management emphasis In MA-2 IS to enhance RCW habitat Hardwood midstory control would be m cluster, replacement and recruitment stands excluaively 
The PP and RCW BIS confain allowances for a component of hardwoods in these sites and ensuring some "in &and" diversity 

Latter. 1679 The map for alt 4b does not include all RCW solonlea 

R..ponm.: No active clusters were excluded from BMA's xn alt's 

L.tt.i: 1723 

L.tt.=. 1723 (pg 63 DBIS) competition and suppleesion of plnea la good for RCW cavity trees your plan will eliminate these suppressed trees I ob3ect'q 

Baapone.: The IDT disagrees. cavzty trees for RCW have 3 consistent charastenetice, old age, red heart fungus and minimum diameter These characteristics are 

2-8  

(pg 73 DBIS) you seem to be concerned about suppressed longleaf pines Using uneven-aged management i n  Alt 7 
make its cavity holes in This la what PS research has shown But you propose to manage to not have suppressed LLP Thzs makes no sense 

Yet the RCW prefers suppressed pines to 

not exclusrve to suppressed pine trees 

Latter 1808 the USPS may want to redesignate the RCW recovery population to a different National Boreat (from Sam Houston NF) 

Raspone.: This can be discussed during consultation with USPWS 

1BSU.a: 5-3 General 

L-ttae. 1605 SPB control methods m RCW colonies unwisely permit cutting of cavity trees If this is neceesary, relocatla plans of the colony should be a top 
priority If the ob3ectlve of this plan la to stabilize and increase RCW populations, not il single bird le expendable 

R.sponm. The RCW BIS prohibits the cutting of cavity trees (living or dead1 ~n active and inactive clusters unless they pose a threat to public eafety, or to 
protect the cluster, replacement or xecruitment stand from Insect sttack 
can be cut 

The USPWs must be contacted and 188118 a concurrence before any cavity tree 

L.tt.r. 1612 are concerned that the plan is being driven by the management for a single species - the RCW In alt 48, over 100.000 additional acre8 are being 
consrdered over and above the current plan 
corridors need to be, the cost reductions to counties and schools I" reduced revenues due to reduced timber sales m the areas 

The corridors are not necessary and give no background as to how they were determined, how wide effective 
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PLAN AM) KIS COHHKNTS 
Co-nts by Insue and Responma 

- 1s.Ua: 5-3 General 

R.epona.: HMA size 10 the selected alt ham been reduced f m m  48 acreage careful analysis by NPGT developed n e w  HMA's for each forest that reflect reallstlc 
expansion by RCW during the 10-15 year life of th1.s PP 
measure the 8ucce88 of allvlcultural and other m w t  
management actions 

A three level approach to monitorrng (implementation effectrveness and valrdatlon) wlll 
actions i n  HMA's a* described ~n the monitoring of the PP to evaluate the ~uccess of RCW 

Lettee: 1808 Language in the standards and guidelinee for MA 1 and 2 need to be changed to reflect change- that will be made In the final BIS for management for 
RCW and its habitat on NPs I" the southem Region 

R..ponm.: The NPGT PP and BIS lncDIporate all modifications found zn the Final RCW EIS and Implementation guides 
substantially the outputs or trends used m evaluation of the 9 original NPGT BIS alterniltlvee 

Analysis of alternatives drd not change 

L.tt.e: 1467 It has been suggested that ORV use can disrupt the repraductzve cycle of the RCW 
ORV trails? 

If this l a  true, why do these birds continue to build nests along 

R.#pons.. Disturbances by humans have proven to adversely impact reproductive succ&s In many species 
will not be permitted m RCW clusters, especially during the nestmg seaeon 
would not be affected unless mmltoring mdiciltee an adverse effect on the RCW 
evaluates the cause and effect relationship of recreation use and RCW disturbance 

Mapr disturbances such as Construction or human actlvlty 
RCW that excavate a cevlty and move into exzstzng faczlltles or tralls 

A8 p-pulatione of RCW expand, monitoring will t&e place that 

ImeUa. 6 INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT 

Letter: 1603 The Final BIS should also discuss the long term forest health implications of each ale 
levels, risking catastrophic damage and creating an unhealthy forest 

Under Alt 4b. Inventory will build to excessively high 

Reaponee: The BIS does discuss the forest health Implxations of the alternatives zn Chapter 111, Part I(=) 
increased ~n some management areas, forest health risks will be minimized by using the IPM decision key to assist in management strategy and by 
restoring longleaf pine to Its historic range 

Though under alternative 4b rotation age will be 

IaeUe. 6-1 Addressing sPB xn the Porest Plan Remaion 

Latter 1453 SPB management cuctlng 1s given priority overwhelming all other management needs and public U B ~ S  
Plan doea not mcorporate multiple uses as mandated under the MUSYA 

This overarching priority shows that the proposed 

~eeponse. SPB control 18 given priority m most management areas m order to protect the pine resource which will help provide for multiple use and lead to 
sustained yield as mandated zn the MUSYA SPB control 1s not given high priority in management ilreile where natural proceasee are the main focus, such 
as wilderness 

Latter: 1266 to safeguard federal lands from excess~ve losses to bark beetles zn the future will require periodic thinning of pine forests to reduce atand 
densities, timely harvestxng and regeneration, and the ability to suppress beetle infesLiltione whxle they are still small, regardless of where they 
occur 
managing the NPS In T e ~ 8  for the benefit of all 

Accordingly, Alt 3, coupled With prompt beetle control within existing wilderness areas, would seem to offer the preferred approach to 
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- Issum. 6-1 Addressing SPB in the Porest Plan Rev191on 

R.SPonS*. The NPGT plans to take an integrated approach to pest management, includrng hazard reduction and timely control However. lands have been allocated 
to varlaus management areas whish have different management emphases m response to public needs and concerns 
standard- have been developed to pmvrde the best protection and control tactic8 which also lead to the DPC for the MA 
on protecting ad3acent private lands, and safeguards have been added to the SPB control atandarda for each MA to achieve that protection 

Accordingly, our pest management 
High p n o n t y  has been placed 

L.tt.r. 1453 should not permit these SPB Cuts and should promote mare euetainable means of reducing SPB cycles and tree wlnerability, especially by increasing 
timber species dzversity 

R.spona. The NPGT plana to reduce SPB hazard through thinning, restoring species to their historic ranges, and other silvicultural techniques However. pmmpt 
control of aCtIve, expanding SPB infestations IS a neseeeary component of an effective IPM program 

L.tt.r: 1460 Since the SPB-BIS of Apr 1987 was not updated, the Draft BIB should be amended to address n e w  SPB control methods New mfo-tion available 
includes 
defined In an updated E I S ,  verbenone control measures cannot be used 
predators c )  use of new SPB "repellant" d) new silvrsultural concept using increased hardwood camponent to reduce SPB hazard ahovld be 
implemented 

provisrona for use of verbenone and other "behavioral chemic&" 
Without methods defined m an updated B I S ,  verbenone control measures cannot be used b) use of natural predatora is commonly done for many 
agricultural crops use of natural SPB predators (especially clerid beetles1 should be implemented 5 )  Use of new SPB "repellant" should be 
implemented 

a) the Draft Plan includes provisrons for use of verbenone and other "behavioral chemicals" after EPA approval obtained Without methods 
Note that verbenme WITHOUT ~urfzng la preferred method b) use of natural 

L.tt.e 1605 the DBIS should be amended to address new SPB control methods a) 

dl New silvicultural concept using increased hardwood component to reduce SPB hazard should be implemented 

Re#ponee: After an indepth analysis I" 1992 of new information and efficacy data, the Ps concluded that there was not a need to supplement the PEIS for the SPB 

approval 1s obtained, the PEIS will be supplemented to allow use of behavioral chemicals for SPB suppression The PP calls for leaving trees vacated 
by SPB, whzch will help mamtain predator populations 
populations, and viable tactics developed w l l l  be Incorporated into our IPM program 
rnfeetations or prevent eprdemics. though it has been suggested they may be m part responsible for SPB population declines 
SPB hazard reduction IS one of the prmary components of the IPM pmgram on NPGT 

Research continues on using verbenone and other SPB inhibitors for euppreselon, and these behavioral chemicals still await EPA approval Once EPA 

Ongoing research IS examining the augmentation or supplementation of natural enemy 
As yet there is no evadence that natural enemlea can suppress 

As stated ID the 81s. 

L.tt.e: 1460 Language ~n draft plan pmvldee for "attempts" to preserve hardwoods durzng SPB cut Thrs should be a requrrement, not a goal Hardwoods serve to 
reduce pine basal areas ~n a stand 
uneven age distribution of pines within e stand would s e n e  to reduce pine basal area compared to mature, even-aged stands 
management would produce age diversify within a stand and reduce SPB hazard 

Therefore, mixed plne/hardwoed etands should be favored over pure-pine monOCUltllres for SPB hazard reduction An 
Single-tree selection 

~.spone.; A Porest-wide standard clearly states hardwoods are to be protected during SPB suppression treatments 
the safety of crews or vzeItore or to allow for other planned, Site-speczfLc actzvities 
hardwoods Monitoring taake have been added to evaluate hardwood protection 
Itself, and pine EA le not always lower m such stands 
obzectives of the site 

Hardwoods are only to be Cut either to ensure 
Trees are directionally felled to alnrmire damage to 

IUI uneven age dlatrlbutlon m e atand Wlll not reduce SPB hazard by 
The goal of our IPM program IS to reduce hazard to all pests while meeting the management 

L.tt.r: 1632 I am particularly opposed to salvage Operations within SMZe, Special Management areas, and Texas Natural Heritage SlteB When areas are classzfled as 
unsuitable for timber production, resouroe protectron should be the prrmaq management goal and SPB logging should not be allowed to degrade such 
res0"rceS 



Imnua 6-1 Addressing SPB in the Forest Plan ReV1810n - 
R.spons.: Resource protection 18 a primary management goal m most management areas, which 1s why prompt SPB suppression la important The large Infeatations 

For example, many infestations ~n SMZa are allowed to run 
which developed In wrldemeee rlluatrate the need and benefxt of SPB suppression In other management areas Special standards for SPB suppression 
activities which help meet the management emphases were written for each management area 
their course, and cut and leave ZB recommended over cut and remove 
pine component le not an Important resource, as pines as well a~ other tree species have important values other than timber 

Just because an area IS categorrzed ae unsuitable for timber does not mean its 

L.tt.l: 1632 in wilderness. infestations should be allowed to m their Couree to the greatest extent possible Stricter protection measures must be adopted 
in MA-1 and MA-2 to prevent re-occumence of past soil and water problem- 

R-mpon... Wilderness mfeetatlona are allowed to run their natural couree except when ad3aicent private pine resources or high value Federal land 18 threatened 

Lett.=. 1632 It is noteworthy that SPB has been partrcularly persistent in certain areae of the Forest 
primarily w e d  to rate SPB hazard, edaphic conditions are equally important 
inveetigate the relationship between soil series and past SPB lnfestrone Characteristics contributing to pine stress and subsequent SPB infestation 
include 10 high Water table/worl saturation, 2) high salt levels/baee saturatmn, 3) high clay content resulting m Significant volumetric 
fluctuations in soils across ii changing mozsture gradient 

While silvicultural conditions such as age and density are 
I recommend that as part of the SPBIS or ~n separate research, the FS 

Raepon..: Research IS ongoing exilmining the relationship between SPB Infestation and tree etrees, particularly In regard to Water avarlability 

L.tt.r. 1723 I am partlcularily concerned about this document's total abdication to the SPB EIS that was finalized m 1986 
failed to address all iseues of concern when It came out It 1s very dieappointing to see that thie plan continues this xgnormg of these mportant 
~ssues cutting for sPB seems to take precedence over every other forest value 

Not only le chis document obsolete, i t  

R.apna.: The need to supplement the SPB FEIS was evaluated In 1992, and It was determined the analyses were thorough, the treatments efflcacmus. and there was 
not enough new infonnatmn to warrant a supplement 
the SPB FEIS 

The final report included a 1191; of relevant papers on SPB published since the Implementation of 

Lmttee 1723 (pg 59 ,  DBIS) you ~gnore the SPB control damage that occurs when you scrape off bark of trees etc . you do not address these problem and they 
are not addressed site specifically because you do not have to do a site specific EA, they are not addressed In the SPB EIS and they are not addressed 
in the EA for the different TX NF8 

Lettar: 1723 (pg 60, DBIs) disturbance factors for timber hamest also apply to SPB cuts and that the damage to trees zn SPB Outs IS high 

8.spons.: The impaets of SPB suppression actxvities are discussed m the Bnvlronmental Consequence8 8eCtmn of the FBIS for the Suppresaim of the SPB 

Latter 
L.Ct.r: 1723 (MA-8a-41) against whxh allows cuttmg for insacts and dieease 
L.tt.z: 1723 (la-ac-41-44) I am opposed to these 

1627 Alternative provldes a reaeonable approach to control of SPB Addlng no new wilderness area8 wrll be a posltlve step In pest management 

You are using this as an excuse to increase timber production No tree should be allowed to be hauled out of 
a special management area 
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PLAW AM) EIS COMEUTS 
C-tn by IBBUO and Response 

- 1r7.u.: 6-1 Addressing SPB ~n the Forest Plan R e v i ~ i o n  

Response: Comment noted 

Letter: 1755 P i n e  beetle damage and destmction to the NF has been tremendous and by being unharvested has cost the public thousands or millions of dollars 
the forest land that a]olns private property not only destroys the NP timber but also the private owner's timber 

Also, 

Reeponm.: The NFGT Continues to implement prompt control of SPB lnfestatmna, and records indicate that the response time between spot detection and treatment 
IS shorter or equal tn  response times on private land 
whenever conditions allow 
special management areas have prov~~ions allowing SPB suppressron whenever pine resources on adlacent private land are threatened 

cut and rem~ve IS the preferred treatment on a m q o n t y  of NF land. and IS implemented 
Higheat priority has been given to protecting ad2acent private land from SPB infestations initiated on NP lands All 

Letter: 1767 The USPS land has the oldest age timber etand which IS very susceptible to a large SPB problem within Itself, so do not add to that Also, please 
budget for sPB control at the highest rate possible 

R.sp0n.a: In response to biological and soclal concern~, rotation ages for pinee have been extended in some management areas The NPGT will use available 
sllv~cultural technrquee to reduce SPB hazard m these areas The NPGT has an excellent record of obtaining SPB suppression dollars, and wall 
continue to request funding at a level necessary to provrde prompt detection and control, as well as continued monitoring 

L.tt.e: 858 The PS le handling SPB by the beat and really only method, cuttmg and clearing the affected pines as quickly as possible 
and over that quick action by cutting and cleanng a bug spat 18 the only stopping answer, after chemical treatments have failed 

the record shows over 

R-sponee' The IDT appreciates your support 

[.sua: 6-2 SPB Control Measurea 

L.tt.e: 1679 The Draft PP does not reflect any current research on SPB management Verbenone without cutting should be the preferred method The Draft PP 
addresses Control not prevention 
hardwood component, and SPB resistant species of pine MLxed hardwaod/pine stands should be favored Uneven age cute should be preferred to reduce 
pine basal area There IS no research or d-cumentation showing 
that buffer cuts work If buffer cuts are used, no hardwoods should be cut within the buffers There should be no even age cuts for t w e  conversion to 
reduce SPB hazard The Draft PP does not address the use of SPB repellent. The Draft PP allows Verbenone and other behavioral chemicals only after BPA 
approval, but without an updated B I S  they can't be w e d  

Preventing SPB is bast done using natural SPB predators The forest should be a complete ecosystem with an increased 

Pure pine stands are not an ecosystem The Draft PP relies too much on buffer cuts 

Raeponee: After an indepth analysis in 1992 of new Information and effrcacy data, the PS concluded that there was not a need to supplement the P B I S  for the SPB 

The PP calls for leaving trees vacated 
Research continues on using verbenone and other SPB inhibitors for euppresaion, and these behavioral chemicals still a w a i t  BPA approval Once BPA 
approval 18 obtained. the PBIS will be aupplemented to allow "ne of behavioral chemicals for SPB suppression 
by SPB, which will help m a m t a m  predator populations 
populations, and viable tactics developed will be Incowrated into our IPM program As yet there la no evidence that natural enemies can suppress 
infestatlane or prevent epldemrca, though It has been suggeeted they may be in part responsible far SPB population declines As stated in the BIS. 
SPB hazard reduction la one of the primary components of the IPM prqlram on NPGT 

Ongoing research 18 examining the augmentation or supplementation of natural enemy 

L.tter: 1409 The SPB needa to be controlled quickly by what ever means seems best for the situation 
out very well 
killed all the trees 

I have worked with the P S  on corridors and they did not work 
One where the trail ran along the stream, we taped off to try to save as xs, but the beetle did not know It was a special area and 

This made a bigger problem than If Lt had been taken care of early 
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T..U.I 6-2 SPB Control Measures 

1636 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 

I favor no use of pertxidea to control SPB 
I am against MA-nb-42 and 43 
(scenic Area81 
MA-nd-05 - I am totally against control for SPB because this drsrupts %he natural evolutionary p r ~ ~ e s s e s  
la-Sd-42-43 - I am against (SPB control) because this disrupts the natural evolutronary procesaee 
MA-Be46 - I totally oppose SPB cutting of any kind 
MA-Of-21, 31, 32 - NO SPB cutting must be allowed 
(MA-4-41-44] I am egalnst any SPB control In riparian areas 
(FW-0751 I approve of the use of pheromonea m eeneltlve area 
I do not mpport p u r  present SPB control program at all 

No porsons must be used an the floodplain 
I am opposed to SPB control m these areas. 

but with no cuttmg and If cutting  ea done then no logging or removing from the area 

L.tt.r. 110 

L.tt.e: 1310 Get t- work on getting BPA approval for operational use of verbenone 
L.tt.r. 1604 IBBUB 

buffer cuttmg, and cut and leave strategies have not proved effective, expediting BPA approval of pheremone pocket treatment seems a worthwile 
avenue to pursue further 

After a decade of successful results of applying verbenone to pine stands to repel SPB, how much longer does the Forest s e m ~ c e  intend to 
continue expenmema1 appllaation before getting around to obtaining a pemrt for more general use from the Envlmnmental Protection Agency, 

R.mpona.. suppreeelon methods for SPB infestations are effroacious and greatly reduce losses According to SPBIS data compiled in 1992, 96% of all infestations 
xn the Southem Region wers controlled with one treatment, while vn Texas the figure was 90% Moat breakouts were controlled with only one additional 
treatment The PS Continues to press the BPA for registration of verbenone 

Lmtte 354 Verbenone without Ntting should be considered the pr~mary SPB treatment 111 RCW colonies and immediate aurroun&nga Cuttmg cavity trees for SPB 

L.tte 1460 Verbenone without cuctmg should be the top priority control mesh-d for RCW colony and foraging habitat aream SPB oontrol methods m ucw colonies 
"control" IS unacceptable, 

permit cutting of cavity trees When this 18 necessary, relacahon of the colony should be a top priority If the obTective of this plan le to 
stabilize and increase RCW populatlone, not a smngle bird IS expendable 

Lettar. 1604 Recommendation 
L.tt.=. 1505 Verbenme without cutting should be the top prlonty aontml method for RCW colony and faraging habitat areas 

Apply €or a pemlt and use verbenone to protect key pine stands from SPB, especrally RCW cavxty trees 

R.epons.: Verbenone or other SPB rnhibitors will probably be the treatment method of choice once EPA registration LB complete 
the TPS to test verbenone for RCW cavity tree protection, and we have end are experimentally treating treee m clusters to prevent SPB attack and 
avoid loee of cavity trees Cavity trees are almost nwer cut for SEB control The only sltuiltmn In which infested cavity trees are felled IS when 
nearby cavity trees are threatened and the bird has abandmed the tree 

The NPGT has been working With 

L.tt.r: 372 Never Cut (SPB trees) wrldemess, SMZ, or hikrng h a 1 1 8  Don't cut beyond infected area buffers 
L.tt.r 387 Hiking traile, wilderness areas & SMZ's should not be eub3ect to SPB contxol - leave them as = e l 1  
L.tt.r. 414 Also these zones (SMZ'a P hiking trail corr~dorsl should not be managsd for the SPB 
L.tt.z: 85n zf a bug spot (SPBI attacks inside the (LSHTI corrzdora. what will be the action, Records show over and over that quick action by Cutting and 

clearing a bug spot, If chemical treatment falL8, 18 the only stopping answer 
inelde (run down) the conidor, like happened in the Wildemass 

SPB oontrol in sensitive areas should be luuted to the use of the pheremone verbenone 

I do not want deLayed action or Ln-action that lete the SPB kill pines 

Lettar: 1 6 0 5  Recommendation No trees are cut wxthm S m ' s  for SPB control Pheremonea may be used 
L.tt.r: 1605 
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6-2 SPB conrrol Measures 

htt.2: 1609 Don't do SPB treatment* m wilderness areas, SMZ or on hiking trails and never cut beyond the Infected area at any time 
solution to the SPB pmblem will be the leatoration of longleaf pine 

In the long term, the best 

R..pon... Trees are only cut m wilderness to protect pines on adpsent private land or high value federal land, and to protect habltat for endangered species 
Treatment 111 SNZs IS also limited, ae detailed m standard MA-4-42. 
they are regUtered and techniques are refined. 
while infeetea both suppresses the spot and remmea t h e  potentla1 hazard 

Eehavinral chermcals wll be used operationally m wrlderness and SMZs once 
Infeeted prnes along hiking h a i l s  ml l  moon me and create a hazard to hikers Felling these tree8 

Prompr control will lzmit the impacts of SPB near the traile 

L.tt.r. 991 W e  sontllllle to be opposed to the no action polxy on southem -ne beetles (SPBI unless w i t h r n  114 m i l e  of susceptible host type on private lands or 
high value federal lands 
przya+e lands. Allowmg very large SPB populations to build "p zn wilderness areas  expose^ private trmber growers for milea a l l  around the wxldemesa 
areas co mgnifsant financial loesee and IS very Irresponsible for public land managers 

W e  firmly believe that prompt control of all rapidly expanding mfescation. is the only realistic protection for adiacent 

Rwpon.. It 18  difficulh to balance the publls'e need f m  wrlderneas with the protection of pines on adlacent prLvate land, but the 1/4 mzle control zone gives 
t h h e  PS some rwm to ~opprees SPB while allowing natural processesto act m the remainder of Ure wilderness While some mfeatatlone have impacted 
ad3asent priMte land, there 18 no evrdence yec that large wildwess SPB populations have affected w i d e  areas Epidemic conmtxons were already well 
eetabliehed in surrclmdlng areas before the large Infestations developad. and spot numbera and acreage mfested actually declined at the time of the 
great increase= in wilderness spot s i z e  

L.tt.r: 1310 Stop ileatzng pine mnocultUreQ Start managing for more hardwoods Manage for mixed stands. Manage for lots of old gmwth areas spread throughout 
the forest. to provrde good habitat for thhe YarLous apesres lof woodpeck=- that prey on and control endemic populations of SPB 

R..pona.: The HMAs should pmvlde excellent habitat for woodpeckers Thmgh woodpekers feed on SPB and often appear to significantly Impact population 
numbers, %here is unfortunately no evzdence ,&at woodpeckers are able to prevent t h e  onset of SPB epdemice 

L.tt.r: 1310 Stop the practice of buffer cuttmng that eliminates pmee having a reszstance to SPB 

R..pon.w No pines appear to be completely resistant to SPB, but they may ~ a r y  I" eu=captibility Once an Infestation IS eatablishhed and expanding, no pines 
are immune The buffer atrip should only remove pines which would be infeeted and die If the spot were left uncontrolled 

Latter. 1460 use of buffer etnps dcrrrng crrt/remove and cut/leave ,operations should be elmmated 
If 2ust presently infected trees are cut, and even If a "breakout" occurs, SPB population densitlee are known to be bstzcally reduced 
newly affected trees are subsequently cut, fewer trees would be lost than if the buffer strzp of healthy trees 2- cut. 
If cutting la Implemented, the use of buffer etnpa during cut/remove and cut/leave should be ellmvnated 
necseeary being out If 3Uet presently infected trees are cut, and even If a "breakout" OCCYTB, SPB population densities are known to he drastically 
reduced 

Buffer strips remit m m o r e  trees than necessary being cut 
Bven rf 

I..tt.r' 1605 Buffer strips =suit ID more trees then 

Bven if newly affected trees are subsequently cut, fewer trees would be lost than If the buffer a t n p  of healthy trees le cut 

R.spons.: Buffer stripe are necessary for effective spot auppresslen ae they remove eulcable hosts from the area of attractla 
buffer stripe were not wed, and extra time, manpower, and money would be required to retreat the infestation 
time 
Buffer stripe only Impact prnee which would be infested If the spot were not treated 

Breakeuts would be common If 
It 1s better to get it nght the first 

The size  of the buffer strip should he adlusted according to spot mire and activity, thus mmamznmg the number of unlnfeeted frees treated 

L.tt.r: 1604 The DBTS at p 38 ( 5 8 , )  presumes the cOntlnuatlOn of the current buffercutting approach, WithDUt ever analyzing the non-felling alternative or 
mentioning any logical and sqentlfrc reasorrrng for changing that approach 
of the research or reasoning sinae 1967, nor to explaim the paucity of Forest Service reeearch. before and S ~ C B  1987 on the key issues involved (in 
contrast with the concentration of research on perpetuating tree-felling1 

The DBIS refers to the 1987 . PBIS on SPB, but fails to set forth any 
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6-2 SPB Control Measures 

R.@pons.. The section dstazlmg the environmental conaequencee of treatment optiona by alternative has been expanded 
been aimed at f m d m g  new alternat.lves for bark beetle control, paniculairly methods utzlizing behavioral chemxals 

A m p r r t y  of Fs research B I C B  1987 has 

Latter: 1604 Issue‘ Since the emission of alpha-pinenes (turpentine odor) f m m  felled or damaged pines combmea synergwtlcally with the attractant phennones 
that SPB emit when lnfeatrng treem, does not the buffercutting of pines in or near SPB rnfestatlons result zn attractmn of even mors SPB’s to the 
ad]ommg stand intended to be saved- 

R.sp0n.e: The alpha-pinene released f r o m  the entranca holes bored by the SPB combined with their release of attractants create* an area of attractmn around the 
spot “head” 
protect the ad]olnmg stand 

A buffer str’lp IS requrred ta remove the suitable hosts from this area and dieperae any remaining SPB Felling a buffer strip helps 

Latter: 1604 I Q B U ~  

Latter. 1604 Ieeue HOW heay. 1s the damage to existmg hardwwds cauaed by buffercutting, thus varltly reducing the hardwoods? 

To what extext does the buffercutting of pine- result in denser future pine stands because of the increase ~n expasure to sunlight resulting 
f r o m  such bufferauttmg, 

R.#pn..: These sublects have now been addressed m the ETS 

L.tt.2: 1604 laaue The failure of buffercutting m wildernesses to achieve a BUCCBBS ratio better than 30% m “protecting” susceptible ad]oining private pines 
for SPB 

R.epona.: The 30% figure 1s erroneoue nighteen epts have been treated in wilderness to protect private land, and ten spots have crossed over Several of 
these (Ipots crossed over before treatment was implemented It la vely difficult to suppress a very large SPB Infestation, and many wilderness 
infeetations are 10 or more a m e Q  m size our suppression activities on mall spot* w e r e  all successful, and a l l  but one treatment on large 
infestations w e r e  successful in either preventing or limiting Impacts on ad3acent private land 

L.tt.l’: 1604 Issue The extent of beneficial reeulte of thmnnmg, particularly under selection management, ~n reducing Infestation by SPB 

R.sponar: Thinning LS benefrcral, and the LPM decieron key wrll be Used to recommend thinning and other erlvileultuural techniques to reduce SPB hazard 

Latt.r. 1310 Recommendation NO trees are Cut wlthm SMZ’S for SPB control Pheremones may be used 
Lettar: 1604 Recommendation Cease buffexutting, or any form of tree-felling, or pesticide application. anywhere 
L.tt.f. 1604 Recommendation Cease such practzces (tree-felling and pesticrde application) particularly In wildernesses and special areas 

Ra.ponsa Recommendation noted 

L.tt.r: 1604 IBBUB The DBIS at p 5 8 .  claims to faYOr Integrated Pest Management, but focuses mainly on the use of peaticides and mechanisms such as felling 
which €ails to analyze or to luatlfy a truly Integrated approach 

Responm. Silvicultural techniques to reduce susceptibility are also discuaaed 

L.tt.T: 1604 Recommendation Provide Qsslatance to ad~ommng pnv8te landownera to avoid damage from SPB 

Respon..: The USPS, along with the TPS, provides technical help to adlacent private landownera m preventron of SPB impacts We are sure they Would welcome any 
monetary aontrihutmna from private groups concerned With wilderness I B S U ~ Q  

-the. 1604 Issue The farlure of buffercuttuq to protect Red-cacbded woodpecker cavLty trees, especially from the smgle-tree infestation of overwintering 
S PB 
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R.spon..: Buffer strips are rarely used ~n RCW cluetere 88 the spots are usually detected quickly and the pine BA is low, so generally only the infested treea 
are treated 
prevent the attack of mdivzdual trees by drsperaing SPB 
behavioral chemrsals may hold promise m protecting against infestation of high-value, individual trees. 

Spot suppreaaion treatments u s m g  buffer strips are designed to prevent further spot expansion and limit losses m that area, not to 
The auppressron techniques are very successful m accomplishing their purpose The use of 

L.tt.e: 1604 Issue The failure of buffercutting to achieve the sucses~ ratlo (95%) necessary to control SPB infestations 

&?..pons.: The two suppressron technrquee requrrrng buffer strips have been very successful m controlling SPB infestations 
spots treated with cut and remove were suppreeeed with one treatment, while the frgure for cut and leave was 90% 
Cut and remove and 85% for cut and leave 
control SPB outbreaks 
wilderness With losses In general forest 

In the southem Region, 97% of 
1n =exas, the figures are 96% for 

There 1s no magic figure necessary to Most breakouts were controlled with a single additional treatment 
Outbreake occur despite our efforts, but SPB auppreseron greatly reduces Impacts, as evrdenced by comparing pine losses m 

L.tt.r. 1632 The PS should abandon stand regeneration as a method of reducrng SPB eusseptibility More recent studies cite density over age in SPB hazard The 
degree of SPB mfestatlons in dense plantations reflects this on the the forest 
stands through thinnlng or uneven-aged managment 
appropnate offsetting measures must be taken to protect soil and water 
The most widely agreed upon and most successful method of SPB control i a  reducrng the densrty of pines by both reducrng pine basal area and 
reestablishment of pme-hardwood f-reete the eection of the Plan (IPM) never directly discusses this method One approach which 1s not 
mentioned but which should be consrdered le the use of bro-remediation 

Instead. the PS should rely on lowering of p m e  density within 
SPB Cutting must be acrutinlred for the eeeentailly unregulated impacts that It causes and 

L.tt.r: 1633 

mspon..: Stands are not regenerated solely for SPB hazard reduction 
Reducing prne density 18 a recommended method of SPB hazard reduction, and such silvicultural dec1siOns are guided by the IPM decision key 
Szlvlcultural technrques are discussed x n  the LPM section of the BIS 

The need to regenerate a stand le determined by the management ob~ectives of the area 

L.tt.=: 
L.tt.e: 1679 Trees should not be =ut In RCW habitat for SPB control 

1640 Leaving the affected trees standing provides wildlrfe food and neatzng Cavities 

Raspon... Vacated trees are to be left for wildlife needa and SPB natural enemy maintenance LeavIng infested trees will generally lead to additional tree 
loss, rncluding potential RCW cavity trees Proven and approved treatment techniques such as Cut and leave are often required to protest RCW clusters 
and foraging habitat 

L.tt.r: 1679 In wilderness let nature follow it8 course There should be no cutting I" wilderness, especially for SPB control If private land le threatened by 
SPB on public land, the PS 1s not responsible if the privace land owner did not minimize the SPB hazard on the private property 

R.sp0ns.i Moat infestations m wildemeee are allowed to run their natural course Control 18 sometimes neceesaq to protect adlacent private land Experience 
has shown that even stands rated ae low SPB hazard are severely impacted by largge SPB infestations, such as those which develop zn wilderness 
Adlacent landowners have their own management ob3ectivee for pines, whish can Include wildlife habitat, timber production. or old growth It 1s not 
Bs policy to disrupt their land management through our actzons or Inaction 

L.tr.r. 1723 (PVI-on) le too vague a&lvicultural strategies are approved7 

Rampon..: All silv1sultyIal strategies are described by the SAP and documented in the E18 

T..U.: 6-3 General 

1605 ~ . t t m ~ :  ~anguage m draft plan provzdee for attempts to preserve hardwoods during SPB cut8 Thze should be a requirement, not a goal 
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- I..".. 6-3 General 

R.mpons.8 A Forest-wide standard clearly states hardwoods are to be protected during SPB euppreseion treatments Hardwoods are only to be cut erther to ensure 
the safety of crews or nsitors or to allow for other planned. site-specific activities 
hardwoods 
Itself. and pine BA 1s not always lower in such stands. 
obIectives of the site 

Trees are directionally felled to minimize damage to 
Manitoring tasks have been added to evaluate hairdwaod pxotection An uneven age distribution In a stand will not reduce SPB hazard by 

The goal of our IPM program i s  to reduce hazard to all pests while meeting the management 

Lottar: 

Letter- 1723 (w 239 DBIS) 
Lottar: 1723 
L*tt.ez 1723 MA-ad-82 - no cutting for SPB must be permitted 
Lett.=: 1723 Bliminate MA-9b-51 

1256 I am particularly concerned about the adverse effecte alts 6 and 7 would have on the health of the NPs in Texas 
in old growth and adding to 6-7 more wilderness areas will predrspse the NFs m Texas even more than they are now to infestations of the SPB 

(W-aa-43[441 Remove "ais approprzate" under 43 and let the public partierpate fully 

The combination of doubling acreags 

zn my view SPB cutting 1s not an "ecologrcally acceptable" f o n  of pest management and therefore should not be used 

Thls will destroy the beeches you are aupposed to protect and damage or kill other hardwoods 

R..ponm: Comment noted 

L.tt.r 990 obtain the right to fight beetles In Wilderness Areae 
L&t.r: 1619 nuat Increase SPB - Thrs suppression should becoma more aggreaarve m the wildemese areas 

Rwpon..: It i s  difficult to balance the public's need for wildemese with the proteetion of pines on adjacent prrvate land, but the 1/4 mile control zone gives 
the PS coma r w m  to auppreae SPB while allowing natural proceeees to act m the remainder of the wilderneaa. 
adjacent private land. there ie no evidence yet that large wilderneas SPB populations have affected wzde areas Epidemic condrtions were already well 
established m surrounding areas before the laqe infestations developed, and spot numbers and acreage infested actually declined at the time of the 
great zncreaaes m wrldemeaa spat B L Z ~  

whkle some mfeatatrana have mqacted 

L.tt.x". 1632 For other areas suxtable for timber management, concentrate on thinning for reduced sPB hazard and preparation for uneven-aged management 

R.epans.. Thinning zs beneficral, and the IPM decision key will be used tQ recommend thinning and other silvilcultural techmques to reduce SPB hazard 

L.tta=: 1605 pure-pine etanda/plantatrons ere NOT an ecosystem, but If they were, 
and the public by considering SPBS controllable, 

SPBs would be an Integral part of the natural balance The FS re deludrng Itself 
especlally at epidemic population levels 

Respona.: SPB le a part of natural ecosystems m the sauthern US, and SPB and pines have co-evolved. The PS la not attemptrng to control all SPB or prevent 
epidemics The ps 18 reducrng impacts of SOB by reducing SPB hazard and by promptly controlling znfestatrons 

Lettar: 1632 salvage to seek out and cut small infestations of all typea of bark beetles la dramatically affecting snag structure on the forest Leavrng 
smaller Lnfeetations Uncut foreet wide would be a start, and excluding cutting ~n Special Mainagroent Areas and SMZs would be a real improvement ovez 
the current situation 

R..pon#r: Many small infestations are inactive when ground-checked. or are predicted to go inactive These infestations are generally not salvaged, creating 
snags Vacated treee m SPB epota are also left standing during control operations i n  a m a p n t y  of InstanCeQ 

L.tt.r: 1670 B B  concerned about fireante and start a program to eradicate them Claarcuta encourage colony formatron 
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Imsu. 6-3 General 

R.spons.. Fire ants are well established and an eradication program would prove futile Pire anta are generally a problem for residential and agricultural 
areas 

L.tt.e: 1723 lpg 104,  DBIS) you do not acknowledge that beetles can attack pines that are rneide of wilderness areas with the beetles originating from outside 
the wilderness 
the opposite 
saying that 3/4 have been killed 
y r e  
do, naturally thin the pines 

You need to diacuaa how many spots have started outside of wilderness and come inside the wilderness as w e l l  as how many have done 

Regardleee the SPB hazard from wilderness areas IB much lower Loday that It was 10 
ago when wilderness was establrehed because there are fewer dense stands of pine m wilderness because the SPB has done what It IB supposed to 

you contradict yourself here by saying first that 1/3 of the pine stands have been killed ~n Turkey Hxll Wilderness Area but then 
Which le the correct figure 

Respons.: of course infestations may move from outside the wrldernees onto wilderness, and this has occurred at least twice 
monitor the areas aurroundzng wilderness Thrs topla wae not discussed In the DBIS because It was never Identtlfled as an issue or concern m any of 
our acopmg The environmental 
consequences sectmn of the BIS has been revised 
thinning of plnee by SPB, but rather by the elmmatron of most prnea by SPB, except young regeneration 

The FS works with the TFS to 

Infestations moving onto wilderneae from przvate land would be considered part of the natural process m wilderness 
The SPB hazard m wilderness has been greatly reducad This reduction was not due to natural 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 58) what research do you have that fragmentation IS a problem “pnmanly zf spots exceed 10 acres In size”’ 

R..pon..: That phrase has been eliminated. 

L.tt.=: 1723 IRA-9b-891 This duplicates HA-9b-51 

R..pon..: Thank you for bringing this to our attention 

L.tt.i: 1723 (HA-sa-51) define hazard tree surveye 
L.tt.e: 1723 (HA-9b-51) what ra a hazard tree survey? I am agarnst using this as an excuse to log 

 ampo on..: Hazard tree surveys are surveys taken m high recreation use areas to determine hazardous conditione to the recreationletla) Actions taken as a 
result include prunmg of dead branches, etc 

L.tt.e: 1723 (FW-071) what 1s an IPH Decision Key? You need to fully explain this and tell how it will prevent the deatmction of reexdual trees during SPB 
CO”tro1 efforts 

R.spor”. A cgmputer prqram used by prescnptlonlsts to predxct areas where potentlel peat problems may occur and glves srlvicultural alternatives to reduce 
mpacte 

- 7  ROADS AND TRAILS 

1s.Y.: 7 - 1  Road access in the Forest 

L.tt.r: 1310 Recommendation No new brxdges. dame, culverts, ponds or dips may be constmated 

R..pon..: Recommendation noted 
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P L m  AND EIS COHHKUTS 
Commentrr by Iesue and Raspons. 

T..U.: 7-1 Road access m the Forest 

Road mrleage does not vary srgnifrcantly between alta In the DBIS, even though choice of a silvicultural system affecte the neceeeary density of 
roads 

reconstructed roads 

Letter. 

L*tt.I 1723 lpg 129, DBIS) you stated that Alt 6 h 7 needed more roads But you rndrcate m thie table that they are among the lowest alternatives for 

1310 

It makes no ~ e n a e  to m y  that theae elternatzves will have more soil and water impacts when they have fewer roads 

R-sponm. The miles of road to be reconstructed .& any given area IB baaed on a unrform set of coefficients for each area applied to all alternatlves and does 
not significantly vary within that area 
first entered m response to apeclfrc resource activity 
available and suitable for re~ource activities m each alternative 

The timing of this activity will, however, vary based on the acres accessed and the tune frame each area IB 
The total miles of road reconstructed will vary only because of the dzfferences m  acre^ 

Letter 

Lett.=. 1605 Recommendation No new roads are needed Additzonal made would further fragment forest areas and be detrimental to wildlzfe 
L.tt.e. 1605 No new roads should be developed for recreation 
L*tt.e; 1605 The draft plan calls for too many roads We would lrke to see selection management used for harvesting timber and low impact "forest roads" used to 

1310 There are t w  many roads on the NFT already 
roads that are built on the NF 

Not one more mile ehould be built Private enterprises operate their trmberlanda with a fraction of the 
This excess of roads 1s due to bureaucratic rmperativea, not to any real need 

extract the timber 
seed and revert to timber pmductron 

too little roadlees grassland and this 1s a precious resource that should be protected and not opened up 
grasslands being solitude and quiet but they do 
areas and must be protected 

road fragmentation 

There IS no need to build permanent all Weather roads for Q one time hamest Roads should then b* closed and will quickly re- 
You are wasting a lot of potential timber area with unnecessary, extravagant roads 

L-tt-r: 1723 (MA-3-23) I am opposed to allowing public access to every isolated tract This m e a n s  m o r e  roads which means more fragmentation of habitat There 1s 
very rarely do you ever think about 

We need some isolated areas where people can walk and have solitude and quret These are endangered 

Lett.= 1723 lpg 126, DBIS) It 1s of great concern to me that the NP apparently places greater value on pleasing local landowners than protecting the NP from 

R.mponez. With State, County. and FS routes, a transportation system 18 in plaoe that meets access needs i n k  most areas of the Forest This symtem will, 
however, require some reconstruotlon to meet expected use needs with the ma]onty of the recmstructlan involving minor work as defined m BIS Chapter 
IIr, Part II(a1 Utilizing existing routes The FS road system must meet not only the access needs for resourae produotion, but must also provide 
access for a wide variety of other uses and needs including recreation, mineral exploration, special uses as well as taking m t o  consideration the 
mobility needs of people with dleab,bllities 

Lattar 1310 ~ x c e e s i v e  road density causes unacceptable levels of erosion, reduces the area available for forest growth, facilitates poachrng and trash dumping, 
and degrades the wildlife habitat of the forest 
cowbirds. which parasitize the nests of songbirds 

Roads are bad for wild turkey and for tropical songbrrds Roads provide openings that attract 

Respone* S i t e  specrfrc analysis allows the placement of restrictions on any travel route or area for all or part of any time period m responae to a variety of 
management and resource needs and ob]ectives Specific direction 1s contained zn Forest-wide S M  With use reetrictmns and closures, the open road 
density can be effectively reduced to meet management and resource needs and ob]ectrves All restnct1ons are applred m accordance with 36 CFR 261 

Letter 1671 Under the current documentation, the mileage breakdown of temporary vs permanent roads and new contmction VB old 18 not clearly defined Without 
these figuea, It 1s hard to determine what the cumulative impacts will be 
hydrology of the bog, while reeds plaed near RCW cluster Bites could negatively affect the 8uccess of nesting during the spring 
deflnlte negative impact on snake populations. as observed by the canebrake study conducted by the SPBS Perhaps maps should be developed and made 
available for our review to better assess the Impacts of roads to be upgraded If this la not feasible. could road maps be included m the prqect 
plans eo that they can be evaluated an a case-by-case basis? Where uneven age management IS applied, measures should be taken to plan and m m l m l z e  
the amount of entriee and number of road= into Units 
Road8 should be planned for minimal impact 
of erosmn and silting Roads should not be relocated to reach timber 

ORV trails placed too close to a bog could negatively impact the 
roads have a 

L.tt.r. 1679 Big roads take forest floor out of the watershed They cause Increased Water yield and increase the amount 



- 1m.Y.: 7-1 Road access In the Porest 

R.mpon#.: Access needa for any given area are baaed on a site-specific analysis takklng Into account a variety of resource needs, constramts, and environmental 
factors ais outlined m the S f f i  for the appropriate MAS TSL, reconstruction needs, mitigating measures, and locations for all transportation 
facilities are determined at that time Most reconetruction work will Involve m m o r  reconstruction as defined In EIS chapter 111, Part I I ( a ) ,  
Utilizing existing routes with Forest-wide S&G applied to minimize effects on the res~urces 

Latter: 1808 Part II(a), Operation and Maintenance of Roads, Envlmnmental consequences of the ?+lternatlvee (Road Development). p 128-130 This Bection of the 
The USFS In Texas has stated DBIS does not specify what the actual denslty (per acre or square mrle) 

that they p l m  to map theee roads when their GIs for this pmJest 1s installed 
m f o m t l o n  will be available to Federal and State agencies and the private eector. The DEIS does not lnclude all impacts to the environment from road 
reconstruction and construction, only impacts to sox1 and Water It re recommended that the EIS addreaa the impacts of mads fragmented throughout the 
forest ecosystems 

and location of mada are on the NF m Texae 
The D E I S  should state that this aCtIvity 18 planned and that the 

Raspon.. As the FS implements G I s ,  decisions ae to what information will be made available and at what locatmns will be be made and public notrflcation made 
ACLCC~BB to any given area IS baaed on a site specific analysrs and includes State, county, and FS mutes 

L.tt.e: 1679 The Draft FP accounting for made i s  questionable Roads are counted as an expense m the current cut This IS not correct according to generally 
accepted accounting practices 
are too elaborate and expensive 

Roads Constructed now should be an expense of the future harvest The Draft PP calls for too many roads, and the roads 

R.spon..: "Purchase Credit" earned, m a d  construction 18  considered as an expense against the revenue received from tzmber, but the cost of the road 
construction (capital investment) IS also depreciated as an expenee ~n the future 

L.tt.e: 1175 Charge for having to build roads for lumber companies 

~..pon.. Roads constructed for a timber sale are charged to that sale 

- 1m.U.: 7-1-1 Road sonstructlon/reconatru=t~~" 

L.tt.e: 

L.tt.r: 1723 (MA-8b-21) remaved and replaced with a standard that la measureable 
L-tt-r' 1723 (MA-4-22) stream crossings "must be" not should be, constructed at right angles to the stream 
L.tt.r 1723 (MA-4-24) the bridge approach 'will be" not should be Constructed ta prevent 8msxon 
Latter. 1723 MA-2-12 - I am against mada focused on commodity production needs 

1310 Allowing new bridges or culverts aver any stream is not 2ustlflable. 
roads in the Natlonal Forest 

Just as there IS no need for a eingle mile of new or so-called nreconetrusted" 

~espons.: Cmmment noted 

L.tt.z: 1310 Resomendatmn The culvert bridge on FR32SA crossing Boykin Creek will be removed and the streambank recontoured and revegetated to it8 natural 
state 

hnpon.. Recommendation noted 

other bridges, culverts and dips on the Forest will be evaluated for retention or removal 
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- 71-1-1 Road sanstmctlon/reconetructlon 

L.tt.e. 1723 The woods mads James 
B a k e r  told me 
not vary significantly between alternatives" when the highest alternatrvl has 933 milea of roads versus 505 miles of roads for the lowest alternative 

used m selection management are smaller and less prone to ei-oszon because they can be put to bed rmmedrately after use 
selection management had fewer mads than even age mangement It make no Sene= to say that "miles of mads to be reconstmcted does 

R.sponm.: The miles of road to be reconstructed on any given area 1s baaed on a unrfom set of coefficients for each area applied to all alternatives and does 
not significantly vary within that area 
first entered in response to specific resource activity 
available and surtable for resauree aativzt2es In each alternative 

The trmrng of this activity will, however, vary based on the acree accessed and the t m e  frame each area 1s 
The total miles of road reconstructed will vary only because of the differences in acras 

1250 
1392 
1451 
1605 

1626 
1636 

1640 

1659 

1679 

1679 

1723 

We should be closing off made, not building them' 
Texas voters ere tired of unneeded expensive roads 
Let's provide less access by way of the over-built mads and bridges 
The BIS does not document why you need such "good" roads for timber harvesting 
do you plan to build these roads7 
I am opposed to the constmotion of any new roads through the forests for either mining. d m l l m g  or timber cutting 
Why should there be ANY new roads built m NPGT7 
obiectives7" If the answer la "yes. then don't build them. 
HOW many miles of new mads will there be and what will be the impact on fish and wildlife because of the new forest edges and forest fragmentation 
needs to be mpecified 
I would be opposed to any new mads m the N P , em the Forest IS fragmented enough, and made encourage poachmg, dumping, and disrupt wildlife 
habitat The quality of the forest wrll deteriorate with fulther vehicular intrusion 
The Dmft PP has too m y  mads, and the mads are too brg and extravagant There ra no research or documentation for the number of mads, or why such 
brg all weather roade are needed Single tree selection management should be used, and small "forest mads" should be used for the cut. then closed to 
re-seed naturally 
The Draft PP creates too many roads and opens up too much of the forest This will increase the rrak of manmade fires and make the forest accessible 
for illegal activltiee h k e  poachmg, dumping and growing illegal drugs 
(pg 25, DBIS Summary) I am against the building of any more new roads in the NP and Grasslands 

Your roada are much better than the roads used on private land why 
Where l a  your research explammng the need for spending so much money- 

Ask yourself this questron "If we built no new mads this year would we etrll meet our MAIN 

R..ponm.: With State, county, and FS mutes, a transportation system IS m place that meets qcceaa needs into most areas of the Porest This system will, 
however, require some reconstruction to meet expected uae needs with the ma]orrty of the reconstruction involving minor work as defined m BIS Chapter 
111, Part II(a) utilizing exrsting mutes 
acce88 for a wide variety of other uses and needs mcludmg recreation, mineral exploration, special uses as well as taking into consideration the 
mobility needs of people with dwabLlrtles 

The PS road system must meet not only the access needs for resource production, but must a l m  provide 

Lettar. 1679 The number of mads suggested In the Draft FP will Increase the fragmentaron of the forest, threatening species that need forest interior habitat 
Bxrstrng mads should be closed or removed where they are not needed 

Re~pons.. SIte specific analyela allows the placement of restrxtiOns on MY travel mute or area for ill1 or part of any time period In response to a vanety of 
management and resource needs and ob3ectlves Specific direction 1s contained m Porest-wide Sffi With use reetrictlons and closures, the open m a d  
denairy can be effectively reduced to meet management and resource needs and ob3ectivee All restrwtlons are applied in accordance with 36 CPR 261 

Latter. 

L.tt.e: 1605 road conatmctIon hae eenous impact' on wildlife and can cau8e erosion which may Impact the forest's future 
L.th.r: 1605 The m a d  denerry you are plannrng le too extreme 

1605 Allowing new bridges or culverts over any stream i s  not ]ustif~able 
mads In the National Foreere of Texas 

Just as there la no need for a single mile of new or so-called "reconstructed" 

The m a d  denerty you plan wrll have devastatmny effects on many forms of wildlrfe. fragmenting 
populations of spssrea that are dependent on interior habrtat or are unwilling to c m s s  open areas even as small as a few meters Evidence from 
studies suggests that roads a r e  mcompatible wrth the preeervation of intaat ecosystems 
Roads should not be relocated without documenting a serims need for a change m location L.tt.e. 1605 
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TBBU.: 7-1-1 Road construction/reconstru=t~on 

Lett.=: 1605 The Draft Porest Plan proposes too many bndges and culverts Temporary roads should be used instead of all weather permanent made Bridges 
make It easier to access remote parte of the forest 
of streamside habitat 

plowmg up the road 

Brldgee Impact the stream flow, and dzarupt streamaxde ecosystems including the daatructron 

Latter. 1723 (w 128, DBIS) reCOnstNCtiOn will continue to harden the NF and make pe-ent fragmentation where now the fragmentation could be restored by 

R.sp0n.e: Access needs for any given area are bwed on a Site-specific analyeis taking m t o  account a varxety of resource needs, Constramts, and environmental 
factors ais outlined m the S W  for the appropriate MAa TSL, reconstruat1on needs, mztigatmg meais-~, and locatlone for all traneportation 
facilities are determined at that tLme Mast recanstructim work will involve minor reconstnmtion ae defined m BIS chapter 111, Part I I W ,  
utilizing eueting routes with Poreat-wide S W  applied to minirmze effects on the resources 

Lettee. 1310 There was no discussion m the BIS of the removal of unneeded and m some cases illegal bridges over Forest streams 
Baykin meek in the Angelma NF . 
federal laws and regulations 
There was no discussion zn the BIS of the removal of w e e d e d  and In some caees illegal bridges over Forest etreane 
Boykin Creek in the Angelma NF 
federal laws and regualtions (brzdge on FR326A, crossing Boykin Creek In  the Angelma NF) 
The culvert bridge on PR326A crossrng Boykin Creek will be removed and the streambd recontoured and revegetated to it8 natural state 
bridges, Culverts, and dips on the Forest will be evaluated for retention or removal 

R..pon..: Stream cro~einge are designed and constructed m accordance With accepted engineering and hydrologic standard- and fully documented following 
appropriate procedures for the time frame invloved 

PS bridge on FFs26A. crossing 
la illegal because It was constructed with no public input or even any mtice to the publ~c, xn gross vialation of 

Letter: 1 6 0 5  FS bridge on FR326A. crossing 
la illegal because It was cOnetructed With no public input or even any notice to the public, m gross violation of 

other L.tt.I: 1605 

L.tt.r: 1453 I urge no construction of additional trails or roads 

R.spons.: Access into any given area, both road and trail, IS based on a site specifre analysis taking into account a vanety of resource needs and obiectzves. 

% 7-1-2 Road Deneity 

Letter: 
L.tt.e: 1723 MA-2-13 - you have no road denerty limits 

1310 The DBIS does not properly assess the negative effects of such road densities 

standards 
You need this to protect wxldlife and you need them m this documant or else you do not have real 

Rmspons.: Site epeczfxc analysis allows the placement of restrictions on any travel route or area for all or part of any time period In response to a VarLety of 
management and resource needs and obiestrvee SpeCifiC direction 2s contained m Forest-wide ShG With use restrictions and C~OQYT~S, the open road 
density can be effectively reduced to meet management and resource needs and obTectives. All restnctione are applied m accordance with 36 CFR 261 

T..U.: 7-2 Road maintenance 

L.tt.e: 1409 Both roads needed to be maintained at a desirable level to 88-e their purpoae New cmstruction needs to be carefully considered 

~.mpon..: Road mzntenance actzvitles are planned, scheduled and accomplished yearly to reepnd  to the level of S ~ N I C ~  for each transportation facilrty within 
fundmg limits ai~llable for that purpose 
needs 

Reconstruction IS planned only when routine maintenance w ~ l l  not provide for the expected travel use 
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1m.u.: 7-2 Road maintenance 

Lettar: 1723 The Idea that on pg 129 (DEIS) that mowing make the roads function aa linear wildlife openings must be challenged only certain wildlxfe are 
attracted to the plants that grow along roads pesticides sometimes used m m a d  ROW can be lethal to wildlife by attracting deer, to 
m a d  ROW you are increasing the risk of deer-car colllaions why do you not talk about these mpacte? 

R..pons.: Mowing is considered a routine part of road maintenance and only mads closed to motorized travel are considered linear wildlife openings 

I..U.. 7-3 Road olosures 

Latter: 

L.tt.=: 1632 I propoee a 25% reduction m current roads through closure and restoretion 
L.tt.e: 1723 (PW-058) 

1605 Research hae shown that a large percentage of roads that are normally cloaed to the public are not barricaded adequately, and are atill used by 
huntere (mcludmg poacherel m vehrcles 

you must rnclude SPB roads m your road system If they have been entered more than once over the 10 yr plan period 

R..pon..: Comment noted 

L.tt.r: 1605 All roads used for logging should be closed upon completion of the Cut The EA does not document the need for permanent roads throughout the forest 

R..pon..: With State, County, and PS mutee, a transportation system 18 In place that meets access needs Into most areas of the Porest This system wlll, 
however. require eome reconstruction ta meet expected use needs with the ma3onty of the reconetnction ~nvolving m m o r  work as defined m EIS Chapter 
111, Part II(a1 UtiliZIng existing routes The BS road system must meet not only the access needs for reeource production, but must also provide 
access for a wide variety of other uses and needs including recreation, mineral exploration, specral uses as well as taking into consideration the 
mobility needs of people with disabilities 

L.tt.r; 1409 

L.tt.r: 1645 Many mads on the Raven district are closed by locked gates the ma3onty of the year I am told the rationale behind closing these roads is the 

people used to en]oy ear camping on PS roads before the mads were closed I can see why It i s  a good idea to close these roads But If they are 
to be closed they should be closed all year round 

protection of RCW and to prevent dumping My complaint IS that during deer hunting Beason the locks are removed from these gates and these roads are 
opened up I do not understand why these made must be closed the m q o n t y  of the year but the moment it 1s time for hunting season they are opened 
up If a 
road i s  closed because It crosses a sens1txve area or for any other reason It should remain closed Not be opened for a special occasion or special 
use unless t h u  use re a permitted event 
You need to develop and show a plan to close mads and minimize fragmentation 
Impacts of made 

hunting season Smce, I try not to viait our forest during hunting season, I ' m  penalized 
hunting Beason at a Ps open meeting was "hunting fees contribute Q lot of dollare to the foreet" If It IS dollars and cents, what about all the 
volunteer man-hours ( $ 5 )  donated to the PS. and the tax dollars that make up the Ps budget 

If the RCW need pmtectlon, do they not need protection year round, I definitely think the PS needs to rethink Its road closure policy 

Letter: 1723 

L.tt.e: 1734 

You do not do this and do not adequately assess the environmental 

existing forest mads should not be closed to the land owners If I Were a hunter I could drive down any m a d  the forest and en3oy It during 
A reason given for the m a d s  being open only during 

~.spons.: Site spesrfis analysis allows the placement of restrictions on any travel mute or area for all or part of any time period in response to a variety of 
management and resource needs and ob3ectivea Specific direction la contained m Poreatwide S&G With u8e restrictions and closures, the open m a d  
density can be effectively reduced to meet management and resource needs and ob3ectivea All reatrlctione are applied in accordance with 36 CPR 261 
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- I..".: 7-3 Road closures 

Lettar: 1310 FS documents talk about obliterating mads Have you ever really obliterated a road other than a temporary timber sale road? 

R..pon..: Funds have been allocated and roads closed and revegetated m past years 

Latter. 1723 MA-2-10 - roads are not lrnear wlldlife openmgs 
L.tt.e: 1723 (MA-1-10] special use m a d s  are not linear wildlife openings 

R.spon..: Roads may become lrnear wildlife openrnge depending on their management 

- T..Y.I 7-4 Roadsrde management 

I..".: 7-5 Non-motor-1zed trail access In the Poreat 

Lettar: 1309 Alt 6 L 7 will require an increase in the COnetmctiOn of horae trals This work will require cultural  resource^ surveys that follow the 
etlpulations of the R0-PA, the MOW. and the Heritage Management Plan 

R..pon.. Comment noted 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 36 DBISI why do you give Alt 4b so many more miles of mountain bike trails than other alternatives; 

Rempone. It IB actually in 3 alternatlvea, 4.4A and 48 A range of mileases were to be considered The final could well have more or less 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 198, DBIS) where would mountain bike, horse, and all other trails be located' You need to show your approximate proposals 80 the public can 
see which areas will be impacted 

Raspone.: That will be -Ice-specific planning and not necessarily located m the PP, other than by Forest  

7-5-1 Equestrian tra118 

L.tt.e 610 request for trail designation on the Trinity District, D C N P , = a h m a  Creek Wildlife Management Area, Bquestrian Trall, that has been on the 
ground and frequently used for the PAST 10 years1 

htt-r: 1433 Bqueetrian trails should be no more t h m  40 miles Horses should be allowed only on traile designated for them 

~ampons.: Comment noted 
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L.tt.e 315 TBMS needs more horse trails 

Lettar. 

L-tt-z: 

I do oppose the grazing of horses ~n sensitive areas, however the amall amount of traffxc a few trail riders would 
produce Would not cause any 111 effects to 99 9% of our parks 
An a horse owner, I am finding It mereasmgly dangerous to ride along roadsides because of rncreaamg traffic and thoughtless people 
quiet trails ID the NPs 
The Sam Houston Bqueetrran society needs trails for their use and they have shown they will maintam them 

849 

1409 

we need more 

Reepons.: There IS presently 52 mxlee of designated horse trails on the Daw crmkett NP The draft FP 2s proposing approximately 142 mles, which would be 
added to the Angelma and sem Houston NPe 

L-ttw: 315 I am offended that bikers and hikers are allowed to patronize our parks while the very animals (horses) who bmlt this great state are banned 

R.sp0n.a Horeea are obviously prohibited from developed family campgrounds because of the conflict of uses and the safety of other users 
camp on the mney Creek Horse Trail on the navy Crockett NP 

There 18 a horse 

6-ttsz: 1236 Eq-matrian traLla - the FS praferred alt. has 1 4 2  m ~ l e a  of these traLls m the foreat . the88 aontrlbute to foreat loea and frageent the foreate 
even more 

R.spona.: No treea are cut m the locatLon and designatum of horae trails 

Letter: 

L-ttae: 

1466 

1599 

Any alternative that adds equestrian trails to the system would be acceptabls to us 
expect to ride safely, without fear of being shot or run off the trail 
The need to locate and ConBtNct parkmg areas (and future campground) accessible to horse trailers is essential to the growth of thls raprdly 
increasing recreation (equestrian trails) 

The quality of these trals would be our m a n  concern We Would 
Trarl heads with adequate trarler parking would also be necessary 

R.spons* T r a i l  head areas would be ai necesasq part of any proposed equeatrarn trail system 
constructed on each Poreat trail system 

Hopefully, prlmltlve type camping facllitres will be able to be 

Latter: 1164 Please stop the hunting and shootmg m the graaeland area- where we have equestnan trazle 

Raspones S&Gs to control indescrlmmate shooting are identified 

La.ur; 7 - 5 - 2  HLkIng tralla 

Latter. 132 Keep horses off the Lone Star trail 
Letter: 

Latter: 858 Control buma are needed to maintain the LSHT, 
Lettmzr 1723 (Pw-144) 
L.tt.ri 1723 (Pw-135) I am oppoeed to not requiring every hzlnng trail I t01  have EL 300 ft buffer (150 on each trail side) I want thia required 

538 Please coneider restmctmg hiking trails to pedestman U e e  only 
wzth my 5 children and a baseet hound 

Have you ever followed -an foot- a group of horseback riders on the trail? I have- 
It le NOT a pleasant experience 

I want the Lone Star Hiking and other trails separated from ORV trails to eneure that no use conflicts occur 

Response. Comment noted 
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L.tt.r: 1310 The idea of mixed use trailerfor horses and ORV's seems like a recipe for disaster to me' Will the PS Ithe -0iqq.d be Piable f- readtlng 
mJurLee? 

R.spon..: Actually, It seems to be working.qu=t well Both groups have expressed approval and are workmg well together 

L.tt.e: 1723 even wrth a designated trail ORV UBB 18 prone to conflict Por mstance ORV trails C ~ B S  the Lone Starailking hail ITI sev-1 spots and the norse 
The trails need to be separated and other problem are not mitigatabla 

R..pone.: Separation of trail uaers, hikers and others, IS a definite coneidaration m all trail planning Since the Lone star W l k m g  "mall LLSHT) 1s 127 rmles 
long and traverses the entire Sam Houston NF, rt 18 almost impoaerble to have any other kind of trail system Without c r d n g  the L m  

T..Y.: 7-6 ~ i a i l  maintenance 

L.tt.e: 1310 Recommendation 

Lett.= 1409 trails needed to be maintained at a desuable level to serve their purpose New constructLon needs to be carefully considered 
L.tt.r: 

Stream segments may be cleared of obetructrng loge and limbs to the minkmum level necessary to allow canoe paasage where such stream 
eegments have been des igna tedas  canoe trails 

More time and money needs to be put into improvement and upkeep of present trails 
be kept marked wrth aluminum markers, It needa to he brushed several tinea a year to keep It 4-6 ft 
addressed and kept up to date 

1409 The LSHT to he a trail that the general public can use need- to 
wide Stream crosnmngs ana erosion needs to be 

This would be ample bndges, bridges made out of native wood, or moving the trail a fevr feet 
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7 - 6  Trail maintenance 

L.tt.r: 

Lett.=: 

L.tt.c: 1605 Revmmend Uormal trail maintenance, including clipping, bmshxng, and removal of fallen trees wrll be pemLtted 
L.tt.r: 1605 Recommend 

to hikers 

1409 

1605 

We would like to be able to malntaln all of the trall usmg our own expsrrense and good pdgement and not be bound by rulee made by the public who 
never do trail maintenance or are nwar seen an the trail 
Stream segments may bs cleared of obetmcting logs and l ~ m b s  to the minimum level neceeeary to allow can108 passage where such stream segments have 
been designated as aanoe trails 

Trails may be cleared of obstructing logs and limbs to allow safe paBsage Dead trees may only be removed when there zs a clear danger 

R-epn..: Comment noted 

Lettar: 1409 It would be ideal If one pereon from the PS only ,ob would be recreation 
favor of doing what 1 s  beet for the LSHT to be a nice place for the general public to e q o y  hiking and backpack zn the forest 

They could over-mee the development and mamtenance of all tralls I am ~n 

R.apon..: The PS certainly agrees, however, with budget cut basks and Cuts m the number of employees, such a pereon seems leas llkely to happen 

httee: 1453 I urge stabrlination of exrstmg trails, no construction of additional trails 

R-spons.: Stabllxzatlon of exiatrng trails 1s needed and 1 s  planned Additional trails are needed fox different trail users 

Lmtt-rl 1723 FW-141 - allows too much sail e m a L O n  wrth at least LO inches of emslon and 50 feet of thLs Thxe la too much eroalon to allow and the standard 
ahould be brought down to 6 inchee period 

R.spone..: The IDT 18 not aware of any documented research to support this 

L-ttrr lBG2 PW-139 Please change to "Reconstruct or install approprrate devices on all trail seetione to m u n m i z e  er~slon Dramage alps are eupemor to 
waterbars, and ~n fact. waterbars are now conaidered antrquated =rail conetructlon and maintenance methods ==-e constantly Impmvmg, and the plan 
should accommodate this 

Re~pon.. Much depends on the slopes, both down 6 out from the trail Also, 80118 IS en important factor Waterbars are probably m o r e  successful I" Bast Texas 
to control water run off 

7-7 TrPI1 Clo8urBs 

I.". 7-8 Trailside management 

L.ct.r. 858 I feel the active trazl networks should remain under the present full management process (with a minimum of special regulatrone) Control burns should 
contrnua acrOBS traI1 paths and streams, select-cuttlng for tlmber *alee and trall clearlng should remain as presently done, but abandon the corrldor 
idea for trails and screams 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 46,  LRMP) trails do need protective corr~dors to mitigate the damage that timber cutting does to trarl use 

Appendix-k page 109 



T..Y.. 7-8 Trailsrde management 

Respons.: Camment noted 

L.tt.e: 1605 Recommend Trails should have a 300 foot protected corridor No logging or burning should be allowed in these zones Salvage and thinning should 
not be allowed m protected corridors 
of trail users 

research purposes and must be removed when research IS finished 

The only cutting that should be allowed within 150 feet of a trail le if a tree clearly threatens the safety 

No trees within zone will be painted, no ribbons or tape except for L.tt.r: 1605 Recommend Paint marking trail zones on the side of treee away from the trail 

R.sponsa: Recommendation noted 

Latt-r 22 One problem we have everywhere 1s no parking 
horse camprng area to the Double Lake area 
park 

Ten to 15 trailers are hard to park An over night area would be nice tao 
Not in the park proper, but off the road to the park 

It would be easy to add a 
The same could be added to the Stubblefreld Lake 

R.rpoa..: H o r s e s  are obviously prohlbrted from developed family campgrounds because of the conflzct of uses and the safety of other users 
camp On the Piney Creek Horse Trail on the Dayr Crockett NP 

The& 18 a horse 

L.tt.l. 

L.tt.e 

L.tt.e. 

277 

293 
356 

368 
388 
848 
993 

1058 
1310 

1310 

1310 

1310 
1313 
1393 
1435 

1568 

protective comidore around trails should be a priority 
acceptable 
Please eatablreh a permanent buffer zone of 150' on each Side of the trails through East Texas NPs 
Trarle that we've grown to enJoy are obliterated within days and the dead limba and twigs make It unsafe for man or beast until they rot away m five 
years 
I Want trails to be better protested 
Tra~ls 
We believe there 1s partzcular urgency m controlling cutting and burning within 150' of 
What I would like to see is a view along my Big Woode trail of treee. Fully four miles of the trail are through clearcut areas, termed plantations at 
this time 
I would hate to see any cutting along these beautiful trails 
Trailside zones of adequate width and total protection from timber harvest, along with ample scenic and other apesral off-limrte to logging. 
are the best, most effective and most cast-efficient way to provide vegetative and habitat dLversity throughout the forest This can be done and 
stlll leave 60% of the forest open to commercial logglng 
There must be no vegetation manlpulatzon within these trail corrzdors, except for normal trail maintenance and felling trees that present a clear 
and preaent danger to hikera 
of verbenone. Just let nature manage these corrzdors 
Trail corrrdors 11 provide better reereation experience because of the ahady, more open Understory Big old trees provide a 
enpyed element , b) pmvide for greater vegetative diversity 4 they will serve as travel routes for wlldlrfe, sonneetrng larger areas of 
old growth 
A l l  designated hikmg trails and all designated equestrian trails and all designated 0Rv trails should be protected withrn a 300-foot wide corrxdor 
At least 125 feet on each side of trails should be proteoted from logging and bvrning 
I 
I have spent several hundred hours working on Q hiking trail In the Sabxne NP 
Clearcuts are horrible and inexcusable Bven beetle cuts are a mess and are not needed acme0 the trail We have seen the trail burned over and even 
bridges burned during prescribed burns 
side of the trail. 
U q g e  the protection of an 800 ft 

The recommended polxcy of rerouting trails depending on logging priorities 1s not 

which m&e our public forested land most attractive to an urban population are INADEQUATELY protected and conserved 
trails 

No prescribed buming No cutting of trees for wildlife enhancement or other such loopholes SPB control only be use 

encourage a 300 foot wide corridor for hiking and equeatnan trail= instead of the more narrow corridors proposed by lalt 4B) 
I become upset when I find that the trail has been cut over 

Bums should not be allowed to go right up to the streamside I recommend a buffer zone of 150 ft on each 
This wzll reduce the eye sore raused by clear cuts 

wide corrrdor for hiking and equeatrran trails 
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T.LU. 7-8 Trailaide management 

Rampon..: The final plan pmvidee for a trail corridor up to 150' on both sidea of the trail 
partial retention of tall forest cover 
species management, necessary on and along the trails Trail maintenance and marking will continue as It ham in the past 

define or explarn whet you mean when you mention the trarl corridor and "Management wlthm this zone should be to enhance or 

The trail corridor will generally be managed for retentmn or 
Prescrrbed burning will be applied In selected areas and not m other- This will very according to ThB 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 75, LRMP) 
compliment the hiking experience " [refers to VQO matrix1 the Forest Landacape Architect not nehould", but "muat" be involved in the 8A process 
I want a mandatory. no touch, no cut, trail corridor except for mutine trail maintenance activities as mentioned above and emszon control or moving 
a brulge Ln kind of activities 

R.epons.. Resource mgmt adxacent to the trail should be done for recreational emphasis, not timber or range or wrldlife Thinning to encourage hardwoods 61 

I flowerxng Yegetatmn might be one example A wildlife pond might be constructed closer to the trail to provide fishing h vxevnng, etc 

1605 
1605 

1608 

1631 
1679 

T..U.: 7-9 General 

L.tt.=' 1453 Flood control struotures of any kind should be dLscourayed 
Lett.=: 1605 ORVa crossing hiking trails should be eliminated 
Latter: 
Latter. 1605 Tralls should not be relocated Without good reasons 
Lettar 1627 Alternative 2 
L.tt.z: 1723 (M2-sa-31) add "if =cowstem@ are protected and not Wemsed" to the sentence 

1605 Too many m a d s  maka Lt difficult to control illegal activltlee 

i R.npons.: Comment noted 

1679 

1679 
1723 
1723 

1765 
1765 
1801 

150' buffer (no-cut/no-burn) Zones on either side of hiking tralle (300' total) vrsual qllalzty of the trarle should be improved 
What protection are specified %n the USPS Traills Handbook/or m the Tralls South Gurds 
areas you have re-muted traile to "yet" timber 
Provide a 150 foot corridor on each aide of a hiking trall 
the trail for logging purposes 
Protected corridors should be established for traile 
There should be a protected area for 150 ft 
burning within these protected zones 
The trash should be picked up and the trail should be repared where eroemn or other damage has occurred 
Don't let trails cmee trails desrgnated for different modes 
enforcement should be increased to msure people uae the appropriate mode for a trail 
There should be no cleacuttmng acros8 trails A protected zone should be set aside for 150 ft on each side of all trails 

(pg 195, DBIB) trazls uses, at preeent, are indeed subordinant to other actlvrtles. a 150 ft buffer zone on each alde on the trall (300 ft 
total) must be erected 

Logging must be limited , not cmsszng trail protected corrzdors 

tralls As mandated by the NPMA, the plan must ensure their protection 

In the past you have clearcut nght acrosm tralls 1n other 

In this c o m d o r  there should be no prescribed burning, no SPB cute and no rdocatzng of 

on each side of all designated tralls Trails of all types There should be no mttlng or preecrlbed 
Trails should not be relocated, so that timber can be reached There should be lrmzted maintenance M triiz.18 

Trails should be created and desrgnated for dlfferent modes of traneportatmn Law 

need to mark clearly a zone around all tralle that IS off h m t s  to gun use 

or burnrny shall not cmes theea (75 ft along both azdes of all streams and trails) protected corridors 

should give more protection for and trails There should also be protection of a three hundrad foot wide corridor for hiking and equestrian 
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Ism".: 7-9 General 

Lettar: 1605 Recomend Bridges should not be buzlt for ease of trail us-, 3ust to minimize erosion or other impacts from trail users 

R.apan..: Recommendatron noted 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 193, DBIS) you mention user conflzcts but you never talk about what you will do to reduce or eliminate them You need to separate hrking 
trails from ORV trails so they do not cms8 and potential conflict ere elminated 
trails from croaalng 

I want a standard that sets PS policy to remove and prevent such 
In addition you have an BXecutIve order that requrrea you to prevent such conflicts for ORV use to be acceptsble 

R..pon... separation of trail users, hrkere and others, l a  a definite consideration in all trail planning Sin~e the Tane Stay Hiking Traz1 ILSHT) le 127 milee 
long and traverses the entire Sam Houston NP. It 1s almost impoesihle Co have any other kind of trail syetem without crossing the LSHT 

L.tt.e: 1631 mttrng acrose trails and relocating trails Just to accommodate logging m public lands should not be permitted 

R.spon..: The final plan pmvzdea for a trail corrzdor up to 150' on both Bides of the tr-1 
partial retention of tall forest cover 
speclea management. necessary on and along the trails Trail maintenmice and marking will continue sa It has in the past 

The trail corrzdor w ~ l l  generally be managed for retention or 
Prescribed burning will he applied In aelected areas and not m others ThLs will vary according to T&B 

L.tt.z 1679 The Draft PP would ereate t w  many new brrdgea 
actrvitles like poaching, dumping, and growing illegal drugs Bridges affect streamside habitat, change Water flows, and cause erosion and elltation 
Bridges should only be built to minimize the damage of a neseesary road 

Bridges help open up the forest for better ~ C C ~ Q B ,  increasing the threat of manmade fires and illegal 

No bridges should be built In wilderness Dr scenic areas 

Re.ponm.. There will be no m a d  bridges built in wilderness or scenic area* 

Lettar: 1723 (pg 235 DBIS) Foreet Highway. with the definition that IS grven I am very concerned that thim IS a malor federal actron slgnlficantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment 
considered by you the PS of malcing such a decision 

You will permanently turn these made over to another )Urmdiction BO the environmental impacts need to be 

Rampon.. nefmrtions in the glossary were obtained f m m  the source documents hated on page 224 of the D E W  
the revised plan and EIS 

Thrs teminolosy was used by the IDT in preparing 

L.tt.r 1802 Ps-142-148 Eliminate the reference to ORV uee Retain language to apply to all trail usere All Usere have the potentral to damage Tesources, 
impact wildlife. and oiluse conflict Theae standards should apply equally, and not single out and discriminate against the OHV User 

Raspons.. This IS true However. the ORV use probably has more potentral to caUBe resaurce COnfliCtS than any other trall user 

- 8  COMMUNITY STABILITY 

I..".: 8-1 Local economy and 2oha 

L-ttar: 

L.tt.r: 1733 Baonmla and social impact 

614 I would like to see more tourlam ~n Bast Texas, particularly forelgn tourism now that the dollar exchange rate relative to ferezgn currencies favor 
US 

Alt 48 will have a greater impact on the aocial and economic fiber of the Bast Texas piney wwds. I e declaring the Sam 
Houston NP an W A N  POREST wrll directly Impact Montgomery, Walker and San Jaclnto CoUntleQ 
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- I..“.: 0-1 Lacal economy and lobs 

R.sp0n.e: Comment noted 

Lath=: 572 We need to keep tourists coming to our state They bring money and lobs to the state 

R.sponsw The PS strLVe8 to maintain NPGT benefiting all mankind TOUrmte come to the NPGT for many reasons - camping, awu”ng, boating, hiking, fishing, 
The BIS and Plan look at these areas and, while not addressing tourists duestly, attempts to provide NPGT everyone ciul hunting or ]wt to relax 

enioy 

Lett.=: 1310 The DBIS calculates 1050 fewer lobs generated by alt 6 than alt 48 

Latter. 

HOW was that calculation made? Would an independent private emnomist agree that 
41 “bf/year will produce 1050 permanent lobe? 
what are the B o U r c e s  for figures on employment 1679 where le the research and documentation to back up theee employment numbers? 

R..pons.: calculationa were performed uarng a computer-baaed econaia Input-output model called IMPLAN 
mterdependencies of production and consumption sections Within the impact area Withm IMPLAN, direct, mdrrect, induced, and total impacts are 
calculated For tha DEE, calendar year 1990 data was used Respanee coefflcrente for timber, recxeatlon, wildlife expenditures, and county returns 
were multiplied by resource Outputs by each alternative to arrzve at the final calculatlone (ref App B, BIS) 

Input-output analysis IB a procedure for descrlblng the 

L.tt.e: 1310 the total number of lobe produced by the NP IS next to insignificant in terms of the whole Bast Texas economy It le to be noted that even in 
Oregon, where the economy le much more dependent on trmber. the predicted hard timee and economLc dislocation so loudly proclaimed to be inevitable 
after federal timber harvests were drastically reduced, never happened 

R..pcn..: The BIS and Plan are not about ]-be. but managing the land in an ecosystem manner 

L.tt.e 1613 Effect that ORV riders have on tourism revenue to the economy Califomla has estimated the annual impact of ORV usere in  that state to be $3 billion 
per year In our locality, ORV riders buy their machmee, parts, gear, or1 and gasolme, and food and lodging during trips 

R..pone.: ORVer’s do indeed contribute to tbe economic Input of the surrounding areas However, the Plan has not attempted to break out independent analysis 
for ORVer’s, hunters, anglers, hikers. campers, or other selected groups 

L.tt.r: 1529 H a s  anyone really considered the Impact this IORV reetrrctione) could have on the local buslneeses on H w y  6 3 1  Many of these people’s livelihood 
depend on catenng to the needs of the lake recreetron/ORV riders that v1Bit the Boykin Springs riding area 

R.sponm.: ORV restrictions on the southern portion of the Angelina NP should have a minrmal Impact, If any, as ORVer’s will still have areas to use Other 
forest users and oRVer’s will continue to travel on Hxghway 63 

L.tt.z. 1723 

R..pon... New figures as of Peb 
ranka frfth, following beef, Cotton, paultry, and milk The forest mduetry employs 61,000 workers i n  Texas In Baet Texas, It i s  the topranked 
manufacturing employer 

(pg 101 D E W  you use outdated frgurea for how many Texans work m the wood-baaed industry 

1995 show timber to be the second cash crop i n  Texas, behind only c-tton In terms of all TBXW agriculture commodrtres, It 

(‘Forests h The Texas Bconomy m the 1990‘s”. TPS 1995) 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 106 DBIS) no camties that you mention are very dependent on NP funds for school and road budgets 
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1seu. 8-1 Local economy and Jobs 

Raspon..: Though no County 18 100% dependent on the NFGT for school and road budgets. the 25% return to countlee does aid Counties and help Offset those taxes 
lost due to the non-taxation of federal landa 

I..".: 8-2 County revenues 

Ld5t.r 

Ld5t.r. 1632 The current 25% system prompts counties to push for increaee zn sales and related county receipts Sound resource management should not be based on 

1387 I personally feel that we should be insreasmg our sales and harvesting more timber m order to have 
the National Forest 

the principle 
better for all parties involved 

order to achieve any set amount 

a more reasonable payment to the county from 

counties may benefit from a set annual fee paid by the PS m lieu of taxes and instead of the current 25% I support evch a change as 

However, It is my opinion that NFGT has no obligation to miusmanage the NF m L.tt.r: 1636 I have a keen Interest m how much money San Jacinto gets from NPGT 

R.spon..: In 1994, San JaclntO County received $287,963 from the 25% payment to counties Timber is not harvested to produce revenue as 25% payment to 
counties Timber IS harvested for Improving wildlife areas, perfoming stand improvement, preventrng or contmlllng insect mfestatxona and other 
reasons Revenue zs a by-product of this work and the 2511 funds are also then a derzvative and not the purpose of timber sales 

L.tt.m: 1510 The DEIS alt 4 will coat much with little pay back With the incoming conservative congress, economic returne will be VERY IMWRTANT,and ec~nomic 
considerations should be t&en SRRIOUSLY Paybybacks to the local governments must be considered Recreation le a very poor way of generatmg dollars 
from federal lands Unless proper reimbursement can be given to the local governments for the lose of tax base, a significant portion of the National 
Forest should be prrviltined 

R.spons.: Economic considerations are but one of the issuea facing land management planning A 1991 study ( H i c k m a n  and Crawther) of 1987 found nine of the 12 
counties received more from the 25% returns to counties than if the land had been taxed at the average current-use value In many cases, twice as 
mush revenue went to the counties from PS managed land as compared to current p n M t a  use mlvatian 

Letter: 1618 schools and counties wrll suffer less under plan #2 

Rampons.: Under any alternative, schools and counties should not suffer Payments to camties are a byproduct of revenue, whish comes f m m  recreation, timber, 
and mineral programs 

L.tt.r: 1622 on the issue of local commuities such as school systems, etc receiving a percentage of money from USFS timber sales I recommend through the 
political proceee, a change that would provide fixed annual payments where the dollar amount IS based on taxable value of the land and/or the land 
derived commodities 
changes in political clrmate, market values, or natural phenomena typically beyond practrcal control 

commerce 
Park Service 
If our forest lands ~n Sa" Jacmto County needs to be RCW habitat some method of payment other than tlmber sales must be used ~n computing payments to 
the county 

Such a payment method would ellmlnate m u a l  variations m monies received whxh IS often due to unpredictable factors such as 

L.tt.r': 1680 local forest communities benefit ~n the long run from sustainable yield fareat management, which also allowe for a robust recreation eector of 
proposal to Congress whish would base FS payments to counties and schools on acreage, not on m c o m e ,  aa done by the National I evpport 

L.tt.E: 1767 

R.#pona.: comment noted, though this IS really a 50ngreBBlona1-1nteTeQt Item 

Lett.=: 1670 Payments to counties should be baaed on National Forest acreage zn the county (ad3ueted for Inflation) The county could budget on a definrte amount 
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T..U.: 0-2 County revenues 

R..pcn..: 

payments to counties are based on the revenue from each Forest 
specific county land 

Revenue payments to each county are based on the percent of the Poreat occupying a 
&y other means needs congressional action 

Lettar: 1435 payments to counties OD a per acre basis from NP land 18 higher than the current per acre use tax paid by private timberland omers This would 
be brought more into line by reducing Asp 
there It ls only about 4% 
especrally Bince the PS IS burlding more roada there 

In fact, the payments going to mchools 1s msqnrfrcant I leaa than 1%) for all but four counties and even 
I wlll speculate that in the counties that receive the most money from timber sale need the least amount of m a d  buildmg. 

R.nponm.: According to a review of 1987 (Hickman and Crowther, 1991). 25% payment to counties were higher m 9 east Texas countlee than the average current-use 
value tax In three countrea, the average current-use value tax wae higher Remember ,  county roads are conatacted for a vanety of reasons. such as 
mectmg the needs of local residents. school bus transportation, and timber management 

L.tt.=i 1767 Alt 4 would increase the eorea to Alt 48 would affectively take san Jacinto county out of timber production m the us Forest Land sausmg 
frnancial hardehip throughout the county 
out of timber pmduetion will work a hardahrp on Ban Jacmnto county 
to both create lobs and for payments to the county 

. abut 15% of Sa" rTacinto County are WSPS lands Taking any more land than 1s abaoolutely necessary 
we are a ==a1 county with no mnduetq and depend on timber sales m the county 

R..pon..: Keep m mmd, land %anat designated to be put into "timber production Timber production IB a byproduct of land management Aa evidenced by a 
review of t&he 25% payment to counties durrng the past 25 years, san Jaclnto countyy.s payment has fluctuated greatly and no assuranses can be given as 
to meeting precise frgures ~n future years. 
reereatmnal area. then tax dollars will be increased through visntw outmgs and UBB of Sa" Jaointo county storas and other facilities 

However, as Houeton continues to expand and the Sam Houston NP 1s viewed as the Houston community outdoor 

- I..".: 8-3  General 

&attar: 1409 No plan should affect the local economy 

Lattar: 1723 lpg 5 plan) 

R.spone.: Comment meed 

Tmber sales should be Cut gradually and the difference picked up by recreatzon or other =ea8 
me SHNP doe* not aaem the right place for grarmng 

Lees 
grazing IS a step m the rqht direction 

do not forget that the NFB are also surrounded by small subdlvzslone not p s t  amall landowners 

L.ttt.i: 1310 Reommendation. 
L.tt.z 1605 Recommendation 

Per)rodm clean-ups will be organired to remwe trash from streame and streamside areas 
Periodic clean-ups will be organized to remove trash from streams and streamside areas 

Raeponnr: Recormendation noted 

Latter: 1310 The FS needs to help make local residents aware of the many benefits provided by the NP beeides timber , and NF 
contribute indirectly to the tax base becauee lands abutting or close to the NF command much higher sales prices and therefore produce more ad valorem 
taxes, E) NF provide copious supplzea of clean water, both surface water and gmund Water . 

NF serve as M e t  recreation parks 

Rampon..: we agree, 
ecosystem 

we need to tell our etory better, but In the long run, the BUCC~QS of our work 1s being good neighbors and good stewards of our earthly 
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T..Y.: 8-3 General 

1409 L.tt.e: I am delighted that additxonal money will go for proposed recreation programs Attractive 48 1s kindest to the local economy 

R..ponS.: Recreatlon IS important and we v L e W  recreatlm as an Important tool m letting people experience their NFGT m Texas 

Lett.=: 1627 Bconomrcally deficient forested Communitiee In Bast Texas will benefit from alternative 2 whrle other resource amenities are maintained 
should he permitted but not emphasized 

Reapon..: Presently. we permit grazing, but do not emphasize It 

Grazing 

L.tt.e: 1670 etop this ecosyetem propaganda and tell what you are really doing - you have heen ordered to make money and "support the local economy. by selling 
trmber, mmerals. etc off pubhc lands and that IS what you are going to do 

Raspone.: No such orders to 'make money" have been passed dowl Y e s ,  we do return dollars to the local community based an timber and mineral sales, but this 
happens as a result of good ecosystem management 

L.tt.E: 1679 The &aft PP 1s not based on good economic management 
governments and school boards that depend on turnback dollars In lieu of taxes 
dumped on the market at veri/ low pnces 
for National Parks 

It encourages the sale of timber regardless of market conditions This 1s very hard on county 
They are unable to budget for the future and suffer when timber 18 

Payments to county governments and school boards should he based on land taken out of the tax base as 18 done 

R..pon..: You make some valid points, but remember, timber IB sold only when a decision hse heen made to remove timber for the benefit of the ecosystem 1n 
changing the tax aituatlon, this I B  an Item Congrees would have to legislate 

Lmttm: 1723 Define "economically sound" Why are you not eaying that grazrng will be ecologically 80und7 This 18 a National Grassland and it should be 
delrvering the ecosystems that cannot be delivered or are rarely delivered on pnvate landa 
grazmg or grazing with movlng hiaon herds makes the most ecologrcal sense 

Therefore a restored tall grass praine with little 

R..pon..: Bconomically sound means the benefits are at least equal to or greater than the costs 
ecologically sound and beneficial to portxons of the grassland 

Grazing, when It meets the applicable guidelines. IS indeed 

L.tt.2: 1723 lpg 27 summary) how can grazing be suitable for 6 0 0 . 0 0 0  acres of NF when you say that it should not be in various areas like scenic area*, streamside 
zones, etc and when you eay that you want to deemphasrze grazmg? 

~.npons.: While grazing 1s being de-emphaelned, please keep i n  mind grazing help= VegetatLon and repvenates dormant specie- 

I & not sea where the maximum of net public benefits absolutely adheres to multiple management L.t+.z: 1723 (pg 245 DEIS) The net maximum benefits may Dot 
be the best way to meet the neede of the Amencan people 

~mspons.: Net maximum benefits are but one measurement m meeting the needa of the American people 
benefits the public realizes 

It ~e not the goal, but a tool to detenaine some of the 
The goal of a healthy ecosystem remains1 

L.tt.L-: 1808 I s w e  8 Community stability, p 48 
[are] greatest m Alts 1, 2, and 3 and lower m Alts 4 through 7, however, thie difference 18 mrnimal and may be offset by the ~ n c r e a ~e ID 
recreational opportunrtres m Alts 4 through 7 " However, on P 36 under the community Stability saction, It states that "Grazing remains 
consistent to current levele on the Grasslands 'I Developed recreational facllltres, shooting ranges, and special intereet areas should decrease 
available grazing acreage 

This section make the statement that "Grazmg receipta from permittees on the caddo and IBJ National Grasslands la 
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TII.Y.: a-3 General 

R.epons.: Keep In mind. grarrng xs deemphaaired In most foreat alternatives   ow ever, on the Grasslands, grazing (along with range management), le a key 
component of maintaining a healthy ecosystem 
terms of intensity and seasonal use Other areas would, as you suggest, decrease grazing obvrouely. we donlt wrsh any livestock to call the 
shooting range "home" 

Land allotments With a recreation emphasis would not always prohrbit grazing, but could reduce use m 

Grazing wrll also have to be seasonally adJusted to allow for sensitive plant populatmns to develop 

I..U. 9 WILDLIFB AND PISHBRIBS 

TII.Y.: 9-1 i Extirpated or Introduced sperree 

Lett.=: 1636 I appreciate the cooperation with Texas Parks 61 Wildlife on prolects such as reintroduction of wrld turkey, etc 

R..pons.: Comment noted 

L.tt.r: 1258 I would lrke to recommend that the Angelma NP (all NFs In Texas) be managed as habztat for the Loulslana Black Bear 

Rampona.: Recommendation noted 

L.tt.r. 1671 clanflcation should be provided regarding "desirable exotzc speores " , feral hogs should not be considered desirebible The animals are not 
part of the origrnal ecoeytem and are damaging the forest and grasslands The Plan or BIS should discuss all the reasone why hogs are or can be a 
problem and support population control A statement should include the idea that the immigratim of neighboring hogs wrll continue ta be problematic 
without the underetandmng and help of adlacent landomera and managers The TPWD has the opportunrty to be a helpful influence In this matter 
Problems with hogs include destluction of LL seedling= and other regeneratmg forest plants, damage to endangered species m bogs, competition with 
other wildlife for mast, possible problems with the reproductive ~uccess of ground nesting birds, possrble disease vectors, damage to wildlife 
plantmga, and damage to ground dwelling vertebrates such as sala-dere or toads (some are rare -r endangered 

Reep0ns.i Agree - See new section under Wildlife ID BIS 
L-ttae 1671 The Plan states that grazing of livestock will be prohrbited m Candidate scenic Recreation River Corndors, ~n Special Ripanan and Wildlife areas, 

and i n  Scenic areas RNAs permit grazing of livestock only as part of sclentlfls Investigations Grazing of livestock Wlll be discouraged In 
wilderness areas Are hogs classified as livestock? They are of domestic saurces, they graze, and they mot Rooting 18 often more damaging that 
grazing 
soon will be LE their expansion continues 

since they may be defrned as grazrng livestock, how are they to be kept out of the restncted areas, They are presently in these areas, or 

R.sp~ns.: we are working with the State to solve this program We do not yet have an answer 

Lattar. 1679 The Draft PP needs to define desirable native species and ~ e a e e s  the need for "on native species If non native apecles are introduced, there should 
be a plan to convert to native species with m m m u m  Impact on the forest 
habitat 
submergent should be natural for each site, not based on an arbrtraq formula 
unnatural boundaries 

There should be clear old growth allocatlona, not lust m bottomlands or RCW 
The percent of marglns to surface m d  emergent/ 

Deflnlng speclflc areas as habltat for a speclflc specles Creates 
Riparian zones ahould be defined by observation There should be no fellrng for fish habitat 

It limits natural expansron and migration and mcreaeee probability of catastrophe 
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PWUT ?nu EIS c " T s  
Comments by Tee". .nd Respone. 

9 - 1  Bxtlrpated or introduced species 

R-mpons.: we hope this move toward ecosystem management will help solve the problems you speak of 

Lett.=: 1 1 7 1  Angelma. Sam Houston and Big Thicket woodlands should be acceaaible by foot, bike or horseback only, not motorized vehicles which disturb the natural 
beauty I am personally oppoeed to our parklande being used by brkera and three-wheelers 

R.SPonm.: Motorized vehicles have a recreational right to pursue their enloyment of the foreets as long as they, like all trail users, do not harm the 
ecoeystem Keep m mind, for many dreabled Amerxans, motorized vehicles are the only way for them to eqoy the beauty of the foreate 

- 9-2 Fish and aquatic resource management 

Lettee: 1605 No new lakes or ponds are needed 
L.tt.r: 1723 (MA-5-44) limits to motors must, not may, be applied 
La++.=: 1723 (MA-Sa-011 remove "to the extent practical" There ahould be zero emphasis on nonnative fish except to get rid of them 

R.#pone.: COmment noted 

L.tt.r: 1453 Introduction of exotzc fishery, even to the extent of cold water stocking m controlled ponds, may have pwrly understood impacts on the native 
fishery which the Plan seeks to emphasize 
exotics can escape from lakes and ponds, particularly from mainstem reservo1rB 
frsh such as the Paddlefish 

With the flat terrain and extreme flood events seen In Bast ~ e x a ~ ,  there IS always a chance that these 
I was disappointed to see no specific plans for restoring endangered 

Respon..: Agreed, trout stocking has been curtailed on the NPGT We are actively participating m the paddlefish recovery program with the TPWD and have 
secured twm "Brmg Back the Natives" grants to restock paddlefish on the navy Crockett NF 
restoration, but it re listed under the precepts of sensitive spesres and MA-4-03 specifies fish stocking only to restore native populations 

No, the Plan does not specifically address paddlefish 

Lett.=: 1605 Maintain an appropriate natural percentage of the shoreline In emergent aquatic vegetation for bank protection and for fish and waterfowl habztat 

Rwpon..: %reed, emergent vegetative species were for  the purpose of preserving "natural percentage'' from herbicide elmmation and "gravel pit" pond 
constructim with steep grades 

L.tt.r: 1 6 7 1  The Dept 
value The validity of conetuctrng one pond per management unit 1s neither conduoive to ecosystem management or to enhanclng wetland valves 
Constructing ponds scattered throughout compartments without an integrated plan for identifying exrstrng wetlands and determining creation, 
enhancement or restoration oppo~cunities la a costly and unnecessary practice 
species m east ~exae, loss of functioning wetlands with high value has been srgnifrsant and considerations for this problem should be a part of the 
overall land management plan 

encourages wetland creation or enhancement pro]ecte rather that developing small ponds than ale not mamtained and have little wildlife 

While water IS seldom, , a hmltlng factor to native wildlife 

Rampon..: Agreed, have edited as such 

L.tt.r. 1723 PW-014 6 015 - you ignore protecting and restoring streams You spend all your time on lakes and pnds and virtually nothing on the streams I 
ob]ect to this lack of balance 

 pone.. The IDT does not understand the rationale for this statement 
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- 1.su.: 9-2 Fish and aquatlc reBource management 

Lettar: 

Lattae: 

1605 

1605 

Ma-5-12/13 - Maintenance of particular percentages of lake margmn/eurface areas In emergent/eubmergent vegetation should be conslatent Wxth normal 
values for each body of water, not with arbitrary values of 30% (margms) or 10-501 (surface area) designed to support gam epecrea 
Ma-5-11 - Felling of dead, dying or crowded trees for fiah stnatures should be prohibited, as this adversely affects the waterside ecosyetem 
suffrcient natural felling will occur to support natural fish populations 
gama fish is likely to disturb natural balances 

Artificial felling of trees to create artificially large populations of 

R..pona.: Sgmt of vegetation I" MA-5 IS directed for man-made reservoirs, lakes, & ponds These artrfrcial stmcturem provide various values & mgmt will 
ensure sontrnued viability of these desired values 

Latter: 1723 MA-5-5 - define what "viable native fish populatrons can be mamtained" means How wrll you determme this? 

R..pons.: Btockmng of any fish species must be determined through site-apemf1.c analyeis to have no detmmental effect on PBTS or other mensztive speclee 

L.tt.t: 1808 Game Species, Affected Bnvrronment-Forests and Graeslands, p 92 The importance of rncreasrng the flow of water to the frsheriea resource needs to he 
explained, as well as mcludmg mfomatron of seasonal flow regimes and how they will be impacted by the proposed alternatives 

R-spon..: Maintaining water flow for stream related comunities le obvious 
effect 1s siltation, which IS clearly defrned in the FBIS 

The effects of the various alts affect flow rates. but not significantly. the malor 

I..".: 9-3 Threatened, endangered, rare or eensitive mpeczes (PBTS) BXCLUDING RBD-COCKADBD WOODPBCKBRS 

L.tt.r: 1385 Recovery planning should be limited to the RCW 
L.tt.r: 1636 Without knowledge of how msreaeed 48 acreage for RCW wlll impact these, then lt does not seem wise to create new problems while solving old one= 
L.tt.r: 1680 Publxc ~urveye consistently show that most Americans don't think we have gone far enough to protect endangered species 
L.tt.r: 1123 (pg 81 oms) reeearch by the FS has shown that Canebrake Rattleanakea do not armply use bottom areas A lot of their time during the mating and 

L.tt.t: 1723 

Lattme: 1808 we are concerned that rmplementatlon of this strategy (I e available time of the D18trict biologists) may replace management of Federally-listed 

Red wolf and black bear should be reintroduced Other declining species must not be ignored 

wanner seasons are spent 10 uplands. 

often the v x t m  of road kills 

species and other ongoing research proleate In these NFs 

So this plan wrll not neceaearzly have the impacts that you say 
research at the SPA Bxperlment Forest on Canebrake Rattlesnakes suggests that areas fragmented by roads cause decline In snakee beceuee they are 

R.sp0n.e. Cmment noted 

L.tt.r: 1723 

R.mpon.e 

(pg 82 DBIS) you need to show what your plan is for reintroduction of both the Louiaana Black Bear and Red Wolf are for the Texas NF's 

we eupport the recovery plans for those species but ae yet do not have an assigned role In their recoveq 

L.tt.r: 1808 To date, the NF ~n Texas lack mfo-tlon regarding the location, status, and habrtat requrnnents of several Federally-listed speclee Fragmentation 
of foreat stands from high commodity production la mora likely to negatrvely impact the RCW, other Federally-listed species, and the mtegrzty of 
forest ecosystems than the prolested amount of forest loss (although total foreat loea of plant communities has not been determmed) 

R.ep0n.e: The high production alt was not ahoeen 
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I..Y.i 9-3 Threatened. endangered, rare or aeneltlve epecles (PETS) EXCLUDING RED-MCKADED WOODPECKERS 

L.tt.c: 1605 Prior to any actrvity which will involve the destruction of habitat, a thorough site-mspectron should be made for any ~peciee whlch are xdentlfled as 
Federally endangered or threatened and which have a prohabilrty of occurrence of W1, Wz, or W3 

R..ponea We do this as part of our BE process on every pro]ect 

L-tt-e: 1605 The USPS must Iuetify, m any decision to use methods which produce large areas of early successional forest, the acceptability of this negative 
Impact to neo-tropisala, particularly In relation to the NFMA's direction to manage for biodiversity 

R.spOns.: Changes m the age class dietribution are considered m every prolest and BE 

L.tt.e: 1679 The Draft PP does not include the surveys required by NPMA, specifically surveys for endangered or threatened speciea and cultural re~ources 

R.spon..; The EIS and site specific EA and BE'S meet NPMA requirements 

Lettar: 1723 (pg 89 D E W .  you mention nothing about protection lofl etete listed and Texas Organlzatron for Endmgered species listad apecree I disagree that 
How Alt 4b LS better for li*>ng fits. 6 & 7 

o m  4b be better? 
6 & 7 provrde for less disturbance and fragmentation of habitat and have large corridors and more 00 

R.mp0n.e: See complete T&B h a t  In plan appendix D 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 86 D E W  impacts on PETS will not all be positive by the RCW DBIS Thxe document ignored .the negative effects that have occurred and wzll 
occur m the future on the Slander Wakerobin .Noddm9 Nixie ._ another sensitive plant species will not benefit from RCW management 

lohlolly pme-hardwood ecosystem will suffer because you will Cut down most of the hardwoods 

R-apons-i How ecosystems are I n  balance all epedea assorrated wrth those system18 w r l l  benefit Removal of moet hardwoode le not the objective ecosystem 
management 1s 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 84 DRIS) you need to discuss how you will protect and maintain and enhance habitat for the Big Ticket Emerald Dragonfly and  menc can ~urying 
Beetle and Hillard's Toothpick Graaehopper 

Respone.: How ecosystems are m halance all apecree associated With those systems will benefit 

Lattae: 1723 PW-205 - the llmitatiane are needed and not may he needed 
Peepans.: This 18 a g u d e  line that achowledges pmfeealonal Judgement will often be necessary during prqect mplementatron 

L.tt.e. 1808 Appendix D, Endangered. Threatened and Sensitive Species, p 1-6 This appendix contains some inaccurate Information which should be corrected 

R.epon.r. Improvements have been made m appendix D to reflect your concerns 

Ld2t.e: 1679 B r o w s e  surveys were  not conducted, and claimed benefits of early successional vegetation are not documented The age of hardwoods left le not stated 
It takes 30 yeare for hardwoods to reach mast productron stage 
left to provrde habrtat 

A Sprout doea not equal a 70 y r .  old hardwood Hardwoods over 100 yre old should be 
The Importance of hardwood mast production was not addressed 

R.spons.: Literature i s  replete w i t h  info that details the value of s a ~ l y  successional habitat 
deacribed m the 1992 AXS. Malyeie of the alts 
(see PEIS chapter I111 

Dstailed discussion of the value of va2-10118 habitats & mast was 
mcotporated this info, especially as rt relates to hardwood dependent species such as gray equirrele 
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- I..".: 9-4 Fragmentation 

L. tt.r: 

886 

1310 
1605 
1605 
1627 
1640 

1679 

1808 

1808 

1808 

There seem to be very few deer there (Sam Houaton NF), actually leas each year 
not thinlc that the forest 1s varied enough to p e m t  them to live 
No more ponds or watenng holes are needed. 
No tree hamest or other vegetation management 10 allowed m thie area except normal trail malntenancs where authorized tra118 traveree SMZ's 
For every mile of road buzlt m unfragmented old growth, approximately 97 acres of foreate are altered by the effects of the constmation 
Alternative 2 

methods m alt I8 
The Draft PP implements an untried management method without regard for the impacts on wildlife and bio-diversity Wildlife improvements should be 
restricted for PETS only safety hazard reduction management should be limited to stands ad2acent to public areas Guidelines for szte specific 
activztrea, including impacts ahould be published The Draft PP does not leave dead tress for rebuilding the top eorl and providing habitat 
Proper range management with grazmng as one of m y  management tools 1s important for the restoration of native graaaland habitat beneficial to 
endemic and migratory wildlife apecree However, grazing zn bottomland area8 may degrade habitat eaeential for Federal trust species 
Affected Environment ilnd Environmental Consequences, p 52 
place " In relation to fish and wildlife impacts, the fxrst step I" mitigation involves avoidance If impacts cannot be avoided, they should be 
minimized to the extent possible and unavoidable Impacts should be mitigated to restore lost habitat values resultmg from a prolect 
The Physical Environment, Part II(b), Alternative 4(b), p 155 Due to RCW concerns, available oil and gas actlvitles " will have fewer sores 
available for surface occupancy" These actIvles "could affect "RCW'B during the nesting season and '' may need to be relocated to SPB spots or 
stom damage areas to word damaging additional openings '* In all cases, the method which causes the least amount of environmental impacts should be 
utilized 
Species Act requrred formal consultation wxth the PWS 

I never eee any small mammals like possums and raccwns I do 

In alt 6 forest edge predatore (raccone, possums, cowbirdel wouldn't have 80 many edges to inhabit like they would With lalge holes from use of 
This helps the wildlife that needo unfraigmented forest 

It is stated, "The effects of altematlvea are disclosed with the mitigating measures ~n 

Any action whrch may affect any Federally-listed threatened or endangered species should be avoided Otherwise, section 7 of the Gndangered 

Latter: 1310 Recommendation No tree harvest or other vegetation management 18 allowed m thxs area except normal trail maintenance where authorized trails 
traverse SMZ' s 

R.spon... Recommendation noted 

L.tt.e 1723 (MA-1-12) you have no road densit ies  required to protect Wildlife from fragmentation. You need them here 

~.apon.a: Site specific analysis allows the placement of restrictlone on any travel route or area for all or part of any time period m response to a variety of 
management and resource needs and oble~t~ves Specific direction 1s contained 1x1 Porest-Wide S&G Wzth use restrictions and closures, the Open road 
density can be effectrvely reduced to meet management and resource needm and obJectives All restnctmns are applied m accordance with 36 CPR 261 

L.tt.r. 1472 Alt 
address the habitat needs of such species 

48 will not provide for much early successional hsbitat whrch 18 critical for many of the nectropical mrgratory birds More should be done to 

 aspo on.. Early aucceesional species are not the ones declining m numbers 

L.tt.r: is08 Grassland  razing and Range Management, p 68 Thre scctmn states, "The Caddo and LBJ GraselandB have a m i x  of bottomland hardwoods (lo percent), 
prairie-aavanna wwdlanda (25-35 percent) and prarrle grasslands (50-60 percent) " Accordlng to tbese flgures, the graselands comprlse appro% 3,800 
acres of bottomland hardwoods 
forbs, shrubs, and regeneration of hardwoods 

Livestock grarlng has tbe potentla1 to degrade wlldllfe habltat m bottomland hardwood areas through the removal of 
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T..U.: 9-4 Fragmentation 

R.epons.: Cattle use IS predommately on uplands, with little time in the hardwood bottoms No damage has been documented 

L-tt-r. 1808 many of the developed recreation sites are currently under Utilized Additional developed areas would serve to decrease the habztac for some vlldlrfe 
specres, m this regard. we recommend that funds be utilized to improve existing developed recreational areas metead of creatmg more 

R..pons.: W e  are pzeeently zn the process of d m g  rehabilitation work on several areas 
and funding has been ecarce 

Costs of replacing old worn out facilities has gotten extremely costly 

L-tt-e: 1679 men-age management creates early successional vegetatmn which I B  unsuitable for wildhfe 
wildlife, and the forest Bites for range and nesting are reduced 

There 1s too much t a r "  to be eaten by most forma of 

R..Wn..: Wildlrfe benefits most from a m=xture of age classes m y  successful stages benefit many species 

L.tt.r: 1433 . the intention to retam 2 den trees per acre If avarlable is a truly paltry provreion for wildllfe habltat Many more trees are needed 

R.mpona.r The fmal revised plan retains @nags h recognrzable den trees for Wildlife 

Lett.=: 391 The negative effect of forest openings 1 s  compounded by the well documented fact that predators and cowbirds penetrate the surrounding forest m all 
directions for hmdreda of feet' Our Texas (6. all of u S ) blrds are zn trouble and further fragmentatron of the national forests of our mature treea 
must be stopped, 

are negatively impacted by the m a d  densities descrrbed In the plan 

(pg 163 h 170 DBIS) Alt 
fragmentation will interact with all past and present fragmentation 
page 170 

residents 

the forest heside them 

L.tt.r: 1632 

L.tt.e: 1632 Efforts to quantify fragmentation must include horse, ORV and foot trails 
L-tt-r: 1723 

road density does not address adverse impacts to wrldlrfe m terms of fragmentatwn Species such as the LA black bear and canebrake rattlesnake 

7, you say 7 wells will be drilled in the Coldspnng/collne/Mercy 011 Fields but you do not address how t h m  additional 
Habitat fragmentation 18 a reality now, and not a poeszbility as stated on 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 140 DBIS) you do not include any kind of estimate for the damage that this Eontznung fragmentatLon . wlll do to the forest and Its 

L.tt.r. 1723 
Plus you say nothing about the road density 1~8ue and haw mush the 011 and gas activltlee play a role m f h w  phenomenon 

all SPB and other temporary made must be considered for fragmentation effects for the time It takes for them to have vegetation that is elmilar to 
you ignore thre fragmentation and the effects this has on interior forest speclee 

R..pon..: The PSIS incorparates additional discussion on the fragmentatron 188ue 

L.tt.e: 1723 cumulative impacts are also supposed to apply to all other aativities m the NP which are near where these wells will be drilled or developed 
You ignore the total fragmentation potential and actual acreage that has occurred m the past, occurs now, and will occur I" the future of both 021 
and gas drilling actIv1t1ee and all other aetivitxes that occur ~n the NP and grasslands 

R~epon..: A complete diesussion of acres of or1 6. gae production le found In chapter I11 of the FZIS 

L.tt.r: 1723 

(referring to mmerals) 

fact that you have to add gravel and hard Cement blocks seems to me to mdzcate that you are allowing riding In areas that are not suitable for 
such use 
ORV trails will become more like roads and If this is 80 should be treated as such 
with a- much review and analysis as regular m a d s  

The proposed so-called mrtigattron amounts to the same type of conetmctz-n astivlty that has to be done to create a m a d  Therefore the 
Their fragmentation of the forest and density should be looked at 

R.spcn..: The IDT agrees, site specifis analyeis will Incorporate these cooc~ms 

L.tt.e: 1723' m-2-01 - 10-100 a m e n  1s t w  small an area to prevent fragmentation effects 
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- 9-4 Fragmentat Lon 

Raspollse: These 81-tes refer to ilctIve & Inactive RCW clusters, the HMA as a whole IS restricted to the eize & total area of openings that address the specific 
concerns for RCW 

- I..“.. 9-5 General 

1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1721 
1723 
1723 

lpg 95 ~131.9) 
ae old as Alts 
(MA-ec-141) 
MA-4-118 - remove thzs one 
la-4-123 ~ I am totally against Wildlife food plots i n  n p a n a n  area8 
MA-4-125 - I want no treee Cut under the guise of helping endangered species 
FW-013 - I am against the building of ponds 
(plan pg 9 8 )  I slm agailnet any permanent food plots and ponds 
Fw-204 - you do not need wildhfe ponds 
(MA-9a-161) I am againat any cutting for rnldllfe habitat improvement 
I am against any Wildlife improvement that calls for logging 

I disagree that Alt 4b has the best game habrtat There are fewer old trees and the old trees that exlet ~n thls ale are not nearly 
6 & 7. .. do not gLve credit to natural dLeturbances that will occur with the human generated ones via cuttmg m thhe forest 

there 18 no need for wildlife management I n  an area that 1s naturally evolving You can do wildlife management on the general forest 
There 18 no need for such cavltiea in a n p n n a n  area since nature will provide these 

This by thhe veri, definition means you will be cutting trees 

R.epons.: Comment noted 

Latt.r: 1723 (pg 100 D E I s )  Eastem Wild Turkey do not 3Ust benefit from RCW habitat but also benefit from bottomland habitat . warren Stames on 11-30-94 at the 
Trails Workshop said that turkey may be even more sen81tlve to ORV’s and Other nozse dxsturbanoea than RNI But you do not discuss this and tell how 
your proposals will impact the turliey regarding dieturbance 

Response: Roads may be closed in turkey recreation areas until restoration la considered B succe88 

Lett-= 1605 Wildlrfe habitat improvements I n  riparian zone8 should be restricted to Impmvements required for PETS only. and not provided for game or other non- 
PETS species 
cannot be met by habitat Improvements outaide the SMZ, m the general forest. 

Further, such Improvements should be undertaken only if It 1s shown that they ere essential to PETS viability and that the obJecrlve 

Rwponae: MA-4 has been revised to clarify state DFC & pnmary/aecondary mgmt emphasis 

L-tter. 1723 MA-1-11 - you keep pushing more road and ORV trail use 
disturbed 

But you do nothing about limltmng densities of such facilities so that wildlife 18 not 
on 11-30-94 warren Stames said that Eastern Wild Turkey may be even more sensitive to ORV use than RCW 

Rasponeei The emphasis IS on managed Trall/Road development &use ,  not open, unrestricted u8e A new FWS w a s  developed to guide mgmt of roads & road o1osur.e 

(m-7.) Why are openings for selected wildlife species needed when there are plenty of natural openings like SPB and wind storme and other natural 
disturbance factors? 

Letter: 1723 
Whet apecifie wildlife species will benefit and are they doing okay and do they really need additional other than natural 

openings? 

nespons.. The NFGT IB working closely n t h  TPWD to provlde appropriate openings for both game & non-game specres 
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T..Y.: 10 RBCRZATTON 

S..Y.: 10-1 General R e - u m  

1298 
1258 

12 81 

1409 

1409 
1679 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 

1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 
1772 

NPs of Texas s M d  be adrmnistered to promote esot-sm. 
New cam-unde rmed bo be built and old ones impmved and expanded 
be pmvided that will allow the avel-age family to enter our forests and -e them 
The plan to re&z'Ict teqet shootrng to designated d t s  IS a very g d  plan 
hikers when there was =hooting In open areas 
There IS an i n o m  m demand for all type8 of recreatian 
Addrtional milee of horse and ORVtraile are needed 
where this can be worked out as tomwtenance 
... pnmitlve sates for backpackers every ten ~lllles. Prmitive sites for car Itruck) campang 
The Draft FP does not addreee the Impact of extenaiue even-age cuttxng on xecreatlon 
I do not en3oy skpplng around cow m-e .. 
(MA-sa-89) It la dqpbcat~ve. [MA-sa-311 Remove at 
(MA-9b-1161 fa- m u s t  not be allowed 
(MA-9b-35) I am ageinat dwaad You need to f u l f l l l  need 
(w 15, Plan) how can h k m g  be both &spereea m d  developed recreation? 
MA-Ed-91. the ROS moBt be Bemi-pr~mltlve nonmotoneed Who MntB mads thmugh a botanical area. 
vegetation 
(MA-3-71) 
beerdes C m s s  Timbers RNA for semi-prmutrve nonmoaorized recreational Opportunities 
(MA-ab-61) 
(MA-ac-$6) no dLschmrge& firearms There also should be no b o w  and arrows, too 
(MA-8s-911 only eeml-prx"lve nonmotorrzed should be allowed. 
I think you should be more concerned on how much damage 
damage with their campfires and garbage. 

Hiking trails must be developed and law enforcemat maintained Pacllreies must 

The Gnrrslende was too dmgeroua fox horseba& rzders, campers. and 

=king trails need to be mamtamed so they can be used %y the general public 
FloUntain bike trails are needed If people ara interested ~n maunfailning them. multi-use trazla 

short nature trazls and other short traile where hheyrnll be uaed 

(refe-ng to grasslands). 

People need to walk the ares so they can *e= the 

.I am quite agarnst there being no areas that have no mads Solitude and quiet - also needed on the p m e l m d s  I want some a r e s  

I am for only Bemz-prmItive a d  prumtlve activities m a v e r  somdore 

camping le doing (than An"81 Campers have no respect for the forest and do considerable 

L.tt.e. 1805 I am interested m More time and better condrtrona for hrking and prvmrtlve camping eep less 1)hu- noise. 2) control of dumping and 
lltterzng, 31 presemation of hikrng only trails, 4)larger buffer of treee along the trails left in its natural state 

R.epns.: The final plan provides for a trarl corridor up to 150' on both sides of the trail 
partial retention of tall forest cover 
species management, necessav on and along the trails Trail maintenance and marking w ~ l l  contmnue 8s It has m the past 

The trarl corridor will generally be managed for retention or 
Prescrzbed burning wrll be applied m eelected arees and not m others. This w ~ l l  vary according to T&B 

L.tt.r 1262 Provide a l l  Vlsxtors with the quality of outdoor experience that they seek such as conveniences, backcountry camping & solitude 

Raspone.: That le our intent in the PP 

L.tt.r: 1310 There are no opportunities for primitive recreatron anywhere on the NFT, because of excessive mads Pnmlt lve  recreation is defined . as usually 3 
miles or more from roads The BS 1s not meeting xte legal requirement to provide a full spectam of opportunities within the ROS claesrficatrons 
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L.tt.r. 1723 (pg 250-251,  DBISt the so called wilderness areas do not meet your cnterza here Ipg 2041 for the definition of prrmltlve and seml-prmltzve 
Bither these anteria are too strict and must be changed to reflect what pnmltlve means for nonmotorized 

wilderness areas m TX 
This means either one of two things 

or mads and other motonzed USBS must be obllterated m areas to pmduca acreage that conforms to your deflmtrons 

socral R..pone.: Definition for physical setting of prlmrtlve i s  3 or more miles from a road. which very small areas of the foreet fit Into thls category 
settlng of primitive l a  pretty well met by wilderness areais and management setting for wilderness 1s primitive 

&.tt.r: 1723 (pg 182,  DEISt, there IS a need for more use etudies for recreation m the TX NPs the study done in Upland Island Wilderness that showed that 
hunting 18 the dominant use 
infonnatmn is bzased m favor of hunting instead of sampling equally and fairly for all potential outdmr uses 

the study 18 seriously flawed elnce It was only done in hunting eeaeon and no other season was sampled for use the 

R.mponee: Other Information than hunting was gathered, zt was decided that any other tune of the year. use would be 80 low that the research center would not be 
able to sample enough people to get the type of information they were looking for 

Lattmr: 1723 (pg 192,  DEIS) certain u8ee have the RVDs provided Please provide these for hlkmg, backpacking, and other uses 

R..ponS.: Hiking - 49 ,900  RVDe, Horseback - 30 ,800  RVDs.  Motorcycle - 51 ,200  RVDB, Bicycle - 25,400 RVD8 

Letter'. 1723 (pg 204,  DBISt about the only primitive exper-rence you can get IS in the wildernesa areas But many specla1 mangement areas and streamside areas 
should also bs pr-rmitive or some perhaps semi-primitive "on-motorized 

R.sp0n.a Most special MAS would be claasifLed as SPNU Moat areas on the NFGT are relatively close to or bordered by roads Even though they would be managed 
as pnmltzve or SPNM, they mxght be influenced by the sounds and sights of traffic on the roads 

Lettar: 1807 Why should they (recreatlonretst have free use of the grasslands when most of the abuees are from them why not reqequme recreation permrts, 

Rasponma The LhWCB prohrbita us for charging a fee for dispersed use, unless some type of facility 1 s  constructed end used 

Lett.=. 1723 (pg 174 DEIS) you do not give specific impacts on recreation for each alternative there la no cumulative environmental impacts 

Rwponc~.. It IS important to understand that there are two levels of decision makrng zn the Ps The BP represents only the first level of decision making about 
the management of the NFGT 
"Cumulative impact" IS the "Impact on the environment which results from the incremental Impact of the action when added to other past, present. and 
reasonably foreseeable future actrona " (40 CFR 1508 71 CumulatLve umpacce are among the effects (40 CFR 1506 at that must be included in 
considering the environmental eoneequences of action8 (4OCFR 1502 16) The '"actLon" represented by a FP 1s the selection of a programmaex framework 
to guide future decision making on the foreat, using FP management direction aa a gateway tm complrance wzth environmental laws at the p m p c t  and 
activity level 
nature In most cases, thrs ulmmitment 
takes place at the apscifrc pmieot/actlvity decision point 
elte-specific environmental effects, pro3ect alternatlvea, or the cumulative effects of individual pro]ecta/actlvitrea that have not yet been 
scheduled 

Site-Speclflc, prolect plannrng to rmplement the goals and ob3ectives of the FP la the second level of deciaron making 

A PP IS not an aggregation of 10 to 15 years of individual proJect decisions The 81s for a FP is, therefore, programmatic ~n 
Compliance wrth NEPA 18 required at the pant of an "irreversible and irretrrevable comntment of reeources " 

Therefore, the EIS for a PP commonly does not contain site-specific data or disclose 

L.tt.r: 1723 MA-2-54 - define what "low level of change in natural conditionsl' l a  This IS not a standard because It le not measureable 
L.tt.r. 1723 (FW-131, 112) define what "roaded natural and semi-pnmitrve motonred recreation opportunities" are How does this relate to the definitions of 

these two terms in the DBIS? 

R.mponme.. FS Recreation Planning handbook h manual provides for 5 levels of development ranging from prmitive to highly developed 
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T..u.: 10-1 General Recreation 

2.tt.r: 1723 (plan pq 1131 - you want to emphasize motorzzed drsperaed recreation even after you have shown that the greeelands are too small. are fragmented, 
have erosive 80118, there are conflicts with other users and landowners and there are other resaurce problems why do you allow such an incompatible 
use7 

R.epons.: This use will be/is on low level system roads There IS no ORV use allowed 

htta:  1723 (MA-9b-61) what 28 the c a n y l n g  capacity and the envzmnmental Impacts 

R.spons.: We don't understand this comment 

2.tt.e: 1723 several changes that need to be made the phrase "stately pine forests" is sUb]ectlve and not factual you use the words "user demand" 
what 18 important 1s need What you never talk about here, and for any recreation use, IS carrying capacity Demand should not drive thia but 
environmental protection and canylng capacity should be the key elements m any review of whether additional recreational development 18 ystified 

R..POLL..: Cam/mng capacity can valy for a site depending upon how much &/or what kind of site mitigation or modification 18 d m e  
planning procedure to develop a relative level of planned development or management 

user demand le standard 

10-2 Management of Developed Recreatim Site8 

I,.tt.r: 
r,.tt.r: 
I,.tt.L" 
I..tt.r: 
I..tt.r': 
I,.tt.r: 

?,.tt.r: 

I,.tt.e: 

1310 
1310 
1605 
1605 
1605 
1605 

1679 

1723 

I am oppsed to the development of Cagle Campground until and unleee the population ob]ectives for RCW on the whole TNP's 18 met 
If there IS indeed a need for more capacity and money IS available, then I think that developing Scott's Ridge and Kelly Pond will be sufficient 
Developed campgrounds should not be too close to hikrng tyarle 
Alt 48 proposes a number of new developed campgrounds, without citing specrfic evidence of need 
A semi-primitive site should not be upgraded to a fully developed 81te simply based on supposed demand 
Camp 8ztes at some campgrounds would benefit from greater spacing between individual camp sites and more vegetation left to provide privacy and nolee 
abatement 
Campgrounds should not be too close to t r a i l s  Campgrounds should not be too crowded and the campsites should not be too close tagether. More law 
enforcement LS needed to insure that users do not abuse the campground* 
resolved, the DPP would create new campgrounds 
(MA-9a-115) I do not Want to m - m l l e  the number of Vieltors 

Even though erosion and w a s t e  problems m exlsCing campgrounds have not been 

R-epons.: Comment noted 

L-tt-r: 1609 The national forest m Ten8 ahould be managed for people to eqoy If campgrounds were built and adequate facilities provided, East Texas would 
benefit from an increase in tounsm 

R-spons.: The PS str1Ve.e to maintain NFGT benefiting all mankxnd TOUr1ste came to the NPGT for many reasons - camping, awm"mg. boating, hiking, fishing, 
The BIS and Plan l w k  at these areas and, while not addressing tourists drrectly, attempts to provide NFGT everyone can hunting or lust to relax 

enioy 

htt-r 993 Selective cutting should avoid- recreational areas 

R.mp0nm.1 Mature trees are always available, selective cutting le the best way to achieve this 
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I..U. 10-2 

Latter. 

Management of Developed Recreation sites 

1310 The DEIS offere no usage data on current cammrounda to Juetlfy bulldrng new ones 
current 21 dsveloped Bites? 

What la the average year-round occupancy rate at each of the 

R.epons.: Acres on the Sam Houston NF are very heavily used, but there are no acre* on Lake conroe Developed rscreatlon Bxtes on Lake m n m e  would also 
receive heavy use This propsal LS a carry over of the 1987 PLRMP. whrch also proposed development 

Lett.?: 

Latter: 
Lettar: 1723 (pg 133, DEIS) I do not want any developed campground at Tarkmgton Bayou I want the Tarkington Bayou area not developed and set aslde to 

1310 

1605 

I am strongly oppoaed to developing a campground anywhere near Tarkington Bayou, since that area IB one of the few places where hlkers can eqoy some 
semblance of solitude and quiet 
Tarkington Bayou Campground should not be developed, as this Would negatrvely impact a beautiful area 

provide and enhance opportunrties for semi-prmltlve and primltlve outdoor experrenoes 

n..pons.: Thrs wae a proposal by the sierra Club In the 1987 FLRMP and waa carrled over into this plan 
primitive camp zn the area 

ouch opportunities are rare and It IB outrageous to destroy what few such opportunities as still exist 

The proposal now, a8 It was then, IS to develop a 

Lattar: 1432 I am very disturbed with Natron.31 Poreat’s policy regarding the maintenance of the Harvey Creek park on Lake Sam Raybum 
once a beautiful park It01 detsnorate terribly 
Q beautiful recreational facility 

You have allowed what was 
Now I understand you no longer will maintain the boat ramp This le deprlvmg the public accem to 

R..pn#. Shoreline erosion on Sam Raybum R e s e I Y r ) l r  has been a force that we have not been able to stop, prlmarlly becwae of the so& of trying to do SO 

Even then, the Corps of Engineers convinced us that any ahorelme erosion control work we did probably wouldn‘t work, unleee spendmg mlllxons, whmh 
would have to be appropnated by Congress 

L-ttrr 1605 The BIS repeatedly menelons ~ e x - 1 0 ~ 8  ahorelme erosion and aorl compactlm at Caney Creek, Haney Creek, and sandy Creek on the Sam Rayburn ResemOIr, 
These problems are not addressed m Standards & Guidelines and seriOUQ aolrd and human Waste problems on the Lake Conroe and Sam Rayburn shorelines 

and yet new sites are planned 

Rmsponse. S&G for MAS do addrew problems with developed recreation areas, S&G for lake arde and streams 

Letter. 1605 Cagle Campground should not be developed because of the presence of a RCW colony The Sierra Club will appose development of Cagle Campground until 
ehe PS can bring RCW population in the NPT up to the population goals of the Draft Plan 
campground 

Once this goal IS attained, the Club would support this 

Raspnee: The campground COnstmCtiOn was initiated ~n 1978 Because of the work that was completed there with the Constmctlon of loop roads and epurs, the 
The area le under constmction baaed on RCW moved into the area 

the 1987 PLRMP and mnput from the USPWS and the State of Texas 
The USPWS has been fully involved m the activity and ConetruCtlon of this area 

Lmttee: 1605 With a backlog of $16 million i n  needed repairs to existing facilities , It le inappropriated to consider developing new areas 

~.mponm First priority la to rehabilitate selected campgrounds, 2nd 18 to evaluate closure of some for varied reasons, and 3rd IS to build new in areas of 
high demand, such on the Sam Houston NF, close to the Houston area 

Letter. 1670 w more to maintain faCilities at campgrounds Restrooms are non-existent at some. At Boykma Sprmga, they W e r e  m h o m b l e  condition thie past 
summer You certainly do nolt) encourage visitation this way 

~.aponm.. we are presently m the process of doing rehabilitation work on several areas Costs of replacing old w o r n  out facilrtlee has gotten extremely coetly 
and funding has been scarce 
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- 1s.U.a: 10-2 Management of Developed Recreation Sites 

L-tt-e: 1388 You 

Lettar: 

will have to m&e it poseible for tourists to come and e n p y  East Texa8 There will have to be campgrounds and other neseaealy amenitlee 
provided 
I think Bast Texaie Would beneflt greatly If these national forests were set up with more campgrounds and other outdoor Sport facrlities 
create more tourism In Bast Texas and therefore benefit our economy 

1607 It would 

R-mpons.: The private sector haa facilities available and ae demand increaees, avallrbility of facilities will become available m the private sector 

I..Y.: 10-3 Dlspersed Recreation Management 

L.tt.=: 22 Eeing a family group restmoms and showers would really be nice 

R.sponr.: Comment noted 

Latter. 1723 (pg 133. DBISI the PS does not deal with what It will do about the solid Waste and human waste problems on the shores of Lakes Conroe and Sam 
Rayburn 

Respn..: That's true W e  have Identified the problem, more monitoring and evaluation of the problem le naeded in order to formulate possible solutions 

L-ttme. 1632 Further allowances must be made for monitoring budgets and manpower to help minimxze concentrated dispersed recreation Below are a few areas on the 
Angelina In need of some t m e  of Corrective action (see letter 1632) 

Respn..: The IDT agrees However, funding has been quiet lrmited m this area 

Lath=: 1723 MA-4-103 - remove this one There IS no where appropriate because concentrated recreational use and bottomland are not compatrble 

R.npon..: That's kind of what that standard says However.  ere are circumstances when concentrated use desired s facilities are developed for that use 

L.tt.r: 1723 (Pw-138) no trace camping must be required and not aimply encouraged 

R..pon#.: To require, meane to enforce To enforce would mean regs & manpower to enforce far beyond our means P intentions Education Is the beet remedy 

1.mu.i 10-4 

Lrtt.e: 
L.tt.r: 
L.tt.li 
I..tt.L-: 
L.tt.s: 
L.tt.r: 
L.tt.e: 
L.tt.r: 

55 

576 
651 
1388 
1453 
1605 
1679 

la5 

Hunting 

No huntlng should be permltted In our NPS 
Have "Safe Zones" durmg bunting season where you can hike and eqoy the outdoors Without fear of being hit by bullets. 
Huntere too pose a pmblsm for us backpacking as w e  have few places to go In Nov and DBC where thzs Isn't a concern 
I believe hunting and fishrng opportunities should be improved 
Hunting traditions of many Bast Texan8 will have to be controlled and changed 
Hunting IS promoted and accommodated t w  much 
A subatantral area should be set aside from huntlng m each ranger dzstrxt 
Balance hunting with other forma of recreation, don't allow hunting m all parts of the forest 

This will requlre strong law enforcement 
It le dangerous and somtimes lethal to other users of the foreat 
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PLAN AND E18 C0"S 
Comments by Iesue and Responee 

Issue. 10-4 Hunting 

Latter. 1723 (MA-8c-05) I am oppoeed to hunting unless there IS a confzmed overpopulation 

Remponse: Comment noted 

Letter: 1605 All NP land should be Type I1 hunting, and should be managed better for squirrel end wrld turkey 

RospOn(le: An enormous effort has been made by TP&WL. USPS, N W P  and private industry to stock and manage wild turkey in Bast Texas It 1s working 

L-tter" 1723 (pg 40 DEIS) Alt 4b does not provlde the old growth that 1s g w d  for hunting as well aa the undisturbed areas that allow wlldlife lese 
disturbance 

R.sponse. 00 area8 eee being considered, areas are being evaluated for their 00 cntena, spacial orientation, etc 

Lettar: 1723 How will you reaolvs the hunter and other Usere conflict? How about having a no hunting zone so others can use the NFB safely during hunting aea~on? 

R*eponm. This might be considered for the final Plan Hunting 18 a short duration activity, while other uses may occur all year long 

Lettar: 1807 Control hunting violations by restricting the number of huntere and no guns allowed, except by hunting permits during season 

R.epone.: The Type TI hunting areas are workmg toward this type of management 

T..u. 10-5 Law Bnforcement 

1605 More law enforcement 1s needed throughout the forest, 

Reapons.. Comment noted 

Latter 1807 Give local Game Warden's permission to help control hunting and fishing violations 

~asp~ns.: The hunting and fishing 18 controlled by TP&WL and state game wardens are the primary law enforcement control of hunting and fishing on NPT Fs law 
enforcement may also enforce state hunting and fishing regulations on NP 

Latter 887 increase the law enforcement manpower not closure One law enforcement officer for the entire Raven district la srmply not enough 

ReBponsa We agree Due to budget constraints, W e ' r e  searching nltemative means to maintain a strong, vlsable presence on the NP 

L.tt.r: 1600 PS law enforcement cannot enforce the current special use areas A small group of outlaw riders will always ignore any closed area regulations No 
mention 18 made m the Use Plan of iu~ increase In law enforcement funding 
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Inmu.. 10-5 Law Bnforcement 

Latter 1613 the Forest Serv~ce's main concerns Were erosion along the pipeling rrght-of-way, When It was pointed Out that ORV's should not be causrng the 
erosion on the pipeline since riding on It 1s Illegal, the response was  that the FS could not adequately enforce the law, and s a e  "outlaws" were 
nding on the prpeline and causing the eros~on The obvious answer to this problem is more law enforcement presence 

R.sponm.: Though law enforcement funding may not increase, you can help by documenting rllegal ilCtIvitieQ & letting FS law enforcement officials h o w  of these 
actlvltles 

L.tt.e. 1644 some method of enforcement of regulations concerning vandalrsm by the use of firearme would be a worthy consideration 

R..pone.: We're constantly on the lookout for those people illegally discharging fireams However, because we cannot find all those conducting rllegal 
activities, we ask for your help in identifyrng those engaging m illegal actzvities 

L.tt.r: 1670 The lack of law enforcement personnel on the National Forests IS also appalling There should be less foresters so the agency cam hre  qualified 
people to protect the public lands and inholders from criminal activity 

R.spons.: Foreatera develop and nuture your forests Law enforcement protect your forests Both are vital to the NF 

I..".: 10-6 Cultural Resources 

L.tt.z: 959 No evidence 18  presented I" ather the DBIS (pp 205-210) or the LRMP to evaluate NFGT's emtention that archeological and historic areas are "the 
most significant archeologrcal sites yet diecovered on the NF m Tx" (LRMP, p 196) I would recommend that the final BIS and LRMP add this supporting 
evidence so the interested public can better evaluate the relative merits of these management area selections 

Lex.=: 1309 PW-142 - calls for ORV use to be limited to prevent damage to natural resources We would wish to include Cultural resources 
L.tt.e: 1309 MA-1-52 - calls for allowing ORV use both on and off pemanently marked trails We believe that ORVs can damage archeological site and urge the FS to 

limit their use to marked tra118 
L.tt.e: The plans to restore the Lake F a "  Organizational Camp to Ita original state fall along the l ines  of the on-aite discUSSion held between the FS and 

SHPO on Nov 9, 1994 
L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 209 DBIS) I am opposed to the no pro,=& specifrs conmltatzon and compliance plan you have worked out with the S H W  I do not agree with 

categorically excluding from the noma1 compliance process half of the remaining forest acreage from cultural resources mnvestzgations 

1309 

Resp0n.e: Comment noted 

L.tt.2: 3 I didn't find any evidence that archaeology IS addressed m the summary of the Draft BIS for the RLRMP dated September, 1994 
recording and preservahon of prehistorrc and historic sites need to be further emphasized 

my concem 1s that the 

R.spons.. Details are In  the BIS and FP 

Lett.=. 1128 The phrase "Complete a Cultural Resource Inventory" with variations occurs on pagee 60, 134, 139, 151, 162, 168, 177, 191, 201, 214, 218. and 223 
The type of inventoq should be specified, 1 e "100%" Inventory, or "100%" Archeological survey" 

R..pon..: "Complete a Cultural Resource Inventoryn re synonomoue with "Completmg Consultation with SHPO", per 36 CFR 800 4-800 6, and the REPA, Forest level 
MOW, and HRM 
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.uc 10-6 cultural Resourcem 

L.tt.L-: 1128 Pages 205-210, The "Programmatrc Agreement Concerning the Management of HIstorx Properties on NF Lands m the Southern Region" and the ROU under 
diecumelon (but not yet signed) with the TX SHPO should be presented zn an appendix aznce they both are key documents ~n the management of cultural 
reBoUIces in  NFGT 

R..ponm.: These documents are incorporated by reference and do not need to be appended 
COples 

We would by happy to provide copres to the ELM, if they should des>= 

L.tt.2: 1309 The questrons pmpoaed for monrtoring xmplementatmn, effectiveness, and validation of the Heritage Management Plan are approprzate, but who will be 
dorng the monltonng and how often? The final version of the Heritage Management Plan should specifically address this issue 

R.mp0ns.r Recent rens ions  to the Heritage Management Plan mcorporating comentB from Advieoq Council for Historic Preserverance have addressed this iesue 

Letter: 1309 PW-45 - This statement 1s too broad and fails to reflect that thought has gone into the selection of areas that will be sumeyed 
should note that these surveys will follow the compartment prioritrzation plan described In the HerLtege Mgt Plan 
Certain areas considered to have a hrgh potential for cantaming hxstoric pmpertres w ~ l l  be surveyed 

The statement 
This would clarrfy that only 

R..pon..: This Forest-wide waa rewrrtten to reflect survey strategies and prmnt1Zatlons In the Heritage Management Plan 

L-tt-r: 1309 PW-82 - permits temporary group eventm on HP lands. Please note that all activities by such groups should be limited to areas that do not contain 
The uae of the foreet by the Rainbow People m 1992 led to damage as a result of diggrng latnnes on an mprtant significant cultural reaourc~s 

historic site 

R..pon..: srte/event specific analysis will be conducted p r m r  to permit issuance to ensure that the proposed actinty will not impact exgnificant cultural 
reaources 

Ld5t.e: 1309 (MA-sa-11) This statement 1s not consistent with the MOU and Hentage Mgt Plan 

I..+t.r: 1309 MA-loa-21 - should be revised LO include evaluation of inventoried resouraes in coneultatron with SHW Section I06 responsibzl%tles cannot be 

Under the terms of the Heritage Mgt Plan, RNAs would be surveyed 
whenever they fall Within the compartments selected for intensive survey 

completed simply by inventorying the resources 

R..pon.r: This S&G was remtten to reflect direction of the Heritage Management Plan 

L.tt.ri 1309 MA-Be-03 - directs that historical and cultural character:lstics be protected through boundary definition and signing Studies have shown that signing 
actually increases vandaliem of archeological sites We recommend that site-  be recorded and protected, but not marked with signa. 

Raepone.: Signing will be limited to boundary s q n i n g ,  it will be vague enough to not Identify the presence of cultural reeources, on the designation as a 
special Management Area 

Letter: 1309 overall, the standards set forth for the protection of cultural res~urces seem to [bel adequate However, for some standards, It LS not clear who 
will be taking the lead or when some of these actione are planned For Instance, m-Bf-42 states that the PS will acquire pnvace holdings to enhance 
the value of these special areas and NA-Bf-61 etates that the PS will negotiate for the purchaae of reserved mrneral rights to protect cultural 
re~ources from the exerclae of these r-lghts We balleve that these standards could enhanee Nltural ree0urae.e and should be pursued will the Poreat 
Araheologist be reeponsible for initiating these adclone through the land aCquisition department, 

R.spon... The Porest Archeologrst, cnordinating with the lande acquzsltion staff, will review proposed aCqu181tmns The lead m initiating acquisition 1s 
alwilye the Lands sectLon 

L.tt.e: 1723 Pw-041 - a survey la needed for each NP for cultural resourcee you are abdicating this responsibility and I OhJeCt 
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I..".: 10-6 Cultural Resources 

R.spon.-. This standard states cultural mnventorLes will be completed for all prolects involving ground disturbing actzvztles This PW standard le applzcable 
to all Forest Service lands m Texas 

L.tt.e: 1723 Pw-043 - you need to tell what these gurdelinee say BO the public can comment on their adequacy 

R..pona-: This standard has been modrfred Markmng of cultural heritage site- le sensItlver broad dieemnation to the public on marking of sites may be counter 
productive & damagzng to the resource We work dlrectly with SHPO to develop these pmgrame 

I..uI: 10-7 Visual Quality 

L.tt.e: 1438 Having worked and recreated m three of the four national forests m Texas, I have found them to be not only aesthetically pleasing but also very 
productive areas for the production of timbet 
harveetrng necessary to manage this dynamic system 

(MA-2-63]. .you need to dessnbe what the VQO Handbook says about "visually sensitive area8 to maintain or enhance the visual resource 

It also seems to ma that older age classes dominate the landscape Alt 3 seems to allow the 

L.tt.r: 1723 (MA-2-61] I am against cutting understory vegetation in the guree of visual quality 
Letter: 1723 
Lettor: 1723 (MA-1-61] .partial retention is not good enough. Pull retention la needed 
L.tt.c: 1723 (MA-1-62) you must replace the word "may" with "must" In regard to spes~al mitigation 

R.aponm.: Cnnment noted 

mtt-s: 1433 the plan calls for the retention of vlaual~qualrcy along hzghwaye and roads and maximum modzfxcation In other areas Scenic value maintenance 
and enhancement must be practiced on the entire forest 

~..pons.: It IS or should be practioed on all of the NP There are ]"st different levels of concern and need to be concerned with different levels of 
mitigation to meet those concerns 

L.tt.r: 1453 Vieual screens along mads and trails should not be permitted (Plan pp 73-75. 90,1021 

Raspon..: There are no soreens along roadways proposed In the PP 

Lettar: 1453 Facilities plannxng should incorporate xeriscape landscaping with native speclee 
applied 3ust to MA 3 and only endorsed "natuzal appearing landscapes" whish 10 vague and noncommrtal 
mclude no note of whether planted trees will be exotic or native, water-dependent or xeric 

The only descriptive discussron of landscape materials that I found 
part covering Semi-Primitive Recreation Sites, 

R..pon..: Native plants are proposed for areas that are planted 

L.tt.r: 1605 . the VQO section specifrsally supports the alternatives using even-aged management a w i n g  that they "would present more variety and provide 
longer views into the forest" 
of clear cuts, seed tree cuts, etc 

The VQO section ra blatantly biaeed It's purpoee must be to counteract negative comments on the visual appearance 

P..pons.: The statements are only Intended to present P relative distance between different management schemes Bven under one type of management. such as 
uneven age management, there may be drfferences, dependrng how that management le accomplished 
provrde different viewing opportunities 

Burning verses shemrcals verses hand treatment all 
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1S.U.. 10-7 visual Quality 

L-tt-e: 1671 The forest wide standards for aesthetics should state that oil and gas structures should be placed zn previously cleared or disturbed areas and as 
close to roada ee possible m order to minimize Impacts and fragnentatron 

R.spons.i Actually, we have very little to do about determining location of drilling rigs They are located according to Information they get from doing 
sei~mic surveys locating oil and gas deposits and the geologic mformation they gain from that dictates rig location 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 200. DBIS) there are zero acres of MA-4, Streamside Zones left in preservation you can cut In every acre of etreamerde zone 

R.spon*.. The purpose of streamside zones 1 s  not to set aside and not manage, It re also not to manage for timber Purpose IS for management for wildlrfe and 
recreation and to protect streams 

Latter: 1723 You make a brg deal about Alt 
activities allowed 
cloeed canopies will shade out underatory plants 

6 & 7 not being able to see farther znto the forest this depends totally on the type of forest and type of 
Because of longer rotations and cloeed canopies for Alt 6 h 7, you will have greater vistas and scenic vegetation because the 

R..pons.: You are totally correct when you eay types of activities and type of forest allowed 
underatory v i e w s  from mads will be limited to very short distance ~n Bast TBMB 

Without some type of understory management to control. 

L.tt.=. 1723 (pg 202. DBIS) you should never clean-up anaqs since these are part of the natural forest scenery 

R.mponB.: Depends where It is and how much 
than m othera 

That's why the forest 1s zoned Into areas of different visual concems In some areaa, snags are more acceptable 

Latt-r: lBon we recommend the NP I" Texaa continue to locate wells and pipeline right-of-ways m exretrng openrngs and to locate these faerlrtres along mapr 
roadways The USPS, historically, has located wells further into the forest to maintain the visual quality along roadways However, we believe It le 
more Important to reduce forest fragmentation than to maintain visual quality 

R.apon.. Visual quality re an Important factor for the visiting public They prefer not to see these facllrtzee from roads or tralle They normally provlde a 
relative short period of opening and create edge and habitat for different wildlife than deep forest 

L.tt.r 1723 I am very concerned that you are allowing so much land to be given over to the modification and partial retention categories (pg 201, 
DBIS) that there will be Clearcuts and other even-age vanante all over the forest destroying the scenic quality. not enhancing It 

Resp~nse: The EIS addreaeee on range of alternatives with varylng degrees of VQO'e 

L.tt.r. 1723 MA-Bf-71 - it IS semi-pnmitlve nomotorized that should be emphasized so that access le reduced 

R.spone.: We have m fact changed some Q ~ Q B  such as Old Aldridge Saw Mill site 

L.tt.=: 1723 (pg 46, LRMP) visual qualities must not be used as an excuse to cut wood by saying that this results in enhancement of views and scenic qualities 

~.spon..: Thle IB on page 47 Vegetative mgnt can be accomplished by using techniques that open views, look natural, & provide variety 

L.ttaz: 1723 (MA-2-62) you muat, no may, require specral mitigation 

~.epon.a. we can't say you "must" require special mitigation wxthout knowing if It IS needed 

L.tt.=: 1723 (MA-4-91) adlacent management has nothing to do with the protection of riparian areas You always need retention with these areas 
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- Ieaue: 10-7 Vlsual Quallty 

Remponsa: Ad3acent areas are always an influence on the areas that they are ad3acent to 

L-ttar. 1723 FW-054 - what are the scenic standards that are uaed for roads? 
can decide If they are sufficient 

You ahould detail them here so the reviewer w l l  h o w  what you are talking about and 

R.~poas.: Different roads, different locatrons, 6; uses would have different standards 

Latter: 1723 MA-5-81 - I also oppose . which allowe cutting of timber This will be used as an excuse to log areas that otherwise would not be touched due to 
environmental sensitivity You cclntradict best management practices by saying you want to cut to maintain or enhance visual quality 

R.ep0ns.i The IDT disagrees 

L.tt.r' 1723 lm-3-76)  partla1 retention IS not good enough along highways There must be some areas that deserve full retention so that the sgenic quality of 
the area can be protested what areae are these, 

%.pons.: Partial retention implies areas that all have both retention & partial retention vpa 

T..Y.i 10-8 Intelpretlve Services 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 38 DEIS) mtrepretive needs should change if the emphasis changes to lese commodity production and more environmental senartrvity Therefore the 
intelpretive needs should be different for each alternative 

R.sp0n.a: Comment noted 

Ieeu. 10-9 General 

L.tt.r: 1605 Canoemg recreation could be more sufficiently addressed 
L-ttmr: 1627 Alternative 2 provides more trails and recreation Opportunities for low-impact hiking and canoeing while providing some Increase I" higher-impact 

horeebask nding and bicycling 
Hunting related conflicts may be decreased 
I am totally against PW-136 because It will allow wage of guns illmost anphere m the NF 
recreation can occur without fear of death 

Fewer developed Bites associated With that alternative releases funds for needed improvement of exlatmg eites 

I want areas where no hunting 1s allowed so that L.tt.r: 

L.tt.e: 1768 Our club IS one of several bird dog field trial clubs m the North Texas area 
our club 1 s  interested m utz11zing areas 29, 30, 74 and 74 (Grasslands) to develop 3 one hour horse back  course^ 

1723 

We are In need of permanent trial grounds whrch we could help develop 

advantageous to the horse back riding clubs because we will eventually strive to have a pavillon, horse stables and permanent toilet faerlltres built 
Thls would elso be very 

R..pons.: Comment noted 
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- 1s.u.: 10-9 General 

1605 Intt-r: The entrre forest ehwld not be closed off to all other recreation for three months of the year during hunting seaaon 

R u p o r m r t  The foreat IB not closed to recreattlon use m y  time of the year, except tho*- uses such as huntmg Hunting seasons are regulated by the State of 
T*M* 

Lettar: 1723 Under the ROS you are again playing toe much to those who will drrve through the forest or want a more urbanized forest experience like ORVe and 
developed campgmunde 
conflict can be overcome 

there are very few places .where you can get away from people and enioy solitude and quiet You never diacuas how thra 

RMpon..: It's all relative to the public as a whole, as to the aotivitiem and development level they prefer 

L.tt.r: 1723 Kellyls Pond has been abused by ORV use It needs to be restored and maintamed to standard 

R..pon..: It has also been used by other user groups 

I..u.' 10-10 s h t r n g  ranges 

L.tt.t. 1236 Shootmg ranges - the Ps preferred alt has one in each foreat 
Intt.E: 1309 MR-3-74 - call for the development of ahooting facllxtree on the grasslands and limiting fireams uee to such facilrtzes except for shotguns and 

blackpowder arms used for hunting We urge the PS to proceed wrth Construction of such a facility on the LBJ National Grasslands, where recreational 
shooting in a gully has led to partial destruction of a lime kilm site that we believe is eligzble for inclusron m the National Register of Historic 
Places 

L.tt.r: 1644 The use o€ flreama m these areas (graselande) IS of mqor concern to me Due to the extreme danger involved with the use of high powered rifles, I 
am extremely grateful for the elimination of the UQB of theae rifle* on the grasslands 

L.tt.l': 1723 want specific shooting ranges that are only m designated areas with no other shooting except dunng actual hunting allowed 

I R..pona.: Cowoent noted 

L.tt.r: 1237 The idea of Cutting trees for a shooting range IS Outrageous 

R..pon..: It 1s possible not a l l  shooting range locatlone would requzre cutting trees 

L.tt.I: 1310 I would wholeheartedly support shooting ranges rf I thought that would draw all the target shooters 

R*.rpon..: It probably would not stop a11 random shooting but. It would m a k e  a positive difference 

L.tt.r: 1433 No shooting ranges should be built It doesn't make Benee to tear down forest to burld shooting ranges 

R..pon..: It does, if you are a shooter and are reatnctedto target shooting at a rage 

L.tt.e: 1601 The followrng c-ente are offered in  regard8 to the plan 1) Interest for recreatronal shooting ranges haa been expressed by the public; 2) Shooting 
rangee, when -aged. Will generate reven-; 3) Range development wall allow  mum multiple-usage of public lands 
s l"ary ,  

Although not stated m the 
It le hoped the Forest Se-ce Will ~neure the inclueron of recreational shooting facilities ID the Land Management Plan 
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T..Us: 10-10 Shooting ranges 

L.tt.e: 
L.tt.e: 
Lett.=: 
L.tt.e: 1123 (pg. 134, DBIS) . . .problem m t h  shootang ranges that needs to be taken care of 1s their location and safety All shooting ranges need speciflc 

Lettar: 1767 

1605 
1640 
1723 

shoctrng range development should require an analysra of the effects of lead accumulation m the soil at the sitem 
por ehootxng ranges the mpact on wzldlifa is greater for 48 because 2 more aze propoeed than zn alt 6. 
I belzeve that deezpated shooting area* amd yvlges need to be pmvrded and that all shooting OYtside of these areas would not be allowed 

standards and gmdelmee that apply to them to -sure their safety. 

Alt 6 would he better for wildlife 

.shootmg ranges are not a good idea unless they can he manned and properly handled to p-de safety for e v e w n e  

~..~~n..: The PS 1s planning some type of shooting range fasilrty It has come to ow! attentxon that there re probably more envimnmental effects of 
concentrated shooting areas than we had orrginally considered 
costly facilrty than onginally planned 

Whatever is planned w l l  take detailed plamung and deslgn and w l l  requrre a more 

T..Y.: 11 RBSOORCB SUSTAINABILITY 

T..Y.: 11-1 Clean Alr 

L.tt.e: 1632 It should be noted that on even the most severely degraded and eroded eorl, pines will sprout and grow 

R..pon... comment noted 

Lett.=: 1632 I support adoptron of a 300 ft 
to redwe or elimmate increased blow dorm associated with adlacent timber harvest. 

wide standard forest wzde to assure not only malntenanae of Water quallty and wildlife-related food chams, but also 

Reeponm. Water quallty IS maintamed on the NPGT by lmplementzng S&G that reqUrre protectlon zones ad3acent to those streams that are identified as needing 
protection 
protection zones would be beneficial to wildlzfe and provxde greater protection against blow-dorms 

Research has shown that protection zone* from 30 to KO feet wide are adequate to maintain water qualzty In soma situations, wider 

L-ttee: 1632 Gudelmee ahould prevent regeneration cuts that surround headwaters or straddle both Bides of a dramege 

R..pons.' Streams that are identified as needing protection (SMZ) will have a protection zone m whrch management aetivlties will be modified Regeneratlon Cuts 
will be allowed for reasons other than trmbar protectron 
qualxty and soil productrvity 

A minimum amount of surface disturbance will occur Therefore mlnlrmzlng impact to water 

L.tt.r: 1632 I speczfxally recommend that cmtmuous cover be maintained m all stands adlacent to SMZs by using only slngle tree seleotlon 
provzdes a "buffer" and still allows for timber production 

Slngle tree selection 

Ruponw: This 18 a good recommendatron if water quality was the only xesue we have to manage 
cequiremente for T&E species and to meet the riak reduction factor for SPB 

Varmus stands need a specifrc method of cut to meet the varlous 

L.tt.r: 1632 The sroeionleedrmentatlon rates assocrated wzth 4 p  
water eheds and water quality Acceptable soil losses ehould be lowered considerably helow P l a n  levels to batter reflect multiple resource management 

P and actual past NP practicee have resulted In and Wlll sontrnue to result m deterroration of 
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- I..“.: 11-1 Clean dlr 

R.rPon..: dl1 management actlVItIeB allowed on the NPGT produce eroszon ratea below eo11 lose tolerance levels except access roads and aoil trzats 
prevent any long term adverse to soil productivity and will protect water quality 

S&G will 

Latter. 1632 aCtivItlee such as timber harvests and heavy equipment operatron should be exoluded from SMZa the P l a n  suggests timber harvesting will be 
used to restore or enhance SMZs 
compositron through loggrng wrll not accelerate the holistic resoration of the site, considering lmpacte to aozl. Water, midstory, and understory 

The PS should reelst notions of “fixmg” Md-4 by sub3ectmg It to further elte dieturbanee dd]ustmenta m canopy 

Rwpn..: S&G will not allow indrscrrminate timber harvesting aatxvitiee withm SMZ‘a 

L-ttu: 1680 Publrc eurveys consistently show that most Americans don’t think we have gone far enough to pxoteet . . 
R-apon..: The PP meets all the regulatory requirements by the State of T ~ M B  for clean air 

Wttor: 1723 

R0spon.r. There le no research data to substantiate O Z ~ B  having an adverse Impact on vegetation m East Texas. 

wildexmesa vegetation IS sick and le dying due to ozone pollution and you do not address this m thhls plan 

Lmtte: 1723 (pg 122 DBIS) there 18 no TACB anpore The agency that should be cited IS the TNRCC. It la of great concern that no real air quality monitoring IS 
ongoing m the NP 

R..pon..: Making reference to TdCB was an over slght 

L.tt.r. 1723 

A1r qunlrty monltormg 18 conducted on the NPGT With PMlO monitoring device 

(pg 165 DBIS) there are very few air quality mlee regarding oil and gas drillrng requirements m T e a s  and under the Texas clean A m  Act 
drilling will be done in accordance with state and federal air laws means nothing 
air pollution rulea are being met by drillere So how do you know that such activities are currently being done according to the law? 

There are not enough znvest1gators to go out and ensure that all 

R..pon..: There 18 an individual on each distrmt that provides assurance that all oil and gas Operations follow all reglllato?r requirements 

L.tt.e: 1723  PO^ buming on NP lands you need to educate adlacent property omere and the TNRCC about the importance of fire 

R..pon..: we agree with your statement 

Lett.=: 1679 The Draft PP doesn’t consider the affects of PP actions on global warming or air quality 
PP does not reflect impacts on the forest under various clrmatrc change ecenanoe 
even-age management 

There 18 no plan for monitoring for a i r  quality 
The Draft PP doeanlt address the impacts on climate of massive 

The Draft 

R*.pon..: we have one baseline water quality monitoring station for each NP 
on the Grasslands, from a watershed perepectrve 1s to abate n-npolnt source pollution (sedimentation) Thrs IB done by implementing watershed 
improvement plans 
aecompliehed 

We have collected baseline data for more than 15 years on the NP Our ob3sctive 

These plans are designed to Control water ywlda An area that 18 restored 18 monitored to ensure the ob]ective has been 

11-2 soil Productivity and Water Quality 

It appears that all alternatives try to minimize erosion or other disturbances, none would be worse than present conditions, and the leading alts L.tt.r-i 1462 
would be similar 
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T..U.I 11-2 soil Productivity and Water Quality 

Letter: 1637 By closing the open rzdmg area It will put greater preseure on the PMT that will cause more damage and erosion than what le already occurr~ng 
to the type of soil In this area the trails are self healing when riding pressure 18 kept low, by spreading out the riding area damage and erosmn ere 
kept to a minimum 

Wtt-x: 1640 In alt 6 wildlrfe will have i) cleaner water supply because eroozon would be less (than alt 48) 
Latear: 1723 (NA-3-35) remove "to the extent practicable" Thie 18 a weasel phrase Since you already say "you will encourage" you have enough flexibility 

L-ttul: 1723 INA-4-01), powerline, pipeline, mad and 0th- conidors must not be allowed to cause sedimentation. 
L.tt.I: 1723 (MA-9b-133) 33% la too much, only allow 15-201 

Due 

built into this sentenoe 

R..pon..: comment noted 

L.tt.2: 
L.tt.t: 
L.tt.X': 
L.tt.*i 
L.tt.*': 
L.tt.=: 
L.tt.=: 
L.tt.Li 

368 I want streams to be better protected 
300 streama, which make our public forested land most attractive to an urban population are INADEQUATELY protected and conserved 
848 We believe there la particular urgency In controllrng cutting and burning within 150' of etreams 
861 small streams are destroyed by the soil erosion occurring while the new tzees grow 
984 Thanks for considering my opinion We need to think aerlously about our Water quality In Texas as our state population grows 
1310 SRZ widths of 100 feet for perennial streams, 66 feet for mtermittent streams and 33 feet for ephemeral streamB are Inadequate 
1313 At least 200 feet from perennial streams should be protested from logging and burning 
1605 SMZ widths of 100 feet for perennial streams, 66 feet for mtermlttent streams and 33 feet for ephemeal streams are inadequate 

R.spns.: Water quality 1s maintained on the NPGT by rmplementrng S f f i  that require protection zones adJacent to those BtFeams that are rdentrfzed as needing 
protection 
protection zones would be beneficial to wrldlife and provide greater protection against blow-downs 

Research has ahom that protectron Zones from 30 to 60 feet wrde are adequate to maintain water qualrty In some BltUatlOnS, wider 

Littit: 

L.tt.t: 1605 Streams need to be protected by reducing erosxm 

336 The logging and erosion problems either from loggrng or RV's need to be addressed before the water quality be-ee worse 
zn my plane and have seen what large area cuts do 

I have flown the North West 
Salmon will in m y  lifetime probably become endangered or extinct 

R.spon..: Streams that are Identified as needing protection (SMZ) will have a protection zone in which management activitiee will be modified 
will be allowed for reasons other than timber protection A m m i m u m  amount of surface disturbance will occur Therefore minrmirlng Impact to Water 
quality and sorl productivrty 

Regeneration Cuts 

L.tt.x: 1632 Soil and Water resources are declining as e result of erosion and srltatlon, respectively 

Rampon... ShG will not allow mdiscrxmmate timber harveetmg activities within SMZ'S 

L.tt.r; 354 Every other agricultural crop depends on crop rotation (bmdrversrty over time) to malnt.am/rmprove a011 conditions Pine farming does not do this 
L.tt.e; 1460 I am concerned that continued pme-plantatton mgt methods are not suatainable--especially for Boil quality 

crop rotation m the fields 
are bound to reduce soil quality 

Most agricultural crops are grown uslng 
Continued pine monoculture methods, now well into the third generation In Texas, Thie represents biodiversity over time 

Tree's resistance to disease and pest problems will also be reduced 

a..pn..: This 1s true for every agncultuial crop except trees 
therefore, maintaining and or inspiring soil productivity 

Between rotation of tree crops annual vegetation ie continuing to build oqganic matter m eo11 

Lattme: 855 tax dollars are lost through eroeian 
Appendrx-k page 130 



I..us 11-2 soil eroductlvity and Water Quality 

Response: This IS true. erosmn has a direct effect on soil productivity and water gualrty Implementation of s&G will minimiZe a d  loss on the NPGT 

L.ttsr. 1158 My experience m croaelng streams m this area le that the stream bott.ome axe hrghly compacted sand which generatee peglqxble suspended solids when 
crossed by an ORV Any purported alltlng problems m Boykin Lake are nota -uLtnf ORVs cm881ng streams, but a- 'the xeeult of aggressive road 
building and logging m this area 

R.spons.: We agree that some stream0 have eroded down to sandatone bedrock. 
matenal 
Boykln Spring waterehed shows signs of soil movement caused by severel management actavities rncludrng ORV use 

However, there are some stream segments that have madstorm or ahale parent 
This materiel 1s much finer than sandstone and has a tendency to have a cominuous erosion process our on-the-ground inspection of the 

Lett.=: 
Lettar: 

1243 
1310 

Maeszve clear Cuts and ORV'B gomg off establrshed trails will destroy the eustainabllity of thLe piece of our Texas hen-. 
Soil productivity le not adequately protected In even-aged management 

R-sponse: Research has shown that clearcuttmg does not have long term adverse effects on wder quahty and soil production Lf E&G are properly implemented 

Latter: 1310 Why do forest streams fllll red or dark brown after rams, laden with salt. if not because of the maze of roads-' 

R.~pon#.. Roads conatmated on highly ero81~e eolle aan cause sedmentatron If S f f i  - not impLenanted 
Latter: 19 Clearcutting causes erosion of top soil (that accumulates very slowly at beet) and gullying. stream are L d d  wieh -le that destroys native 

flora & fauna Run-off la accelerated which reduces replenrehment of graund+mter which we despe-ly need 

&.epom.: ReeeKch has ahown that clearcutting does not have long-term adveree effects or water quality and soil productlu&ty. If s&G are pmperly uqlemented. 
The problems are vezy complex and Gometimes out of the control Not all streams are loaded with silt, although there are problems m some watershede 

of the ps 
areas that ar8 recharged for ground-water 

The Ps has hired a full-time hydrologist to monitor m d  address these 1~sues Accelerated runoff w i l l  only effect ground-water 111 those 

L e t t a r .  1310 What will be the effect of massive soil contaminatLon with lead 10 the coacentratedarea of a ehosAzng range? 'Tba BIs ,meede ro look at chat 

Responee The maprlty of the area where s h w t m g  takes place on the NPGT has acid so& W d  aoLLa contain elements with negative m n .  Lead la an element 
whrch also hae negative lone Elements with like chargee will buffer each other Therefore, an exchanse of ions will not 0-r The lead m soils 
on thwe areas vu11 not have an adverse mpact an the enmranment 

L.tt.r. 1453 Alt 4B required imuffillent erosion control from timber p-haeera aU and W .  the PS p l a n s  on requlrxng the tmber operators maintain 
erosrm control structures until 70% of the area  1s revegetated 92 up to 1 ysar, presumably whrchever comes f-t ... Timber purchasers should be 
required to-marrrtarn e10810n CDntrol meaeurea Until the area 18 revegetated and i% pmst bond that they will indeed follow through on t b s  commitment 
They mu& be held responsible for the ems1011 and so i l  loas that they cause 

Re~ponsw It 18 very difficult to get 100% ground-cover on any azea Lhat's void of vegatatxm w i l l l l n  one growing s~asm. 
figure 

The 70% grnd-cooer 18 a reallatic 
In conymctmn with surface water central stmetures (water-bara and tar-4. 70% ground-cover a l l  recover sol1 lose from the area. 

L.tt.r: 14.53 

L.tt.t- 1680 Public aumreya c-stently show that moat Amencans don't think we have gone far enough to protect . w a t e r  guality . 
It contame no endorsement of.nor zmplementation,pLan for cbe wazer qual* antadegradatron mandate found ~n the clean Water Act In fact, the 

siltation a s e u e d  m t h  . even-aged cute 1 8  likely to cDntinUe to degrade megxmd water quality 

8 . m p n ~ :  P-st wzde s&G w state appmved BMP's w b c h  are desqned to &?=et ehs mandate of *he CWA. 

l L.t t .2-  1632 0lm-m- -aarEB shovLdLbe.manaated for e p h d  s b m s  smnce szlevaCls3 €lows and sediments m ephemeral atreme leads to bank Scour 
and Slltatnnn zm B W  b d o w  
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11-2 -11 -mrrvity and '- Q&hq 

R..P-II Em- Z D ~ ~ Q  for Bphemeral - &scnaaed mder Eo&-- s&G 

L&-: 1655 I --e the frather const- d wildlde ponds and peen- -xs %at -a bottomlands h w e  decl-d 60% since preaettlement times. 

@ant rommunrtzes, amd co- rmldW€e u8e i n  ==*eve Suftz-ent ponds alneady -st for -8 planning 
. m d  

-1tenUrm m r  mmdshm" bmtZmn1- ka"m& ILB mdesvable ... m a l l  ponds d m " e  s- -tat, ell-ate sikee-aena=t=m 
h d m g  to --e damage 

Rw-.: iaeEent forest direction l m "  *m&e df ponde E M  x d . 2  be "mtmrrrrred. 

L.tt.r: 1733 PW-= - l a  t w  permiaslve It allows about one-thrrd md the area Iro h a m  m t 8  '6 d e  or deeper Thrs IS masslrw damage d -t not be allowed. 

R-mponm- The m T  not enme of any do-d z-rch to suppait this. 

L-ttar: 1723 iTpHDZ2) you need to requrre %hat when you re-establwah -urd cover after loggrng that you Irequire" and not *mc-ge* tbe use of endermcbatxwe 
%peCl*S 

R.eponr.: This standard has k e n  c l a r L f i e d m a e  final document 

L.tt.I: 1723 ( ~ 9  80-81, Plan) the standzds set for ephemeral st-8 are much too madequate to really do wildlife any good. _ _  b e  corridors at hast  75 
fit8 on both sides of the ~heame.  

R.sponm: Bptrweral streamcoume pmtecuon 18 to ensure water quality la maintained The fW.8tanZtard-ds were  adequate for this p-e 

Latter: 1632 Timber hanests under EM shnu'ld not be so unreasonably high o r h q e n t  as to IfeBult m degraae of soil and waterreso- zn order to r e m "  
regeneration 
improved soil and water qualrty and natural plant communities 

damage done by the loggers ,"et getting timber out of one "Bug Cut" I 

severe soil meturbance related to mechanical s h  prep has no egur-hnt m nature and this practicg b u l a  be dracontlnued m favor md 

L.tt.r. 1653 I can assure you any SO called "damage" to the envzmnment, tby all of thegeople around Broaddue. would PALB and be rrot.hsng, to compare to the 

R.eponse: Management Area S f f i  require rompliance with State BMPs to ensure.pratection of scvl and Water qualrty 

L.tt.2: 1467 It has been suggested t h a t  ORV use may cause a vlolatlOn of the Clean Wafer Act Before banning ORV's, you muat conarder b w  mu& damage a alngle 
logging operation does to a 8eOt10n of our National Forest 

R.spon... logging operatione are monitored, both durmg &after the activity le complete 
also be accountable for their actions 

CWA requrrements are monitored With greatregulaTity QRV users must 

Letter 1723 (pg 39 DKIS)  Alts 1-4b should cause m o r e  Water quality impacts and loss Insoil produativity Not leas P l e a s e  document your assertion 
L.tt.r' 1723 lpg 92 D B I S )  It 18  a rrdrsulous assertlan the Alts 6 & 7 could "srgnlfrcantly reduce flows " Ales 6 61 7 have the =deet corridors and wrll 

retam waiter the beet and allow It to recharge groundwater aquifers 
the stream due to shading and cooler temperatures or at least mOZe stable temperatures 

since we are talking more 00 there should be less evaporation of water f" 

Rampon..: W e  are I n  agreement With this statement and It 1s basrcally statrng what we have stated. There will be less harveatlng an al-tives 6 & 7 ,  %der 
SMZ'e, therefore more water wrll znfiltrate, decreasing run-off thus reducing s t r e a m  flows 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 118 D B I s )  I disagree that Alt 4b wzll have the least impact of soil productivity Alt 6 does not use any even age management and has the 
longest rotatione 
occurs 
sediment than Alts 6 h 7 

The mads used are smaller and leas traveled Alt 6 shoald get lees ero81on because no Bite preparatum or ClBarcUttmg 
Alt 6 h 7 have the lowest ton8 of sediment resulting from management activities It 1s rrdrsulous to ~ a y  *t Alt 1 has less tons of 

Alt. 1 has all even age management for much of theiEorest and Bite preparation and "?e p- mads. 
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In.".: 11-2 soil Productivity and Water Qualrty 

R.spons.: We agree, alternative 6 has more wilderness acres and would not have the same level of timber management alternative 4b 

L.tt.r: 1723 Alt 1 is allowing the violation of State water quality laws now because ORVs are causing nonpolnt source pollution as are powerlme ROW eros~on, 
fire breaks m nparran areas, SPB logging across creeke, and other problems 

Raspon..: We agree, without mitigation on stream approachea and srossmgs, we could be xn violation of state Water quallty Standards 

Lett.=. 1723 (pg 121 DBIS) you have no water quality monitoring baseline yet you are going to permit ORV's m areas that admittedly have very e ros~ve  soils 
You will never be able to eay you have baseline numbera because you will cause erosion before you start water quality monitoring What 1s your 

water qualzty monitoring plan for the grasslands and when do you plan to atart? 

R.spon..: We have one baseline water quality monrtorrng station for each NF 
on the Graealanda, from a watershed perspective IS to abate nonpornt source pollution (sedimentation) 
improvement plana 
accomplished 

We have collected baseline data for more then 15 years on the NF our ob3ective 
Thle IS done by implementing watershed 

Theae plans are designed to control water yields An area that ia restored is monitored to ensure the oblective has been 

L.tt.r. 1723 (pg 14 Plan) - you say there has been no adverse soil and water zmpacta but I have seen erosion 5-6 feet deep So there are impacts 

R..pons.: The statement LS pertaining to no adverse Impact from not completing as much soil and water inventory as was planned And no adverse impacts to soil 
and water values 

(w 117 DBIS) - aozls that are wet or compact easily or m other ways are damaged by logging are ignored here Lmtter: 1723 

R.sponee: Thre section of the DBIS, addreeses the affected environment The discussion on soils IS pertaining the range of sorle on the NFGT We do reference 
those sorls that have clay et or  near the eurface that have semer compaction hazards 
within the range of soils shown 

Wet solla w e r e  not specifically mentioned but are included 

Lett.= 1723 (pg 149 DBIS) you say nothxng about how many spills of oil or salt Water or other pollutants are expected and what has occurred in the past and what 
damage le expected Water quality problems are completely forgotten here 

Responm. Precautions are taken at all oil and gas operations to prevent spills There 1s no way that we can predict the number of spills that may occur 
There have only been a few epllle on the NFGT 

L-tter: 1763 any measures to improve water qualzty m the Neches River would benefit the aquatic and wetland ecosystem components within the Neches River 
Corridor unit8 of Big Thicket National Preaeme 

Raspone.: We agree with this statement 

L-ttsr: 1808 Part I I (a ) ,  Soil Productzvlty, p 117-119, and Part lllb), Soil Productrvrty, p 165-166 The discuseion that Boll productzvzty Is low In the NFGT 18 
mreleadrng soils m these areas are naturally low ~n potassium and phosphorus, except in bogs and some riparran areas Thzs drssuaeron leads the 
reader to believe that forest management practices will not affect the soils zn the NFGT because they are already low m praductivity In fact. timber 
harvesting continues to reduce soil productivity because the nutrients which are tied up In the trees have been removed, therefore, these trees can no 
longer contribute to the leaf litter and subsequent detritue build up m the soil and nutrients required by aquatic organisms 
rewritten to reflect the come& perspective 

This section should be 
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1B.U.. 11-2 soil Productivity and Water Qualrty 

R.spon~e: Most nutrients m trees are found in the leaves, roots and small branches which are left on the forest floor after harvesting The mqorzty of 
available nutrients are within the topsoil which IS left m place after hameeting 
long-term adverse effect on soil productivity 

Thue we have taken the position that harvesting does not have a 

Latter: 1808 Gloesary, p 235 The definition for "filter strrp" should Include a minimum wrdth of relatively undisturbed vegetation to be retained The 
s~lVICUltura1 forestwide standard (PW-171-23) In the Draft Revised Land Management Plan, chapter Iv, p 79, states that the filter strip's width 
in feet 1 s  at leaat 30 plus 1 5 times the percent slope " The definition ehould be consistent with thzs standard 

R-epon..: The definition for filter strip In the glossaly is based on a concept 
the character of the stream course 

The actual width of the strip will be detemined by site specific analysis and 

L.tt.r 1507 
Lett.=. 1600 

there have been no definitive studlee whereby ORV users have Impacted or violated the clean Wafer Act of the us 
Much has been made by the PS of soll eros~on and ORV use in the southem Angelina Currently. there are over 300 miles of ORV fra118 on the ground 

In the southern Angelma The vast maionty of thls trall Bystem complies with Forest-Wide Standards and Guidelines PW-140. PW-141 and PW-148 In 
the Draft Use plan appendix P Table 1 there are listed various erosion and sediment cclefficients for different activities 
which makes me thxnk that no valid research exists showing an erosion problem caused by ORV use 

ORV trails are not listed 

R..pone. There are no definltzve studies to show that ORV use IS violating the CWA Sediment le considered to be a nonpoint source of pollution The State of 
Texas does not have a quantitative standard for sediment 
implementation of mitigation, would be a violation of state WQS whish is a violation of the 319 section of the CWA 

Therefore, any activity that allows excess sedrment to enter a stream SOUISB. without 

L.tt.e: 1613 ORV use IS a minor contributor to sedimentation of stream channels compared to routrng logging operations, and the associated m a d  building and 
heavy machinery used Porest Service personnel expressed concern over a sand bar that has appeared In Boykin Lake, and insinuated that the sand 
bar was caused by erosion due to ORV use However, upon further discussion, the main drainage m t o  Boykin Lake la an area that sees very little ORV 
US* 

R..pons.: Any and all soil disturbing activities have the potential to cause erosion and produce sediment The sand-bar In Boykin Lake was created by sediment 
moving from unstable etream channels, our oil and gas pipelme and gullies at stream cro8s~nge used by ORV riders 
of ORV uee within the Boykin Lake watershed 

There IS evidence of Q great deal 

L.tt.r. 1605 Roads change the Water flows withm the forest This can lead to erosion and leads to higher water yields The cumulative effects of higher Water 
yields causes stream channeling and destmction of habitat m atream banks These effects lead to increaeed siltation of the streams and rivers 

Re~ponm.: It 18 true that removal of vegetation from upland sites will cause an Increase m Water yield However, moat suspended sediment will be trapped by 
the protection zone (SMZ) for each stream ox  drainage that 18 designated for protection Therefore, ailtation from the uplands is held to a minimal 
There is not a great potential for damage caused from the use of herbicides becauae herbicides used on the NP are not soil active Although removal 
of vegetation will cause an increase in water yield There's not enough vegetative manipulation m m y  given watershed that would result in flooding 

L-tt-r: 1723 (MA-sa-134) 33% soil compaction IS too much to allow You need to drop this to 15-209 

R..pone.. This is refermg to developed recreation sites that have been removed from the suitable land base 

Lettar: 1723 MA-2-75 - thiB standard 18 not measurable Define "r-stain enough duff and vegetation to maintain a healthy forest ecosystem and ensure adequate 
nutrient syclmg" What 1s adequate nutrient cycling? This la sub]ective and must have a measurable standard 

R.mpan..: soil produstrvity IS maintained by retaining the mineral layer of the sorl surface 
surface layer, thus maintaining soil productivity 

Any amount of duff retained will ensure the retention of the 
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1Ss"e: 11-2 Soil Productivity and Water Quualrty 

Letter. 1839 Due to the general nature of the aCtlvltles included In the proposed land and resource management plan, w e  are unable to detenine from the DBIS 
whether the Department of the A m y  authorization would be required 
authorization if they occur m waters of the US, including wetlande 
they occur m water8 of the US include, but are not limrted to, some timber harvesting and related timber management actlvltlee that are not paxt of 
an establrehed operation, construction of roads, trarle. and recreational facrlrtiee, constructmn of oil and gas exploration wells, acceee roads. and 
production facrlrtree; and excavation of sand, gravel, and rock 
when a speslfrc pmlect that would require Dept 
the proposed work, including the type and amount of material, If any, to be discharged (both temporary and permanent dlschargee) into waters of the 
US, the location of any work or discharges, and appropriate plan and cross-section views of the proposed work 
USPS would not be the party responsible for obtaining Dspt 
you for permits and/or informatLon that they may need to contact the USACB regardmy authorization under Section 404 and/or Section lo 

However, several types of activLties discussed in the DBIS may require 
Bxamples of ground dzsturbing activities that may require aUthorizatLon where 

L.tt.e. 1839 of the A m y  authorlratmn 18 proposed, please Contact our office and provlds UQ with the detalle of 

W e  understand that m many cases the 
In these cases, we would encourage you to Inform those comng to of Arny authonzatmn 

R..pOn..: All silvicultural aotivities conducted on the N P M  are standard praCtIoeS that are permitted under 404 requirements 

Lettar: 1605 MA-3-06/07 - Revegetation with no"-native species should he used and lustifled an a ca8e basis only, and only when no reaeonable native alt 18 
available 
"O"-Mtlves 

When non-native species are employed, a clear schedule for restbring native plant communitie8 must be developed prior to the uee of the 

Rampone.: The IUT agrees, direction m the Plan Stda provides guidance for restoration 
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11-3 Tlmber Harvest h Level of Production 

1387 
1391 

1594 
1627 

1632 

1632 

1632 

1651 

1733 
1733 

I personally feel that we should be Lncreasmg our sales and harvesting more timber ID order to have a healthier forest 
Also keep zn mind that this forest has only grown ~n the last century, since this area was clear aut in the early 1900'8 Your are not protecting 
some old-growth forest here, you are protecting former end future timber leases 
Too much consideration is being given all over the USA to 
Alternatkve 2 allowe for harvest that IS significantly lees than the annual growth of the forest, providing for an m s r ~ i l ~ e  kn the stocking of the 
forest 
Ecosystem management must embrace the lower Output level= of timber assocrated with natural forest 80 aa to assure other resources are not degraded 
Harvest levels should not degrade soil and water conditions, even for short periods 
The PS must recognize that many of the management activities on the Forest have a high potential to cause signifzcant resource degrade, especrdry to 
so11 and water 
activities need to be reevaluated The bulk of  oil and water degrade 1s a result of even-aged harveate, fire lanes, made, ORV and site prep. %e 
EIS, p 45, acknowledges that "uneven-aged" systems will have the least "act on soil productivity and sedmentatlon". yet the plan continues to 
tolerate re~ource degrade through endorsement of "predominantly" even-aged systems. chosen to maxlmlze tlmber Outputs Thls dlrectlan muat &- 
winimizaition of fire lanes and prompt restoratmn should be a goal 
The N P s  are not capable of significantly offsetting inadequate timber management on przvate land, 
overall mduetry health 
The P.SQ of 101.6 MMBP under alt 48 Is leas than half the growth of NFT 
drsease or fire 48 farle to address this problem. 
io1 6 MMBP out of a mean annual Increment IMAI )  of 208 MMBP more or lese 18 too low for good overall forest health and "gar 
The economic and social dislocation will probably increase with reduced cuts ~n us Forest Lands by the year 2000 mainly because the redvced allowable 
aut on the NF 1s being made up by INCRBASBD cuts on private non mduetnal forest lands and in m-st cases no proviaion IS berw made to assure that 
these lands have adequate stoekrng or are regenerated 

money - while xte Important - It gets out of balance when greed takes over 
The forest will remam healthy while providing products and other amenities for future generations and for wildlife 

Highly mpactrve, soil dxsturbmng activities need to be monrtored for longer penode and the consequences of intensive eo11 m&"ing 

pnvate omere muat bear reaponsibilrty for 

over tLme thxs wlll produce Natlonal Forests that wrll fall b maects .  
I believe alt 



- I~~YI: 11-3 Timber Hameet h Level of Production 

8.spone.: Comment noted 

8 
413 
539 
556 

6 5 1  
703 
8 5 1  

1143 
1351  

1393 
1435 

1453 
1 5 6 8  
1633 
1636 

1636 
1 6 6 9  
1670 
1670 

1674 
1679 

1723 

1 8 0 1  

1805 

I personally thmnk 62 9 rmlllon board feet XB way too much 

It's time to stop overcuttrng in our NPa 
Only mandate change m l l  stop the ovBrcutt1ng which le obviously economrcally beneficial to the local cDmmunitles 
used for plywmd and 2 x 4 ' 8  

Why IS It that anyone needs to be told 
Logging companies need to better explore using tree farms for timber supply rather than destmyrng our laat remaining virgin timber 
W e  should reduce the amount of timber cut and sold and important to utilize all the timber cut including the salvage 
The P S  has not demonstated a real concern for our fast disappearing national forests 
can't be replaced. 
I consider the level Of logglng proposed by the (alt 48)  
I think the pmpoeed ASP of 1 0 1  6 MMEF is t- mush 
rather than reasonably balanced multrple use, especially If the forest IS to move toward more longleaf pine and better streamside management 
ASP at the 1 0 1  6 MMEP IS not auatemable for the Texas NP 
Insist that lqlging be no w e e  that 62 9 million board feet, 
It IS diffrcult to determine from the documentation provided what IS a sustainable harvest level for the NP of Texas 
It appears to me that setting an ASP Independent of SPE salvage sales can lead to overcuts 
using a ten year rolling average for SPE salvage for budget purposes or etco 
I favor your erring on the Conservative srde on setting ASP 
The forests belong to everyone, h your habit Of "eellmg it off" ahould be stopped 

As a member of the Sierra Club, I am not against timber harvesting on public lands What IB ob]ectionable IS that lumber and pulp supplies seem to be 
THB priority 
would get out of the timber businees 
I am supporting a reduction In 
Allowable sale quality is a polrtical quota, not a measure of the amount of timber to cut 
amount of timber that has become mature plus the amount of thinned or salvaged timber 
(pg 259 OBIS) 
definition to promote timber cuttmng 
The annual level of logging ~n the preferred alt . 101 6 MMP - IS exaesslve and wlll damage the forests 
sustainable levels 
The harvest of ember must be truly sustainable over the long term not just the short term 

there won't be much left of our forests due to exces~~ve timber cuttmg please consrder revraing the timber cutting regulations 

Forests are t w  valuable to be 

over harvest of trees should not be allowed 
that removing forests faster than they can g r o w  IS m ~ u n o u e ~  

It is a real wow of mine and many that we are losing what 

to be excessive 
This la not sustainable for 1 0  years unless the forest 18 managed ~n a high intensity growth 

can a method be devised to set a total budget number 

the PS could mncentrate on managing for a healthy forest "emsystem" for many purposes and not to ] u t  "to get the ASQ" 

However, as a stockholder of a company that o m s  somerclal timberland and as an omer of pnvate tmbnberlmd, I wish the government 

timber harvestmg m the Texas NP System 
The amount .zf timber available should be based on the 

m order to meet this you do not have to have a high level of output You could have low level and be sustainable This 18 a biased 
I obJect9 

Logging should be reduced to more 

~..pona.: See EIS appendix B for constraints used with all alternatives 
not zmpair the long term productrnty of the land 

These constraints insure that timber harvest levels are at sustainable levels that do 
This 1s m accordance with Section 4 of the MUsY.4 of 1960 

L.tt.e: 1632 I consider the constrarnta imposed by non-deslmmg yield commrtments to be a limltmg factor m dealing with resource degrade linked to past harvest 
levels I endorse the harvest levels (ASP) and methods (uneven-aged) asaocrated with Alt 6 I must point out that ASP under ale #6 would 
reflect appxzmately a 1% deviation from regional historic "supply m i x "  outputs (dppendrx E pg 44) Considering the natural fluctuatlons associated 
with annual harvests, this deviation IB statretically uslgnifxcant 
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PLAN A m  EIS COIWENTS 
Comments by Ieaue and Re~ponse 

Issue. 11-3 Timber Harvest G Level of Productlop 

Renpons.: The PS wrll use ecoaysten management as the means to meet goals specified xn the revieed PP Bcosyetem management 1s the meane to an end It la not 
the end itself 
managed for specrfrc purposes such iis producmng, reatormg, ox sustaining certaxn ecological condrtiona. desired resource uses and products, vltral 
environmental serv~cea, and aesthetic cultural or spiritual values F o r  the FS, ecosystem management meane to produce desired resource values, use@, 
products or Serv~ces in ways that also Bustam the dlverslty and productivity of ecosystems 
oriented brae In others, It i s  on li-sourcs products and usee 
Overall, the mandate IS co protect environmental quality while also producing on a sustainable basis, resources that people need 

The FS does not manage ecosystems 'lust for the sake of managing them 011 for some notion of mtrms1c ecosystem values They are 

Thls l a  neither product-onented bias nor a nature- 
In eone places, the enphaels la on ecologrc2il condxtrone and environmental services 

Irttre: 
Lett-r: 

1310 
1622 

The ASQ naeds to be a maxv" and Lt needs to include all timber harveet, mncludmng unprogrammed harvests, such as ealvage 
While SPB outbreaks tend to he cyclical, recent infestations have impacted szgnifrcant areais of the National Forests in Bast Texas 
that salvage harvests have increased praportronately, 

TO the degree 
the proposed annual allowable sale quaintrty of 101 6 MMBP should be reduced to about 7OMMBP 

Reapons.: P e r  CPR 219 3, the ASP 10 defined am "the quantlty of timber that may be sold from the area of suitable land covered by the forest plan for a time 
Within the planning permd, the volume of timber to be sold in any one year may exceed the average annual ASP so period specified by the plan " 

long a8 the htal amount sold for the planning perLod doas not exceed the ASQ 
of trmber stands which are substantially damaged hy fire, Windthrow, or other cataetrophe, or which are m m"ment danger of insect or disease attack 
and where such hameets are consistent with silvicultural and environmental standards 
otherwise be sold under the plan or, if oot feaeLble, be sold over and above the planned voluma (CFR 219,27 (cl ( ~ 1 ~ ) .  However, the NPGT hae 
hietorically substituted salvage timber for green timber 
and therefore does not include any volume removed from lands such as apeeral areas and SMZ'a 

" 
Nothing m this paragraph prohihits aalvage or sanitation hameating 

such timber may either substitute for timber that would 

The ASQ identified ~n the FP was calculated on Lands Suitable for Timber Production only 

L-tt.r: 1678 The management of our Texas NP should not emphasize the production of wood fiber Thrs IS already done to an excess by the private oector These 
forests should be managed to the end that they will pmvide the maximum benefit to the people of this country, both now and for generations to come. 
benefits which are meaeueable m more than dollars or tons of wood fiber produced 

R.spons.; One of the purposes of the PS 18 to eupply timber 
recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, wildlife and fish, and natural scenic, scientific, and historic values Without xmpairment of the 
productivzty of the land NatlOnal parks and monuments were created to preserve There IS no commodity production 10 a 
National Park The NPGT are part of the PS, not the NPS 

NP are managed for renewable end non-renewable resources which rnclude " but not limited to 

"IPLPMA Section 103 ( 4 1  

I L.tr.z: 1409 Timber harvest 18 an important segment of the local economy and care must be taken to maintain the balance 
amount may never he cut 
was a need Circumstances in this area are so d n o w n  you can never predmt your need, 100 BF seems to be a good limit that you have been w-rking 
with, but only averaging 80  EP 
we support you zn your efforts to improve the marketable timber m Shelby and surrounding counties 

In settmg a limit on BPC I realize that 
But the figure needs to be hrgh enough that you would never be In a situatmn where you would have to stop cutting If there 

It needs to be B balanced amount for the forest 
Latter: 1677 

R.sponee: The IDT appreclates your Support 

Lettar 1463 for reducing the emphasis on using the NP m Texas for producing timber alone, Without regard to the effects that even-aged mgt and exces81ve sales 
have on wildlife 

 aspen..: The FS manages for viable populations of wildlife that occur naturally on NFGT 
are analyzed m the BIS 

The environmental impacts on wildlife of the different alternatives 

L.tt.r. 1603 The Final 61s should Contain a detarled dmcuaaion and comparison of harvest, growth, and inventory for each alternative We are confident growth 
will excaad inventory Illuetratulg thle ..to the publlc and allay any posezhle concerns that there 18 no overcuttmg occurrmng 

R.~ponsa; See Appendix 8, PORPLAN analysis conatralnta The constramta for LTSY and no" decllnzng yleld ensured that the total forest Inventory volume left at 
the end of the planning horizon (150 years) IS sufficient to maintain the harvest pattern Harvested volume does not exceed growth 
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Ismu.. 11-3 Timber Harvest h Level of Production 

L-tter: 
Letter. 1619 Allowable timber harvest should be increased 

1439 BBCaUse growth exceeds the proposed allowable Sale quantity by approximately 106 MMBP per year, there 18 suffzclent -m to adlust this figure upward 

R..PII..I Agree Blolqrcally possible, but with the shift to Uneven mgmt h budget Conetr-SLints that amount of 112 cannot be reached 

L.tt.r. 1310 The PS needs to wam local populatlona not to expect the Np to compensate for the excesses of the large timber companies 
these large trmber companies are cutting their forests at a rate far faster than regrowth 
allow them to cut down the NP too when they have unwiaely ueed up their own forests at an unsustainable rate 

People need to know that 
don't let them then buy off congressmen and senators to 

R..pon..i The NPT are ultimately govemed by the people of the us At thrs time, how timber companies operate does not affect how the NPT's conduct operations 

L.tt.e: 1394 I also ob3ect to the reduction in logging activity that would occur m the outer years of the Draft Plan 
impact the local school districts and generally lower the standard of living ID Angelma and surrounding counties 

That reduction zn activity would adversely 

R..pcns.: The NF will be providing trmber to millrons on a no" declining basis 
thie could be shifted between NF's wrthin the state 

Therefore, what IB provided In 1st period will be provrded m last period Note 

Lett.=: 1510 Allowable sale 1s too emall (m alt 48) to maintain a healthy forest Growth cannot exceed removals at this rate without greatly increasing the risk 
of SPB and other hazards 

R..pOnm.: Agreed that rotations will be longer & tlmbee wlll be more susceptrble to SPB 

L.tt.r: 1603 the management lntenarty choice as ermply the choice between rotation ages as opposed to a range of eilvicultural optxona such as planting, 
precommerclal thmmmng, fertillzatron, etc high Intensity 4 0  yra rotation, 140 yr rotatron aa low Intenerty The PORPLAN should be 
modified to coneider a wrder array of srlviculturd prescriptions RCW foraging and nesting habitat could be created more quickly under an 
intensrve trmber management regime Shelterwmd preecrzptions, 
preecrlptlona 

should be able to meet non-timber obiectivee at a lower cost than the all-aged 

R.#pona.: Run8 have been made using different rotations 
based on comments received both during ssoping & during the comment perrod for the draft 

However, the IDT realizes to drop below the present rotilt10n8 would not be acceptable to the publrc, 

L.tt.E 1603 Under Alt 4b. wrthin mu, at least 50% of the RCW scree must be managed under the all-aged prescriptions This produces an extremely binding Impact 
on the ASQ and produces risks from a biolqical standpoint due to an untested and uncertain management echeme 
trying to maintain all-aged stands of Southem Pine on 50% of the forest IS either poasrble or wise  
regurrement 

The C O U ~ C I ~  doea not believe that 
recommend that the Forest drop thie 

R..pon..: we agree thrs will be reduced to 40% zn the fmal planned alt 

L.tt.e: 1603 calculate the ASQ under the 8 3% and 12 5% constraints and Count salvage from any SPB, or other unpl-ed openings against the ASQ 

R.spone.: we releaieed the constraint, and made P O R P W  run, It did not show any additional or apprecrable volume therefore decided to apply the Constraint, 
did not Count salvage volume 

L.tt.e: 1603 no more than 8 3% of longleaf, shortleaf or slash acres, within an HMA may be within the 0-10 yr age class no more than 12 5% of the loblolly 
acres can be within the 0-10 yr age class 
the draft RCW gurdelinee m order to account for mortality, SPB, etc 
events have any historical validity 

The Texas forest calculated the ASQ usrng opening constraints more restrictrve than those provided for m 
DBTS does not demonstrate estimates used to account for such unpl-ed 

R.spons.: The SPB openings were eatmated on the average number & e i z e  for the past 5 years 
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- I..U.: 11-3 

L e t t - r :  

Timber Iiarvwt & Level of Production 

1632 Allowable Sale Quantrties and "hard targets" based on past timber-dommated management are urealxstxaally high 

R . . P O P ~ :  We are not excee&ng the long telm Bus tam yield 

L.tt.LI 991 

L.tt.r: 1612 

I do not believe the  eale volume ahould amp belou, current level-. The 1992 foreat survey of East Texas showedthat all the comerclal foreeta i n  
TeMa grew 710.2 rmllron cubic feet  and harvested 685 0 rmllmn cubm feet on an annual basis, or 96e 
feet  and removed 31 3 cubic feet  or 70% The NRB ean provide an important buffer to help atabil ize the mdustry without adversely affeotrng the long- 
term sustainahil%ty of these foreeta. .. In recent years. there has been a majox sh i f t  in the industry from the west to the South due to cutbadra m 
federal timber sales The targeted 101 6 rmllicn board feet  annual halvest m Alternative 48 should be inaeaeed t o  Q level comparable t o  Alternative 
1, %.e, 112.0 rmllron board feet .  

wintamed rf the forests are producing twxe the growth each year above the Asp. 
of what -11 heppen rf harvesting continues t o  decline. 

The NFs by contraat grew 44 5 rmlllon cubrc 

. encouaga the PS t a  consider rncreneing t h e  ASQ If  101.5 MMBP as proposed m a l t  4B The future health of o m  Texaa National norests cannot be 
The affects of the SPB on our TeMa Wilderness b a s  zs an example 

R..ponr.r F o r  Rltsrnatzva 8 (Preferred A l t  ) no budget conatramnt wae applied. T h e  remlted m an RSQ of 113 MMBP This la approximately equal t o  the current 
No Aat1on Altematlve (e l )  of 112 MMBP. 

Lottar: 1608 The amamt of timber production recommended m alt. 4 8  is hzgher than needed t o  eusraln payments t o  muntiea and achwl dxstrzets 
(mcludmg aailvage cuts from SPB and storm damage) per year at current prices would still ret- the mame or greacer monies because National Porest 
timber seeme t o  be eelling below the p n s e  for pnvate landowners 
greater than t h e  averqe current-use tax pard bu prrvate timberland owners. 

A level of 63 "hf 

It ra ala= mtereetmg t o  note that In 1987 paymenta on a per acre baeie were 

R..pon..: hmber sales are a "tool" uaed t o  pmtect, perpatuate, & improve our NF resources 
~mprove the health of t m b x  stands. to croate, mamtaxn, or xmpmue desirable wildlrfc habitat, to prevent 01. contml the infestation of maeater, 
disease, windstorms, h f i re ;  & for other reaeone F o r  example, timber sales are uaed t o  improve the hahztat of the Rffl. Using timber sales, tens of 
thoueanda of acres of the habitat have been thmned t o  be more desirable & some of the monies from the timber salea -eipts w e n  used t o  further 
xmprove t h e  habrtat hy controlling undeeireable mid-story vegetation, by metallillg a n z f l c l a l  cavities 1x1 trees, etc. NPGT tzmber salsa are 
advertised b sold by sealed bids t o  the gighest bidder. In PY 94, t h e  NFGT received more than $15 million m r--e fmm timber d e s .  h Jus t  spent 
about $5 rmllion on timber eales & a11 the other costa aeaoclated wxth tlmber sales. The ne t  revltnye to the US Oove-nt from the tr- Sale p-ran, 
was about $10 milLron The timber sale progsam on the NPGT generatea about $4 86 fol every $1 

Trees are harvested for many ream". to Create, mamntam or 

of tax dollars spent durrns the PY 

651 
1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 
1125 
1723 
1723 
1723 

~ 7 a 3  

la23 
1723 

overgrazing by ca t t l e  should not be allowed 

not ecoeyatem management but the same old dormnant use high energy intensive nonnatural management that has been gouq cm f o r  years. 
(pg 69 DBIS) I W a n t  grazrng reduced severely on the gaaalands 
(MR-3-51) . change t h i s  from "shall be pe-tted" t o  "may be p a t t e d "  
(m-3-541 
(MR-3-67) ,"st may 110 t o  YlbraUllmng, fertzllZatlM. and herbiudee. 
(MA-3-ai) . 
(MA-4-21] 
(w 66 D ~ s )  you a-t assume that  proper gL-anng management will ocaul. .. gnzrng 1s allowed 11% river bottoms where cow manlve p l l u t a a  water and 
makes It undesirable t o  hrke 
(pg 67 DBIS) you never spac~f ica l ly  point out I n  t h u  document where you wrll mecourage wintex grazing and how you d l  proh lh t  z t  
I am agamst t h e  drggmg of any range ponds. 
There must be no grardng m the bottoms t o  pmtect these important habztata. 

you want to graze more cow and because t h e  Ps LS not vllling to face the heat from people prho g ~ a z e  ca t t l e  to do the right thing .. Tlue 18 

I f  you nsqurre zt then there 18 a i l m o s t  no way to atop it Lf a pmblem D E C Y ~ B  

I am oppoeedto u ~ e  of s a l t  blocks as berng an mdzcatmn of tce mtenazve grazing management. 

I want natlve apesxes to be used fo r  em~zorr Contml and pasture restaatmm. 
.I am againat any allowance of lxvestock m ripanan areas 

The use of metal tanks can ocem and w r l l  -act the eavzmn-t much less. 
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L e t t o r :  

Lot+.=: 
-et.=: 
L.tt.li 
L.tt.3: 

1811 

1813 
1824 
7827 
le29 

1530 
1831 
1 s U  
1833 

He bas prevh-ly sommsnted an avaLlabllzty of allotments and furnlslung m a t e d s  for fence mamtenance. 
unite available. 
Wants t o  prcrmote grazmg. 
Pretty well satzrrtzed d t h  the wmy the graeelacrds are -aged. 
He W m t s  grazing to continue. feels z t  LB a viable U B ~  of the grasslands 
Wants to keep gaz ing  perrmita. 
had a e r u r t i e s .  
a n i m a l s  on the land. 
Wmts to fa- grazing and iqroved grazing opportunitxea. 
Wante to be able to continue g a r i n s .  
Want8  to keep pazing p-te. 
Ha fee ls  that grazmg re hensfrcial t o  tbhe grasslands t o  rewve excess gmwth and feels rb helps control mnvdzng brush 
that brush wll rncreasa. 

Want8 grazing to continye and ha~e more 

ComplLmented the recent law enforcement effort  and t r w h  pzckup. 
Has had problems w z t h  fences and Buntera. W d s  t o  continue the grazing program 

LE83 has been managed better in the let frve yeare due t m  l a w  enforcement used t o  ham lo ta  of t m f f r e  and too many 
Ha Chinks pzmng zs beneficial to the land and the vegetation H e  thmka grazrng helps the diversity of the plants and thus the 

He feels the msome from grazing LS good fo r  the c ~ m m m ~ t y  
Ham had m e  problems wzth hrmtera 

would l i ke  more gr=mg opportumties. 
If  g n n n g  ra elimmated, 

L o f t o r :  la08 we belreve lzveatock grazrng on the grassland.. as proposed, f a r l e  to account for speuea and habrtat mcmpatrble rnth contmed preeaure from 
domeatic lrvaotoek. 
grasslands and impmved paaturee. 

. .uoodland and bottomland cwmonente on the Caddo and L8J Natzonal lsraaalaarkr are no+ ae E N L t d S e  for g-zng as n a t i v e  
Deemphaelring: Ilveeock grarrng m these areas should be conavderrd 

R..Po~s.: Grazing 18 determined fo r  each allotment based on available forage, wgt emphaers, e t c  Bottomland hard-d acres ax- M t  calcvlated I n  the allawable 
use No documented damage to these bottomlands has been rdentzfied 

nottar: 1723 (pg. 4s Plan) . .defme rsustainable grazing opportunitree". why are l o d  needs put above national needs for grazing 

R.rpon.0: Grazlng wxtbout long-term damage t o  the nesomes Lxvestoock and wildlife needs are balanced dvnng the allotment planning phase. 

L0tt.r: 1723 lpg 68 DEIS) IC is rmportant to note that the Texas &&I# study a d  mt look a t  all mztUatkOnB. I have seen Blgna of nonprnt source pollVrlon zn 
fzcodplarns vla c a t t l e  m- bezng next to strealus. 

R*.pon.r: A t  t h s  t i m e  we have no evidence t o  p m e  your p a n t ,  but are rmp-ng WT monitoring standards 

L-ttorr la08 Rassland Grazmg and Range Management. p 69. It re etcated, "It la anticipated that most acreage OIL the RaesImde would he a-labIe for pe-ttea 
grazing in every alt., m t h  the exception of sp-a management ereas and developed recreation eitee. Allomenta "cb a recreational emphasis would 
not pmhrhrt grazing, bowever, tlus emphasis could reduce mome use (season of use or ratensity of g~azmng) on the allotmenr on a B i t e  speafilc hasis " 
we hexieve that Prvestack grazing in bottomland harrhrood areas (appmx. 3,800 acres) shouId be 1zmLted and evaIuated m regard to sampatrhrlzty rnth 
wrldlife ~~BOUICBQ. hmited grazing may haye 110 mpact; however. e~cluslon area= should be developed, momtored, and utilized ae a basis fo r  future 
management dedaions m bottomland hardwood areas. 

&?..pan..$ Keep in rmnd, mung le dewphaarzed in most  forset  alt-atlves. However, on the Grasslands, grazing Edong wrth range management), le a key 
sompcnent of maintamrung a healthy ecaayetem. 
te- of mtenslty and eeas-1 use. Other amas would, as you suggest, decrease grazing. Obvxouely. w e  don't wish any livestock to caIl the 
shmtxng range "home". 

Land aIlotmants with e rocreatron emphasis would no t  alwoys prohibit grazing, but could reduce use m 

Razing w i l l  &BO have to he eeasonally adpxamd t o  allow for aenartive plant pop!JTationa to develop. 
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PLAN A m  EIS C0"S 
Comment. by Issu. m d  Response 

- Issue. 11-4 Range Management/Granmng 

Letter: 700 We own 20 head of cattls and we h o w  first hand how destructzve cattle can be on land and water sources 

Latter 

Bither =top the grazing or demand that 
grazing fees be reiBed to compete with the Przvate *==tor and that the land and water sources be restored to original state 
Range fees should be comparable to private land grazing fees 1679 

heponmw Congress controla grazing feea 

L.tt.r: 1123 (MA-sa-101) I agree, remove lrvestock 
Latter. 1723 (MA-9b-1011 I agree that lxvestock must be eliminated 

Rempona.: The IDT appreciates your support 

Lettar. 193 Our national graaelands ahould be managed to be as natural as possible, by adding bison. prolnglhorne, prairie dogs, eta and removing all domeetio 

Latter: 1385 The possibility that bison could replace livestock on the National Grasslands seems not to have been considered The Grasalande, aesumlng etock are 
etock This would bring m more money from tourism and help these ecosystems 

removed, could become important examplee of prairie ecosystems 

Responaa: Considered, but abandoned In the process because of this small broken ownership pattern This makes the Oreaslands unsuited for bieon which need 
large areas 

Lettar: 1814 Wants to continue grazing Very important to their income as retired people Doesn't want grazing fees to go up Wants to be able to supplemental 
feed hay I" winter Concerned about damage caused by hunters, has had cattle shot m the past 

Response Grazing fees are controlled by Congress Some risk exists x n  most resource management, but cattle loes 18 very low coneidering the number of humans 
using the Lup 

Lett.=. 
L.tt.P 

L.tt.e: 

Letter 

Lltt.X. 
L.tt.e: 
L.tteT: 

Lett.=: 
Latter: 
Latter: 
L.ttaT: 

Letter. 
Letter' 
L.ct.r': 

L.tt.e: 
L.tt.L': 

1809 
1810 

1812 

181s 

1816 
1817 
1818 

181s 
1820 
1821 
1822 

1823 
1825 
1826 

1828 
1835 

Wants grazmg to continue, concerned about inconsiderate hunters that leave gates open, shoot cows and deer 
Wanta to promote grazing, forage utlllzatlon/management Concerned about recreatronaliats. hunters, vandals that leave gates open, shoot cattle. 
destroy property 
Concerned about the amount of shooting of all kinds still going on 
to sea posted S L ~ S  on fences Wants grazlng to continue 
Wants grazing to continue 

Wmts grazing eo continue 
Wants to continue grazing 
Promote grazing Thinks a fee ahould be charged for all recreation activities V e r y  frustrated with gates left open, fences cut, trespassing on 
private land 
Promote grazing Wante more grazing opportunities Doesn't like problems with hunters, vandals 
Generally OK with grassland management 
Good to limit rifles and pietols to slow down vandalism 
Main ~oncern 18 about huntere hunting near hle house, he lrves adlacent to unit 41N 
and other grazing opportunities 
Wants to promote graining and grazing opportunities 
wants to promote the grazing program 
wants grazing program to continue, grazmng cattle 1s very Important part of her income 
on grasslands 
e m  granmg, wants to keep her permit 
I like the grasslands being run the wily they are and approve of restnctmng shooting to developed facilities for recreational target shooting 
approve of restricting hunting to shot gun s black powder (muzzle loading) for huntrng 
off m a d  vehicle use Don't belreve recreation and livestock Operatione mix very well 

Their land 1s ad3acent to their grazing unit and have lot of trespassers wants 

Thinks PS should regulate who le hunting by regisfration permit to know who le on grasslands m caee of damage ar rllegal 

OK with recreation but unhappy wrth vandals, deetmctrve huntere, had one cow ehot 
Concerned about hunters damaging lands and Confliats of hunting with grazing management 

actzvity 

Wants to know what government will do about thzs 

Pro grazing, land u8e Frustrated with gates left open and trash thrown Out 
OK with recreation but Wants to stop vandalism 

concerned about vandals and shooting Wants to continue grazrng 

Concerned about hunters leaving gatee open, vandalism and indiscriminate shooting 
conoerned about damage cawed by hunters and horsemen by cutting fences, vandalrsm etc 

Has had problems with vandals, cattle being shot, trash left 

H a s  had problems with gates and fences. 
Also 

Also believe the grasslande should remain closed to motorized 
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- 11-4 Range Management/Grarmg 

Reapone.: Because we do not control road access, registration of hunters and control of all usere +is would be needed to determine who may have caused damage IS 
Impracticable 

Lettee: 1836 Was concerned that recreation use limits livestock grazing 

R.spon..: on the NF. livestock numbers are very low and do not interfere with recreaitwn on the Graaalands however, higher numbers of lrvestock require more 
fencing and do require the hrkers and horse back users to stop often to open and close gates 
fnendly gates. 

Where budgets allow, we are metalling recreation user- 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 72 DBIS) I do not want fair range conditions There 1s no reaaon why every acre of tall grass cannot be managed for gwd or excellent range 
conditions 
prairie but you can do this 

better conditions 

This means eliminatmg some grazing and restoring areas and making some areas off limits to grazing and converting back to tall grass 
I want the beat Why should the public have to settle for lees and more rmpasts on their lands, 

L.tt.r: 1723 (MA-3-58) farr xs not good enough for range conditions I support good or better Remove cattle from pastures that cannot be brought up to good or 

R-sponm.. Changes have been made between draft h final to reflect 8ome of your concerns 

Letter: 1723 (MA-3-56 and 5 7 )  I am against the use of fertilirmg, spraymg, vxbratrlling, and herbicide useage Thia la high intensive range management and 
does not coexiat with ecosystem management 

R.mpon..: The IDT disagrees, the Uses 61 NRCS have worked cwperatively on the Grasslands to develop sound techniques for restoration of native grasslands 
Prohibition of the stated techniques would make restoration techniques mush more difficult 

L.tt.ri 1723 (MA-3-55) you do not need stock ponds burlt protect the natural water sources, the streams, and their nparian vegetation and keep cows out of 
these areas 

Raspon..: The emphasis on artrfrcral ponds has been changed between draft & final 

Lmttar: 1723 (MA-4-71) remove thio Cattle are not compatible with riparian zone protectmn What does "COnsIetent or compatible with ad7acent management 
areas" mean? 

R.mponm.: Grazing emphasis IS on open grasslands whrch occur on the uplands 
areas 

Proper m m t  of the grasslands will ensure grazing use on grasslands b not riparian 

Latter: 1723 MA-1-42 - how wrll you monitor cattle and wildlrfe competition for browse and herbaceous plants? 
R.mpons.: See Plan App G, objestrve 4e 

T..U.: 11-5 Wildfire 

Latter. 1605 Road building mcreasea the chance of frre 
L.tt.=: 1723 (pg 56 DBIS) 

L-ttmr: 1723 ( p g  106,  DEISI the chance for catastrophrs wildfire 18 very low 

polray of suppreeelng all wrldfrree IS part of the problem with the present forest In areas where fire periodically did play an 
Important role thie suppression has cawed an altercation of the plant community 
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3..U.: 11-5  Wildfire 

Rampons.: Comment nobed 

I"&-: 1523 (pg. 1 0 5 ,  DBIS) f i r e  hazard m wzldenress amas because fuele loads are up ana SPBe have k i l led  many pine t rees  .*e mcrease xn f i r e  harzmd 
usually las t s  a few years because other vegeta'aon gmws up In dreturbed areas and recmates the moistu.nre and humrdlty 1-epme 
dry time. 
though there were tons of fuel t o  ignite the f i r e  was relatxvely small and did mt bum rea l  hot 
pess%mzBti-a 

only m excee~iurly 
m e n  1s such fire hazard much greater than normal ..m 1993. mdim Wounds Wzldenress Area bad a. fire IP the h w i l y  h i t  pme area-. 

I believe your as~e8s"t mf f x n  h a r d  IS overly 

R..pon..: Wildfire auppreseron usually prevaits large fires developing f m m  each Ignrtxon 
wrldernesees does not mean that theee areas would not have burned from nsitural rgnrtlon ou+slde the wildemem boundaries 
areas also Include native amellran burning, whmb has not been present in the l a s t  100 + years. 

rtre fact that w s l d f i r e s  have been i-ted from uzthzn the 
The fzrc history of these 

11-6 Wrldlrle suat.-anabrlrty 

L.tt.li 1310 Most wxldlzfe, especially wrld turkey. w111 do bet te r  wzth  fewer made 
L-t t re :  Stop making pme mcoloNlhlrss and yowl1 get a kUer quality of deer. 

are undernounshed and therefore have a pwr e u r v r ~ l  rate and bucks don't develop goad nicks. 
L.+tr=: Alt 6 LS prefersea 'becauas It haas l e s s  Lmpact on wrldlxfe because less area LB for ~ c r e a t l m  than m a l t  48 

1310 

1640 

stodiea condusted by sPAunivers~#q  have shown that  deer xn pime plantations 

R..pons.' Comment noted 

Latee: 
htkw: 1353 a- ouz population L T E r e a ~ e B  . -natural r=Q-oes will beonme -e valuable. -thng OUI ehiIs3ren ulll pdg-  u8 by today Are &hqr going t o  

L239 I hope you a r m  able t o  l d k  into the fohlre when you honor your sesponei%ll%tyto serve yoar ooutuy as a fsdexalemployee. 

look back and tha& w, or v n l l  they wonder how we could have been ao shortslgatea= 

R.mpon..: Trees. l ike a l l  livlng things, do not live forever When a stand la regenerated new seedllnga can become cskabliahad w d  the baby tSera begvn the  
Tmes planted m 1920 are now 6 0  years old; arands regenerated m 1950 w i l l  be 60 years old In 2010. stan& regenerated m 1990 

Regenerati- ensure8 today's forests wll be here t- 
cycle over again 
w i l l  be 60 years old m 2050, and etr. 
the FBIS are a t  eustaznable levels that do not i m p a r t h e  long term pror%ctinty of the lad III a-rdanee with Seaion B (3BlB3 of Lhe RPA of 1974 aa 
ammded 

all timbar h w e a t  levels m the alternaenves of 

T.rtt.r: 

L.et.ri 
L-tee: 1669 When their habitat 18 gone, so M they You're supposed to PRO'CSCS OUT P-s, uilallfe & hSaitat, hut all- want t o  do 18 sell to +be hlghest 

1285 

1457 

I m u s t  opt for ecosystem protection partrsularly i n  these 8 i w f i c a n t  eggzegaw et public l a d  
badly scarred land 
we need t o  protect our rssourcee and env-ment. 

bidder. 

I't i s  an approach ana opprtxmxty wh~ch may prevent a 

A t  our r a t e  of eahauaticm they may M t b e  avarlable for CRV chizarW and gxandohldzen 



Isme: 11-6 wildllfe austaxmbility 

R..pon.-: 018 of the -ses Of the QS is to supply timber. NI - managed for nenernible and n c m - m h l e  re-es which znclude *, . .M not lrmrted t o  
recreation, range, Umber, minerals, watershed. *ldlzfe and fish, and patvral -IS, s c x e n t i h c ,  and fustoric values _ _  without impairment of the 
pmduetrvity of the land . . .* 4FLpluL S e s U  103 IC) 1.  Therr is no e t y  praduetron xm a 
National Park. The NFGT are p r E  of the W ,  not the NPS. 

National and m"eat8 were created to pres-e. 

L.tt.=: 1136 . 
roughly half of w h a t  I use e0 see... 

au-.: Not all Bpecres r q z r e  =dentical habltat Umdlti-. 

. . . when our w ~ l d h € e  has no cwer nor pmtectlcm, It disappears forever and ca"t be eapyed by our duldren and grandchz3dren. 

deten-tron of the ecosystem over these ye- has been steady ard re lent lees  The declrne in w i l d l z k  is vuy notxlueahle as well. lay children see 

The revised Plan provides for a v7+riety of habitat conditions. 

L.tt.r: 1509 

Rampon..: The PS manages for  -able populations of ul ldl l fe  that  occur natvrally on NFGT. 
aze analyzed 111 the gTs- 

The Mvlmnnental m a & a  cm dldllfe of the drff-t alternatlvea 

L.tt.e: 18118 several l i s ted  candidate specz~s IRafmneeque's big-eared bat, Plccotue rafzncequu. Southeastem m p t i s ,  lnyorrs austmnparaos. and the La plne snake, 
Pituophis melanolevcus mthveni) and the USPS'a secondary ca-ty nesting ~pecies, depend on snags and dead and dawn material to m e e t  their habitat 
requzrements. Recent ongoing research indicates tha t  very f e w  of Ulese speclce mhabit National foreats <and other Qederal and State  locatlans) in 
east Texas 
by roquznng protection ef theae forest s m p e n t s  i n  the prescribed burning p-m. 

we reconmend increasing the -nt nllmber of -9s (0  t o  appmnmawaly 6Iacre and dead and down marenal/acra (unbown a t . )  in these m e  

x..pn..: changes have been made t o  mf lec t  some OE yo" suggested changes. 

Tnttae: 395 Do not l e t  greed and a "get it a l l  now" mentality deetmy our re~omfes. Let's save some for our rhildren and grandchzlilrea. 

R.mpons.: The NFMA of 1976 re-res that the FS "p-de for  multiple use and sustained meld of the products and sernce~ obtarned there from ~a accordance 
u t h  the MISYA of 1960, and m particular, include soordlnatlrm of outdoor recreation, range, timber. watershed. w i l d l i f e  and fieh, and ullderness; 
and determine for management systems, h w e s t i n g  levels, and procedures." Tlmber sales  are a "tml" used to protest, perpetuate. and lmprove om NP 
resomes Trees are harvested for many reasons... t o  maxntarn or improve the health of timber stands; t o  M a t e ,  maintain cv improve the health of 
t imber  stands. to create, maxmtan, or improve desirable wildllfe habitat; t o  prevent or control tbe mnEestatroa of xnsects, disease, WLndstorms, and 
f r re ,  and for other reasons. For example, trmber sales  ai^ used to  zmpmve the habl ta tof  the Rcw. Using Umber sales, tena of thouaaads of acres of 
the habxtat hmve been thinned t o  be more deeirable and some of the m-es from the ember aalee rece1pt.e were used to further improve the habitat by 
controllmng undeeirable mid-at- -getation, by instal lmg artificial camtie= Ln trees, e tc  See app. B for oon=tr&t's used that  en-= renewable 
resources are available m perpehuty. 

I..YI: 11-7 General 

L - t t e :  
L.tt.r: 

1310 
1484 

P m  hunter and p b l i f  safety, make all nauOMl forest lands Tvpe I1 lande. 
our national foreats (and our national parks) are the only places we fan actually guarantee the further existence of foreats as complex systems of 
=ora and fauna. 

R.spns.: Comment noted. 
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11-7 General 

Latter: 1386 We must protect forest areas for future generatione' eqoyment of life We must leam to conserve and RBSIST PRESSURE PROM SHORT EANGE INTBRESTS 
L.tt.e: 1403 

Lett.=: 1595 

Ilrsprdr: One of the purposes of the PS re to supply trmber 
recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, wildlife and fish, and natural scenic, screntrfrc, and historic values without impainoent of the 
productlvzty of the land There ID no commodity production In a 
National P a r k  The NFGT are part of the Ps, not the NPS 

There are too may preeeure groups who want a~cese to public lands for their own selfrsh Interest. 
gone forever and we all lose 

When our natural resources are gone, they will be 

you MUST PRBSERVB as much of our natural forest in Bast Texas a8 poesrble for future & present generatzone, regardless of commercial pressures. 

NP are managed for renewable and non-renewable reeourcee which include 

Natronal parks and monuments were created to preserve 

but not llmzted to 

"(PLPMA Section 103 (4) 

L.tt.r: 1808 App I, p 1-15 The "desired future condition" regarding snags and dead and down trees for each of the forest types listed In the Appandix, rncludea 
a statement the "The hrgh temperature and humxdity m east Texas and the recurrent fires prevent large build-ups of mags or down material over large 
axeas " The lack of snags and dead and down materxal m the NPs in Texas la pnmarLly the rasult of prescribed burning programs which have not 
rncluded provisions to protect this important forest component 

R.spons.: Controlled bumrng probably creates as many snags as It destroys when done properly 

L.tt.e: 1605 The DBIS falle to discuss adequately (I€ at all) what measures the Ps may have taken or may plan zn compliance with the legal requirement to proteat 
soil, watershed, wildlife, fishenee, aeethetice, and forest productivity NPMA Sec l 6 0 4 1 g )  ( 3 l ( P ) ( v )  The OBIS f a d s  to reflect any details of 
monitoring of all the even-aged cute that the Ps has made 
and Draft Plsn call for further even-aged practices which would degrade the statutorily listed resources, and each of them 

the Ps has failed to comply with Section (PI (VI in many ways Furthemore, the DE18 

Rempne.: The EPA has reviewed the DEIS & found the analyeis adequate. Chaptar 111 of PBIS goes into greater detail on the effects of the alts on the 
biological, physrcal. .5 socia l  elements of the human environment 

I..".: 12 M I X  OF OMlDS AlvD SBRVICBS 

L.tt*r: 1632 I assert that due to the Constraints imposed by 36 CPR 219 27, this plan la inherently unable to adequately address the msue8 and conceme. namely, 

L.tt.r'. 1632 The Plan i e  fundamently flawed zn that it fails eo have the authority to adequately address resource degrade and ~mbalance expressed zn the I B Q U ~ S  and 
hx.odLveraity. vegetation manLpulatlon, special management areas, wLldlife and flaheries, reeource sustainability and mzx of goode and eervicee 

concerns 

Rasponeat Comment noted 

- 1e.u.: 12-1 Balance of Multlple-uses 

Latter: 18 Porest management Can be profitable and ecologically sound 
Latter: 1321 I am m total opposition to the A m  and ORV vehrolea in the NPs I am opposed to hunting in the NFB 
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IBeYs: 12-1 Balance of Multiple-uses 

Letter: 1614 If offrsial policy IS to lnrtrate professional management consistent with the published goals of suetaimable ecosystems management then as~ume 
responsibility for balancing multrple uses of public forests INCLUDING TIMBER PRODUCTION with landscape-wide similzar ecosyetem needa on pnvate 
forest ownership 
forest management will Inevitably become 
NIMBY attitude 

other NP resources 
degree of resource protection and monitoring, so that timber can be produced with less environmental degrade than has occurred i n  the past 
This forest 18 an artificial foreat planted aa a timber resourae 
traila do not negatively Impact the environment In fast they areate fly ways for many birds 
It 1s important that we recognize the lmprtance of these crew m marntaining a healthy populatron of native wildlife and suitable wilderness 
habitat 

The less economic benefits and the fewer tons of wood fiber harvested from national forests, the more mtensxve and ugller prlvate 
The premise of managing public lands to emphasize aesthetic values and down play economics 18 the ultimate 

I endorse a significant shift In NP management away from the current levels of timber production to a level that better protects and promotes the Lettee: 1632 
Whereas timber will sontmue to be produced from the NP, I wish to see timber-related training and budget reflect a greater 

Lettee. 

L.tt.e: 

1654 

1674 

It has become a source of recreation for thousands and a harbor for wzldlzfe The 

R..ponse: Comment noted 

L-tt-r: 1680 Our forests serve PB havens for biodiversity and as a natural control system for a i r  quality To sacrifice this, as well as degrading sustainable 
recreational use, for the eake of a high yield, short term, econom~c return le inconsistent with thoughtful land stewardship 

R.epone.: see EIS appendix B for constramts used with all alternatives These constraints insure that timber harvest levels are at sustainable levels that do 
not Lmpalr the long tem productivity of the land This la m accordance wrth Section 4 of the MUSYA of 1960 

L.tt.e: 150 Please consider the fact that Texas re known world-wide for it.8 wild-west Image, foreign tourist dollars are real, sustainable income 

R..pon@.: The PS BtrIves to maintain NPGT benefiting all mankind TOUr-Ists come to the NPGT for many reasons - camping, swm"mg, boating, hiking, frshmg. 
The EIS and Plan look at these areas and, while not addressing tourists directly, attempts to provide NPGT everyone can hunting or lust to relax 

enioy 

Latter. 399 Par tco much emphasis IS placed on high payymng lobs that destroy the environment and m&e a select few rich 

R-spona. The 81s and Plan are not about lobs, but managing the land in an ecosystem m-er 

Latter: 1773 I was under the impression that the NP was for "public" use and recreation Your BO called "important decision" (ORV ban) will ultimately force a lot 
of retired, elderly, or widowed people to move back to the dangerous hustle and bustle of the big citiee 

Ramponse ORVs have been Identified as a legitimate use of the NP It la definitely Q recreational pursuit Our intention IS to manage ORVs. to minimize 
resource damage 

L.tt.r: 1620 All of us have a right to use pvblic land for recreation I cannot believe the Porest Service blames ATV use for the problems your agency aaye the 
forests are encountermg What about clear cutting, 

R.eponm.: A n  ever increasing population, demanding more and more has generated more and more environmental laws and regulations to protect the reeourcee from 
the increased use and environmental concems RestriCtionB are implemented only to protect the resources and other users 
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- 1sau.: 12-1 Balance of Rultlple-uses 

hspars.. The constraint on even-aged m p t  was reduced m Alt 8 This gave an increase of 12% from Alt 48.  the preferred zn the Draft plan 

T..U.. 12-1-1 Commidrty use 

Lettee: 1619 Commodity extraction, zncludmg grazing and mineral extractron should not take precedence ovar recreation 
brological values 

Recreation should not take precedence of 

Raaponsa: Comment noted 

Lettar 1123 (pg 192-193, DBISI you have nature study making 15% gains but on page 193, you show a -1% 

Response The sentence on pg 192 states "Lifetime activrtrea such as " The paragraph on pg 193 shows prqected gams/losses by rndividual activity 

T..u.; 12-1-2 No commodity use 

I think It IS Important to have a long term, 8ustainable plan developed where the production of timber and cattle 18 done entirely on private land, 
not public land 

L-ttar: 1668 

Rasponn*. Comment noted, though thra la really a songresalonal-interest item 

Inn"*: 12-2 Implementation of the Forest Plan 

Letter: 1612 Alt 48 should provide the public with a better understanding of management piiOrLties based on expected funding Alt 48 cannot be achieved based 

Letter: 1723 (pg 27 Summary1 you talk about what the impacts of altematrves will be on wildlife 
on historical levels of funding 

what will occur ~n 50 yeare much less 10 yeare We are kidding ourselves to believe that these compar~sons mean anything They are useless because 
the money i s  not even available to implement the plana 

Yet w e  do not have a model today that can accurately predict 

Latter 1723 There are no promises of additional l a w  enforcement personnel and yet this IS what LS needed If such indiscriminant shooting IS to be stopped 

Response: Comment noted 

Letter: 1310 campground= should be self supporting Wzldlife doesn't need a budget. it ~ u s t  needs to be given a good habitat, whrch nature will provide for free, 
Range doesn't need a budget, grazlng should be self-supportmg or stop the grazing and save the taxpayers' money The and protection f r o m  poachers 

timber budget could probably be subetantially reduced too, eapecially if unnecessary roads are not built 
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12-2 Implementation of the Porest Plan 

Response. Comment noted, though this xs really a cOngresB1onal-inteTe~t Item 

Lett-=: 1310 With a $16,000,000 backlog m needed rehabilztat>on work needed on current camwround- and recreation sites, It LS unreallatic. rlluaory. and 
irresponsible to forge ahead with plans for burlding more campgrounds' 

R ~ e p o n c ~ ~ :  we are presently in the process of doing rehabilitation work on several areas 
and fundrng has been scarce 

Where 18 the money going to come from? 

Coats of replacing old wom out facllitlea haa gotten extremely costly 

Letter: 1679 The Draft PP xs general. not specific Prqect decisions do not tie back to the E19 thus neither addresses actual ennronmental impacts What la your 
planned timber sale program Which areae are you gang to cut, and when will they be cut The amount of timber alone le not really a plan, It 18 3ust 
a goal 

Reapon..: The revised Plan 18 a gurde to implement the selectsd alternative 
harvest method IS based on a szte-specific analysis and documented m the pmlect-level env~ronmental documents 

The 81.9 evaluates the environmental effects of the alternatives %e cholce of a 

L-ttar': 1723 (pg 230 plan) you need to determine what you consider przorrty for funding with a realistic budget You budget as zf you have unlimited money when 
this d0-B not occur What would Q realiatLc budget look like m fundrng all the things you want to do? 

Reapone.. W e  agree, however, budget cannot be used as a constramt 

mttar: 1723 (w 226 plan) the 3 yr implementatrcn plan is too long TWO yrs  should be the maximum Wait period and there needs to be some mechanism to keep 
from making crucial decisions that will materLally effect the resources before the new plan le implemented 

u.mpone.: Three years IS the generally accepted time frame 
YOU 

If you have a specific concem that needs a shorter time frame we will be glad to discuss It with 

Lett-=: 1472 Ecosystem management as described ID the DBIS IS, i n  many respects, very labor lnteneive There will be insreaaed needs for various types of 
expertise and for a labor force to implememt the management strategies 
to do all that will be needed to rmplement alt 4B 

budget levels senate Resolut~on 285 addresses this issue apecifLoally. 
appropriatione and the dxlzty to achrave a biological oblective Over the period of time 
to the social and economic Impacts 
demands 

It does not appear that €unding levels will be sufficient to penit the uses 

Letter: 1603 The budgets for each of the alternatives are hrgher than the current budget , The DEIS does not, show what the public could expect given current 
develop a schedule of management over time based on expasted 

A phased in approach would also be better able to respond 
AS the schedule 1s mplemented over time, the public will be able to ad]ust and respond to changing societal 

Any other approach would simply not be realistic, would cause significant LmpaCts without achreving the dealred obiective. and would be 
costly 

Rempns.. Pundrng IS always a consrderation during plan implementation Budgets are estimated based on a "perfect case" sceneno,  we acknowledge that actual 
we have made this concern clear In all discussions wxth the public budget & work output wlll be lees 

Latter 1723 (pg 228 Plan) since you have no wetland rnventory how will the District be able to determine where wetlands are* 
foreats and the grasslands a complete wetland# mnvento?r done for riparian areas, 100 year flwdplalna, etc 
It rams BO you cain see where water flows and wetlands are 

You need for all four natmnal 
This inventory needs to be done when 

R.#pone.: The ECS provrdea for methodology for such determlnatlons See plan appendlx A for details 
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- z..u*: l2-3 General 

1627 L.tt.2: Altenratrve 2 offers a net giunof jobs and the highest g a m  m m c o m e .  Those inoreases prwide economx s t ab i l i t y  and moderate growth to Bast T-. 

Ramp0n.x: We agree that Alternative 2 of fe r s  a net gam of p b s  and the highest gain m mcme 
values, pmducts, and conditions The alternatLve preferred reflects t h e  best mix with ~ 1 1  conezderations 

B u t ,  we have m manage the forest fo r  D w ~ d e  array of uses, 

IB-u-: 13-1 - 
Lett.=: 1723 

L~tbr: 1723 

L.Ct.2: 1723 

0.tt.Z: 1723 

Lrttmr: 1723 

Lstt-e: 1723 
L e t - :  1723 

Adequacy of the RevlsLon(a1ts. reauee, f m a t .  anz2ysse) 

(pg 48 DBIS) 
Eomments dld p e t  that  a f t e r  the comment Qerrod But you dieagreed 
(m 3 DBISI . "beat addressee the 15 m a p r  ISBUQS" that 1s a subjectrue statement and dBpenas on the po*nt of v i e w  of 

(pg 235,236 DBIS) . by allowing dearinga t o  be comsLdered €ore& land you m the n e k  of overestimating the timber e and w h a t  IS auaklahle &r 
wrldlrfe 
(pg 5 OBIS) you eay that the "Forset-wide ataadarda and gurdehnee provide Blgnificant protection measures" fo r  ORV use and Its rmparrs on the 
env'axonment. Thls 18 me tme. . open m a n g  -as vlll strl l  be alhwed . you strll a l l o w  ridlag on -a when I t  has rained .. I VEmt m o  
ndrng z n  rainy weather and Untrl eorla d q  out a f te r  rains. . 
LPg 2 2  summary) y" talk abaut how Alk. 6 p h % b i t s  ORV use. 
and 18 not allawed in  altematzvea for O W  use. 
(pg. 24, DBIS summery) 
(w 9 ,  W P )  

.C disagree that cormenta before and af te r  tho comment paezod for sap- did mor raise any MW azgnih-t issues. x f e d  that my 

you say that  the prefened a l t  
AgDin a s+ectrve decieron but one that neededto be made and -. 

the person 

Plotestiorr ef forest re~o-s mat -e &ret before any pay i e  alloued. 
on page 14 you say nothing about ths. 

I am m vioSent ~ppaeitzon to any a t t m g  an specral inte?zest areas. 

lcau are v e ~ y  c o n f o s ~  in clearly saying w h a t  =e 

I oppse  the use of any chemrsals for Uneven age management or ather management 



1.1Ym: 1 3 - 1  Adequacy of the Revrsronlalts, zss~e8, f o m t ,  anakyeisY 

La+%-: 1805 I w a a t  a Forest Plan that t ru ly  manages fo r  the preservation of a na tu ra l  native ecosystem.. 
a true Porest in gwd condition 

My cbldren  and gmdchzldren have the n m t  'w i nhen t  

IU.pm.0: -asr lrke all  lzvlng thmgs, do mt l ive  forever when a stand is regenerawd new seedllaga can ba-e established and the b- e e e s  begin the 
Trees planted 111 L920 are now 60 years old: stands regene-ted In 1950 w r l l  be 60 years old In 2010,  stands regenerated zn 1990 c y d e  over agam 

w r l l  be 60 yeare old zn 2050, and e t=  
the FEIS are a t  eustamable levels t h a t  do not mparr thhe long term productivrty of the land m accordance with S e h o n  6 (3) (E) of the RPA of 1274 as 
amended 

Regenemon enmree t0day.s forests pnll be here tomorrow. All timber hameet levels m the altexnatrves of 

L.te-: 1723 ipg 199  D E W  uncontrolled and contmlled ORV use has been pmvea t o  have adverse impacte t o  vegetation, so i l  and water values and not, as yo- say, 
"may" 

R..pon..: ORVa have been idaatifzed as a legitimate use of the NF It definitely a recreational pursuxt Our Intention la t o  "age ORVs, t o  rmnzuze 
r e s o m e  damage 

Let tor :  1632 36 CPR 219 27  mhLbita the abrlzty of the FS t o  adopt less Impactxve timber mgt systems am LB evldenced by the plan'e farlure t o  "rmt t o  a single 
acre of WAX. Prsdistably, RAM has been endoraedthmgh qualifxcationa (pw-164) su f fx i en t  to allow eleaTcutting of nz tu- l ly  every acre of forest 
ovterde of wldemeas. The Plan 1 8  fundamentally flawed L n  that it f a i l s  to have the authorzty t o  adequately address resource degrade and znbalance 
expressed in  the liesues and concern. 

R r . p o m r :  H a r v e s t  methode are based on a srte-specrfis analysia designed to meet the mite's DFC. 
NEPA 

The ennronmental impacts are documented xu accordance mth 
contract terma and conditions are ueed r m  Implement tha necessary S M i  t o  prev-t unacceptable damage. 

Lmtt-r: 1723 (pg 7 summary) .how may acres wzL1 have uneven age management uaed on them. Q 

maponar: The renaed Plan IS a guide t o  implement the eelacted alt-attrve. The EIS waluatea the emrironmental effects of the altematLves. The choice of a 
hamest method LS based on a site-epecifrc analysis and documented 2.n the pm,ect-level envlmnmental documents. 

Lot++.=: 1165 1 oppose any plan which wovld further destroy wxldlife habtar DE reduse biodiverarty 

R.sp0n.e: The PS manages for =able ppulatlons of wrldllfe that  occur naturally on NFGT. 
are analyzed xn the BZS 

The envlmnmentd Impacts om w%ldlrfe of the dlfferemt alternatives 

L o t t e :  U l a  The DRIS is inadequate t o  euppoa a Porest Plan Lt  doesn't talre a hard look at too many L ~ S L U B B  . It le biased against selectzon management and 
againat wzldemeee, while It xs brased In fa- of even-aged management and mad building 

~.rpon.m: A range of altemauvee with v-ng amounts of wrldernese and selection management -ea W e r e  analyzed Sea appendw B of the DEIS. As f o r  rssnee.. 
scop~ng and pubhc involvement were done m l a t e  1990, more than 4 . 4 0 0  commeate representing many diverae newpoints about FDrest management were 
received and reviewed Fifteen LBSUBB, 53 sub-leeues and about 500 unlque comments W e r e  Identlfzed T h e  15 mapr L88-s are addressed m Chapter 2 

of the FLRMP. 

Late.=; 1603 me ~ouns r l  requeete that the Fore& evaluate thhe benefit and cost of thzs deacrctlonary deas ion  and conader an alt-atxve t h a t  -ages the MA 1 

acres on a younger mtatxon. 

~.span..r: 1n AIternative 2 we analyzed some Bhorter mtations 
alternatives 

Loblolly of 60 and short and longleaf a t  7D. which are both lees than N n e n t  no actLon 
Also, the ~atzonaI h s t m n  IS for a reductron m the amount of timber volume t o  be prepared f o r  sa le  

0.tt.e: 1603 me council suggests that thhe Forest undertake an analyeie planned Costa to see =E there le some way to a h e v e  targets mthless expense 
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T.sU.i 13-1 Adequacy of the Revieion(a1te. issues, format, analyslel 

Response The FORPLAN model was used to rollover outputa QB constraints m the selected alternative 
approach 
cutback m most government budgets. 

In order to produce outputs with the most esanomical 
Site epecifrc work will be conducted the most efficient way as determined by the Diatrlct Ranger and staff, this IS neceaaary with the 

Latter: 1603 problems with the FORPLAN 1) the final harvest figure on about half of the yield tables re zero, 21 FORPLAN cannot accurately calculate inventory 
or growth, and 31 FORPLAN cannot automatically calculate the long term suetarned yield (LTSYSI Coefficients so the Rorest used e epecial set of LTSYS 
coefficents whrch may be m error 

R.mpons.: Problems were noted 11 This problem did occur on approximately one-third of the even-age management yield fzles This did not occur on the uneven- 
aged or thinning yleld files 
lalge percentage of acres baing assigned to uneven-aged and thinning perscriptzone 
reduction of acres forced into uneven-aged management 
be calculated within the FORPLAN model were to msur- that the cut will not exceed the growth and that trmber would be provided In perpetuity 
Therefore, constraints of LTSY and NOY were applied 
able to automatically calculate LTSY for age dependent yield tables 
thinning RCW yield files Therefore, using the formula that wae used within the model for age yield tablee. Total of all volumea cut over the 
rotation of Q regenerated stand by the number of years within the rotation 
uneven-aged condxtions were achieved 

No significant change in ASP or schedule of implementation was noted m rerunning the preferred alternatrve due to the 
Theae comect1one were applied to the frnal alternative with a 

21 This problem W ~ Q  identified during the analysis proceee 

This problem was also identified during the analysirr proceee 

The purpose of these values to 

31 The FORPLAN model was only 
Therefore. sin alternative method had to be detemined for the uneven-age and 

The volumes for the uneven-aged were averaged for harvested volumes once 
The following values were used 

Longleaf with w e  of fire and herbicides - 0 238 MCP/Asre 
Longleaf without - 0 157 McF/Acre 
Loblolly with "88 of fire and herbicides - 0 287 MCF/Acre 
Loblolly without - 0 189 scF/Aere 
Shortleaf with use of fire and herbicides- 0 264 McF/Acre 
Shortleaf without 0 174 MCF/ACre 
For RCW thinnmg presrrrptrons 0 00 McF/Acre 

L.tt.r: 1603 Texas forest plan used the same price trends It did In the 1987 plan There have been Important policy and economic changes m the timber 
economy since then 
prrce trende 

The 1993 RPA Assessment contains price trends that capture the Impact of some of these changes incorporate theee updated 

Respan... Concern over land and resource capabrlrty and sustarnability has contributed to the debate over centralized, top-down planning versus decentralized, 
forest-based, bottom-up planning 
plannmg. at the same time, national ob~ectlves are essential to Btrategic planning and setting longterm goale Binding targets set at the National 
level m past RPA Progama have resulted m a concentratron on timber outputs, NaClonal 
analyses are likely to overestimate productive potential, because site-specific resource mterastlons are necessarily lost m aggregating data 
looked at those as guidance and flexible goals By mamtaiznmng the 1987 PLRMP's price trends, we were able to compare the results with the 1987 
Benchmarks See Appendrx 8, Model Perimeters for discussion on pnce trends 

Resource capability info-tlon developed at the local level W a s  intended to provrde the foundation for RPA 

at the expense of conerderrng other outputs and condltlona 
we 

Letter: 1603 Eeon~mzc analysrs and employment mpact analysis cmtlnue to be we& tables showing ]ob changes should be expanded to address the changes by 
economic Bector the economic value of forestry Jobs compared with other lobe, such as recreatim 
public on the Inter-dependency of manufactoring and service industries 

to enlighten the decision maker and the 
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- Issue: 13-1 Adequacy of the RevLaron(a1ta. ~ S S U ~ Q ,  format, analyela) 

Respons.: Bconomlc consrderations enter NP planning pnmanly as concerns for the balance among resouroe values, about management efficrency, and impacts of NF 
management on cummunitlee 
decraions The PS used computer models - FORPLAN and IMPLAN FORPIAN was used to analyze investments, current and future benefits and costs and 
compared by calculating the preaent net value of the Investment 
but has limitation because many uses and outputs of thhe NP that are not marketed 
unmarketed w e s  and outputs might not have values that readily compare to market prices 
and existence values) can only be included a8 conetraints on uses and outputs 
of management elternatclves 
2Lblllty to influence demand factors, which are important to stable mndustry production 
defined Its responsibilxty to communities a8 attempting to avoid causing radical or abrupt shifts Ln local aosral and economic patterns 

RPA and NPMA clearly indicate that efficiency 18 an Important consideration but not the principle criterlm for management 

P O R P m  i s  a. useful tool for examining the efficiency of management alternatives, 

Furthermore, nonuse values of the forest (aptron, bequest, 
IMP- used the outputs from PORPLAN to identify the eeon-mic impact 

And those values outlined through exietmg techniques for 

IMPLAN estimates the employment and income by mdustry seotor for multicounty areas around each NP The Ps has no 
The FS has Ahxupt changes m the PS can be dxexuptxve 

L.tt.e. 1603 The DBIS could be improved by addrng historical outputs . 
plan decieione or accomplishments 
guidelines 

no action alt i s  used as a basis for comparing proposed plans to historic plane 
the no-action alt , has been modzfled to reflect the Current direction of the DIstrlct Court It no longer represents the Forest prey~oue forest 

the final EIS should include an additional alternative incorporating the 1987 plan With the 1985 RCW 

R..pons.: In response to issues identified durrng the scoping procesa, 9 alternatives were developed and analyzed This was determined to be adequate 

L.tt.i: 1603 The DBIS IS misleading with reapect to rotation ages The actual rotation ages are quite a bit longer According FORPLAN solution loblolly in MA 

Lett.= 
1 will be harvested at ages 100-120, not the 70 yra 
The draft EIS may mislead same readers about future forest conditione 

shortleaf IS halveeted at ages 100-120 not the 80 yrs 
1603 Clearly, the forest will be much older than implied by the DEIS 

Rampens-: In the short term there will be stands carried beyond rotation age because of unequal age drstnbution and the limits on the amount that can be 
harvested each period 
Alt 48 Age/Bxlstmg Loblolly Age/Harveet 
70-11.253 110-41,584 
BO-19.207 120-19.290 
90- 70s 130- 694 
100-22.610 140-12.662 
Acres of Existing Longleaf at Harvest 
110 - 164 Acres 
120 - 135 Acres 
130 - 5,332 Acres 
150 - 53 Acres 
Acres of Exzstmg Shortleaf at Harvest 
70 - 3,490 120 - 20,973 
80 - 4,252 130 - 748 
90 - 10,422 140 - 3,240 
100 - 14,695 150 - 5,614 
110 - 15,831 

Bepecially with the large percentage of acres being managed by prescnptmn other than even-age 

L.tt.r: 1603 me Poreef may have Over-constramed the timber harvest schedule because It did not analyze the actual harvest age the decision to requre 44% of 
the MA 1 acre* to all-ages management 18 unnecessary 
Had thhe planning analyazs displayed actual rather than minimum rotations, 

benefits from the all-aged pr'eecriptions wzll be provided by the long even-aged zotiltmns 
the conatamt would have been unnecessary 

R.spon..: This has been adzueted to 30% based on VQO ClaaQiflCatlon other than modifled plus 5% 
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Latter: 1603 The Councll 18 concerned that by not lwking at the actual rotatrons, the DEL9 may be underestimating the foreat health problem inherent to Alt 
Over 60% of the loblolly managed under even-aged preesnptlon, , will not be harvestad until sometime after age 100 The Council believes that this 
zs a preecrrptron for draster 

4b 

R..pons.: Some 74,230 acres of loblolly will be carrxed beyond age of loo m Alternative 48 

Latt-r: 1603 recalculate the ASQ for every alt using this appmach, to demonstrate the PORPLAN'8 economic assumptions are not overriding the forest's 
ability to produce sustainable timber outputs 

R..pon..: Analyst a d  thrs on the draft PP's selected Alternatrve 4b 
benchma& were approximately the same. 

The resulting ASQ was the same Thre reflects that maximum timber and max~mum PNV 

Lett.=: 1603 The DBIS  rollover was only done on the benchmarks and not for the forest plan alternatives The Council has raised thre issue of procedure m other 
forests all forests should be consistent with regard to normal procedures, (e g maxmmizing first decade harvest) 

R.spon..: Analyst did thia on the draft PLRMP'B selected Alternative (48) 
were approximately the same 

The resultrng ASP wae the same This reflects that max timber and m a x  PNV benchmark 

L.tt.e: 1604 The DETS farls to discuss adequately (xf at all) what measures the Pore& Semae  may have taken or may plan In compliance with the legal requrrement 
to pmteot soil, watershed, wrldlrfe. fiehenee, aesthetics, and forest productivity NFMA Sec 1604 (9) (3 )  (a) (v) 

R..pon..: See Appendix E of the DBTS Constraints and the "utormng Summary Table, Appendix c of the Dmft Plan 

Lettar: 
L.tt.r' 

1310 
1605 

There is no explanatron of the large difference In SMZ acreage between the 1987 Plan and the current Draft Plan 
There is no explanation of the large difference m SMZ acreage between the 1987 P l a n  and the Current Draft Plan 

~..pon..: The nparxan and wetland acres, floodplain soil with a hardwood foreet type, that were not previously rncluded ~n the SMZ (#4) were moved to that MA 
This was a movement of 12,972 acre8 f m m  nn 1 and 3,240 acre8 from MA 2 

L.tt.r: 1679 The Draft PP does not address the concept of producing a forest crop m peqetuzty 

R.mpons.. See Appendix 6 ,  PORPLAN analysis conatramfa The constraints for LTSY and "on deslmmg yield ensured that the total forest inventory volume left at 
the end of the planning horizon (150 years) la sufficient to maintain the harvest pattern Harvested MlUme does not exceed gmwth 

L.tt.e: 

L.tt.r: 1679 This Draft PP obviously came out of the PORPLAN pmgram What data was fed into the program You drd not document that you dzd the mnventorles 

L.tt.e: 
L.tt.ri 

1679 The BIS doas not offer Scientific research or documentation to explain how you are able to out so much timber without damaging watersheds. wildlife 
f w d  SOUTC~Q, habitat. and sensItiva species, fishsrzee, aesthetrca. and foreet productivity 

requlred by NPMA How do we know that the data ra correct 
There i s  no analysis of aggregate effects of management alternatives 
The Draft FP does not adequately address the current cost- and future benefits 

How do you know that the data IS correct? 
1679 
1679 

R.epon..: See Appendix B for analyaie 

Lett.=: 1679 The Draft Fp cost/beneflt analysls le warped The FS assumss ancreased water ylelds are a benefzt 
until mature 

The DPP does not lneure that trees wlll not be N t  
Too often pine trees h w e  been cut early to meet ASP 

Rampon..: Used values per RPA whxch ehowed that rncreaeed water ylelde have value See prev~ous  table far ages of harvested tlmber 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 178 D B I s )  I believe that the PS does not manage a srgnifrcant portron of Bast Texas forests The PS manages 5% of the total forest 
Appendix-k page 163 



I~SYI: 13-1 Adequaq of the Revzslonlalts. 188ue8, format, analysis) 

Reapen..: Though the NPGT compriaea a relatrvely small part of the East Texas timber market, the quality of NPGT market product Iprrmanly saw timber) accounts 
for a substantial 20.25% of the total Texas sawtimber products 

L.tt.i: 1767 Alt 1 designates 52% to timber productron while alt 2 and alt 3 each designate 401 but increases payment to counties 
accomplished but payments to counties should be increased rf possible 
volume whrle decreasing the acreage In timber production m your alt methods alt 2 IB appreciated 

I do not underetand how thzs 1s 
A further clanfrcatlon of your method/plan to achieve the rncreased dollar 

R-spen..: The difference 1s baaed on the direction on acres needed to support RCW 
uneven-age management 

1200-meter errcles are HMA concept and the different amount of acres m 

Lett.=: 1605 maps for roadless areas are often imprecise and hard to read F o r  special areas there are no maps or descr-lptions . except some unnamed dot 
clusters on some maps m the "Map Package " 
ecolql~cal, or how many acres It rmght contain Inadequacies m the maps of roadlese areas include failure to indicate clear boundanea of the stark 
Tract and the pmposed 410-acre addition to Wmters Bayou, and contmulng to xndxcate In white (private) the areas that the PS has acquired such as 
upland Island . and Tndran Mounds 
Another problem re the maps You do not have each potential special management area ahown m detail so a pereon 
can vrsualrre what the area looks like DOte on maps do not tell me what the sensitive areas are. how large they are, and what they represent You 
can do better than this and need to 

L.tt.=: 1838 W e  found the affected environment to be well described However, the scale of the maps provided with the DEIS to define the management areas and each 
of the proposed alternatives made It difficult to interpret many of the featuree w t h m  the proiect area and the proposed improvements W e  euggest 
that either the scale of the mapB m the FEIS be adlusted to facilitate the identification of natural and proposed features w2thm the proiect area, 
or the current maps be further refined and additional relevant features be labeled 

There la only one full liat of special areas fails to show which area will be botanical, scenic, or 

L.tt.r: 1723 These are very small and confusing 

R..pns.: The I m  agrees The final revlaed Plan has been amended to reflect this 

Latter: 1436 
You are makmg changes to your old plain and to historical usages of the forest. NOWHBRB In any of 
the domments IB there an mdlsatxm of plans for implementing these changes A TRANSITIONAL OR IMPLEMENTING statement or plan should be a part of 
this document 

That 1s fine and there are g w d  reasons to do so 

R..pOn..' 
After the RP selects a preferred alternative. a ROD wzll be prepared 
document any neceaaary tranartronal penoda and strategies for implamentating the revlaed PP 

The ROD details the reason for tha selestron of an altematrve and will also 

Lettar- 1460 The map supplement for alt 48 shows that--despite increased overall acreage for RCW mgt compared to elt 1 (present condltlon)--the draft plan 
ELIMINATES many R M  colonies from active mgt m the mgelma. Dayr Cmckett and Sabrne NP'sl 
excluded or considered expendabls 

No presently known colony, active or inactive. should be 

~..pons.: All active RCW colonies except for those m desrgnated wxlderneaa are in an HMA, which 1s designated as MA-2 m the revzaed PP MA-2 incorporates the 
RCW EIS 

L.tt.r: 1632 The plan acknowledges that trmber mgt has a dieproportionately latyge effect on overall resource outputs 
related to NPMA IAppendlx E, pg 58,) apparently mandates that BAM be used on NP lands I assert that due to the constraints imposed by 36 CPR 219 27, 
this plan 1s inherently unable to adequately addrees the iesuee and cancerns, namely. biodiversity, vegetation manipularron, special management 
areas, wildlife and fraherres, resource SustamsbilLty and mix of gwde and ee-i~es ny NP experiences have expsed instances where past XAM 
has failed to adequately protect and sustain soil and water quality, biodiversity, old growth, wldlife and fieherres, and natural integrity of 
Spesral Management Areas 

The Implementation regs (36 FPR 219 27) 
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Respons.: 36 CPR 219 27 spells out Some management requirements when even-aged management 1s used 
harvest method is based on a srte-apeciflc analyars and documented on NBPA requirements 
zmppaots 

The choice of a silvicultural system and Its assocrated 
Standards and Gurdelmee ere ID effect to mitigate negative 

Most problems occur when the S h 0's are not implemented 

Lettar. 1632 Notably lacking zn the plan IS methodology for lees Impactive, incremental restoration on a per stand basis amall group selection Additionally, the 
plan fails to =!early quantify actual targets for even and uneven-aged acreage 

R..pon..' No silvicultural system nor one of Ita related harveet methode 1s prohibited zn the revised PP 
and designed to meet the site's DPC 

Harvest methode are based on a site-specific analysia 
The environmental impacts are documented In a site specific BA which 18 available for public renew 

L.tt.I. 1723 ( p g  234 DBIS) 

L.tt.e: 1723 (w 33 DEE) you say Alt 6 wlll not allow any ORV use In the forests 

CBQ has regulations and D o t  guidelinee 
So these are not discretionary but are mandatory for agencies to follow 

CBQ used to have guidelrnea but modified and changed these m approximately 1979 znto actual 

But on page 26 you say "ORV use 1s limited to the current existing system of 
regulat=ons 

designated trails" 
on SHNP Then on page 36 you eay there are zero miles of trails for Alt 6 You are sonfueed yourself 

Then on page 34 you say that there are 40 miles of ORV trails when ~n realzty for Alt 6 the present PMTls are 55 miles ~n length 

R..pn#.: Thank you for brrnging this to our attention The final BIS has been changed to reflect better sonsietency 

Lath=: 1723 (w 6, DBIS) It IS never explained what the "potentral far overwe" 18 and how this will be m-nitored and what will occur If such overuse IB 
discovered 

R..PO"... 
This discussion IB found m detail m the 1992 AMs 

L.tt.c: 1723 (pg 49, DBIs) there 1s an overall conflict between hunting and all other forest usee I request that the Ps have certain areas designated during 
hunting season as herng off limits to hunting to provide safe havens for other forest usee 

R.spon8.: A desclsron to limit hunting or to restrict hunting areas 1s an administrative decision, not a PP decision 

I want en alternative that has all candidates for RNA designated so that the impacts of this alternative and the benefrts are fully L.tt.e: 1723 lpg 111 DBIS) 
laid aut on the table 

R.apons.. All areas recommended for RNA status by the review mmmlttee have been assigned to MA-ea, Research Natural Areas, m this rev181on 

L.tt.r 1723 (pg 198-199 DBIS) envlronmentalrats never asked that all trails for ORV use, rncludlng the PMT'e be closed down 80 why do you propose thle L" Alt 6 

R.sponsa: Elimination of ORV use from the NPGT was proposed by some respondanre This alternative Was dsveloped In response to this lasue 

Latter: 1723 your personnel have solicited on 11-30-94 0Rv users to wrrte zn and ask that eoykln Sprmge not be shutdown from ORV uee when the ROD IS made and 
azgned the PS is encouraging the longer use of a sen81t1ve area by ORV'e which are deatroying part of the sensitive area 

n.apon..: We disagree with your accusation 

L.tt.r: 1723 

Bveryone with an interest m the management of the NPGT IS encouraged to write 

this document has only one set of s h Gs to look at, the preferred alternative 4b There are no other S & Os for implementing very different 
alternatives I7 othere) This m a k e s  zt rmpossible for the public to compare what the impacts will be with different S & GB I believe this 18 
contrary to NBPA and CBQ regulations whrch require a hard look at the lmpacta and requires comparrsone that are clear between alternatives 
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Rasponsa: Nine alternatzves were formulated m order to pmvide the "broad range" requeeted by the public and the Chief of the PS 
dietnbuting a plan-version of each would be too Costly We are not required to choose and publish a preferred alternative m the draft documents 
However, with the ongoing and eucseseful Involvement of the public In the formulation of the alternatzves, we felt the time was right to begin to 
choose a dxreetlon and yet reman open to public and agency comment 

But publrshlng and 

L.tt.E: 1723 lpg 48 DBIS) I disagree that Alt 4b IS the beat for small game Natural disturbance will occur in Alt 6 & 7 and will allow small game to make 
Also, It 

swamp rabbits will do well In Alt 6 61 7 
DBIS and W P  are cumulative impacts on and off forest looked nt 

In addition the old growth conditions will provide more habitat for gray squirrels and deer will be kept within their sanying capacity 
the disturbance and early successional habitat on ad3acent private lands IS Ignored In no place m this 

R..pon#.. Overall benefrts to small game show a better reeponae in alts 1-5 than x n  alts 6E7 More species were evaluated than what you refer to 

L-tt-e: 

L-tt-r: 1723 (pg 16 DBIS) Aleo, the cumulative impacts of SPB logging plus every other form of logging are not given Ifor alt 1) 
Latter: 1838 Limited discussions on Cumulative impacts for some resources are scattered throughout the document A summery of all cumulatzve Impacts listed by 

1605 The EA has not dzscuesed how the cumulative effects of harvesting timber x n  roadleea areas will affect recreatmnal use in wilderness areas 
constituting a vlolatlon of 40 CPR 1502 16,  1508 7 

affected resoui~ee could be presented separately for the benefit of readers 

R.sp~nm.: It le mprtant to understand that there are two levels of decision making In the FS 
the management of the NPGT Site-specific, p q e c t  planing to Implement the goals and ob)ectivee of the PP IS the second level of decision making 
"cumulative impact" 18 the "Impact on the envzronment which results from the incremental Impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions " 140 CPR 1508 7 )  Cumulative impact8 are among the effects 140 CPR 1508 8 )  that must be Included In 
considering the environmental consequences of actions 140CPR 1502 1 6 )  The "action" represented by EL PP 1s the seleetion of a programmatic framework 
to guide future decision makmng on the forest, using PP management direction as a gateway to complrance with environmental laws at the pro)ect and 
aotlvity level 
nature Compliance with NBPA is required at the point of an "Irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resour~e~ " In most cases, this commitment 
takes place at the apesific pro~ect/astlvlty decLeion point 
site-speCific envlronmental effects, prqect alternatives, mr the cumulative effects of individual pro3ectslaetrvltlaa that have not yet been 
scheduled 

The PP represents only the first level of decision making about 

A PP le not an aggregation of 10 to 15 years of indrvrdual pro3ect decisions The BIS for a PP le, therefore, programmatic ~n 

Therefore, the BIS for a PP commonly does not contam eite-specific data or disclose 

L.tt.r: 1310  The DBIS classifies the wilderness areas a- primitive ROS, but this does not meet the definition as given m the g l o s s a ~ ,  smce there 18  no place In 
any wilderness three milea from a road land I don't mean cloaed roads within the wilderness) A8 the AMs of 1992 suggests, this should be recognized 
and acreage available for primitive recreation should be listed honestly as zero 

R..pons.: Definition under physical locatlon identifies primltrve as 3 or more miles from il m a d  The socral and managerial definition of primitive Identxfies 
the number of Contacts with others and the managerial identifies how we would manage an area as primitive 
primarily because of the Social and Managerial elements 

Wilderness 1s assigned the przrative ROS 

Lettar: 1310 why doesn't the DBIS use e standard definition of ROS categories? 
mean the same In Texas as It doee 1" Montana 

It seems reasonable to me that primitive or seml-px2mitive non-motorized should 

Raspon'.: W e  are not aware of what the definition of primitive and semi-primitive are m the Montana PP 
handbook 

The definitions in the TX DBIS are out of the ROS 

m t t m :  1600 Both the plan Summaly and the main body of the Draft Land Use Plan state that the Angelma and Sam Houston Forests will build 250 miles of trail 
only m Appandix B does the truth Come out that the southern Rngelina will be limited to 50 miles of trails 
would asatme that each Porest would build 125 trail milee 

A citizen reading only the Plan Summary 
Such a citizen may have submitted very different comments had he horn the t a t h  
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R-mpon..: The plan summaw can not provlde detazled mfomation 
ground 

The PP 1s written to provide direction to the distrxct persomel to manage the resources on the 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 64. DBIS) I am agalnst chappmng. ehearmg. ecerLf.fymn9. n p p m g ,  prlmg. raking, bedding, drskmg. and herbxcidlng for site preparation You do 
not give all the ennronmentsl Impacts of these uses on soil microbee, fungz, salamanders, and other cmatures as well as soil emexan, compaction, 
mttmns, water pollutron, and other environmental damage 
salamanders, fungi, soil microbes, and other effects that these activities have 

The E16 for Vegetation Management le obsolete because It ignores the impacts on 

R.mpons.: The DBIS states "The environmental effects of theae Bite prep methods are fully documented In the PBIS for vegetative Mgmt 
Piedmont (1989). on p 64 The Veg. Mgmt. PBIS addresses the impacts to soil biota, reptiles, invertebrates, amphibiane k aquatic =vertebrates (see 
VM PEIS chapter IV 61 App A), as well as vertebrate species while the env impacts of choppmg, ehearxng, scarifymg, rzppmg, pilmnq, rakmng, 
bedding, lrstmg, and herbxiding for Bite prap 
that the env impaote to soil microbes, fon,i, etc , will not be eignificrant 

m the CDaetal Plain/ 

have not been exhaustively researched, we have inferred from the research that has been completed 

I..tt.r: 1838 We recommend that a Summarization of the control aotxons and standards specrfred m the 1987 Southern Pine Beetle Control BIS be provlded m the PEIS 
for the beneift of readers 
documents (the SPB, Veg Mgmt, and RCW EISS) without the benefit of discussing decisions made as a result of these environmental analyses 

The SPB BIS i s  widely available, and Its length and detail make It appropriate for 

we found too much emphasis In the DEIS on the mcorporatzon by reference to the other thrae regional programmatic 

R.spom..: Standards derived from the SPB EIS are noted m the PP 
incorporatzon by reference 

L.tt.r: 1723 The Porest Plan must detenine how many acres can be drilled Yet you are essentrally saying, that all acres can be drilled there 18 no 
environmental analysis to back up such a broad claim of environmental insignificance 

R..pom.. only mineral leasing availability ia determined m the plan Where to drill 1s a site-specific decision 

Lett.=: 1679 who wrote each part of the BIS and Draft PP what are the credentlale including training and experience of the members of your mterdraciplmary team 

R.sp0as.i See Chapter IV of the BIS 

Latter: 1310 The Draft Plan does not raepond sufficiently to the demands of the public for mqor refoms It za stzll 90 percent busmeas-as-usual 

R-epon.. 

Lett.=: 1723 

The BIS addmasee all SignlflFant zaeues raised during scoping The IDT IS not clear as to what this comment refers to 

(pg 45 DBIS) It says that uneven age management will produce a minimal amount of early e~cceseional habitat but on page 30 you show It will produce 
15.000-2e.000 acres by penad 1 In addition you never talk about the exceee of even age habitat that exzets on private lands that are adlacent or 
nearby NP lands 
of NP for Alt 6 s 7 Thie does not seem minimal to me 

You need to show the landscape p-rspectlve also Also by period 5, 0-15 yrs. of early aucceesional hahitilt will be on 371,000 acres 

Raspon..: This t a l e  reflects Porplan outputs Alt 6 was modeled with 10% BPM k the Polplan modal chose to take the maprlty of RAM during the first period 

Latter: 1723 (pg 85 DBIS) why IS there only one alternative with the court ordered RCW plan- 
rgnore how It has helped, 

since this plan has helped slow the declrne of the RCW why do you 

R..pon..: The court-ordered plan for the Mgmt 
opinion issued by the Pws. For thzs reason, only the current situation, Alt 

of the RCW m T ~ M B  was determined "to lrkely ]eopardrze the contrnued enstance of the RCW" m a brologlcel 
1. used this strategy 
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Lmttae: 1723 lpg 85 DBIS) In addltion no other ailtemtive has specific lmfiages Since this IS required by the RCW DBIS why would you ignore this and saddle some 
alternatives w t h  a lack of requirements that will be court required? 

R.span..: The RCW BIS does not require lmnhges between HNA'e 

WttrZ: 1723 
L.tt.r: 1723 

you do not study appropriate alta 
1t zs Important for the PS to Use the right termlnolqly from CBQ regulations. It 1s not a "reaeonable range of alternatives" that CBQ talks about 

but you must etudy "all reasonable alta " ae required by CBQ regulatrons 

but "all reasonable alternatlvea " In my mind this 1s very drfferent from a "broad range of reasonable alternatives." 

R.sponm.: The CBQ regulations atate that an BIS "shall pmvlde full & fair discussion of eignificant environmental xmpacte h shall inform decisionmakers h the 
public of the reasonable alta 
Bignlflcant environmental lssueB h alts k shall reduce paperwork h the accumulation of extraneous background data " (40 CPR 1502 1) The CEQ 
regulations also require that "The m g e  of alts 
agency decisionmaker. 
eliminated from detailed study, bnefly discuss the reasons for their having been elmmated 
into the NP system Land 61 Resource Mgmt 
reasonable ales accordmg to NBPA procedures The pnmilry goal zn formulatrng alts , beaides complying with NBPA procedures, 18 to provide an 
adequate basis for identifying the alt that comes nearest to maximizing net public benefLta, conelatent with the resource Integration h mgmt 
requirements of 219 13 - 219 27 Alts 
extent practicable the full range of mqor sommodxty 61 environmental resource UBBS 6. values that could be produced from the forest 
reflect a range of resoUree outputs 61 expenditure levels 136 CPR 219 12 
m the 81s. chapter 2, pagee 11-14 The alts were developed by an IDT, District Rangers, k their employees, h the Mgmt Tean m response to the 
rssuea generated through public Involvement by mdxvxduala, special Interest groups, h other agencies 
process emce then h untzl the analysis found m thze document was completed 
developed h analyzed for an area as large h diverse as the NPGT la Infinzteslmal, a reasonable range of alts 
Plaming regulatrons 

which Would avoid or minirmze adverse impacts or enhance the qualLty of the human ennronment Agencies shall focus on 

dzacuesed m environmental impact statements shall encompass those to be considered by the ultrmate 
140 CPR 1502 (e)). M e n a e a  must also "Rigorously explore h ob3ectlvely evaluate all reasonable alte , & for alts which were 

PS rege that Incorporate & implement these CBQ regs 
P l a n n m g  are found In 36 CPR 219. Among these requiremente ~e a pmvrslon to "formulate a broad range of 

shall be drstributed between the minimum resource potential h the maximum resource potential to reflect to the 
Alts shall 

(f)) The pmcese that the NPGT used to develop alta Is discussed at length 

The development process has been an ongoing 
IBIS, Chapter 1, page 91 While the number of alte that could be 

was explored to meet the CBQ h PS 

Latter 1723 please explain what the systematic mterdieciplznely approach aoneiste of* 

~.spon..: The phrase "systematic interdisciplinary approach" comes directly from the NEPA, section 102. where it statee that all agencies of the Federal 
Government shall "Utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary approach which will msure the integrated use of the natural & social sciences k the 
environmental design a r t s  m planning h m decisionmaking which may have an Impact on man's environment 
prepared by an IDT (16 USC 1600, sec 6 ( f )  (3)) The IDT approach for planning le detailed m the NPS l.RMP regs, 36 CPR 219 5, which states, In part, 
that "A team representmg several disciplines shall be w e d  for regronal h forest planning to insure coord-dlnated planning of the various resources 
Thraugh mteractione among Ita member-, the team shall integrate howledge of the physical, biological, econormc 61 socral sciences, and the 
environmental desim arts m the plpnning process 
lines 0 The mame section of the regs 
appointing IDT members 

The NPMA requires that Forest Plans "be 

The team shall canaider problems collectively, rather than separating them along disciplinary 
continues with a listing of the functions of the IDT as well as guidelines for responsible line officers zn 

L.tt.r 1310 SMZ'e need to be dlacvssed as a separate ISBY=. 

Latter: 1605 SMZ's need to he discussed as Q separate issue 

The PBIS needs to fully discuss all facets of this zaaue 
The PBIS neede to fully discuss all facets of this issue 

a..pons.: SMZ'e are discuaeed throughout the FBI6 m the Blologrcal, Physrcal Social Bnnronmenta according to standard BIS format 

Lam.=: 1723 (pg 3 DBIS) It la never stated what the Regional Guide is and the constraints Set Out by the 1990 Resources P l a n n i n g  Act Program What did these 
documents add to this PP's  mandates and how did they conetrain it? 

~..pon..: The many guidance documents used m the development of the 81s & P l a n  (mcludmg 1990 RPA) are p a t  that, guides These do not establish constraints 
or mandates 
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1SsU.i 13-1 Adequaay of the Revlelon(a1ts. leeues, format, analysis) 

Lett.=: 1723 (pg 46 DBISI special management areas +is being negative for the economy because timber or other commodity production IS not allowed you do not 
admit that economic benefits also screw due to the recreational dollare that are dram in the local community a8 people come and visit these beautrful 
places You do not give an even handed analysis of eCOnomics when it comes to 
special management areas 

you do not try to value other benefits that these ereas generate 

R..pon..: All consideratmns (emodxty & non-commodity) are used m the PORPYLN analysla, including estimated influences due to recreation 6r aesthetic values 

Lettar: 1723 (pg 11 Plan1 how much has each RCW population mcreaaed In each forest? 
populations In the Texas NP have not stopped declining yet 

According to Warren Stames at the Trails Workshop on 11-30-94 the RCW 

R..ponm.: The PETS details the RCW mcreaee through 1995 

L.tt.e: 1679 The Draft PP does not reflect details of monitoring the effects of even-age cuts 

R.spons.: Monitoring of ob]ectives 6r action8 to meet ob]ectivee 1s described m Chapter V 
effects of actione on the biological h physical environment due to timber harvest, both even & uneven aged IS desorrbed 

Details of these monitoring actions are described m Plan App G 

I..“.: 13-2 Public involvement lprocess & opportunity) 

L.tt.r: 1409 
I would lrke to see corporate sponsors for each section of the trail (LSHTI 
eectlon leader to work with 
Guidelines and requrrementa to be followed In performrng site-specific analyses need to be developed and published m order to ensure completeness and 
adherence 

When new trail proposals are initiated vanou8 user gmvps ehould participate to ensure that trail location will not impact their usee and to help 
find the best lo~iltzon 80 that envrronmental h a m  IS minimized and areas that can take more abuse are chosen for the routes 

It would be a S ~ N I C ~  pmlect for their company and a group for each 

Latter: 

L.tt.r: 1723 (MA-aa-Ezl the public must have full input into management and other decision-makmg 
Latter. 

1605 

1723 

R.apon..: Comment noted 

L.tt.r’ 1614 The Draft EIS Summaly alludes to a current USPS goal of responding to the demands of the public I find DO fault with this premise If a means can be 
identified that allows Ps planners to hear from the public Sierra Club membership i s  p e t  over 500,000 
single Sierran and an equal number from w i s e  use advocates, you would be hearing from less than 1/2 of 1% of the Americam public Even If you add all 
27  members of TCONR, you still don’t have the equivalent of a drop In a bucket consequently, I Implore you to take guesswork, false aaeumptLons, and 
arrogant presumption out of NP m m t  USPS still has professionals who KNOW how best to manage forests M o d  mgmt le what you were trained for and 
1 s  still what the public most needs from you Most of what has been called anti-timber public Camment has in fact been elitist babbling from Q 

rdative handful of coercive utopians whose ultimate goal 1s to drive logger- out of American forests 

earch, proven standards and values that made America the preferred altematlve of m”mgrants from all over the world 
accede to the demanda of the public respecting forest management than read your orders from NOY 8 and manage our forests according to the best 
management possible consistent with the silvicultural standards you learned in forestry school and have seen proven in practical application 

If you received comments from every 

L.tt.r: 1614 on Nov a, 1994 we heard from the Rmerlcan publlc The message (publlc comment) most of us heard was a publlc desire to return to the basic, down-to- 
If official USPS policy i s  to 

R.sponsr: The IDT appreciates your eupport 
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IesU.. 13-2 Public rnvolvement (process h opportunity) 

L.tt.r: 1605 Regarding proposed new developed and Semi-Primitive recreation sAte8, no requirements are mentioned for site BIS or public comment 

R.spons.: Slte speclflc mformatlon wlll be gathered and pmvxded for publlc coment when the pro]ect 18 funded 

L.tt.E: 1723 PW-023 - you are Cutting out the public by not allowing them to participate m developing the gurdelrnes for protected habitat for threatened. 
endangered, and exemplary plant communities It la standards, not guidelines that are needed eo that the PS cannot be so flexible 

R..pons.: The IDT relied on documented research h epeciallst's input m developing this document 
have indicated tbrs 1s adequate m a programmatic document 

Review by state & federal agencies with expertise in the area 

, 
L.tt.e: 1632 Relevant to the Plan. the inherent nature of the scoping proceaa at the program and pro]ect level does not sufficiently empower the public to 

influence management direction 

R.apon..: The NFGT Planning Team followed the direction In the NPS LRMP regs 
PLRMP 
process (for a list of these. see the BIS, chapter v) 
follow until they are revised 

In 36 CPR 219 6 for invitrng publrc partrcipation in the preparation of the EIS s 
A number of federal, state h local government agencies, organrzatione h individuals were contacted S invited to participate in the planning 

While these procedures may not be to the liking of everyone, they are the procedures we must 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 229 plan) m other forests nome of the mtereeted public are allowed to participate with the mtsrdisciplmary team for site specific proiects 
why le this not true with Texas NFs? 

R.spon..: The publrs can participate with mterdrsclpllnary teame (IDT) and attend meetings provided that meeting participation is open to eve" However, 
only federal employeea can be members of an IDT Thrs policy le found in the PS NBPA Handbook, PSH 1909 15. sec 12 I "The team will consist of 
whatever combination of PS staff h other Federal Government personnel neceeaaq to provide the necessary analytrsal skills It Continuing m this same 
Bsotlon, "Others may aid or support the Interdrecrplmary team as determined to be necessary by the responsible official This participation must be 
sonsrstent with the Federal Advisory Committee Act of 1972 (5 USC 86 stat 770, USDA Dept Reg 1041-1, 11/13/89) " The CBQ regs provide much 
latitude to the agency h responsible official In determining how to conduct public Involvement (see 40 CFR 1506 6) 
public In PS planning & decisionmaking le found zn the PS Public PartlCIpation Handbook. PSH 1609 13 

lnfo on technique= to involve the 

L.tt.ri 1723 (pg 7 DBISI for planning the interdisciplinary team needs to have meeting= open to the public at times the public can attend This should occur for 
both this PP and the site spesrfrs interdieciplinaly teams that will occur later 

R..pons.. The NPGT Planning Team followed the direction In the NPS LRMP regs m 36 CPR 219 6 for mnv1tlng publzs partlclpatlon ~n the preparation of the BIS & 

PLRMP A number of federal, state, 6 local government agencies, organizations, h zndividuals were contacted h Invited to participate ID the planning 
process (for a list of these see the BIS, Chapter v) 
how to inform h involve the public provided that the requirements of the Federal Advieory Committee Act of 1972 are met 

POT 81te specific prqects, the responsible official has sonelderable latitude ID determining 

Latear: 1723 (pg 4 plan1 describe what the process will be for "development, rev iew,  and accomplishment of proiect rmplementarion by public Involvement and 
partlcrpation" 

R..pane.: The process for publrs involvement h partrcrpatlon i n  pm]ecte implementing the Revised Plan is discussed m the Plan, Chapter v m the Publxc 
Involvement section of the NBPA Proleat Requirements aubheadrng 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 4 summary) the public should have been rnvrted to formulate alternatives also 

Rampon..: Issues h dealrng with issuee within various alts has been a common thread throughout the planning process 
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IBIIU.. 13-3 Research Needs and New Ideas 

L.tt.r' 1632 As RNI management progresses, research needs to be done to det-me R C W  t-lerance of a wider range of conditions than 18  currently being prescribed 

L.tt.e. 1648 
RCW management should not be smgle-species management 

years ahead at a m i n i u m  
be aimed at abaalute rmnimum impact on the foreat 
sustainable 

Latter: Grazing research should not be done in research areas. More remarch natnral areas should be created 
L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 31 Plan) 
Latter: WA-ad-71 - the reaponsea to these natural and human beturbances nearby must he measured to ensure that you know wkat impact they are havlng on the 

botanical area 
Letter: 1723 you need to establish via a fire history research program what the natural regime, frequency, Intensity, and seasonabxlity of fire w a s  for each 

stand 

This must be quantified m the plan 
I am concerned that planning cycles and short rotation agee lead to a short-aighted perspective "Ieng term sustained yield" means thlnkrng 500 

Ba we do not yet have the science to reaLly h o w b o w  what we do will affect the fol;est on t h u  s a l e ,  all decrsrons should 
This aerspectlve will heter assure that the forest values we need -e truly managed to be 

1679 

1723 
the plant inventory IS not complete and a lot of species have been added to It since 1990 

R.spons.: Comment notad 

Letter': 1532 I recommend the Initiation of a bvological data base to provvde comprehensive and centeralined access to mdormatlon regarding sensitive plant 
populations. fragile habitat areas (bogs, wetlands, barrens, etc ) champion trees, and other b r o l o p d  =?eQouroes that should be protected Past 
degrade of sensitive areae .couJd have been avoided If landmanagere had prior bawledge of therr ex~atMce 
discoveries and additions 

The data base will also provide for n e w  
Such comprehenaive information 18 sorely lac- and necessary for adepatf protectlan 

Response. Recommendation noted 

1679 
1723 Other research includes the effecta of timber cuttmng and mite preparation M Batamandera, soll fungr, and goil DUM organisms I b e e  talked to 

~eeearch IS needed to d-e uuldhfe m m u "  -a requirement2 a n d d b l s h  hmw fragmentation afbets  each epeues 

.Elaine Ingham of Oregon'Btate Unrverst.uy who 18 doing woxk on rhe effect= cleamuttvlg and other Em& practices have on soil fungi and rmcrobea and 
she LB wrlling to test sorls m the Texas NF 

1723 (pg 39 #2 Plan) I am concerned about research that looks at the need for varzous Forest management practices The phrase ~8 so sub3ective 
that it can mean anything f m m  protectmg nparian areas to allowlng Aqging m riparian areas 
questlgas that you w a n t  anaward about a research toplc 

It le very distressing to see the research ~ e d s  that were devebped €or%& 1987 L m  are not belng reeearrhed 
you are supposed to do, that was put 10 the last plan. and which you bve not sanledeut 

about the management unplrcatws of the research to date on these tvo specres. 
what are the results to dare of the Sdhern Forest Experiment Statran sesearch that waa carried out f m  the list compiled? 
publls input intD research pmgrame 1s needed. 
you need to L s t  the reeearch that has been w l l a t e d  and filuahed and the results -that reviewers can see what research hae been 

Thrs la not a g-d example of developing specific 

1723 (pg 13 Plan1 yo- mentun ~everal research pm2ecta that have been mtiated. what axe the prehmmay results of thra ongoing research? 
1723 

1723 (pg 33 P l a n )  you fail to mention the research that is ongorng on &be C a n e b r a k e  Raetlesnake and the Loulelana Pine Snake You need to talk 

1721 (pg 31 Plan) 
1723 (pg 19 Plan) 
1723 (pg 41 DBIS) 

_ _  Tins LS a backlog of research that 

Not 2-k once for the m P  process but rontmually throughout th h e  IO year plan period 

done end haw Lt has been applisd to NP management 

~empon-e: Research infarmationgrovided zn SP chapter I11 le not =tended to derail1 all pc02ects or all specific aspects of past, pmsent OY future research 
rnweatzgatlons It YB beyond the =ope of t h h e  PP and BIS to pmvlde t h r s  derarl. 
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T..U.- 13-4-1-1 Like - Alternative 1 

L.tt.Z-: 857 I aupport Alternatxve 1 
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- 1SSU.i 13-4-1-1 Like - Altematlve 1 
L.tt.e 
Lett.=: 
Lett.=: 
L.tt.r 
L.tt.e: 
wtt.r: 
L.tt.I. 
L.tt.r: 
L.tt.e: 
L.tt.I. 

888 
1320 
1458 
1467 
1585 
1629 
1642 
1643 
1650 
1767 

At minimum, Alternative #I. should be left m place 
I am writing concerning the use of the Grasslands 
I support open IORV) uee of our National Poreet Alternative 1 
I encourage you to adopt alternative #I or #2 
I have read the alternatives and support alt 
My preferred alternatrve la 1 or 2 
I support alt #I of issue #4 of the Land Management Program 
I support alt #I of 188ue #4 of the ORV program 
I support the ORV plan m alternative one 
I realize the USFS IS under a federal mandate to protect the RCW, 
of the others but etrll falls short In several respects 

I am well satisfied m t h  our Current management and would like to continue uamg It 

#1 

I feel that the current plan 18 adequate Alt 1 would seem to be cfoser than any 

Response: Comment noted 

13-4-1-2 Dislike - Alternative 1 

1s.u.: 13-4-1-3 Modify - Alternative 1 

Tm.ue 13-4-2 Alternative 2 - 

Ismu.. 13-4-2-1 Like - Alternative 2 

L.tt*%. 

Latt.r. 

L.tt.T 

Lettar: 
L.tt.C': 
L.tt.C': 
L.ttO. 
L.tt.i'i 
Lattef' 

1308 

1603 

1614 

1618 
1627 
1634 
1651 
1676 
1671 

I m o ~ e  strongly support alt 2 This alternative costs lees to implement than the preferred alternative (4b). it allows for more timber to be 
harvested (whish, of cou~se. will be followed by regeneration), It allows for ample small game habitat, It has the greatest payback to counties, it 
doesn't call for excessive road conetructxon, and RCW habitat contmues to meet court-mandated guidelines 
The Council supports alternative 2 which emplasized commodity production while providing necessary RCW XabLtat as IdentzfLed in the RcW draft 
guidelines 
Although Alt 1 (no change) offers the greatest theoretiad harvest volume, the lowest USFS budget requirement and contznued coddling of special 
Interest groups, It would be pointless to favor Alt 1 because of the official finding of a "need to change" Therefore, my preferred alternative 18 
Alt 2 
I prefer Alt #2 
I favor activrtlea m alt 2 maintain the health and productivity of the forest 
I prefer alt 2 which emphasizes tree farming whrle etrll providing for RCW P other interests 
I support alt 
,,, I am 
I would like to endorse ale 2 of the DEIS 

2 which emphasrred commodity production whrle still providing the minimum RCW Habitat Management area as identified in the RCW 61s 
supporting alt 2 of the alte being reviewed at this time regarding the NF use 
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Iasua 13-4-2-1 Like - Alternative 2 - 
Latter 1755 we support alt 2 Thrs alternative will allow for a considerable larger harvesting of timber, which we hope will cure some of the p ~ n e  beetle 

problem 

8.spon.e: Comment noted 

1m.u.: 13-4-2-2 Dislike - Alternative 2 
L.tt.r. 1723 (pg 17-19 DBISI Alt 2, I am againat any emphasrs on commodity production since thia i s  against the l a w  and will ensure that RCW will not do well 

You allow monmulturee to ocmr here and In  the general forest. you allow open riding ORV areas, short rotatrons, even age management 

R.spon.e: comment noted 

I..U.. 13-4-2-3 Modify - Alternatrve 2 

J3.u.: 13-4-3 Alternative 3 

T..u.; 13-4-3-1 Like - Alternative 3 
Letter. 1256 I favor Alternative 3 as the first choice and Alternative 4a as a second, but lese desirable, choice Among advantages of Alterntative 3. m my 

professional opmion, are. 11 Reduced suaceptibility to a mapr pest, the southern pine beetle , 21 higher production of commodities and payments to 
countzes from scheduled hameeta of timber , 3) less need for road reconstruction , 4) reduced costs of management. compared to Alternative 4b. 
a prqected savings of $1-2 million mually, 5) sufficient habitat to ensure RCW recovery end stability 

3 appeals to me because It comes fairly close to Q harvest regime that equals the growth of the forest while maintaining RCW habitat at an above 
minimum level rewired by law 

Latter. 

Latter. 1733 Overall my cholce Is alt 3 of the DBIS 

1438 Ale 
Thrs alternative also appears to provide amenities at a moderate level 

R.apon..: Comment noted 
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1e.U.: 13-4-3-2 Dislike - Alternative 3 
Lett.=. 1723 lpg 20-21 DEIS) Alt 3, agam this alternative has tao much commodity orlentiltlon There must be no open rlding ORV areas, rotatLon ages need to be 

longer, even age management needs to be abandoned. the RCW needs older trees, mineral drilling needa to be reduced, and grazing must he reduced 

P.spon... Comment noted 

__. I*.".: 13-4-3-3 Modify - Alternative 3 

I..".: 13-4-4 Alternative 4 

I..U.; 13-4-4-1 Like - Alternative 4 
Lettar: 1723 lpg 21-22 DBIS) Alt 4 maximized ROI management which IS really a way to hide maximum tlmber production and reduce h a d m o d  Competltzon I am 

against even age management and want NeblettB creek, Big Woods. and the Angelina River protected 

Remponmw Comment noted 

- 13-4-4-2 Dielike - Alternatlve 4 

I..U.; 13-4-4-3 Modlfy - Alternatlve 4 
Latter. 652 I support alternative 14b) If the Wordzng were changed to allow the open ridrng area 
L.ttm: 1585 A l t  #4 would become my first choice If 1t were reworded t o  allow t b h e  open ridmg areas to remain OPM w h i l e  the additional zoo miles of permanently 

marked trail are built and added to the existmg 50-55 miles of PNT 
usage already 

This would reduce the load on the existing trail system suffermg from over 

Respone.: Comment noted 
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Issue: 13-4-5 Alternatrve 4a 

l..U.i 13-4-5-1 Like - Alternative 4a 

T..u.: 13-4-5-2 DIslrke - Alternative 48 
L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 21-23 DBIS) Alt 4a. I am against even age management What does managed as an urban forest mean? You never tell how such forests are different, 

what specral guidelines or standards they have, how their m188mo drffers from the other forests 
short for RCW and 00 areas 

I oppose open ORV areas and the rotations are t W  

R..pon..: Comment noted 

I..".: 13-4-5-3 uo&fy - Alternative 4a 
I.++.=: 888 Alternative #4. 43, 4b would be preferable IF the currently designated open Riding &ea (bound generally by Stubblefield Lake Road, PM 1375 and FM 

L.tt.E: 1619 I prefer alt 4A except must increase SPB suppression, timber harvest should be mcreaised, RCW receiving exces81ve consideration, Herbrsides should be 
149) 

allowed extensively 

le left open until the balance of the proposed 250 milea of designated trail 18 complete 

Raspon..: Comment noted 

T..U.: 13-4-6 Alternative 4b 

1n.U.' 13-4-6-1 Like - Alternatrve 4b 
L.tt.r: 990 Alternative 4b seems the best Please no more land given to Wilderness Areas 
L.tt.E: 991 

L.tt.r: 1409 
L.tt.e: 1436 

L.tt.r: 1581 

I concur wltb the selerztlon of Alternative 48 as the preferred alternative for the longtem management of the Natlonal Forests and Grasslands In 
Texas 

the plan should be a balanced plan that does not favor any one group of people Alt 48 seems to be the most balanced 
I agree with your selection of alt 4B ae providing the moet benefit for everyone znvolved and at the same trme managing the resources of our Np for 

generatrons to come 
I am pleased vlth p u r  new land management Draft ~~VIBIOIL We are 1-king forward to 250 miles of ORV trails 
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13-4-6-1 Like - Alternatlva 4b 
Overall. the preferred alt 
values of the lands m your stewardship 

Lettar': 

Lettar: 1175 I firmly agrae to the preferred alternative 48 
Letter 1808 we support mplementatron of the preferred Alt 4b. as It related to RCW management end establishment of RCW HMAe 
Latter. 

1763 presented In the Plan represents an earnest attempt to integrate traditional multiple-use activities With other resource 
In this regard, the Plan shows promise for establiehlng ecosystem-based management 

1838 We concur with the USFS's determination that Alternative 4b establishes a fair balance m meeting the economic needs of the varmue foreat and 
grassland users and local counties, while providing for the PMteStlOn of RCW and other natural valves 
stated oblectzvas of the NFGT Revised Forest Plan 

according to our reeponsibLlity under Section 309 of the Clean A n  Act, to inform the public of our views on proposed Federal actions 

In addition, this alternative supports the 

Lettar. 1838 EPA rates this proposed actlon/DEIS as "LO". I e , EPA had "Lack of Ob3ectione " Our classlfrsatlon will be published m the Federal Regimter 

Raspone. Comment noted 

13-4-6-2 Dislike - Alternative 4b 
I 

97 
102 

103 

200 

2 2 2  

a30  
417 

7 2 2  

1257 

1309 

1310 

1310 
1453 
1600 

I wish to express my opposltmn to AltemSLtIVe 4b because It continues the destructive system of even-age logging (clearcutting, seedtree, 
shelterwood cutting), large group seleCtlon ("patch clearcute") and heavy salvage, The annual Allowable sale Quantity of 101 6 million board feet 18 
too high, Trails and streams are not adequately protected. Too much emphasis 1s placed upon commodity production (timber, oil, gas, grazing) at the 
expense of ecosystem protection (biodiversity, moils, old growth. wildlife) 
I oppose Forest Service Management Plan. (Alternatrve 48. Draft EIS ) 
I am critical of, and in DppOQltlOn to, the recent Draft Land 61 Resource Management plan because zt contlnuee to allow destruction of more trees and 
land and doesn't adequately protect present trails and streams 
I am not eatlefied with Tx Forest Plan which emphasizes even age logging I believe income will be m m e  fairly distributed throughout communities when 
individual loggers can m&e Independent livrnga doing single-tree selection 
The proposed policy i s  appallrng 
info tree p1antatxons 
I have very strong feellngs regardlng the F S ' B  recent Draft Land and Resources Management Plan (Alternative 4b. 
amount per year la far too high 
I express my opposition to Alternative 4b. Draft BIS 
I oppose thia draft Ps plan as It places too much emphaais on timber, orl, gas, and grazing operations at the expense of ecosystem protection 
(biodlversrty, ~oile, old growth, wrldlzfel and preservation for the future generations 
Alternative 48, Draft EIS Le heavlly wezghted towards timber, 0x1, gas, grazlng. etc wzth Inadequate protection for wlldlrfe. brodzverelty, old 
growth, etc we need protected areas as well as industry 
Alternative 4b is NOT satisfactory because It emphasizes busrness as ueual commodity production 18 more important than ecosystem protection and 
recreat1ona1 "e- 
This office belrevea Ale 48. the alt preferred by the NFGT does not offer as much protectLon to areas with a hzgh probability for contilining historLC 
propertres as do alts 6 and 7 
I like the proposal to protect more of the foreat as special areas 
management 1s still extremely lopsided 

represente oome decrease ~n &SSP f m m  the prior plan, actually Just brmgs the ASQ zn line with current exce881ve logging 
There 18 an excessive emphaeie on timber production at the expense of a diversity of more suatamable noneansumptive uees 

have led me to support alternative 1 or 2 
Farest Service policy from the federal Courts 

A careful reVleW of It reveals that It la nothlng m o r e  than a contlnuatlon of the transformatLon of Texas' forests 

The board feet Draft EIS) because 

However. the balance between protected areas and areas devoted to timber 

I feel the Forest Serv~ce'e preferred altematlve 48 is a mieguided attempt to regain control of 

Appendlx-k page 177 



- IsBUe: 13-4-6-2 Dislike - Alternative 4b 

L.tt.r: 

L.tt.C. 
L.tt.Zi 

L.tt.r: 

1603 

1605 
1631 

1634 

1640 
1723 

1733 
1765 

1801 

The Council opposes the preferred Alt 
forest 
We find many failings and faults with the preferred alt 48 
I regret that you have chosen alt 48 . I do not agree with your opinion that It IS the best combmatLon to meet needs for endangered and threatened 
apeslee, ecosystem Integnty, and multiple-resource auatarnablllty Alt 48 continues the destmctive ayatem of even-aged logging whereas, selection 
management should be used for a11 commercially available national forest land m Texa8 
Alt 48 severely restriots the income producing potential of the timber lands while overemphasizing RCW management I think the birds will S U N I V ~  m 
a managed b active tree farm 
Alt 48 allows serious habitat and wrldlife disturbance with ORV's going cro8s Country m 1/2 the forest, along wxth 250 miles of new trails 
(pg 23-24 DRIS) Alt 
even age management and open ORV areas The rotatlonB are too short for RCW and urban foreat not explaned 
I disagree with 48 as the preferred choice 
Alt 48 Of the DBIS falls to meet the 8Wultiple-Uae" criteria as required by law Further, by your own figure#. It does not comply With pmdenc 
forest management practices and stewardship of public lands 
forest by 50%' Your proposed rate of Cutting cannot protect the natural ecosystem diversrty of plants and wildlife communities 
members 
madequate protection for senaitrve natural areas. such as streams, trails and candidate wilderness and special areas It calls for e x c e ~ e ~ v e  timber 
production goale and continued reliance on ,'even-aged" logging, to the detriment of the forests' rich biodiversity and other multiple-uses 

4b our comments point to the shortfalls of Alt 4b and to specific problems ~n the p l m m g  method used by the 

4b. I am against the large MA-2 and HMA which includes all of SHNF You will reduce hardwoods too much here I am also against 

The annual ASP proposed (101 6 MRBP) exceeds the suatainable board feet yield for this 

wrll be inlured zn their enloyment of the forests If the agency's preferred alt ID the draft plan IS adopted The preferred alt 48 provides 

R-spons.: Comment noted 

1s.U.. 13-4. - 
L.tt.Ei 
L.tt.r: 
L.tt.=: 
L.tt.e: 

L.Ct.=: 

-6-3 

233 
858 
887 
994 

1226 

1281 

1599 

1629 

1642 
1643 

Modify - Alternative 4b 
I am opposed to the new Draft Land and Resources Management Plan (Altematrve 4b, Draft R I S I  on several polnte 
Alternative 48 (wrth the exception of reducing MA-2 to around 30%) le the most fair plan for all interests 
I am zn favor of the preferred alt (4bl 
My preferred alternative would be 4b If the wording Were changed to "open Riding Area" (Sam Houston NP) would remain open until the total a m m t  of 
designated trail is m place and open for use 

propoeed trail additLon8 can be put m place 
on the concentrated use of this re-esource The open riding area must remain open until the designated trail system can be expanded to the proposed 

Alternative 48 meems to be the most acceptable plan, with a few changee Since the LBJ Grasslands IS located near the Metraplex. I feel there should 
be lees emphasis on grazing and more emphasis on wildlrfe management and recreation 

established 
I could support 48. If the number of miles were increased to 100 or more 
trail system i s  m place . 
I would rather eupport alt 48 If It were written to keep the open Riding Area as It currently LS until more trail mileage IS added to replace It 
I would rather support alt 

like to go on record as supportmg the preferred alternative (4b) With the following changes The open riding area should remain open untrl the 
our ex18ting designated trail system 18 over used now We need to do eveqthmng possible to cut down 

plan 

supports the preferred alternative 4b. with the followrng change The open riding areas ehould remain open until the propoaed trail additions are 

If 48 IS selected, no old or existing trails should be ceased until the new 
Cloaing the open areas would only cause heavier use of the existing trail Bystem 

48 of the plan rf It prevented closure of Ths Open Riding Area until more mileage IS ~n place 
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- lesua: 13-4-6-3 Modify - Alternative 4b 
Lettee: 1650 I would also support alt 48 if the wording was changed eo that the open Riding Area would stay open until the total amount of designated trail is 

In place 

trail added to the designated trail1 system 
the prefened alt 4B offers a. g w d  plan for meeting the multiple UBB goals of the PS 

following issues addressed In the plan (letter 1655) 

If the Open Riding Area is closed before the designated trails are In place It would create even more use of the existrng designated trail 
The exrstmg designated trails are multi use trails, not 2ust ORV trails Since the exlstmg plan Went i n t o  effect m 1987 there has not been any 

L.tt.r. 1655 

L.tt.2: 1769 We support the preferred alt ( 4 8 ) .  although It should be slightly modified 
Latter: 1802 

, Before we CM fully support , we would like to see the 

proposed decision seriously conflicts with the social ob]ectiYes as outlined zn the DLRMP (Plan IV-46). "Provide a broad spectrum of dispersed and 
developed TecL-eation opportunities to accommodate public demands * we urge these r e v z ~ l o n s  
Immediate expansron of the desrgnated era1 system In the Sam Houston to 
neceasairy and valid recreation, 4) Remove discriminatory references to O W  uee and treat OHVere on +in equal basis with other recreationists 

1)retent.ron of open OHV use m the Angelma NF. 2) 
200 miles, 3) Recognition and accommodation of Pour Wheel DIInng  as a 

Rempons.: Comment noted 

Letter: 216 Please understand that I apprecrate your efforts to manage the forest professionally please understand that I propose the continued use of the 
area (Angellna Forest-Boykln) under an OPEN FOREST concept 

~.spon..: Improperly located trails and overuse of areas accelerate e r o s ~ o n  of areas when LL rains 
use, thereby minimizing resource damage 

our Intent 18 to properly locate and better manage the ORV 

L.tt.r: 1281 Units 29, 30 & 75 should be changed f m m  grazing to wildlife management and recreation W e  would also like to see these three Units, plus unit 34 
dedicated as a permanent field trial grounds 

Raaponrre: 

Grazing emphasis will not preclude wildlife mgmt 61 field trial activities 

13-4-7 Alternative 5 

Issue 13-4-7-1 Like - Alternative 5 

1.e.Y.: 13-4-7-2 Dislike - Alternative 5 

I..Ye: 13-4-7-3 Momfy ~ Altematrve 5 

L.tt.r: 1723 ( pg 24-25 DBIS) Alt 5 rotations are too short but I support additional wilderness and speclal lnterest areas and lzke the deemphasla In 011 
and gas drilling and grazing 
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- Issue: 13-4-7-3 Modify - Alternative 5 
R.sponne: Comment noted 

I..ua 13-4-8 Altematrve 6 

I..".: 13-4-8-1 L i k e  - Alternative 6 
L.tt.r: 

L.tt.E. 

4 I support their (TMNR) decision an the prevention of clearcutting I still think that the related techniques are more than plenty 

7 

97 
102 
105 
114 
116 

117 
222 

226 
230 
233 
277 
342 
343 
368 
369 
370 
371 
373 
380 
386 
389 
391 
414 
427 

I urge you to implement Alt 6 with these malor elements Timber harvest using single-tree selection mgt wlthout herbicides, An ASQ of 62 9 MMBP 
(Includmg salvage), a sensible compromise between zero-cut, park-lzke management, and intensive oommercial timber mgt, No cutting, except for hazard 
trees, or burning Within 150 ft of designated hiking tralle, like the Lone Star Hiking Trail, Four C's Trail, Trail Between the Lakes, and Piney Creek 
Horse Trail, No cuttmng or burning inend= S M Z ' s  (150 ft from perennial streams, 100 ft from intermittent atreams, 75 ft from ephemeral streamel, No 
ORV use off of designated ORV treills 
standard, Protect Longleaf Ridge (30,000 acres) and Blg Creek Area (6,000 acres) as special areas, and expand Winter'B Bayou Scenlc Area to 1700 
areas, No leasing of federal minerals m ecenlc or botanic areas, nor Within streamside or trarl corridors 
I urge you to implement alternative 6 EIS 
Pleaee re-consider using alt 6-DEIS which has been carefully thought out to protect our woodlands for future generations 
W e  support Alternative 6, etc 
I am wrztlng to ask you to consider AlternatLve 6 of the USPS Draft Forest Plan zn Texas 
I wish to express my  upp port of the compromise Forest Management Plan (Alternative 6, Draft EIS) This plan protects trails, endangered species and 
nearby streams 
I Write you to support Alternative 6 without herbicides 
There 18 a plan that is much better suited for the lob that you are empowered to do 
Management Plan 
Please rmplement the Compmmlee Forest management plan (Alt 6, Draft EIS) as a more balanced comerclal/ecologlsal plan 
I ulge you to implement Alternative 6 of the Draft EIS 

Stabrllne current tralls to stop gullying and erosion No new ORV trails untll current trazls are brought up to 

This plan also balanoes lobs and protection of the environment Please coneider the plan aa a compromise among various Interest* 

That plan la Alternative 6, Draft EIS, or the Compromise Forest 

please Implement Alternative 6, 
recommend the adoptlon of the Cmprmlae Porest Managanent Plan (Alterntrve 6, BTS) 

Draft 61s 

This letter IB to express my support for Alternative 6 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
I urge you to implement Alternative 6 
I suggest Plan 6 
I prefer Plan 6 
Please adopt a plan similar to Alternative 6 
I support plan #6 aa endorsed by The Sierra Club of T e ~ e  
I support Alternative #6 
Please adopt E18 Alternative 6 . 
I am strongly convinced that AlternatiYe #6 beet reflects the phrloeophy for ecological management of our national forests 
Please Alt #6. 
The PS Joined Ln the Partners zn Flrght mltlative - please honor that commitment and implement Alter 6, Draft 61s 
I am m favor of the suggested alternate Plan 6, and would strongly recommend that zt be adopted 
I strongly concur with placing more emphasis on the long term health of our forest Ze-eBwrcee and less on short term timber productLon 
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PLAN AMI EIS C0"S 
Comments by IPSU. and Response 

InmYa: 13-4-8-1 lake - Alternative 6 
L.tt.E. 

L.tt.e: 

L.tt.X 

503 

524 
614 
648 

649 
961 
983 
1160 
1218 
1257 

1259 
1260 
1309 

1309 

1309 

1310 
1313 

1385 
1433 
1454 
1463 
1465 
1567 
1597 
1622 
1623 
1625 

1633 
1640 
1640 
1640 

1640 

Please adopt Alternatrve 6 with these ma3or considerat1ms 1 No herbicides (who detemmes which plants llve or die), 2 Reduced annual sales. 3 NO 
cutting within 300 feet of any stream (high water), 4 No ORV except on existing designated trails, 5 Protect areas of special significance (no 
cutting), 6 Phase Out all grazing, 7 No drilling or mrnrng I" or near sensitive areas 
I prefer Alternate 6 of the BIS draft over 4b 
I would like to advocate that you go with the Forest Management Plan (Alternative 6, Draft BISI 
I reepectfully ask that your organlnatron support Alternative 6 in the Draft Forest Plan without herbicides and with Longleaf Ridge National 
Recreation and Wildlife Area. 
I feel the best and only alternative i s  Alternatrve #6 
(Alt 4b draft EIS) 
The only acceptable plan in your DBIS 18 Alternative 6 
I favor alternatrve 6, Draft BIS 
Our grand children h great children will know we protected a priceless treasure If Alternative 6, Draft BIS l a  implemented 
Alternative 6 also makes the forests and graselanda l w k  lrke I want them to look like I" the future, 
18  closest to what I consider good management of the forests and grasslands 
I am In favor of Alternative 6 of the Draft B I B  
A compromrse (Alternative 6) would be 9 d  for government and envzronmental interests 
Alts 6 & 7 both greatly mcrease the width of the atreamaide and bottomland zones that are kept free from timber harvesting 
practice 1s prImarI1y intended to increase biodrvererty. It also will serve to protect historia properties, since theae zones have the highest 
potential for containing archeological sites 
Alts 6 f. 7 both have the greatest number of Special Management Areas where Impacts of all kmds, including those from recreation, are strictly 
controlled Again, by removing more areas from potentlal Impacts, historic propercrea will fare better than under other alta Under the FS/SHPO 
Heritage Mgt Plan, edditional hwtoric mgt areas are proposed, which we believe should be considered to enhance Cultural resource protection on the 
forests 
In our opinion, alt 6, which prohibits all ORV use, offers the beat protection for cultural resou~ces 0RVa used In an off-trail settmg during wet 
conditions can create 8 e f - m ~ ~  m t s  whrch damage shallow archeologrsal deposita Alt 7, which eliminates open use of ORVs and confines such use to a 
trail system may be a more realistic compromise, since people who own ORVa are going to go somewhere to use them At least there 1s some degree of 
control of their use under alt 7 
The ASP and the land allocatrons are a better balance between commodity production and ecosystem protection and quality recreation 
why is the FS proposing m the Draft Plan a. continuation of this deetmctive system of even-aged logging and salvage? Perhaps the answer lres zn the 
pro3ected annual Allowable Sale Quantity of 101 6 million board feet 
Alternative 6 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) offera a compromise between a no-cut management, national park management, and 
your intensive oammerical timber management 
Alternative 6 represents the best compromise between commodity production and non-consumptive use 
I believe the new Forest management plan should be alternative 6 ~n the (DEISI 
May you deem the altematlve 6, draft EIS to be a viable compromise (to Alt 481 

I urge you to adopt Alternative 6 
Support Alternative 6 of the Draft BIS 
Please support alternative 6 

I urge you to aupport Alt 6 of Draft EIS 
After considering all the alternatives m the BIS and readrng all the informatron you have sent me . the alternative number s i x  ( 6 1  closest fits my 
concerns for the future of our forests Thew great lands must be preserved for all - not exploited for the profit of the few 
My overall comment would be to implement Eilt 6 
I am opposed to the FS'B  alt 4B and urge you to implement alt 6 
Alt 6 wlth no leasmg In wrlderneee, scenic or biologic areas and elsewhere, not to be within 150, of streams or trails IS recommended 
Alt 6 is superior to alt 48 since alt 6 supports wildlife habitat quality and quantity by havrng over 2 times as many wildemese areas, research 
natural areas. wild and mcenic areas and 2 m o r e  rrparzan/wildlife areas 
Wildlife will have more nesting cavities, mast cover with alt 6 

favors comerclal exploitation Over ecosystem protectron I urge you to rmplemsnt a compromise Forest M p t  Plan (Alt 6 draft B I S )  

Alternative 6 manages the land m a way that 
please use Alternative 6 

Although this management 

This pro3ection re too high. unsustarnable, and simply poor management 

I urge you to adopt alt 6, which IS much more sympathetic to the needs of wildlrfe and the general visiting public 

I recommend alt 6 over the other proposed alts 
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13-4-8-1 Like - Alternative 6 
Lettee: 1658 adopt alternate 6 of the DRIS, which I support 
Latter: 1723 (pg 26-27 DEISI Alt 6, I agree with uneven age management and h k e  that there 18 no herbicide use I agree wzth the wllderneee and apec~al 

interest areas designations and agree to limiting ORV use 
Latter: 1723 the alt looks good and If you gave It a fair chance and were not so biased then It would be even a. better illt than It le I oblect to your 

bias 
Letter. 1776 I favor alt 6 

I agree with limiting mineral extraction 

Rwponea Comment noted 

T..u.: 13-4-8-2 Dielike - Alternatlve 6 

1S.U.. 13-4-8-3 Modify - Alternative 6 

L.tt.e: 

L.tt.r: 

L.tt.Z. 
L.tt.e. 

L.tt.X. 

L.tt.r: 
L.tt.e 

Lett.=: 

L.tt.l'. 
Lettee: 

L.tt.E. 

I..tt.e: 
L.tt.li 

51 1 ) Allowable sale qvantrty 62 9 mrlllon feet 2 I NO disturbance of streams 3 1 LIMIT ORV ACCESS 4 I Protect Longleaf Ridge h Big Creek Area 5 I Limit 

58 Let,B stop damagrng the forest by cutting It down, epraying with herbicides, putting ~n stock animals which don't belong m a forest, driving 3 
oil co'a abuses 6 I Make timber cola pay for the roads and timber 

wheelera where they don't belong Let's leave It alone 80 we can see, feel and hear the foreet for what It IS 

81 
349 

364 

366 
387 

415 

700 
1166 

1228 

1258 
1310 

streams need additional protection 
I am writing In support of a forest management plan modeled after alt 6 of the ORIS The following should be implemented rcstnsted cutting 
along designated hiking trails for 200 feet, no cutting and burning within 100 to 150 feet of streams, no further expansion of ORV trails but instead 
repair existing trals, no federal leasing m sensitive scenic or botanical areas of minerals and expand Winter's Bayou Scenic Area 
I am very much opposed to your management plan 
generations I suggest no more than 50 million board feet annually 
I firmly support Alternative 6, but I do support prescribed burning 

etc I would urge that S M Z ' e  be increased to 150 feet at least - with additional width for ephemeral and intermittent streams 
I would suggest 
harvest by single tree eelectlon 
We don't Want to see and smell herbicides, clearcuttmg, erosion and burnrngc 
I urge you to implement alternative 6, Draft BIS With two malor changes 11 designate Longleaf Ridge as a Recreational and Wildlife area instead of 
as a wilderness 
I would like to see 2 Streamside mgat zone- no prescribed burning 3 Hiking trails- no relocating trarls for logging purposes. no prescribed 
burnmg. no pine beetle Cuts, 150 ft corridor on each aide of trail, 4 off Road Vehicles- keep them on ORV trails a user fee could be used to get 
funds for these trazle maintenance, 5 Southern Pine Beetlea- no cutting at all In wilderness areas, streamside or trail arean, 6 Special Use Areas- 
increase Big Creek Saenlc Area to 6000 acres, 
Altemative Number SIX (6) of the Draft Reneed Land and ReQDurces Management Plan, with some modifications, seems best suited for that oblective 
I'd like to register my support for alt 6 with two changes one, that 24,000 to 30,000 acree of national forest land in the Longleaf RLdge area be 
designated a Conservation, Wildlife and Recreation area, and two, that federal oil and gas may be leased, except in wilderness, scenic, botanical and 
other special areas, with surface use StipulQtions forbidding occupancy wzthin SMZ's and trail corridors 

your plan promotes pmductron rather than protectmg and maintaining our forest- €or future 

aupport Alternative #6 for the most part however, I would NOT support NO oil & gas exploration but keep It out of wilderness, stream condore. 

M ORV use off designated ORV trails, 110 CuttLng except hazard" tree8 or burning within 150' of desqnated traLl8, timber 

name Longleaf Ridge m lingelinsl NP as Natlonal Wildllfe Recreation and Conservation Area 
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- 1.m.: 13-4-8-3 Modify - Alternative 6 

1435 

1440 

1575 
1605 

1616 

1617 

1626 

1667 

1765 

several of the plans have good and poor features 
properly, can be a viable part of the management plan 
I urge you to implement alternative 6 (DBIS), with two major changes 1) Designate Longleaf Ridge aa a Recreational and Wildlife ares 2 )  
Leasing of Federal minerals 1s acceptable except m wilderness, scenic or botanic areas, or within etreamerde and trail corTidors 
I support alternatrve 6 of the DBIS 
We strongly support alt 6, with some changee, to wit, that Longleaf Ridge be designated a conservation, Wildlife, and Recreation  rea, and that 
federally owned minerals could be leased, except m wilderness or any type of apecral area 
I support alternative #6 with 2 exceptions Exclude herbicrde use and make Longleaf Ridge a National Reareation and Wildlife area rnstead of a 
wilderness area 
I support aternative 6 with two exceptions Exclude the use of herbrordee, and make Longleaf Ridge a National Recreation and Wildllfe Area instead of 
a wilderness area 
The plan that comes closest to my YIslan for how the National Foreate zn Texas should be managed zs ale 6 However, this alt should be altered to 
allow the following 
A straw poll taken at my work place yielded uniform support of (ale 6 )  A balanced approach. erring If necessary on the side of protection, was 
favored 
Alt 6 of the DBIS le the preferred RESPONSIBLB option 
"conservation" areas and not be given "Wildernese" designation 

POI example, plan 6 recommends selection cutting whrch IS good, but prohibits mrnrng which. If done 

S m e  use of controlled burning and limited mineral activity, 

It should be modified to make the Longleaf Ridge and Big Creek areas, "Reoreation" and/or 

T..Y. 13-4-9 Alternative 7 

1m.U.: 13-4-9-1 Like - Alternative 7 

L.tt.z: 

Lett.=: 1723 (pg 27-28 DBIS) 

959 I recommend that Management Area Alternative 1 be adopted by NPGT for the final LRRMP, it provides a reasonable mix of timbering, grassland management, 
recreation, as well as the preservatron and protection of streamside zones, wilderness areas. and special areas 

I lzke limiting ORV use to current tralls and reduced 
mineral development 

Alt 7, I am agalnet herblclde use and I lxke the use of eome prescrlbed flre 

Response Comment noted 

13-4-9-2 Dislike - Alternative 7 
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PLAN AND EIS CONHENTS 
Comments by IBSYII and Response 

lssvs 11-4-9-3 Modify - Alternative 7 

L.tt.r: 1723 (ps 46 Planl the PS needs a manual with Pictures of all the eeneitxve plants and animals so that PS peraonnel. other resource agency pereonel, and 
individuals Interested m sensitive species protectron can help find where these apeciee are zn the forest and asslet the PS I" pmtectmg them 

Rasponn. Given sufficient funds, this might be accomplished 

Latter': 52 Please set aside OUR forests for protection as natural areas and recreational use 

R.sponea: One of the purposes of the PS le to supply timber 
recreation, range, timber, minerale, watershed, wildlife and fish, and natural scenic, scientific, and historic values without impairment of the 
pmductivity of the land There 18 no commodity productLon ~n a 
National Park The NPGT are part of the PS, not the NPS 

NP are managed for renewable and "on-renewable resources whish include " but not lzmzted to 

"(PLPMA Section 103 (c)) National parks and monuments were created to preeerve 

L-tt-e: 1453 there 1s no alternative materials discussion In propoaala for the RNA or the SPA Bxperlmental Forest, nor i n  the section regarding 
Planning 
alternatives such ae minimill steel framing, flyash concrete, rammed earth, caliche products, and so on 

I see no mentmn of research or development on such paper pulp optmns as kenaf or hemp or aisal or cotton , nor on constmction 

Response: Research Infomatron provided m PP chapter I11 18 not intended to detail all proJecta or all epecifrc aspects of past, present or future research 
InvestzgatLons It la beyond the scope of the PP and E I S  to provide this detail 

L.tt.r 1723 (pg 42 plan) actually does make some slte specific decisions It decides If there 1s to be more wilderness candidates and where they are, IC decrdee 
where special management i l r e a B  will be, where research natural areas will be, where campgmunde will be, where wild and scenic and recreation rivers 
will be, where timbering IS allowed, There are alot of slte speclflc declazona lncludzng how land wlll be classed as LTA's under the ECS It i s  
very odd that no 81te specific decisron since the 1987 plan was approved has ever had an BIS done on It 
regulations suetainabilityll 

This seems contrary to NEPA and CEQ 

R-ep~ns.. The revised PP 18 a programmatic document that sets direction for implementrng the preferred alternative 
can be found in Chapter 1 of the BIS 

The decisions to be made xn thle r e v ~ s m n  

Lettee: 1723 need to define naturally diverse and "long-term sustamabzllty" 

Re~ponse Natural diversity 1s best defined through the many elements & criteria in the ECS, sustainability of the PP exceeds 150 years 

IsBUa 13-6 ObJectives Pr~ference/dislrke/modrflcatlon 

Latter. 1723 (pg 48 #k Planl you must only allow land use on NP lands that does not degrade the NP lands and maintains ecosystems and their p1oce8ses 
Latt-e 1723 IPg 46, Plan) the PS recognizes the importance of riparian areas but daes not go far enough There should be no logging of these areas for any 

purpose 
Latter: 1808 Chaper Iv, Management Ob]ectivea, p 48 W e  recommend adding the following phrase to statement 3(kl, " and when Federally-listed threatened and/or 

endangered species will continue to be protected according to the Endangered species Act " W e  also suggest changing the statement 4(dl to read, 
"Provide high qualrty pine and hardwood saw-trmber and other forest products " Additionally, we guestmn whether or  not it will be feaelble to eupply 
a continual flow of high quality pine and hardwmd products 
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PLAN EIS C O ~ S  
Commenta by ISBY. and Response 

Management areas preferense/drslike/m~d~f~~~t~on I - 13-7 

Insue: 13-6 ob~ectives Preference/dislrke/modlflc.tlon 

Response: Comment noted 

Letter: 9 I support this plan with the exception of the lack of detailed descriptions of timber cutting methods 

Respons.. Timber cutting methods are explained in 4 p  J of the EIS 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 52-53 Plan) you do not explain how you derived the downed wood and snag numbers as being sufficient What are they sufficient for* What level of 
wildlife populatzone? How do they compare to natural amounts of dead wocd? 

Rmspons. These estmates are not supported by literature & ware dropped from the MIS list 

Lettar: 1723 (pg 46, LRMP) why are only fire dependent LLP and SLP ecosystems emphasized here- 

R-apons.: These communities have the most to gain via restoratlm, all communities will be restored, but not to the levels of LLP & SLP that exceeds 100,000 
acres 

Letter. 1723 (pg 52-53 Plan) Nodding Nixie is not lust a species of the longleaf p m e  woodlands you do not have populations for all species like Louisiana 
Black Bear and other species 
mesic and xeric oak-pme forests makes no sense 
time 

lands also does not make sense 
as an indicator 

slender Wakerobins I have seen are not m dry forests but mesw elopes and woodlands Your vegetation group, dry- 
Something cannot be dry and me81c at the same time and cannot be xerm and mesic at the same 

L-tter. 1723 (pg 52-53 plan) Bobwhite should not be common to all land areas because It 1s an upland grasslands bird I believe having Pox squirrels for all 
I believe that Louieiana Waterthrush 1s a good rndroator for intenor forest species This bird should be used 

number of other salamanders could be used because they CM indicate the mpacta that clearcuttmg 1s having ~n forest dwellers 
all timber activities could be well monitored by using salamandere 

R.mponse The MIS table has been changed, m a y  changes reflect your conceme 

L-tter. 1604 The Draft EIS at 5 arbitrarily limits the red-cockaded wwdpecker (RCW) habitat In (Alternative 6 and 71 212,824 acres, and then would "leave sub- 
popularlone isolated between forested areas that are not managed according to RCW EIS standards RCW populations would expand to iesovely levels, 
but probably not beyond that " In contrast, under Alt 4b the RCW habitat (MA-2) would be 338,637 acres (DEIs 851 "RCW population could expand 
beyond recovely ob3ectivee " Thle forcea us to choose between (a1 changing Alt 6, (bl accepting the limits therein to RCW expaneion, and ( c )  
explalnrng away the DEIS premiae that managemant according to EIS/RCW standards 1s better for RCW 
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Ten alte 
publrc benefits 
h conditions 
p l m m g  effort was driven by making careful balances between alte 
the environment h yet provide the maximization of net public benefits 
w88 developed to respond to a wider array of uses, values, products, 0 conditrone Public comments, national h regional policy, all applicable laws 
such as BSA, Antiquities Act. Clean Water Act, etc , and the analysis of re-e~our-ce opportunitrea ard the RF m reaching this decisron 

were considered m detail m the BIS Any one could be selected 88 the preferred only If the RF Identifies it as the alt that maximizes net 
Different indrvidual organizatione or agencies place different weights on the importance of providing varmus uses, values, products, 

This was done ID a sensitive m a n n e r  to reduce conflict, sustain 
This fact results zn disagreement between these V a r I w B  entitree over which alt should be selected a8 the revised NFGT Plan our 

of all user needa 
The RF has identrfied Alt 8 as the PS preferred alt In the FEIS This alt 

- 1.su.1 13-1-1 DPC 

Lett.=: 1723 (pg 15 summary1 I Want the driving direction for the grasslands to be restoratmn to native graasland apeciea I disapprove of your statement on 
pg 44 DBIS where you say “These pastures of bemuda or lovegrass are managed to complement natLve prairie land and ~ncrease grazing capacity” 
you are saying IS that you will not manage by ecosystem management If you were you would restore the native tall grass prairied and not cultivate 
exotics that compete and take over from native grasees 

I..tt.e: 1808 Chapter IV, Desired Future Condrtion, p 45 Language in the DBIS provrded for allowing development of oil and gas wells along malor travelways To 
reflect this m this sect10n of the Managment Plan, the statement regarding scenery along malar travelways should be revLsed to read, ”Scenery along 
most of the malor travelways, lake shores, and river corridors will dsvelop and maintain a variety Of 8cenic qualities, including some areas with an 
older-foreat character IT la further recommended that a Btatement m MA-1-62 and MA 2-62 be developed to mclude that well sites and a88oclated 
facilzty locations may be placed zn malor roadwayys to reduce forest fragmentation 

What 

R..pon.e. Comment noted 

Lett.=: 1808 Chapter Iv, plan, Desired Future Condition. p 44 While we agree that examples of natural 8ucce88~on on forest and grassland ecosystems will be 
demonstrated through more areas that are managed for egecial attnhutea, we are concerned that these may hecome the only areas within which ecoeyetems 
management will be implemented The concept mf a forestwide ecoeysteme management plan should be sincerely put into practice 

R~~pons.: The PS will use ecosystem management as the means to meet goals specifred in the revised PP Bcosyatem management 1s the means to M end It la not 

L.tt.I .. .. 

the end itself The FS does not manage ecosystems ]“st for the sake of managing them or for e.” notion of intrinsic ecosystem values They are 
managed far specific purposes such as pmducmg, rwtormng, or Bustammng certain ecological condztione, desired re~ource use8 and producta, vital 
environmental ~ ~ N L C B S ,  and aesthetic cultural or  spiritual values. For ths PS, ecosystem management means to produce desired resource values, uses, 
products or serv~ces In ways that also sustain the diversity and pmductivity of ecoeyetems 
oriented biaa In some places, the emphasis IS on ecological conditions and environmental serv~ces In athers, It la on resource products and uses 
Overall, the mandate IS to protest environmental quality while also producing on a sustainable basis, reeources that people need 

This le neither product-onented biaa nor a nature- 

1723 (pg 441 Loblolly Pine usually occurred on the slopes and bottoms and not in the uplands 

now so that the public can review your decision on t h u  
unattractive saying zt grows up m t o  thickets 

so why do you want predominantly Loblolly ~n the uplands 
areas of potential 00 forest need to be zdentified Loblolly naturally grew In dense stands 80 why do you want to manage It as an open forest” 

defrne what “older forest character” means you t q  to make wilderness sound 
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- 1IsBu.i 13-7-1 DFC 

Responee: Pg 4 4  describes the DPC for NPGT 
conditions, including bottomland hardwwds, mixed forest uplands and upland pine areas with an open character of longleaf, ahortleaf, and loblolly 
pine stands I' 

Loblolly pine IS only mentioned m the paragraph that states " u e a s  of the Forest wrll generally develop older tree 

IsBUe. 13-8 NEPA Process 6r Procedure 

Latter 1723 I am totally against MA-ab-112. where It s a p  that timber can be cut for non-timber goals 

R-sponae. Comment noted 

LeCt.c: 1723 (pg 139 DBISI the FS is not taking cumulative effects properly into accmnt either i n  thzs BIB or site specific ones 
]ob on cumulative environmental aasesment In this DEIS because you have not looked at past, present, and reaeonable forseeable future impacts from 
oil and gas drLllmg actzvrtzea You leave Out the past and present such actrvxtles on both National Poreet and private lands that are adlacent or 
nearby NP lands such environmental impact assessment IB required under CBQ mandatory regulations 

L-tt-r 1733 You ignore the cumulative impact that occur when pnvate mrnerals are on federal forest land the Fs does not do any envu-onmental analysis 
even though NEPA and CBQ regulations do not exempt the PS from dozng envrronmental analysis 
mineral rights on federal lands are involved you eliminate the abzlity of the PS to mitigate the damage 
impacts and how you can reduce impacts elsewhere to make up for these impacts 

You have not done a proper 

by not dolng any environmental analyere when private 
you ignore these rndividual and cumulative 

Renpone.. It 18 important to understand that there are two levels of decision making m the PS 
the management of the NPGT 
9'CUmUlatlve impact*' IB the "impact on the environment which results from the incremental Impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions " ( 4 0  CPR 1508 71 cumulative Impacts are among the effect8 ( 4 0  CFR 1508 8 )  that must be included ~n 
considering the environmental consequences of actions (4oCPR 1502 16) 
to guide future decision making on the foreat, wing PP management direction as a gateway to compliance With environmental lawe at the prqect and 
activity level 
nature Compliance wrth NEPA ra required at the point of an ,rIrrevereible and irretrievable commitment of resources In most cases, this commrtmment 
takes place at the speCIfiC pro,ect/actlvity decision point 
Site-specIfIC envzrmmental effects, prqect alternatives, or the cumulative effects of mdivrdual pro]ects/actlvitiea that have not yet been 
echeduled 

The PP represents only the first level of deciswn making about 
Site-specific, pxoiect planning to mmplement the goals and ob'lectives of the PP 18 the second level of decieron making 

The "actLon" represented by a PP IS the selection of a programmatic framework 

A PP is not am aggregation of 10 to 15 years of indrvidual prqect decisions The BIS for a FP i s .  therefore, programmatic in 

Therefore, the BIS for a PP commonly does not contain site-specific data 01 dieclose 

Letter' 1723 (pg 228 plan) . what guidelines does the Forest have for the determination of clearcutting being the nptimum method- You must give these now to guide 
site specific detemlnatmns The same holds t m e  for stand converslone 

Respone. 
Under the requirements of NPm, szte-specific analysis and disclosure 18 needed to support any decision on clearcutting as being "optimum" or other 
even-aged regeneration methods as baing "appmprmte" 
methods where the use of such methods would not achieve the ob]eetives of the management areas withm those alternatives 

Nany of the alternatives I n "  the use of certain even-aged o r  uneven-aged regeneration 

Letter. 1723 I am also concerned that you apparently allow amendments too easily during the proieet level decrsione 

Retlpons.: Any amendment will follow NEPA proceduree 
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PLAN AND BIS COMMENTS 
Comments by Iaau. and Basponaa 

13-8 NEPA Procees & Procedure 

Lettar: 1723 (pg 16. LRMPI demand la different from need You do not talk &ut alternatl-VeQ to cuttmg. like recycling wood or wood substitution Yet NBPA 
and CEQ regulatlans require that even alternatives that are not under PS power need to be assessed and requires that all reasonable be looked at 

R.mpns.: The CBQ regs require agencies to "Include reasonalbe alternatives not within the ]unsdicti~n of the lead agency" 140 CPR 1502 14 l c l l  VarlOUs 
levels of tlmber harvesting Were considered m the alternatlves, wxth annual MQs ranging from 62 9 MMBP m Alt 6 to 144 5 MMBP m Alt 2 Chapter I1 
of the EIS drscueess the alternatives & how they were developed 6 refined, as well as discussing altemafives that were eliminated from detailed 
study 
range of alternatives was developed to address public comment@, issues,  & legal requirements 

Obviously, the number of alternatives that could be developed to direct the management of an area as large as the NPGT 1s infinitely large A 

htt.ri 1723 (pg 53 DEISI prqect by pro3eot decisions do not look at cumulative Impacts from all past, present, and foreseeable future decisions on PS lands and 
adlacent pnvate lands Yet thie level of environmental analysia 1s needed If a landscape ecosystem management perspective la to be used 

Raspon..: Cumulative impacts of proposed actions & alternatives have been addressed ~n site specifxc prqect BAS 
ayatem 6 ecasyatem "t 

As we refine our ecological class1fIcation 
procedures. w e  *ill be able to better dafrne SUmUlatLVe impacts of aCtLvLtlea on the NPGT 

L-ttnr. 1723 problem with site specrfic environmental analysis 1.8 that there has never been, since the 1987 PP was approved, a site specific EIs done on any of 
the four Texas NPe You must give guidance In the PP when an 81s will be done on a site specific proiect and cumulative Impacts will be looked at in 
every environmental analyairr no matter what the level of analysis 

R.LPo~..: The CBQ regulations provide ample directLon for determining when to prepare an EA & when ta prepare an BIS (see 40 CPR 1501 3 6 1501 41 

L.tt.e 1723 lpg 8 plan) there le no officially approved plan The 1987 plan was remanded back to be revised and wae not approved Therefore. m my view, all 
decisions that have been tiered to the 1987 PP and DEIS are illegal because the 1987 PP was not approved 

R..pon..: The 1987 PLRMP was approved by RP John Alcock on May 20, 1987, a8 correctly stated ~n the Reviaed Plan, chapter 11, page 8 The 1987 PLRMP was 
remanded by the Chief of the PS for re-analysis due to appeals 6 court orders The chief's remand letter of Apl-11 1, 1989 provided direction for 
interm mgmt of the NPGT as follows .Par those areas Within 1,200 meters of PstIve & mactrve RCW colDnies (approximately one-third of the area of 
the NPI, mgmt 
regarding appropriate si1vIcUltural systems, mgmt of the remammg two-thrrdds of the NPa will be conducted ~n accordance with the m m t  prescriptions 
& standards & guidelines contamed I" the PP approved by the RP on May 20, 1987 I' 

will be conducted In accordance with the decisron of the Pederal District Court & any future court m l i n g s  Except as provided below 

Lett.=. 1123 mince the 1987 plan .. M cumulatkve Impaote have ever been done for all past, present, and foreaeeabla future oil and gas and other activltlea 
In the forest and no EIS has been done for any activity 
when wells are proposed to be drilled 

In addition you do not define qrsignificantly exceed!' In other foreeta B I S ' e  are done 
Why IS this not done an Texas? 

R.sp0ns.t cumulative Impacts of propoaed actions & alternatives have been addressed In 81te specific pro3ect BAS 
of past. present, c. reasonably forseeable development of oil 6 gas resources 
outlined on page 30 of Appendix c, & guidelines for field development are on page 43 of Appendix c 
regs 
lo found m the CBQ rege in eectrons 1501 3 6.1501 4 

The B I S  Appendix C has an extensrve diacussian 

The definition of significance 19 found in the CEQ 
melysra & decision making guidelines for drilling opeatmns are 

at section 1508 27, & takes intD account both the context & Intensity of proposed actions Guidance for determining when to do an EA or an EIS 

Lettar. 1808 To date, the USPS has not determined the cumulative impacts of past, present, and future oil and gas exploration and developments on the RCW, the rare 
plant Communities, particularly the LL pine/bluestem community, and on the m t e n o r  foreats zn each of the NPs in TX 
with the NEPA, it 1s recommended that these impacts be determined 

In order ta be in compliance 
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- Issue. 13-8 NBPA Process G Procedure 

Response The 81s Appendix C disCueses paat. present & reasonably forseeable development of or1 & gas reeources 
be addressed on a site specific basis A discussion of standard operating procedures for leasable energy minerals 18 found 
33-51 FOra-Bst-Wlde standards & guidelrnea for mineral resource activities are located in the Revised plan, Chapter I", pages 69-71, h Include 
prov~~10n8 to guide environmental analysre =eo, Mgmt Areae 3.4.5.7.8a. ab, 8c. Bd, Bf, 9 %  9b. loa, lob. & 11 have additional standards & 
guidelmea for mineral activities 

Impaots of oil h gas development proposals wlll 
81s Appendlx C, pages 

Latter: 1723 lalge loophole that means majar changes can be made under the guise of 81te epecrfics Where IS the guidance to dlatrzcta to ensure that thla 
kind of action does not  occur^ 

R.sponea: Pm]ect level demsrons must adhere to Plan direction F u l l  review, Internal 6r publrc review,  externally ensure compliance G elimination of percerved 
loopholes 

1m.Y. 13-9 General 

Latter. 1723 (pg 48f plan), mimimiring insect and disease loss should not be a goal You should allow insects and disease to play their natural role in the 
forest 

Respons.: SPE control la given priority i n  most management areas i n  order to protect the pine resource which w ~ l l  help provide for multiple use and lead to 
suatained yield QB mandated in the MUSYA SPB control is not given high priority m management areas where natural processes are the main focus, such 
as wrlderness 

Lettar 1723 
L-tt-r: 1723 

Latter 1723 MA-Bf-92 - make sure that unprogrammed timber harvest la not allowed also 
Latter: 1723 la-4-111 - I want no timber cutting of any kind for any pulpose except for individual hazard trees In imminent danger of falling ~n an area where the 

(pg 5 0  plan1 I do not like guidelines because they give too mush flexibility 
(pg 51 plan) I feel your management area ecosyatems are not auffisrently broken down 
level and even rnclusione lese than 10 acres in s i z e  

You need S & G ' e  for each ecotype that you work In down to Stand 

public often 1s found 

Response: Comment noted 

Latter: 1723 lpg 49 plan) need to define Eeoayatem Management here what do you mean by an "ecological approach to management'l" Your discussion of BM does not 
sound like what came out of the Chief's office three yeare ago Please explain you views origin and zts relationship to what the Chief has said 

Rssponss: The FS Wlll Uae ecosystem management as the means to m e e t  goals spearfled m the revlsed FP 
the end itself 
managed for specific puqosee such as producmng. reetormng, or Bustaming certain ecological conditione, deaired resource usee and products, vital 
environmental B ~ T Y I C ~ Q ,  and aesthetic cultural or spxrrtual values For the FS, ecosyacem management means to ploduce desired resource values.  uses, 
products or services m ways that also sustam the diverezty and productivity of ecosystems 
oriented blae In some places. the emphasis 1s on ecological conditions and environmental services In others, It la on ree~urce products and usee 
overall, the mandate IS to protect env2ronmental quality while also producing on a suekainable basis. resources that people need 

6coayetem management IS the meane to an end It Is not 
The Ps does not manage ecosystems p s t  for the sake of managing them or for some notion of intrinsic ecosystem values They are 

This 18 neither product-oriented bias nor a nature- 
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T..Y.: 13-9 General 

L.tt.r': 1723 (w 1241 you leave too much to Bite analysis whish never occurs You need standards that ape11 out that riparian areas are off limits Nothing 
lese la S"fflS~O"t 

R-spon.. The purpose of streamside zones 18 not to set aside and not manage, It 1 s  also not to manage for timber Purpose 1s for management for wildlife and 
recreation and to protect streame 

L.tt.rl 1723 (pg 10, Plan1 scenic areas have not been managed to protect their scenic qualitlee BCSA has bean devastated by SPB cutting you have 
allowed oil and gas drilling i n  Winters Bayou 

R.spon... The PS can not stop mineral rights owners from drilling to recover their minerals 
the rest of BCSA 

The SPB cutting m BCSA were dons to protect the scenic quality of 

L.tt.r: 1723 seems that the PS 18 distoeting wilderness values and potentials and ignoring the will of Congress and what Congress has said was sufficient for 
wilderneaa in the past 

R..pon.. Wilderness management In Texas has been ~n accordance with ths Wilderness Act of 1 9 6 4  

Latter 1723 (pg 13 DBIS) you state that the ranger dLetncts developed three different strategies There needs to be a eummary of what these were and how they 
dzffered f m m  each other and what the planning team wanted The public needs to see what the feeling of the PS itself IS about this plan 

R.spon..: Alternatives 2.3, & 5 were developed by the district 

TLtbc: 1723 (plan pg 851 you ignore the hardwmds on the uplands and have too short rotiitions You need 200 yra for Loblolly, 250 yra for SLP and 300 yrs 
for LLP and let upland and bottomland hardwoods live as long as poaaible 

R.mpons.: The TDT la not aware of any documented research to support this 

L.tt.r: 1723 (BIS appendix Jl. IS not even luted in the table of contents 

R.apone.: Thank you for bnnglng  this to our atfention 

Lettax: 1723 [pg 489 plan) you do not have a preecnbed burning program that mimLce natural ecosystem evolutxm 

R-epons-: Lzghtning fires were only one source of pre-settlement ignitlan Native americiln burning le also part of the fire history of these areas The planned 
burning cycles are part of the overall mgmt intended to produce the DPC's The DPC's prmnda the diversity required by the NFMA 

L.tt.=: 1723 (pg 2 DEIS) maximrzing publm benefits may not be what you want Can you define this? Is there only one way to maximize public benefits or are there 
many ways7 W h x h  one IS best, This la a, sub3ective choice 
atrzctly capitalistic totaling of the benefits 

After all many of the benefits cannot be valued in dollars and therefore lose out I" a 
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PLM AUD E19 COL(PIBNTS 
Commsnta by Illsue and Response 

T..Y. 13-9 General 

R-sponae: A definition of net public benefits IS found In the PS Planning regs at 36 CPR 219 3 "Rn expression used to signify the overall long-term value to 

Net public benefite are measured by both quantitative P qualitative criteria rather than a single measure or index 
the nation of all outputs & Positive effects (benefrtel less all associated Inputs & negatlve affects (costs) whether they can be quantztatively 
valued or not 
net publlc benefits to be derlved from mgmt 
regs require "Mgmt direction shall (11 Include requirements for analyeia to determine programs that maximize net publlc benefits, consistent wzth 
locally derived information abaut production capabilities " (36 CPR 219 4(a ) )  In section 219 l z ( f 1  the planning regs also state that "the prlmary 
goal m formulating alternatives, besides complying with NEPA procedures, le to provide an adequate baers for rdentlfying the Alt that comes nearest 
to maximizing net public benefrts. Eonslstent with the resour-ce mtegration 61 mgmt 
an extensive description of the analysis procese used to evaluate each of the alte 
rules, methods, P constramts that were used 

The maximization of 
The Planning of unite of the NFS 1s Consistent with the principles of multiple use 6; sustained yield 

requirements of sectlone 219 23 through 219 27" 
including the basic assumptions, modeling components & inputs, 

The BIS ~ p p  B la 

Lett-=: 1723 (pg 49 plan) you do not have ECS completed so how can the pubhe rationally pass ludgement on what you will do 
rnput by providing no final product and the opportunity to comment on It 

You I" essence rob the public of 

R.spons.. ECS 18 a continually developing & improvement effort as more information 1s gamed, clearer identification of ECS components w111 be described 
Numerous state, federal, and unxveraity personnel, as well as organizations and individuals have provrded Information Your input IS also welcome 

Lettee: 1605 The documentation of Roadleee Areas IS inadequate The EIS does not document the effects of building roads and cutting timber 

Reepons.: All roadlees praposals are evaluated by a standard set of criteria that has been established by DO1 mnce RARB I 

L.tt.r: 1632 I reiecc the arguments made i n  App J chat maximum growth rates of pine should be the detemmate factor m selection of silvzcultural systems 
Dendrochronologic studies of virgin pines and the lumber they yielded reveal considexably different growth dynamics than plantation-grown pines 

Renponse. The IDT 1s unsure what thie Comment8 refers t o .  App J descrzbee the BzlvICUltUral systems & their related regeneration methods, & the species 
requirements of some trees known to occur in TX 

Lettar: I632 PS needs tm investigate methods of inducing variable growth rates ~n stands ea m o r e  closely mimic natural dynamics 

Rsaponee. We agree. this is presently being researched 

Lattar 1723 (pg 50 plan) define '*equitable balance of resource values I' 

Raspone.. Equitable la defined as dealing fairly or equally with all concerned by the Webster'a Ninth New CollagLate Dictionary 

Letter 1723 the DEIS has a glossary but the LRMP does not 1s the glossary for the DEIS also applicable for the LRMP" You need to make thie clear 

~e.~ponsa: Thie revision follows the cu8tomary practice of one glossary for PlanjEIs documents Termin~logy 1s consistent between the documents 

Letter' 1723 (MA-1-92) cannot simply claselfy 1000's of acre8 as sultable for tlmber production since thle vlolatee what any Slte speclfrc analyses wrll tell 
YOU 

~ssponse: Land suitability IB a plan decision as explained on page 2 of the Plan 

Latter: 1723 (pg 71 DBIS) It also puzzles me why you would have alternatives like 5 ,  6, and 7 without fire when you have lust stated what you did in the 
paragraph above (referring to grasslands1 

~asponee: Alt 5, 6, & 7 have fire, but It IS not emphasized a8 explained m the last paragraph of the same page 
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PLAN AND EIS COMMBWTS 
Comnunts by Issue and Raspone. 

Is.U.l 13-9 General 

1763 L.tt.e: The PS should make every available effort to educate the public about desired future conditions m its implementation of the preferred alt 
additron, attempts should be made to identrfy and promote other non-traditional, eustilmable economic usee 

In 

R..ponam. We agree, our Publlc Affairs Offlce la working on such a strategy now 

14 MINBRALS 

1L.Y.. 14-1 LeQBlng 

L.tt.e: 1409 I have no obgectmn to oil and gas leasing for pe~ple to make money It la along the trazl ILSHT) I would want the company to do the work of re- 

L.tt.e: 1453 I urge 
Lett.=. 1636 I favor leasing and doing It m a manner that disrupts other NPGT aatlvitles the least 
L.tt.r: 1723 MA-5-31 - there must be no mlneral explorattlon and development m Toledo Bend, period 
L.Ct.r: 1723 Porest Serv~ce needs to do Q better Job regarding Its actxvltzee on leasing minerals currently the PS allows counties to Use gravel, sand, or 

routing the trail for use 
permiaaion given for federal oil and gae leases m all zones but Special Areas, provzded that proper limxts on surface damages are imposed 

Iron ore for roads that go through or are near NP lpg 137 DEIS) there are sources of such materials that are offaite from the NP’B that can be 
used and the taxpayers are not getting paid while the forest land le being destroyed 

R..pons.’ Comment noted 

L.tt.r 88 No leasing of federal minerals in wilderness, scenic or biologic areas, not within 150 feet of streamside or trail condors. 
Latter: 412 Leasmg okay, 1f minerals (011 &. gas1 CM be produced from outarde the corridor-. 
L.tt.r 1626 Limited mineral act1vIty Ideally, I think mineral actlvrty should be prohibited zn the National Porest#, but I also think all parties involved in 

I am 8ure there are some areas ~n the Natmnal Forests where mineral activity could take place without h a m  to the thiB 188ue have to compromise 
environment 

Reapon*.. There are two categOrLeQ of minarals on NPGT 
reserved 6 outstanding, occur when the Ps has the lands, but the party we acquired the land from retained the mineral rights 
placed on the surface occupancy (actual well site, etc I but we c-ot deny ownere the rxghts to their minerals 

US Mmerals are federally awned & w e  can deny lease of these The other clams of mmerala, known as 
Some stipulations can be 

rhttee 1566 Selling leases, minerals for below market value violates the trust of the real owners of these reso~rces Ithe American people) Doing so distorts 
the market place by givmng unfair advantage to those with acceea to public lands 

R.aponse: US minerals are leased w i n g  the competitive bid system Monies received go to the treaeury WIth 25% returned to the county 

L.tt.e: 1575 recommend that there be no leasing of federally owned oil 61 gas m wilderness, scenic or biologic areas, and that elsewhere wells be more than 150 

L.tc.r: 1622 
feet from etreame and trarle 

sensitive areas as operationally defined by the Texas Natural Heritage Program. RCW management areas, streamside management zones and other special 
site lzsted on pages 111, 114-116 of the plan not currently under protective dealgnatlons 

not have mineral leasing on wilderness ilnd on Current as well as proposed special areas such as Research Natural Areas, Botanical Research or 

L.tt.r 1679 There should be no leasing of minerale In protected areas 
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14-1 Leasing 

R..pon..: Leasing of us minerals m special areas IS permitted with no surface occupancy 
according to PW S&G‘s In wilderneaa areas, no new leases will be issued except when a nearby well on pnvate right= le drainrng oll/gaa from adjacent 
US mmerals with no surface occupancy 
managed according to the s f f i ‘ e  m MA-4 

Reserved & outstandmnq mineral rights will be honored &managed 

Reaerved & outstanding mmerals in wrlderneas will be managed per the S&G’B m MA-7 Rlnerals m HA-4 will be 

L.tt.e. 

Lath=: 1385 The ban on mineral leasmg seems to have been put In Alt 6 to arouse the opposition of the 021 industry. While leasing should not occur 

1310 Alt 6 should be modified to allow for the leasing of federal mmerals, except m wilderness or any type of special area, and with clauses prohibiting 
occupancy within trail zones and SMZ‘B 

special areas, It could be carried out elsewhere Without permanent mading or excess~ve clearing 
or trarle 

No leasing should occur wrthin 150 feet of streams 

R..pone.: Alternative 6 IS the no lease altematrve and we must have this i n  at least one alternative 

L.tt.e; 1723 (MA-4-62) I am totally against sellrng publlc minerals In rrparlan areas Remove “extent practzcable” 

Rwpon.. In leasing, there 18 a mandatory set back from streams, mtermrttent - 66 ft , perennial - 100 ft 

I..u.. 14-2 Bxploratron and Development 

18 

1309 

Lateral drilling should be used to pmtect these areas If nothing elae can be done 
trail corrrdars) 
Alt 6, which elmmates leasing land for mineral exploration, would prevent any impacts to cultural reBources from oil/gae exploration on PS lands 
Hawever, e m ~ e  the overall ImpaCtB to cultural remurcee on the NPGT has been relatively m i n m  ~n the past, ellmlnatmng such exploration may be 
unneceaeairy 

(referring to scenic and botanical areas, and atreamsrde and 

Alt 7, which simply decreaees land available for leaialng may be a more reaeonable alt 
1723 m-4-63 - no seiemic survsys should be done here either 
1723 (XA-Ea-62 and 63) I am totally against any oil and =as or other mineral develapment m these areas a prmrxty to buy up these rights and retire 

1723 (MA-9a-721 I am againat the use of any recreation area for any mineral extraction 
1723 MA-Sf-52 - I opposs any disturbance due to minerals 
1723 MA-4 62 - no publlc minerals must be leased In streamside zones 
L765 There is no good reason shown for excluding 011 and gas leasing from areas outside the wilderness, ecenlc or biological study areas and the 75PT 

them so they will never be used 

protected-corridors along BOTH aide of ALL etreama and trails. 

Reepone.: Comment noted 

Latter: 1723 (MA-Bc-62 & 631 I oppose any mineral development here A standard IS needed which will have a goal of buying up all mineral nghts m special 
management areas 

Raepon... Given sufficient funde, this might be accomplished 

L.tt.L-: 373   ow ever, I do believe that mineral extraction can and should t&e place In areas other than riparian zones (SMZ) .  trails and special use areas 
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PL?S AND EIS N)"S 
Comments by Issue and Response 

14-2 Exploration and Development 

Rampons. Leasing of US mrnerale m special areas IS permitted with no surface occupancy 
according to Pw S&O's In wilderness area*, no new leases will be issued except when a nearby well on private rights 18 draining ollfgas from ad3acent 
us minerals with no surface occupancy Reserved h outstanding minerals m wilderness wrll be managed per the S f f i ' s  in MA-7 
managed according to the S&G's In MA-4 

Reserved & outatanding mineral nghte will be honored &managed 

Mmerale in MA-4 wxll be 

L-ttee 454 strip mined area IS hardly what I call safe, saenic or enpyable 

R.spone.: There la no strip mining being done on the NFGT 

L.tt.I. 1632 Because of widespread development of outstanding minerals, Us-owned minerals should not currently be developed that would result in Increased surface 
disturbance Outetandmg minerals development should be focused, to the greatest extent poeerble, on areas previously or recently cleared for Rows or 
timber-related activites 

R.spona.: The national energy policy provides for envimnmentally sound development of US minerals 
the most environmentally senaLtive manner that 1.8 reasonable 

We negotiate with outstandmg mineral owners to develop In 

L.tt.= 1723 (pg 43 DEISI you show that wells will be drilled but on page 36 you showed none would be Please explain 

R..pons.: The 81s has been amended to clarify this 

Letter: 1723 (MA-3-42) remove "to the extent practicable" and require compatibility With wrldlife management and dispersed recreation goals There le no need to 
mal ie  o z l  and 988 a doamant UBB which 18 what you are domg by malting wildhfe and recreation S Y b B e N L e n t  to d r ~ l l x w  activities 

~asponm.' Change made co the PP site specific analysis on each indrvidual prqact 

msu.: 14-3 General 

Lett.=: 1723 (MA-ab1 no mining must be allowed here 
Latear. 1723 (MA-ab-61 and 62) I am against any oil and gas or other mineral extraction in river corridor 
L.tt.e. 1723 MA-sf-54 - I support the purchase of the mineral rights 
L.tt.e: 1723 (MA-9b-72) no geophones or other mineral uses of these areas 
Latter. 1767 I believe that no changes should be made (from alt 1) 

R.mponm.. Comment noted 

Lett.=: 1175 no mining on public lands without a percentage going to the Government 

R..pons.: US minerals are leased using the Competitive bid system Monies received go to the Creaeury Wlth 25% returned to the county 

Lett.=: 1175 No cyanlde mrnlng should be allowed to pmtect weter table 

R.spon..: Cyenidc mining IS not used on NFGT 
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- 1S.Y.: 14-3 General 

1800 L.tt.r: The "desired future condition" (in aipproxrmate number of acres1 for each plant community and ecosystem should be determined in order to calculate the 
number Of available acre8 for future or1 and gas activltiee 
remainder of the forest8 We are concerned that this management strategy emphasizes mineral leasing to replace lost tuber revenue resulting from 
RCW management 

It appear- that the preferred alternative Would concentrate mineral leasing on the 

R..pon..: Acreage estimates for each MA and LTA,e wlthm that MA have been added 

L.tt.2' 1723 (pg 140 DBISI saying that the unreslaimed roads and drrll pads per year will account for about 1 04 acresfsite reason this I S  biased is 
because 1t does not admit that the disturbance that has occurred and IS being reclaimed will take 50-70 years for the forest to recover Its orzglnal 
StNEtUTB 
100 years for these Bite to be rehabilitated back to the mature foreat they were when cut 

.pads and roads that are weclaimed due to production wzll probably be around for 10-30 years 80 that meane that It will take close to 

R.spon..: We uee 20 years for the average life of a well After that, It is rehabed h considered to be in some phase of production for multxble use 

I..u.. 15-1 Landowerehip-Acquisition and Bxchange 

Lett.=. 1767 mention IS made of the fragmented ownership pattern of USPS land and nght-of-way problems that this caunes 
land can be a barrier to private property as well as the reverse 
reapeeted and the Inteminglmg of properties should be no issue 

This worke both ways because USFS 
A polrcy of cooperation should be adopted 
Some of the prope-ry has been m family ownership for well over a 100 years 

Private property rights should be 

R.e.pons.: Comment noted 

Letter. 1671 Alleo, 
should be taken info coneideratLon when trylng to purchase or exQhange land for the NP 

In order to manage and b u m  on an ecosystem scale, x t  will be important to Consolidate management units am much as possible This concept 

Rampone. This le long standing policy and 18 consistent with draft FLRMP as mdicated by FW-OB5 on page 67 of draft PLRMP 

Letter, 1679 Pnvate lands ahauld be purchased to make the grasslands more ContiguouB, especially m the LBJ Grasslands 

R.spons. 

Latter. 1723 

This 18 an allowable land adpetmment process when fundxng 1s available and private landowner 1s agreeable 

(pg 125 DBISI you need to have land ownership adpstment maps i n  thin document 80 we can see where RCW habrtat re and how aOqUIsitlon could help 
traded away good mature pine habxtat that was good for RCW for pasturage and younger trees for Bela Keroll This Iuat demonstrates that you can 
aacrlfzce good RCW habltat when you want and make an eXCUee for It 

You 

R.apane.: RCW habitat la one factor considered ~n the land adpstmment prosesa 
offices and nerve e8 depicting a DBC 

the demand for land uses by private interests must t;ike a back Beat to resource protection 

Landowner adiustment maps ilre located at District and Pareat SUpemIsOr'a 

L-tt.e: 1723 (pg 125 DBIS) 
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1m.u.: 15-1 Landownership-Aequlsrtlon and Exchange 

~.spon..: By law (NBPA) ~ ~ Q O U I C ~  protection IB evaluated on all land dleposal actions 

L.ttm: 1118 You should greatly expand the acreage of national forests aush as to cover the area ehom on state maps 

R.spon... Total acres w i t h h m  the NF boundary depicted on state maps is approximately 1,130,931 while only 637,451 acree (31%) 18 currently admmistered as m s  
lands It IS unlikely that support or funding will be available to substantially increase the current 31% situatione 

Lett.=-. 1808 issue 15 la very general and could use a better drscussron of the USPS’B land acquiaitron goals. 
tables descnbing the location of proposed land acquiertrons 

It would ale0 be helpful If there were maps or 

R.rpon.w The summary of the Draft EIS le very brief Chapter IV of the draft PLRHP prondea more specific goals and ob3eCtives Thra issue 1s addressed by 
Porest-wide S&G labeled PW-084--PW-O90, found on pages 61-69 

5.tt.e: 1310 No rock mrnrng should be permitted ID Upland Island Wilderness 
valid, then the Ps should buy out the clam, even rf It r e q u I r e B  using the power of emminent domain 

If It 18 shown that private c la im to any aubeurface materials ID the wilderness 1s 

R.s~o~... To accomplish thrs, there must be appropriated dollars from congress 

Latter: 1123 Pw-086 - what  variance^ are allowed? I do not approve of variances vnleee you have some strict guidelrnes 

R..pon..: There are ne specific varienses 

L.tt.r: 1723 Fw-089 - what are  these variances I am against . special u ~ e  permits that allow occupation by structural improvements, 

R..pon..: FW 89 does not deal with epesial uees, It deals with exchange 6r dispoeal guidelines 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 6 8 )  - you should add acquisition of state listed of TOES hated species habitat 
should also be the basis for deciding which lands to acquire 

In addition the Sierra Club propoaal which wae submitted ~n 1991 

R..pons.: This 1s reflected in the llsted prlontiee 

1s.U.: 15-2 Land Uses 

L.tt.2: 1644 The Reeouce Management Plan that continues to provxde the beat birlanee between the publlc who Uee Chase area- for recreatronal aCtlvltLes and the 
owners of livestock which graze areas would be the plan that I endorse 
also elmmatea the continual build-up of grass and brush which would reduce the usage of this land for recreational purposes 
(pg 125 DEIs) you absolutely zgnore the impacts that military use of NF land can have 

The uee of the grasslands for grazing not only provides pasture spaces but 

Lettar: 1123 You must give guidance to the distncta abut what IS and le 
not acceptable 

R..pn..: Comment noted 

Letter: 1123 (NA-4-51) .what does compatible m e a n  Be more specific about what IS and 18 not allowed. 
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15-2 Land Uees 

R-spmse Compatible IS defined by the Webster's 9th New Collegiate DICtIDDaq as "capable of existing or operating together ~n h a m n y  " 

Latter: 1808 Part II(a1, Environmental consequense~ of the Alternatives, Land usee, p 126 This section states " valid existing rights may override management 
oblectivee 
precedence over granting eone of these land use permits, and example may be when theee authorizations xnvolve Q "take" of an endangered or threatened 
SpeCleS 

" to grant land use authorization permite A statement should be included here to olarify that endangered specres' concerns may take 

R..pon... we have no authority in activities related to reeerved or outstandmg valid existing righte, we can only recommend management actions for operators 

Latter: 1723 (MA-9a-621 do not assume such special use permits will be granted Use the word may and add "If ecosystems are protected and not ovemsed " 

R-spon..: The IDT drsagrees 

Ismu.. 15-3 Property Boundary Management 

Lettar 1723 (pg 126, DEISI. what assessment has been made on timber cutting at the boundaries In other words stealing of NP timber? 

Rampon..: Thrs %e part of the land line s encroachment administration process 

L.tt.e: 1723 Pw-083 - remove "as feasible" 

R..pons. The IDT disagrees 

1e.U.. 15-4 General 

L-tt-e. 1723 Pw-090 - I want the acquired lands to Undergo public review via a plan amendment so the public can r e v i e w  and comment 

Respoms.: This standard pertains to the management area classification of lands already acquired 

L-ttar. 1723 (MA-ab-51) define compatible 

Respone.' Compatible 18 defrned by the Webster's 9th New Collegrate Dictionary as q'oapable of existing or operating together in harmony '' 

Latter: 1723 (MA-ab-521 remove "where practicable" and "reasonable alternative" not measureable Standards must be measureable 

Raeponee: The standard has been changed to reflect your concem 

Latter 1723 (MA-ab-53) "significant public benefit" must be defined or removed 

Rasponse. significant public benefrt is determined on each land exchange based on site specific informatian 

I..".: 20 PLAN STNARDS & GUIDELINES 
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T.su.: 20-1 Forest wide 

L.tt.r: 1723 (w 58, DBIS) I favor using pheromones, with no cutting ~n scenic areas and other sensitive areas not 3Ust S P B ' s  that go from wrldemess OT 
other areas into the general forest but also SPB from the general forest that goes into wilderness ~leo. SPB gaes from private lands into Fs lands 

wilderness near private property to see If the landowner 1s doing all they can to reduce SPB problems but you do not do this 
you do not talk ahout this and what you will do when this happens PS la required to do a sire epecrfic analysis when proposing cutting m 

R.sponse Comment noted 

Letter: 1723 (FW-0771 I am against shortened mtiltmns since you will perpetuate dense pine stands that will be susceptible to SPB and you will prevent 00 from 
occurrmg and interior foreat specres thriving No SPB cutting or control should be done in wet sorla where timber will be cut 

Reepon..: The IDT doesn't understand this comment Rotation ages are as long or longer in this revision than m the 1987 plan 

Lettar: 1605 PW-022 - A desisron to us@ a non-native species should be accompanred by a detailed plan to convert to native species, Instead of a generalized 
statement to that effect 

R.spons.: This standard directs use of native specres unless concems for sedimentation, water quality or other immediate factors dictate the use of desireable 
non-natzve Bpecles 

Latter: 1605 Pw-022 - Desirable "on-native species available for use need to be defrned and included In the plan 

R.PPOIIS.: See Plan App B for rehabllltatlon recommendations 

=attar: 1605 PW-022 - It should be sereeeed that non-native plant species are to be used only rf no native species are adequate for erosion control 
L.tt.r: 1605 FW-022 - An assessment of the need to use "on-native species should be done on a case-specific basis instead of on a general basis 

R.epon~.. The atendard states appropriate native plant speeree 
will not provide adequate eo11 & water protection 

The guideline that defines the use of no"-natives LB site specific cases where native species 

1S.U.. 20-2 MA1 - Upland Forests 
L&.tez. 1808 MA-1, standards and Guidelines, SIlVICUltUrz.1 Management p 91 The diameter limits listed for scheduled regenerati-" cuttinge are inconsistent with 

those m the DBIS for the management of the RCW and Its habitat on NFB m the Southem Region 
management i s  inplemented, however, larger diameters are requrred when irregular ahelremood le used Irregular sheltemood leaves older trees with 
larger diameters and these trees produce higher quality seed 8ources 
draft RCW 81s 

Smaller diameter limits are acceptable If uneven-aged 

Therefore, we recommend the diameter 1mzts be increased to reflect those ~n the 

~.spone.: The IDT agrees The final revised plan has been amended to reflect this Diameter limits will be based on a site-speciflc analysis 

L.tt.r: 1723 (MA-1-19] 10 yrs IB too long to re-establxsh vegetation It needs to be 3 y r e  at the maximum Otherwise you assure erosion and water pollution 
and continued fragmentation 

R..pon..' Ten years is the maximum allowed under 36 CPR 219 27 (111 
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T..YI: 20-2 MAI - Vpland Foreats 
L.tt.xx 1723 Ips 65, DBISI analyrrle s a p  Maximum T m b e r  alternative givee more gray squirrel habLtat acreage than the Maximum Wzlderneee alternative make no 

sene- 
and 
squirrels lrke wrll be less drsturbed m the Maximum Wilderness alternative It makes no sense to say that xt has lower gray squirrel acreage than 4 of 
6 alternatives 

Smce there will be dieturbansee that mrmrc Nature and more den trees becauee trees will be allowed to grow and die ~n Wilderness, 
maxmum acorn production will be allowed on more acres becauee they wrll not be Cut down, and because rrparian and bottomland areas that gray 

R.spon..: Your assessment 18 m error Maximum SMZ acres occur in Alt. 6 & 7, however, thze doee not equate to bottomland hardwood acres aa described x n  the 
18s Altr, 
evaluated 1s In fact higher in Alt 

also are evaluated on a combmatron of species, net a eingle species such as the gray squrrrel Habitat for all small game species 
2 than 6 or 7 
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T..U.? 20-3 MA2 - RCW 
Latt-r: le08 It ia, therefore, recommended that a standard be included zn MA-2 which allows for reconsideration of the location of RCW recovery population m east 

Texas 

R..pon..: This can be drsoussad during consultation with USPWS 

L.tt.rt 1723 MA-2-19 - 10 yeare 1s tot, long to revegatate a road. The standerd ehould be 2-3 yeare 

R..pon..c Ten years is the maximum allowed under 36 CPR 219 27 (11) 

L.tt.r. le08 MA-1, standards and ourdelznes, Pacilitiee, p 100 We recommend changing the statement m MA-2-16 to include language for forest fragmentation, 
I e I “Restnotlons may be rmplemented m reeponse to ~esouxce programs, such as wildlife. forest fragmentation, rBCrBatzon. 

Rwpon..: Changes have been made m the Plan and EIS to diecuss concerns regarding fragmentation 

T..U.I 20-4 MA3 - orasslands 

20-5 MA4 - SMZ’S 
L.tt.r: 1632 MA-4-42 - Pesticides should not be used within MA-4 Subetantral lrmits, free of loopholes (as In MA-4-42) should be set to assure M A 4  le not 

degraded by continuing timber harvests or cuts Behaviorial chemicals should be used without cutting If action becomes necessary 

R.*ponB.: Comment noted 

L.tt.r: 1632 MA-4-41 - suggests that MA-4 would m fact be subjected to the same inBeot control criteria as MA-1 and MA-2 
infestation within MA-4 since harvastmng 3eopardxrea SMZ integrity aa discueaed prevrously 
cavities. and downed woody material for skunks, salamanders, and food oham rnssete 

I recommend no cutting of SPB 
Uncut trees pmvide the benefit of organic matterr snags. 



TBBY.. 20-5 MA4 - SMZ's 
Rasponnm: SPB infestations will normally be allowed to m n  their natural COUree, unless Q site-specific analysis indicates one of the conditions listed in PW-4- 

42 eXlsts 

20-7 MA7 - Wilderness 
1723 

1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 

1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 

(MA-7-12] 
m that area naturally 
I am totally against any wildlife habitat Improvement for quat15 ~ ~ B O U T C ~ Q  unless It IS linked to restoration of natural processes or.ecosyetems that 
Cannot restore themselves (MA-7-13) v 
(MA-7-33] I am totally against any krnd of fuel reduction done p s t  to reduce fuel 
(MA-7-45] I am against control of SPB m wilderness area 
I am totally opposed to MA-7-48, whrch allows logging of wzldemeaa areas 
act's need for the minimum t w l  use 
I favor a S W  whrch acquires all mineral rights that the government does not own m wilderness areas 
alternative and provide It as an option for a S&G? 
(MA-7-93) am not necessanly m favor of designated campsites for outfitters 
(MA-7-98) I fully support that the activitres that least alter wilderneee and are most dependent on wilderness must be protected 
(MA-7-101) I fully support the primitive travel and COmunlCatlOn8 requirement 

the only fish control proJests I support la to protect endangered or threatened species or to remove exotxc or species that do not occur 

cut and remove 1s not compatrble With wilderness values or the wilderness 

Why not favor thia maximum protection 

I also am not m favor of horae use i n  the wilderneaa 

R.spons.. Comment noted 

L.tt.r: 1723 (MA-7-11] natural native aquatic resources need to be defined 
L.tt.r: 1723 (MA-7-161) deflne natural native species Wildlife does not need active managing m wilderness 

R.spons.: This standard has been clarified m the final document 

Latter' 1723 The Sff ia  do not address air quality (MA-7-03] i n  terms of air monitoring that needs to be done near wilderness There IS no standard for interacting 
with BPA and TNRCC on a regular basis to ensure that all wildernesses are not being harmfully Impastad by air pollution 

Respons.. PW gurdance has clarified a l l  air quality standard- 

L.tt.e: 1723 (MA-7-47] the PS 1s not currently really doing a site specific analysis of the adJacent landowner's property When do you say no to a landowner, 
that they are not managing their land to reduce SPB? 

R.spona.: A site-specific analysis of adJacent landowners' property la alwaye done prior to SPB treatment In wilderneea 

Letter. 1723 (MA-7-71) define qsslgnifisant disturbance to the Burface." What does this mean and how will this be Implemented? 
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- 1S.U.. 20-7 MA7 - WLlderness 
R..pon..i Sqnlfieant 18 defined by the Webeter'e 9th New Collegiate Dlctronary aa "having or likely to have influence or effect" A detennmatmn of 

elgnlflsmt dxsturbmce will be made on a site s p e m f ~ c  basis 

I..".: 2 0 - 8  MA8 - Specral Mgt A r e m  

- 1.": 20-8-1 RNA 

I..".: 20-8-2 Candidate w6.s River 

I..".: 20-8-3 senzc Areas 

L.tt.r. 1723 MA-Ed-62, MA-sf-54. and page 195 Lake Pannln Organizational camp, and page 197 Attoyac Bayou Ayish Bayou and coahino Bayou Archeological Areas, and 
page 198 Old Aldridge Sawmill and N ~ l l  Town, all of these areas should not be drilled, should not have ee1smic eurveye, and shwld have any prlvate 
mrneral rights bought 
MA-8c-BZ - no mountam brkes or homes should be allowed m Wmters Bayou Scenlc Area L-tt-e. 1723 

R.sp0ns.r Comment noted 

T..u. 20-8-4 BOtanlcal Areas 

Is.".: 20-8-5 Rlparian/WL Areas 

Letter: 1655 MA-ad-03 - Grazing permits should be phased out completely Grazing Constitutes an zntmduction of an exotic species 

Raaponse. Comment noted 

1 T..u.; 20-8-6 
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20-9 MA9 - Recreation 

ISSY.: 20-9-1 Developed Recreation Sitee 

Isnu.: 20-9-2 semi-pnmitive Recreatron Site 

1s.u. 20-10 m l o  - Adm 61 Specla1 usee 

I..=.. 20-10-1 Adm use sztee 

L.tt.r'. 1723 (MA-loa-021 environmental impacts and floodplain lmpacta must also be looked at here 
L.tt.=: 1723 (MA-loa-15) require that compoating and incineration toilets are used mstead of septic systems 
L.tt.E: 1723 (MA-loa-23) fire towers will be used for wildlrfe vlewmng, forest appreciation, and scenic beauty 
L-ttae: 1723 (MA-loa-41 and 42) I am against the use of pesticides unleae It la for specific targeted areas 
L.tt.=: 1723 (MA-loa-101) no unprogrammed timber harvest must be permitted either Only imminent danger hazard trees can be cut 
L.tt.n: 1723 (MA-loa-103) IS duplicative with 101 and must be ellmated 
Lett.=: 1723 You need to require energy sonseTvat1on and alternative energy use m designs and modiflaations and renovations 

R.epon..: Comment noted 

I.@".: 20-10-2 Specla1 use Permlt Areas 

L-tter: 1723 (MA-lob-21-24] I am opposed to the use of herbicides and pesticides 
L-tter: 1723 

Lett..=: 1723 IMA-lOb-34&35) I agree 
Latter 1723 (MA-lob-37) I support the exclusion of landfills but also you must put gravel plta on thle llst 
L.tt.r. 1723 (MA-lob-3s) I obJect to the exceptions Only one access road la needed for each private property surrounded by NP 
Lattar: 1723 (MA-lob-72) remove "where needed" and require thls 
L.tr.e: 1723 (MA-lob-1011 I want no programmed or unregulated timber harvest Define "unreasonably interfere " 

(MA-lob-331 I agree that ROW need to be conaolrdated and this must be a requirement and not lust encouraged 

R.eponsa. Comment noted 
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T.su.: 20-10-2 specla1 use Penult Areas 

Latter. 1723 (MA-lob-42) define compatible and remove "as appropriate". 

R..pona.. Compatible 1s defined by the Webster's 9th New Collegiate DlEtlOnarY as "capable of existrng or operating together in harmony " 

1.": 20-11 SPA Exp Porest 

L.tt.r: 1723 you need a VQO assigned overall to this forest I suggest Bemi-primitive "onmotorized 
Latter: 1723 (MA-ll-oz-o5) 

Reapon..: Comment noted 

I Want no mineral development of the area and no Cutting of bottomlands 

I..".: 20-12 M k E  

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 236) ob)eetives 

Latter: 1723 

Latter. 1723 

L.tt.r 1723 (pg 235 plan) you also need to train the interested public to identify sensitive species 
Latter 1723 Ob] 3b cost efficiency must not be the sole criteria Bnvlronmental protection must be the sole deciding factor 
Latter 1723 Ob] 3k land use authorizations should only be 18sUed If they are compatible wzth environmental protection and ecosystem evolution and continuity 
Letter 1723 (pg 242) your snags/==== numbera are too low 
Latter 1723 (Ob, 1c) wilderness management needm to take into account that we need to allow evolution to occyl and we are simply caretakers and not active 

Latter 1723 I have lDoked throughout tbis document and I see no real better monitoring efhort than IS mentioned on p 6 of the DEIS [Indlscnmmant shooting1 

are too weak and not detailed enough or show what monitoring results will actually cause a change to occur In fact the entzre 
table 1 for Monitoring Questrons 18 this way, too broad and not specrfrc for quantifLcatlon of what monitoring results you want 
The s f. Gs are too weak and often are not measureable in both a quantitative and qualutative fashion 
and many so-called standards are not measureable 

measurable 

If you have a standard it must be measureable 

you are not able to sample quantitatively to show what is happening with your present system and therefore you have a monrtorrng system that IS not 

managers of the area 

Response. Comment noted 

L.tt.r: 1723 Ob] 4d are the plan eetlmates too damaging for the forest? 

~.spone.: see 81s appendix B for constraints used with all alternatives 
not impair the long term productivity of the land This IS In aocordance with Section 4 of the XUSYA of 1960 

These conatramts insure that timber harvest levels are at austamable levels that do 

L.tt.r 1723 Ob) 4f do you want to minimize losses, Is this realistic, will this reflect a real decrease m susceptibility or i w t  that you have cut down all the 
old trees Nongame species need to be monitored for impacts here since we know that sensitive species lzke Trillium can be negatively impacted 

Appendix-k page 203 



R..pon.*i Y e s .  we plan to m m i m z z e  losses thmugh hazard reduotion and p-t Control of infestations Thzs w i l l  not be solely through cutting down all old 
The actual decrease zn suacaptibrlity will be mfluenced by the management SMj developed to trees, as rotation ages have increased m many areas. 

reach a DPC zn each MA 

L.tt.r: 1723 You . do not protect the forest "significantly" because you do not have a mobltonng program that -11 qualitatively and quantltatrvely dstemine 
Your monktoring program 1s woefully lackmg yet you want to b m l d  more traile and encourage more use when present trails are already ORV Inpacts 

not up to standards 

R0.pn.o: The m proposes to w a g e  OKV uae on designated traila m oder to reduce and mxnimze resource damage. Haaged trails will pmvlde better resource 
prouectlm. 

L.tt.E: 1723 'I= la2 DEI59 It le not acceptable to -Justify allowrng mora ORV use because available use areas IS seame for this astlvlty 

R..pn... OKVs have been identified as a. leptimate use of the NP. 
resource damage 

It le defmitely a recreatmnal puraurt. Our mntentlon la to manage OKVs, to mlNmzae  

L.tt.e 1723 ob, 4a how do you measure If long-term loss of future productivity of the land =e occ-1ng 

R..pn..: Through a long-tem monlto-g p-m 

Latear: 
Lettar: 1723 Obj 3c bow do you tell rf landownerehrp adjustments are "zmpmvmg managemant and consOlidat1on"? What are you measuring here? 

1723 Ob) 3e how do you tell If ROW achieves better forest -=pent and more efficient management of public lands? 

R..pon..: some unit8 of measmre include meductions In Landlme milea and comer monuments to maintain 

L.tt.e: 1723 Ohj 2c.  It IS not just openings that you need but also you need to say that certain places have not heen a t  and do not cause uglmess 

R.apon..: Variety 1 s  the Objective, Wlthout causmg uglmesa 

Lettar. 1723 obj 4e re LB not demand chat should drlve grazing, but ecoeystem fUnCt1on What la sustainable grazing? 

R..pon..: Grazing la regulated by cam/lng capacity on each allotment, balancmg againat ill1 needs such ea wildlife needs 

Lettar: 1723 You also need a notebook with e pmture of each species so people can identify them I" the field 
determine population levels Not just andicator BPCCI*S but all threatened, endangered. BenBitlve. unique specree and plant communities plus apeclea 
like intenor forest species and naotropical migrant= that are declining 

Your weation8 are too general. Yau need to 

R.#ponm. T i m e  and resources prevent 100% inventones The MI program provldes a logical process to monztor a wide range of related speclee. 

Lattme: 1723 obj 2f what IS sufficient levels of l a w  enforcement" What are not" 
L.tt.=: 1723 (pg 237) What are sufficient level- for law enforcement? What deficient do you have now" 

R.spon..: Sufficient law enforcement keeps w t h m  the budget, provLdes education and presence and 18 a strong detenerrt. Anything less than that is not 
sufficient l a w  enforcement 

L.tt.r: 1723 Obj Id where are the soil erosion standardds. ete ? You need numbers bere You need to quantify 

Rapon..: Erosion and sedlment outputs are discussed in the DEI6 
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- 1B.U.I 20-12 M & E  

Latter: 1723 ob] 5a are all streams being monitored% 

Reapons.: All streams are not monitored We have streams on each Forest where baseline water quality data le collected 

Latter: 1723 ob] 5d how will you tell If ozone 18 impacting foreet vegetation, 

Raspone.. See BIS chap 111, part 1121 for discussion on Ozone comema and documentation Information SFAU IS condustrng ozone research studlea at the FS 
Experiment Station Data will be used from these studies Also, the Forest hae conducted ozone studies on the Sam Houston National Forest 

L.tt.e 1723 Ob] If I t  18 not 3Ust rf target species are usmg corridors but are they thriving and viable populations now much cutting is done, What are the 
effects of disturbance on riparian areas? 

R.sponsa: S f f i  are designed to protect the value of riparian areas 

L.tt.r 1723 ob] lg should go under Ob] le You need to restore the natural frequency, intensity, seasonality, timing, and regime of fire But this IS not an 
ob~ective 

Respon..: Lightning fires were only one source of pre-settlement ignition 
burning cycles are part of the overall mgmt 

Native amerlciln burning IS ala0 part of the fire hietory of these areas The pl-ed 
intended to produce the DPC's The DFC'B provide the diversity requrred by the NFMA 

Lettar 1723 Ob, 49 does prescribed burning provide the frequency, regime, Intensity, seasonality, and trmrng characterxzing a return to natural ecosystem 
f""CtlO"lng? 

I ~eepcnae: Bcoeyetem mgmc does Dot mean that all mgmt actlvrtrea must mimic that whrch would occur "naturally" The prescribed bumlng cycles are consistent 
with theee fire allocated ecosystems & will help meet the DFC 

L.tt.r: 1632 My experience and comments reflect msufflclent/lnaccurate mnltorlng and evaluatzon of NF management actlvltles 
are finished and foqotfen with little thought of the possibility of ongoing impacts 
within one year of closing sale, massive exosian and s t r e a m  831tat1oo were occurring 
the problem =ad was able to take correctzve action 

(plan pg 2311 Too often prqects 
I have seen cases where eroeion control proved Inadequate and 
IC was only 'chough my notification that the FS became aware of 

~eaponne: Continual monitormg IS a constant effort to ensure quality control 
public h Lndividuals, i s  appreciated 

As identified m Chapter v, ass1etance through many  source^, especially the 

Lattar: 1723 ob] le why are you emphaeialng only fire dependent ~coeyetemsl HOW 18 significant and rentored defined here? 

~.sponse. Oblective rscognizes all systems. an emphasis 1s placed On fire dependent ecosystems due to high proportion of T6.B species that require this habitat 

Lettm=: 1723 (pg 231 plan) how do you address via monitoring how effectively public concerns are being addressed- What mechanism are you using to get constant 
feedback on plan implementation I do not see the role the public plays m the monltonng and evaluation program 

Reapone-. ObJectlve 3h encourage= the association wlth the publlc In general for all aCtlvitleS 

Lettar 1723 (pg 233 plan) It bothers [me1 on page 223 that "Not every goal. Ob]ective, or standard and guidelines can be monitored at every level It This doe. need 
to be done 
see that type of prmrztizatim committed to here 

YOU also need to priorrtrze your monitoring efforts based on the impact that an activity ~r use will have on the environment I do not 
Why not" 

~.epons.. The M&B proceaa will be continually improved based on annual activltxes 
rdentiflcatmn of monltonng actions 

Table 1 sets the questions zn place which will allow better prmr1tlZation h 
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Lettar: 1723 Ob3 Zd trails what le unacceptable damage to re~ources or Conflicts with other u~ers' 

R..pOns.: Unacceptable damage occurrs when SPG8, State BMPs or other re~ource mitigation measures are unsuccessful 
public consem P intensity 

Conflicts are readily obsemed through 

L.tt.T: 1723 Ob] 3a what are "poB1tIve charactenstice of suetalnability" What "ecomyetem elements" are you talking about? 

R.mpons.: Positive indicators of ecosystem sustainability include improvements m the basic biological, physical and eocral elements within an ecosystem 
longterm improvements m water quality or soil productivity are examples 

Latter: 1723 Ob] 3h how many volunteer/partnerahips do you want? what 1s your number goal here, 

R-mpon..: The USPS IS continually expanding partnerships P cooperatrve activities No number has been targeted for a euccessful program 

Latter: 1723 Ob] 4c what 1s the desired ecoeyetem diversity, You only talk about even age stands Why do you ignore uneven age stands, What 1s sound forest 
health and diversity, A definition IS needed hers 

R..pon..: Uneven-aged stands are addressed m 4 c ( l )  

Latter: 1723 (pg 241-242) everywhere you have Element Occurrence Record, this IS not good enough This does not tell how the species population IS doing Is It 
v~able 
you have one BOR, two, or how many? 

LLP. the amount of bunch grass and the extent geographically of populations are things you must take into account You also need to know the number 
of individuals In populatlOne 
Purther you do not take into account that rf you manage all of SHNP for the RCW you wrll end up destroying Wakerobin habitat by cutting for RCW and 
SPB 
will reintroduce and the population you want The acres of habitat mean nothing (much 1s there right now) without bears reintroduced) The same goes 
for Red wolves which you totally ignore 

Also you need to know the locations of all the populations and this will not necessarily get you there 

under the LL-bluestem eeries xt IS ]use not acres that are Important but the quality of the habitat 

When do you stop monitoring? When 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 2411 How will you measure that, L a r g e  

I also feel that the Slender Wakerobin le a Mesic species but you have It under Dry-Mesic P X e r i c  Oak-Pine Poreets 

But these kinds of dietmctions do not show up on your chart Ale0 under LA Black Bear, you need a goal of the number of individuals that you 

R..pOn..: 
The Mgmt Indicatars Table has been revised to address your concem 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 123 DEIS) you admrt you have no sir monitoring ~n the grasslands and you pmpase to do none There are zero air monitors In the grasslands so 
to say that monitoring indicates that air quality over the National Grasslands meet the NAAQS le untrue How can we tell what effect8 omne or acid 
r a m  has if there 1s no plan to do monltormg 

~ e e  If the Houston airshed IS reducing NP visibility in Sam Houston NP 
L.tt.e: 1723 asrd rem network for monitoring IS woefully inadequate and the Ps needs to do some acid rain mmltoring You also need visibility monrtoring to 

8.npone.. The M&B table has been revised to refleot your comment. 

Lettar: 1723 Ob] 5c you need to look specifically at erosion that la due to ORV use and logging 

R..pons.. Brosion P sedementatim Concerns are berng addressed m ongoing monitoring actzons for both ORV s timber harvest activities 

Lettar; 1723 (pg 8 3  Plan) it IS ridiculous that you allow ORV use when you have no local studies that document the effects of noise, disturbance and other effects 
on wildlife by ORV.8 
these can be mitigated 

You must put together a research plan that looks at monitoring and research of ORV impacts and how to mitigate these or whether 
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Letter: 1723 lpg 120 DBISI you state the "The Forest ORV Plan . but there re no monitormg pragrm propoaed that will tell you If nonpomt source water 
pollution 18 in fact occurring due to &?V use 

Raspone.: See Plan App E, ORV Ngmt The emphaers placed on mventoq ,  enluatron and mgmt, to include closuree of ORV trails wzll be a hlgh prlorrty ~n the new 
Plan Monitoring and Inveetigatlon will be a key component of this effort 

L-tt-e: 1723 (Obi 
created? 

31.~9 239) How will you tell rf recreation la having a positive or negative benefit an rural economics and how will you tell how many Jobs are 

R..pons.: Close cooperatron with extenswn programs rural development actlvoxes and local communitiee provide valuable informatmn & reports to guage success 

L*tt.r: 1723 MA-2-41 - how will you monitor wildlrfe and cattle competitmn for browse and herbaceoua plants, 
Respons.: See Plan App 0 

L.tt.e: 1723 lobi 4b) now will you detemrne If huntable populations are not detru"ta1 to nongame speciesD 
those frguree" 

What does viable mean here and where will you get 

R-mpons.' M&B activities & publrc concern will identify changes m non-game populations The term viable has been removed from the fmal  plan 

Ismu.: 20-13 General 

L.tt.r 1723 (pg 45 Plan1 you talk about having -re partnerships, communication. and coopeation wkth local sommUnitieQ What about the rest of the 
interested public? 

R-spone.: The USPS 18 continually expanding partnerships & cooperative aCt1vltieQ No number has been targeted for a svcceaaful program 

L.tt.r: 17a3 lpg 41, LRMPI 1t la needs and not demands that must be met Needs are survlal requirements while demands are what you would like to have but do 
not naceesarily need to l i v ~  

Responsr. You're right That 1 s  part of the enterla for evaluation Bveryone make* demands b that certainly doesn't mean they are needed It la the ObJecti-e 
of the Planning effort to review demand & need and develop a range of altematitlves that address these concerns 

Issue. 30-1 ETS Appendix A 

Lattar: 1723 (pg 6 )  your screening eliminated illtematives that yo= may not have been able tm implement but which others could implement Yet CEQ regulatim8 
require you to look at such alterniitiveQ and not use the ~ X C U B ~  that you cannot rmplement them as il way to avoid doing alternative analysis 

R.spons.. while this comment references page 6 of BIS Appendzx A. which diecwaes the process used to identify le~ues, it refers to screening 81t8 
the 18sue IdentifLcatlon process diecusses the c n t e n a  used to screen substantLve comments This 18 a different process f r o m  the one used to develop 
alternatlvee. whL& 18 described m the 81s. chapter 11, pagee 12-14 

Step 4 of 

I..tt.r: 1123 (pg 6 )  m my view personnel la also a germane 188ue sxnce the plan cannot be Implemented wtthout an adequate number of a certain type of personnel 
f r o m  certain disciplines 
you must  do? 

what will reduced budgets do to your being able to hire enough people with the right qualifications to do the job you nay 
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R.spons.: Personnel mattere are outside the scope of FP Land h Resource Mgmt Plans guide all natural resource mgmt activities 61 establish mgmt ShGs for NPS 
lands 
significant iseues to be considered In the planning process 

Since matters such i le personnel h annual budget opportmitiee are not controlled by the Forest, they were eliminated from consideration as 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 71 many proieet level decisions contam decisions that need Forest level mandate but do not have them For instance cuttmng ~n riparian areas 

You also need to audit your 
for other than timber purposes 
cutting for any reason are unnecessarily destroyed or damaged 
dietncts to ensure they do the right thing 

Also residual damage standards ere needed since the prolest level never seems to implement any and trees left after 
We need stricter controls or districts get sloppy 

R..pon..: Propst level decisions must tier to the FLRMP or elee the FLRMP must be amended to allow for the decision 
amendment procedures are located zn 36 CFR 219 10 The e m e n t  appears to cite en example of a mgmt practice (timber cutting ID riparian areas) that 
was not allowed or provided for m the 1987 FLRMP 
IV-87 through IV-89. S&Ge for the treatment and/or protection of residual vegetation are found m the Revised Plan. chapter IV, pages 75-79, 61 m the 
xndlvzdual Mgmt Area descriptions for M U  (page 91), MA2 (pages 103-107), MA4 (pages 129-1301, W.7 (page 1431, MABE (page 1691, NABf (page 1941, and 
m o b  (pagee 218-219, 221) Procedures for monitoonng FLRNP Implementation are outlined LD the Revised Plan, chapter v Monrtoring & Evaluation 
Reports will be done at least m u a l l y  h will be available for publrs r e n e w  

The reglllatmne that specify FLRMP 

However, timber cutting zn ripanan areae was allowed under certain conditione outlined on pages 

L.tt.e. 1723 (pg 61 PS must respond to needs. not demands Demands are not necessary Needs are 

P..pon..: You're right That re part of the crxteria for evaluation Bveryone makes demands 6; that certainly doesn't mean they are needed It 1s the ob3ective 
of the Plannmg effort to review demand h need and develop a range of altematlves that address these concems 

T..Y. 30-2 BIS Appendrx B 

Lettar: 1723 (w 37). I do not agree that dlapereed recreation ra compatible Wlth tlmber management QCtIVltles cannot hade the destmctlon you do to 

L.tt.r: 1723 lpg 29, D E W  the mixed forests are not even close to berng identical in terne of developing standards In addition why do you have 80 much fire 
dispersed rscreation W t h  even-age timber aatlvities 

m these mixed systems 

R..pm..: Comment noted 

Lott-r: 1723 (w 44) It i s  important to nOte that forest industry lands have been overcut I ob3ectto this subsidized private abuse on my public NF lands The 
NF lands get the environmental abuse because industry has environmentally abused its lands 

~..pon.r' See EIS appendix B for sonatralnte used with all altematlVeQ 
not rmpalr the long term productivity of the land 

These conetramts insure that timber harvest levels are at sustainable levels that do 
Thrs is in accordance with section 4 of the MUSYA of 1960 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 9 15) zt IS not clear zf you Included SPB, salvage, sanitation cuts ~n the model . you need to g ~ v e  the public  me idea about the 11mt8t1008 
and problems the R0RPU.N model has 80 they can understand better Ita ablhty to glve good answers 
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R.epona.. Per CPR 219 3. the ASP 18 defined as "the quantity of timber that may be sold from the area of aurtable land covered by the forest plan for a time 
perrod specified by the plan " 
long as the total amount sold for the plannihg period does not exceed the ASP 
of timber stands which are subatamtially damaged by fire, wmndthmw, or other catastrophe, or which are In imminent danger of insect or diseaee attack 
and where aush harvests are Consistent with silvicultural and environmental standards 
otherwise be sold under the plan or, If not feasible, be sold over and above the planned volume (CFR 219.27 ( c )  (z).) However, the NFGT has 
hiatorrcally substituted salvage timber for green tlmber 
and therefore does not include any volume removed from lands such as apeoral areas and SMZ's 

" Within the planning period, the volume of timber to be sold I" any one year may exceed the average annual ASQ so 
Nothing m this paragraph prohibits salvage or sanitation harvestmg 

Such timber may either eubstitute for timber that would 

The ASP identified m the FP was calculated on Lands Sultable €or Timber Productron only 

L-tt-e. 1723 (pg 61) you say that Alt 6 1s the maximum wilderness benchmark legally allowable there 1s no legal allowable for wilderness If congrees wants to 
It can designate an antire NF as wilderness Sa this le a8 artificial a reetre.int as anything 

R.spons.. Agreed The Constraint W+IQ not on the number of wilderneaa acree, but on the number of acres needed to meet other constraints such a8 threatened and 
endangered RCW that needs land to be managed m a different way than those set aside for rnldemeas 

Lattar: 1723 (pg 59) 95% of culmlnatron of mean annual increment of timber volume growth IS a logging Constraint and not a biological one This brasee the Fs 
againat old growth and does not allow real 00 to occur with your favored propoaal 

Raepons.. See Glossary of DEIS for deecriptlon of CMAI 

L-ttmz. 1723 

See previous table for actual age of existing timber at harvest 

why are you even looking at such low rotations of 4 0 - 6 0  yra when you k n o w  they do not have a chance biologically, politically of making it and are 
the antithesis of ecosystem management? 

R.apons.: The direction la to analyze a wide range of alternat%vee and what the effects and impacts will be Then to select a preferred altemiltive that would 
provide for needs presented 2" the issues and sub-~ssuee along with the RPA philosophy 
considered by the Forest Supemisor and the Regional Forester m sc1ectIog the final alternative but I S  not modeled other than possible side boards in 
feasibility of alternative analyzed 

Non-valued Items such a8 politically acceptable are 

Letter: 1723 (pg 16) FORPLAN Version TI le a economic model and It does not give credence to ecdoglcal values which = m o t  be expressed dollar terms 
Marimrring PNV la an economic cnteria and le not an ecological one 
eriented Mierdces can occur Information 18 not ground truthhed before 1t IS used In FORPIAN 

aBBUmptmns made often are aubJective goods oriented and nor. quality 

Response The FORPLAN model IS a useful tool to aid the FS to understand the nature of Forest planning problems (not the optimal answer) Its major purpose 
wae to provide ineight into the behanor of multiple xesources and their znteractione, which m turn Were used to guide the development Of effeotive 
plans and decLsions The model la used more appropnately to prevent won9 deczsions, that which 1s prescribed by each resource IS not In conflict 
and cam be implemented The FORPLAN model IS simply a tool to be used with other tools In preparing xmplementable Forest plane 

Letter: 1723 (pg 9 )  how accurate were the 1987 pro3ectIon8 for all different outpllt levels of all different s e ~ y ~ c e s *  why were there differences? 

Raspone.: Annual Monitoring and Evaluation reports have been prepared and results were included m reports to the public and 
thee- documents 

preparation of the AMs see 
Ma30r reasons fox differences were the RCW ruling and lack of funding 

what % error do the FORPLIW models and other models you use have? Latter: 1723 (pg 2.3) It must be remembered that the AMs stopped collecting data, m most 
cases, in 1990 Alot has happened on the ground smce then to not make It the very bast analyses you have 

Raspone.: see prev~ous comment for purpose of FORPLAN comment noted W e  agree thmgs are changing 
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Lettar. 1632 does an adequate lob of detarling the complexity of factors affecting the timber economy, but zt ultimately focuses the diacuaaion of ~ C O D D ~ Z C  

I must stress that the linear relationship between timber Impacts of the alts on deviatione in ]ob numbers based on a lrmrted number of factora 
Outputs and p b a  le an Inaccurate reflection of actual conditione Additionally, other factors related to economics, modernization and supply/demand 
are eo influential to the big picture, that the ]ob fluctuation figures used by the PS cannot be used to accurately depxct the real-life situation 

R..pon..: The local economic effects of forest resource management pollcles wlll vary dependrng on the structure of a communlty'e economy and It's diversity 
community that relies heavily on the forest products industry will be affected by timber management planning, whereas a community that depends on 
recreation and tourISm will be affected by recreational resource management Diversified cm"anities will be lese affected by changes than a 
community which depends largely on one resource 
manufacturing of products from the timber growth In Texas forests 1s B vital part of Texas economy, as well as the regional and national economy 
Twelve of the deep Bast Texas counties comprise the most timber dependent region 10 the state 
lumber, veneer, and plywood are concentrated In eastern Texas See the socxal-Bconomic O v e r v i e w  Document prepared by Catherine Albers, December 1990, 
BeCtiOn 8, pages 158-235 Now these lobs that are aesociated with our timber harvesting may be able to be filled by competing timber ownership If the 
Ps redusea supply 

A 

The economy of East Texas 18 baaed on natural reBources including wood, petroleum, and coal The 

Primary processing operatrons for southern pine 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 2 )  the PS has not dealt with the stewardship issue well , the Ps said It would pursue National Trail Statue for the entire Lone Star Hiking 
Trail and then in the early 1980's dropped any effort to do this Without being honest and saying It would pursue this effort Ps must resolve 

and propose actions to move foward on trail designation m this management plan and BIS 

R.Sp0n.e In the Sam Houston Land Management Plan, Dec 1978, page 87, we did atate we would pursue National Trail Statue Durmg the process It was determined 
that the portmns that croased private land would have to be acquired. 

reconstruction, and recreation related roads and bridges 
IncreaBe Therefore in the PLRMP of 1987, It was determined to manage the LOne Star Hiking Trail with the standards of mamtenance and buffers on a 
Natronal Recreation Trail on forest land but not pursue acquiring those acres of off forest lands 

The cost of acquiring forced the dropping of pursuit of National ~ r a r l  Statw 
The recreation program natmnwide has a large (more than $1 billion1 infrastructure backlog In recreation facllxtlee, trail maintenance and 

This backlog 1s Continuing to grow At the same time, recreation use on NP continues to 

L.tt.r" 1723 (pg 68,711 again you use a timber not esologrcal or biological constraint by being at or above the CMAI This i s  not necessary for this plan or 
model you limit Uneven age management which does not have to be done since you can manage for mixed etanda with this management eyatem Bcoeystem 
Management should not allow unnecessary conatrainte like these 

~aspons.: This constraint keeps the model from harvesting before CMAI a8 required by 36 cPR 219 16 la1 (21 (111) 

Lettar: 1723 (pg 27-30, DEISI rotatione that you tried are a travesty Why did you try rotations that obviously are not biologically or ecologically sound? TO 
try 40-70 F rotatmns when these are not possible mekkee no sense 

R.opons.. CMAI for southem pine In Tx IS approximately 30-35 years 
posaible 

Forty years was used for the benchmark Constraint to determine what would be biologically 

Lettar: 1723 (pg 381 You cannot bring the habitat needs of squirrels down to 3Ust one thing You are oversimplifying for the model too much It IS also disturbing 
that there are no road density limits m the PP At the very least you should try different road densities 

R.sp0n.e: Appendix B describes the soeffieients P process of their use m the PORPLAN model 
coefficient 1s extensive P IS comprised of many factore 

The process record & infarmation used 1x1 the development of each 

T..Y.I 30-3 BIS Appendix C 
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Co-nts by Imsu. and Response 

- 1.SU.i 30-3 BIS Appendix C 

L.tt.r: 1723 does not fully drscuss the problems Wzth oil and gas drilling in the NP and graeelands on pages 11-12, It LS not 2ust the sabine but also the 
Angelma, Davy crockett, and Sam Houston NF’s that have had cumulative impacts occur but have had these ignored m the BA’s the PS sometimes dose 

R.spons.. Comment noted 

Lettar 1723 (w 34), you need additional stipulations The PS’s policy seeme to be that people have to prove drilling should not go in instead of the leaeee 
proving that they need to drill 
sustam-d yield legislatron 

you give an overriding preference over all other activities This i e  not allowed under multiple use and 

R.spon..: The PS vxewa exploration, development, h production of mmeral reeources as part of our ecosystem mgmt respnsLbzllty There 1s no preference to 
minerals, but cwrd-dlnation with other  resource^, part of multiple uee does pertain to minerals 

Lett.=. 1723 (pg 351, you cut the public aut of leasing becauee no NBPA documente are developed to tell about what the committed resources and impacts will be rf 
the leasing occur8 There la no chance for the public to give input 

~..pon..: NEPA for leaerng 1s  included zn the PP, whish rncludes publzc comment 
mzt1gation measures 

Site-specific NEPA 1s done at the time of drilling for well site location & 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 37), you use the figure 0 1 mile but on page 30 you use the figure of 3 mrles Which IB correct? 

~.spon..: on page 30 - 3 horizonal drrlled locations Page 37 le 1 average for all drilled 81tes 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 38). you say vertical well pads will be 3 5 acres but on pages 30 and 32 you say 1 5 acres Which 1s It? 

 ampo one.. vertical well pads can range up to 3 5, but average 1 5 acres 

L.tt.e: 1723 

Raspons. 

L-ttar: 1723 

Response 

(pg 39), by the time the notice of APD occurs It 1s t w  late to stop the well The only option IS where to drill 

Correct D e c ~ s m n  to make available to drill is made at leasing time 

(w 41). the NEPA process 18 t w  late m the process s m c e  the lease has already occurred and the decision to allow drillrng or not IS already made 

NBPA, to drill is covered with the PP Site-specrflc NBPA le done at time of drilling 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 26-28) you ignore the fragmentation effects of the pilar and present drilling 

Respons.. The Revised 61s reflects your concerns 

Lettar: 1723 (w 29) you try to mlnlmlze the Impacts by sayzng that overall negative environmental effects wlll be minimal 

8.sponee: Cumulative impacts are currently addressed m the Revised EIS 

Lath=: 1723 (pg 30) your figure of 1 5 acres for the pad for vertically drilled wells seeme very low to me In the past in the NP the pads have been on the order 
of 2 5-4 acres zn size You are trying to mmimzzs the impacts by estimating pad size so low 
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Respon..: Theee are valid eetlmates based on actual sites on NPGT 

I.tt.r: 1723 (pg 311, there are no benefzcial environmental impacts when you drill a well Please list all the posttive environmental Impacts that drilling a 
well has m a mature forest stand 

Rwpon..: openinge of the kind h variety developed for drrll pads have been used for species such as Bastern Wild Turkey 

1m.u.: 30-4 EIS Append1.x D 

1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 

w e  are the Western most extent of the Baatern Deciduous Forest It IS important that we keep the evolution of eastam species at their 
geqraphrcal range extent intact with wilderness 
Big Creek-- support the deaignatron of all 6767 acres of Big creek as a Wilderneaa Area 
819 Slough--I support the addition of the full 1138 acres to Big Slough Wilderneaa Area 
Boggy Creek--the PS has pushed to lease for oil and gas all potential wilderness areas 
during the hunting e e a ~ ~ n  
Chambere Perry-the 95% hameeted area is deceiving 
~ a r m ~ n  Creek--Undergrowth re not bad for wilderness 
Little LaXe creek--1 support includrng the 691 acres 
Longleaf Ridge-the Sierra club does not support wLldernees de81gnatmns for t h u  area, Q National Conservation and Recreation Area makes more 
sense. 
Stark Tract--you are being sub3ective here 
Turkey N111--I support the 152 acre addition 
Winters Bayou--there are seneltive species 
(pg 108. DBIS) I am opposed to you leaving out the West and Bast Forks of the San Jacinto River, Caney Creek. Little Lake Creek, and Big Creek 

This la called site specific variances and la not a negatrve as you imply 

wzlderness study was biased for hunting since It was done 

most cuts have been thinning 

I do not support horseback ridmng m th1.a wilderness . 

there are still opportunrtlea for solitude and serenity and quiet this IB no place for horses 

R..pons.: Comment noted 

L.tt.e: 1604 The DBIS rncludea Bome p m s  and cons as to why each Roadleaa Area might be wildermesa, but not as to why each area should be a special area In 
the alternative as to each, designate It as one or the other categow of special area 

~.mponm.i Proposed special areas s developed roadlees areas were proposed separately, except those proposed special areas that were formally proposed in RARE 
I1 

Lam.=: 1723 you continually do not address how to make wilderness proposale acceptable or compatible with Congressional intent You simply disqualify without 
a good analyeis of how such proposals could be made to be acceptable for wilderness Your analysis therefore le incomplete and not acceptable 

R..~II..: All roadleas proposals are evaluated by a standard set of cnterla that has been established by W I  since RARB I 

L.tt.e: 1723 on page 3, it 18 not demands +ou should talk about but needs How much wilderness do we need Demands are wishes that should not necesssarily be 
met 

h.pr..r. You're rqht. That LB part of the crxterxa for evaluation. Bveryane makes demands 6; that certamly doesn't mean they are nsedcd. It 1s the obpctiva 
of the Planning effort to review demand h need and develop a range of alternatives that address these concerns 
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Comment. by Tam. and Response 

I..".: 30-4 61s Appendix D 

Latter: 1123 On page 4 a big deal about NF wildernes? areas duplicating other existing wildernems areas congreea has not sard that lust because simrlar 
ecosystems ere already protested under the National Wilderness Presematmn system that others should not also be protected 

Respons.: These are p e t  statements of facta If they Were  different from exietmg, then that might be cause for higher sonsideratpm 

Lett.=: 1723 You do not list all wilderness Dptione that were considered m the past listed caney Creek North, Caney Creek South, and Patroon Bayou as 
possible wilderness 81teQ Yet theee are not mentioned 1" your discussion of post possible wilderness areas 

Reeponse: caney Creek North & south had been eliminated f m m  the list early in evaluatron chambers P e w  h Patroon ~ayou are the same 

L.tt.e. 1723 (pg 4 )  
this is not a reason to bar or disqualify an area as being potential wilderness 

R.spons.. Not neccesaarrly by Itself. but It IS definitely a consideration to be evaluated with other factors 

contrary to the impression you leave, that Congress has not decided that not buying mrneral rqhts bars a wilderness from being designated 

L-ttac. 1123 (pg 4 )  your m a d  mileage 10 too reetnetlve Congreea has overridden the PS in the past and haa allowed mads to go through wilderness why 
are you being m o r e  reetrxctive? 

Reeponse: Following the Wilderness Attribute Rating System. all areas were given the same rating system 

L.tt.F 1123 lpg 5 )  you are contradlctozy wrth the ESA You say that you use It as a criteria but at the mame time say you have decided that the RCW should 
be drawn Out of wilderness eleewhere m this plan 
are no 6SA problems in wildernees 

R.spona.. Many aspects of 1200 meter zone mgmt 

RCW you have already said is not a problem because you will d r a w  It out of wilderness there 

would not be feasable ~n wilderness 

L.tt.Ll: 1123 On page 6 .  Table D - 1 ,  what do wilderness areas ~n adJornmg states have to do wrth whether there le wilderness potential m the Texas NPs? foolish 
notion that has no baeis i n  fact especially since Texas NFs have only about 6% set aside whrle the national average le 18% where la the equity? 

Raspon*- Emadbase planning does not necessarily have state boundaries 
where larger percentage of state 18 m M Y  owmershlp Thereby, presenting better opportunities to set aside areas that meet wilderness attributes 

Gavernment ownership m Tx IS considerably lower percentage w i s e  than 10 western states 

Latter 1723 On page 7,  Table D-2, you add the 6SA as a criterla when it La not a crzterla found I" the P S  Handbook and you have noted will be drawn out of 
the wildernesses ~n TX This 18  r~gglng the analysis to make It seem like areas are not appropriate for wilderness 

Raaponse. Management for BS IS an Important €actor to consider Some desrgnatmn, 1 e Wilderneee. RNA, Scenic Are.?, etc would be counter to necessary mgmt to 
maintain Endangered Species 

Letter. 1723 Big wwds--why doee not che PS manage for a natural looking atend (plantations), the Lone S c a r  Hiking Trail needs to be desrgnated but 1s not 
currently a Natlonal Recreation Trail 

Not BUR what stands are berng referred to Response Private land sometlmee inhibits natural looking mgmt 

L.tt.r 1723 Bounds Penineula--unde-wth 1s not bad for vnlderness but part of the ecosystem you do not need trazl m wilderness 

Rsmponse: That's true Thre la lust another statement of fact concerning one of the criteria 

L.tt.r. 1723 Pour Notch-. the RRD has 102.000 acres of land that provides opportunities for primitive recreation but elsewhere you say the only real primltrve 
recreation 1s m wilderness and that there i s  a relatively small amount of semi-pnmitlve recreation, you are contradicting yourself here 
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R.-pone.e: Almost all NP land maiy provide a vieitor ZI primitive experience depending upon their base of reference 

Lettar: 1723 Graham Creek--RCW can be dram Out of wildernese Upland Island is a wilderness with mads running through it wilderness study was biased 

Respon..: Our Recreatzon Opportunity Spectrum evaluation, maps, areas of different opportunitrea, are baaed on certain crrteria Primitive under ROS i s  mostly a 
wrlderneea, even though we all know some axe close to or can even have m a d s  going thmugh them mgmt ob3ectlYe. I e 

L.tt.e: 1723 IndLan Mounds--the map makes no sense since you pmpose to add acreage that will make It hard to be a wildernese 
that minimlze~ potential confounding wilderness management factors 

you do not propose an alternative 

R.spons.t The proposals are not Ps proposals These are proposals by the public that are being evaluated 

L.tt.r: 1723 Jordan creek--all mineral rzghts can be acquired, mrdetory trees do not need to be moved completely f m m  RCW 

R..pons.: The law provides for acquisition of mrneral nghta It IS however, highly unlikely that congrese would provide the f m d m g  

Latt-r: 1604 The BIS splits Its coverage of madless areas (App Dl and Special Areas The maps for  madless areas are Often imprecise and hard to read 
Inadequactee m the maps of madless areas include failure to Indicate clear boundaries of the stark Tract and the proposed 410-acre addition to 
Winters Bayou, and contrnuing to indicate in white (private) the areas that the Ps has acquired zn wrldernessee such as upland Island IBIS still calls 
~f "Graham Creek") and Indian Mounds 

R.epons.: Improvements to maps 6 identifieation of Special Areas on P l a n  maps have been made 
maps, USPS ownership, etc can be viewed on maps maintained at the s 0 

Maps are to pmvrde general mfomatron of location, more specific 

L.tt.r 1723 Alabama Creek--if clearcutting mimics natural disturbances then how can It be conerdered a negative In any assessment of wilderness potential define 
what "no significant areas where no timber has been removed' define "Improvsd roads 

Rarpon... Clearcutting le one of the standard crltena developed by DO1 for Rare I, thin concBrn relates to total timber resource 6. extend of removals Improved 
roads are those described Ln PEIS App B 

Ts.Y.: 30-5 BIS Appendix B 

htt.e 1723 

Lett.=: 1723 No cutting, as mentioned before, in the wild, ecsnlc, or recreation river corridor must be allowed only exception would be hazard trees in 

Letter: 1723 on page 27, Ayish Bayou, what does "adJacent to the bayou" mean' You do not acknowledge that there are sensitive plants along the bayou a8 pointed 

Latter: 1723 O n  page 29, Segment 3, Neches River, you do not pmmote the old growth vegetation that 1s here excellent wood duck habitat 

eeveral rIverm that should have been included or moved forward zn the process Were not The Bast and West Pods of the San Jacmto River and 
caney Creek in SHNP [andl 

imminent danger of falling zn an area often frequented by people 

aut m the wilderness Appendix 

8x9 Creek Little Lake Creek in the Little Lake Creek Wilderness Area 

Raspon... Comment noted 

L.tt.e: 1723 you utilize criteria that are not approprrate for pdging many of the rIver8 
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T.BY.: 30-5 BIS Appendrx B 

L.tt.e: 1723 The criteria w e d  on pg 22-25 are notimeasurable how do you determine whether somethrng has local slgnxfacance recreatmnally? HOW do you 
define wildlife populations under Wildlife Values? How do you detenne If "vegetatron, water, and color all contribute to create exempar/ v~eual 
features". Why no criteria for solitude 3nd quiet? 

R..pn..: Crlterla were established by DOT, and NPS and are used throughout the country for evaluation of oandldate streamB 

L.tt.e: 1723 some of your Enterla are 80 strict that no river would qIlallfy m Bast Texaa 

R.spon... The criteria for WSR'e was established by the DOT and Ne9 

L.tt.r: 1723 On page 28, McGee Bend, Angellna River, canoemng can be done what does "wrldlife locally cowon to the forest" mean here? .say It la not free 
flowing drains the araa below Sam Raybum Dam, if It drains then the water is moving and you cannot say It IS not freeflowrng 

%.spans.. Angellna River Segment amund McGee Bend le not free flowing, It IS backwater from the Outlet flow at Sam Rayburn Dam and the rest of the ~ l v e r  All 
of AngelLna river below Sam Rayburn 18 controlled by outlet of Dam. 

Latter. 1723 On page 31, Segment 4, Neches River, Ignore thhe 00 bottoms 
Latter: 1723 O n  page 34, segment 1, Neches River, you ignore the 00 bottoms 

R.spons.: Don't have a good definition for 00 It meana different things to drfferent people ~eologic criteria le requared 

L.tt.e 1723 on page 33, mchinno Bayou. geologic criteria are not appropriate 
L.tt.r: 1723 On page 35, Segment 2, Nechee R z v e r .  geolqlrc le not an appropriate criteria eo use 
Latter. 1723 on page 38, Tarkington Bayou, geological sr-lterm are not appropriate here 
Letter. 1723 On page 39, geological criteria for Winters Bayou 1s rnappropriate I have seen e Canebrake Rattlesnake here you do Dot mentzon 

R.sp0n.e. Geologlc crlterie IS a required rating 

L-tt-r: 1723 on page 37, Henry Lake Branch, what does moderately scenic mean? There are large magnolias along this river and many scenic beaver dams 

Raapousa: Relatively speaking. low moderate and hrgh, Henry Lake Branch would be moderate 

L.tt.e: 1723 apparently not all segments were visited and given the m c c e  detailed acmnrty that the 11 segments that SPASU did This biases the review 

Responea: Some of the 26 rivers were eliminated from further study because of low flow rates, obetmotions such as culverts, reservmr influence or other 
effects that would Influence their elrgzbrlity 

Lettee: 1723 the PS talks about how the Canoe T r a i l  at Big slough Wilderness Area is difficult to canoe becauae of debrre that has fallen into the Water But 
there 1s no discussion that the PS can take hand toole into the Wildemess and keep the canoe trail open or have volunteere do this 
discussion of whether If the canoe trail i s  too difficult to keep open whether there should be a canoe trail at all 
maintenance an the lone Star Hiking Trail zn Little Lake Creek Wilderness Area then why cannot the eame be done for the canoe trail 

There la aleo no 
if the PS can allow txal 

Rempone.' Hiking Trarla m wilderness have been maintained by volunteera 
prohibitrvely expensive to provide salaried PS personnel to do this work 

There have been no volunteers for maintaming the canoe trail ~n wilderness It I B  

There are higher PrmrItIee With the limited funds & personnel 

Tnttar: 1723 I am concerned about greentree reservo~rs because they flood habitat that 18 wetlands and 18 a productive as It can be and cannot be improved 

R..pons.: Actually, the areas flooded may not technically be wetlands They will provide waterfowl habrtat for e 3 month period 
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L.tt.r: 1123 On page 25, httoyac River, define what 1s moderately scenic How did you determine this? What does susceptible to intensive trmber management 
practices mean? What does relatively navigable mean' 

Reapnse: Low, moderate, h high are relative tems that are w e d  along with professronal 2udgement 

L.tt.e' 1723 I am oppsed "manage the timber resource within this corridor to enhance values such as recreation and wildlife " This leaves things wide open for 
Cutting zn what must be a protected riparian area do not believe you can improve the habitat for wildlife and certainly not for recreation by 
C"ttl"9 

R..pon#.: Can not find statement referred to Plan 8, 10, 11, 12, 20, 41, and 42 indicate or specify 2uet the opposite 

T..u.: 30-6 EIS Appendix P 

L.tt.rl 1723 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 12) these are proposed regulatrons and have not been adopted 

ipg 10 Exhibit hl if you have to estimate the numbera and distribution of reproductive individuals and determine If they are well distnpted then you 
need to do more than momtor EOR 

This gives you eome ability to be innevative and do a really complete >ob 

R..pons.. Cammsnt noted 

L.tt.r: 1723 

Raspons.: Thra IS a TPWD decision 

ipg 111 you need to say that you are working to reintroduce the Louisiana Black Bear and Red Wolf 

We will work with TPWD zn any efforts to reintroduce extirpated species 

Lett-r: 1723 I have a real problem wxth the indicator sectLon On 11-18-94 at the Wilderness Conference m Santa Pe, NM Dave Graber said the key questions 
were, What do we measure? 
answered in thie section the only (thing) that le lrsted is Bxhibit E, a two page liet of Indicator species There IS zero drecuemion about 
what the Indicators are supposod to Indicate 

and what la the relationship between the indicator and what It LB eupposed to indicate? These questions have not been 

R..pons.. Many concem~ have been addressed in the revised MI Tables The MI procees identifies the stepa & rational for MI development All MI'B are keyed to a 
specific habitat group or seral stage as sxplained m the Appendix 

L.tt.r. 1723 (pg 31 you list that population trends of management mdicators but then you do not even eay that you will be able to detennine the population 
monitored vra element of occurrence This lust tells you whether you found 

It does not tell you what the population of the species i s  or what the trends of that population IS or what the 
levels of species or even tq. 
a certain species in a certain area 
relationships to habitat changes are 
Exhibit B - there 18 no real discussion of specifically what crztena w e r e  ueed to pick MI other endangered 

In exhibit B you list a lot of species 

you have a maltoring situation that violates the BS o m  federsll regulations of what you must do 
L.tt.e: 1723 

R..ponm.. The procese record for MI are extensive The Appendix explains the steps 61 direction for MI, but records of the many meetings & coordination With 
Federal, State, University & other profeeaionals are on file & may be viewed at the S 0 

L.tt.e: 1123 ipg 3) you also call for flex%bbrlrty in monitormg but what you really need IS a apacific protocol for monitoring 
catch downward or upward trends m populatrona 
are guaranteeing that you will not be able to tell how p-pulatione are really doing with the proposed system 

This protocol must be able to 
Habitat conditions 18 t W  nebulous SL term to use to be able to tell how a species 18 doing You 
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Ism".. 30-6 EIS Eppendlx F 

Rwponee. Monitoring elements are explained in the Plan, chapter V The degree of monrtoring la based on use, T&B species receive more Intensive activity while 
more common species reoerved extensive mantoring action 

Lettal': 1723 (pg 4) you did not invite the public to give input as to what species they would like to see monitored 
species were chosen Therefore your reasoning for your choices are not clear 

You give no explanation as to why certain 

Ra~pons.: Public comments & proposals related to MI have been solicited, received, h utilized in the planning revision process since 1990 

Lettar: 1723 (pg 8)  It appears as If you are rgnorlng state llsted speclee and also Texas oqanlzation for Enhgered Speclea listed speclee 

Rcmpons.. All state listed species were evaluated during the MI pl~)cess 

Lettar: 1723 (2621 1 # 5 )  I do not see where this has been done and documented You need to include boundarree Will these be largger than compartments or the 
same and If the same why so? 

Response: See steps 1-4 of the MI selection procesa, App F 

L.tt.r. 1723 (2621 3 #1) Has this been done? You need to explain how you did this and why you chose the boundaries you did 

R.Bp0n.e. See EIS App B 

Latter: 1723 (2621 3 #3)  I do not see this addressed for indicator species 

Reeponse: This information IS In the computer analysia of the Alternatives h was utilized to describe effects ~n BIS, Chapter I11 

&attar 1723 (2621 4) where are the habitat components required by the MI and the mitlgatlon measures needed to protect the MI from plan activities? 

Eespons. See revised MI table 

L-tter 1723 (2523 #1) I call this the carrying capac~ty Where are these figurea I see some population figures under Exhibit E but no d18cUsBmn on how they 
were derived and whether they are sufficient to astablish well drstrrbuted populations 

~asponse Habitat capability 61 carrying capacity are 2 different concepts Plan App F describes the process, details are found within the MI process record 

Lettax: 1723 (pg 38-39] the Bay Shrub wetlands IS not >"at found as an Inclusion in LLP areas I have found them 10 the San Jacinto RD zn compartment 90 
There are zero LLP In these areas The reality IS again that BoR cannot tell you viability, population estimates or even distribution figures 

Rsaponee: The MI identification of baygalls wile not developed to exclude thia from areas other than Longleaf-Little Blustem landscapes, but rather a way to 
indicate their importance as a microsite within that landscape 

T s ~ u e :  30-7 EIS Appendlx 0 

Letter 1723 I am concerned that area# that qualify for RNA were turned down 

~esponsr. All areas recommended for RNA status by the review committee have been aeaigned to MA-8% Reeearch Natural Area8, ~n this revision 

L-ttee. 1723 (pg 13 & 15) remove ATV uee from Boykin Springs and Trout Creek These are incompatible w e e  that destroy leeources 
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Response. The statements you refer to are statements of fact ATV use does occur in these areas 

- I..".. 30-8 BIS Appendix H 

L.tt.r 1723 (pg 2 )  Quarteman and Keever also found that the climax for the Southem Region, which Includes most of the Texas NP's was Smuthem Mixed Hardwood 
Forests Mlxed hardwoods are the 
dominant species ... yo u are proposing 
to 

The names that you are gLving here to varioue plant communities denote mostly subclimax or disclimax eomunltles 
In the Van Lear and Jones paper theae are called hardwood a t e  typea versus managementleuccessional types 

manage for earlier succeesional types at the expense of later successional types which are more hardwood domznated 

Rempons.: Comment noted 

L.tt.r. 1723 lpg 3 )  I could not find she cztation of Walker and BElker I" the bibliography at the back of App 
historzcal vegetation using old land euneys and other methods be done as soon a8 possible and ~n the interim decisions are not made which make 
commitments that contradict and keep the results of the vegetatxve reemstmction from being implemented when flnalvzed 

H It i s  also important that the reconstruction of 

RaSpnS. 

L.tt.r: 1723 

Appendrx H has been ed%ted e Issues corrected 

lpg 9)  there IS no discussion Of other dLstuxbance8 other than SPB and what amount of acres they affected and still do affect Texas NP's An average 
amount of NP land affected by each type of disturbance needs to be grven for each average year This then puts natural disturbance factor8 and their 
overall importance into context 

R.spons. See BIS, chapter 111 for added dLscuesion of disturbance factors 

L.tt.r': 1723 lpg 35) you under estimate the 00 age of Loblolly Pines and hardwoods ~n the Loblolly-oak Series 
get up to 250-300 years In age I have never heard of an Upland Dry-Mesic Forest You cannot combine two different moisture types which le what you 
have done by combrning dry wxth mesic, which denotes intermediate moieture content 

As mentioned before i n  these comments Loblollies can 

R.spo~B.. Thls description 1s based on a national effort coordinated by TNC, 
habitat stadpomt D r y  h Xerio & me81c have been separated within habitat groupm for the mgmt mdicators 

the combmation of theae Cypes ldentlfies the similarity of the 2 typa from a 

- 30-9 BIS Appendix I 

1.mm: 30-10 BIS Appendzx J 

I#sY.. 40-1 Plan Appendix A 

L.tt.e. 1723 (pg 2 6 )  I am concerned about too litcle sampling being done to verify the tentative models 
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- Issue: 40-1 Plan Appendlx A 

Letter: 1723 It seems like what you are advocating wzth the ECS and the App 
scientifically this 1s okay 

H & I IS e method for allawmg and Juetifyzng type conversion so you can say that 
I do not favor type conversion that leads away from the vegetation type that would normally dominate the site 

Re@pone.: Comment noted 

Lettmr: 1723 (pg 1) the discussion of EM is so general that the present forest plan could be argued to adhere to thio the Regronal Ecosyetem Classifreation 
there has been no formal Team apparently has not finished the Ecological Classification Mapprng and Inventoly syetem 

public input period 
(pg 3) what additional mformatlon IS needed on Texaa NFs7 How 18 It expected to hslp modify the Bcs a8 presently envisioned* When will the public get 
a chance to have Input and review for this system, the system set out In this appendix has no inolusions polzcy I am opposed to leaving to 
diatrlots m the landtype and landtype phase unit the responsibility for determining what 2s an rnclusim 
wlth land Unite mu& be checked by the Ps for accuxacy With help for TPWD, USFWS, and the interested public 

Or has It? This not clear? 
What will be done i n  the interim to ensure that commitments that violate the new system are not made7 

L.tt.e: 1723 

The map of each ecological land landscape 

~.sponsm: BCS IS a continually developing & improvement effort as more information 1s gamed, clearer identifrcstmn of ECS components will be described 
Numerous state, federal, and univerezty personnel. as well as organizations and individuals have provided mformatlon Your znput le also welcome 

southwestern Gulf Flatwoods Subsection, why are L.tt.r 

L.tt.= 1723 (pg 13-20] 

Iattet. 1723 (pg 21-22) you keep saying southwestern Loblolly-Hardwood Subsection but this 1s not listed on page 11 Why7 
Lett-r: 1723 

Letter. 1723 Table 3, the fire frequency 1s not given with yeare of fire 

1723 (pg 71 you ignore the sari Jilcinto River's influence ~n the san Jacmto RD and Raven Ro of the SHNR 
there no numbers for precipitation 

Magnolia Series lives ~n sandy Uplands This should be determinable When will you do this' 

, 
not explain the words and phrases used 

why do you plan to manage these areas with fire frequencies 2-5 or 3-5 years on the uplands which is a frequent occurrence and not very infrequent 
lrke the table says 

If you have several LTA's that cross NP's hbw will you ensure that they are managed consistentlyo why do you not know if the Sweetbay 

Table 2. how can a landtype, which IB supposed to be larger than a landtype phase be emaller aa show under the Map scale/srze l m e ?  Also you do 
Please place a legend here 80 I can frgure this table out 

it seems to me that the Big Thicket and san Jacinto should be very low and rf BO 

Reepolles. The table has beem corrected. 

Lettee 1723 (pg 22) 
this compartment due to poor drainage and hardwood Competition You need to make this adJuetment so yau do not try to grow something where It does not 
belong 

san Jscinto Flatwoods The hardwoods here are very aggressive due to the moisture and soil conditions LLP x do not believe can make i t  ~n 

Responsa. These decisions will be made on a site spesrfic baais 

Letter 1723 (pg 24) under ~ i i g  Thicket LTA you ignore hardwoods exist along creeks and alopea xn v e r y  recognizable Communities You need to list these as plant 
communities tool 

~ e ~ p o n e e .  These are small components that will be described at the Landtype phasa 

40-2 Plan Appendix B 
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Lmttar: 1723 (pg 2) you need a map to show where roads are, which will be reconstructed, what 1s  their class now, which Ranger District they are In, what IS the 
mileage and surface, what are the road speeds. et= In other words you need to show the cumulative Impacts now 

R.spone.: Accees needs for any gzven area are baaed on a site-specifrc analyeis taking into account a variety of resource needs, constraints, and environmental 
factors as outlined m the SGG for the appropriate MAS TSL, reconatructron needs, mitigating measures, and l-catione for all transportation 
facilities are determined at that time Most reconstruction work will involve mmox reconstruction as defined m BIS Chapter 111. Part II(a1, 
Utilizing exzstlng routes with Forest-wide S f f i  applied to minimize effects on the resouraee 

- Iasu.: 40-3 Plan Appendix C 

I.tt.=: 1723 (Pg 2, 1 ) compartments amst not be the N t t m g  planning unit These are not ~cologlcally based Watereheds should be the planning unit 

ReepOnS. Ecological land type wa8 the break for hvLs 1 and 2 
(eetrmatlon are within +5%) 

The compartment boundaries were used as an approximate boundary for purposes of modeling 
Site specific boundary will be determined on site during prolect implementation 

L.tt.ri 1723 (stage 3, 2 ) you do not protect all areas that are sensitive 

R.sp0n.a. All areas that are not suitable for timber management have been excluded from MAs 1 and 2 S&G will be used to Insure protections of resomces such 
as MA-1-16, MA-1-62. MA-1-78. MA-2-16, MA-2-62 and MA-2-78 

Latter. 1723 (stage 3, 3 ) I am not m favor of thinning hardwoods Since you will destroy many by salvage 

R.epons.: Hardwood thinning m MA-2 1s for purpose of RCW management. see MA-2-156, MA-2-157, MA-2-158, and MA-2-159 Also, m treatment for SPB, hardwoods may 
be Cut, see PW-074 

Latter: 1723 (4 , Table 1) where are the physically unsuitable acres You do not have a map to identify them on the NP they exist on The same holds for 5 , 
irreversible damage likely and not reetockable Within 5 yrs Where are these? 

Raspone.: Lands physically unsuitable for timber produstran are on the Sam Houston NP. wzthin compartments 46 G 48, along Bast Sandy River Existing stands are 
hardwood Note, should be 203-13, not 213-3 

Latt-r: 1723 (Table 51 bottomland area should not be grazed and should be put under 3 Land Withdrawn from Forage Production 

Ranpons. Hietoneally, grazing has been important to the area, but demand for grazing 18 decreasing See Plan, Chapter 11, MIX of Goods and Service Issue 
Range Therefore, With the demand decreasing, the amount of bottomland acrea used for grazmg will become minimal on the forest Most of the 
bottomland acre8 for the preferred alternative are within MA-4 
controlled or excluded %f evrdence of degradation occure Also. Within MA-4, there will be no supplemental livestock feeding nor salt/mlneral blocks 

emphasize MA-4-38353 acres-areil closely monLtored and restricted If evidence of degradation occurs MAT-5525 acres-grazing discouraged MA-8-3497 
acres-not suitable. MA-9-696 acres-not suitable MA-10-206 acres-not suitable 

Monltor=ng of the livestock grazing will take place and the cattle will be reetrxcted, 

Bottomland acre= by management area MA-1-6028 acres-grarmg permitted, but with de-emphasize MA-2-7520 acres-grazing permrtted, but with de- 

L.tt.r. 1723 (Table 6 )  you plan to Cut up SHNP the most It appears as If you wlll cut too much bottom and p-tential 00 with this proposal 

R.spons.: only 13,548 acres of bottomland are within MA 1 and 2, therefore on a 120 year planned rotation, this will be a little more than 100 acres a year NP 
wide 
being approximately the same for the D a w  Crockett, sabine and Sam Houston NPs, how did you Calculate that the Sam Houston NP will be Cut up the most7 

Of this total, only 3989 acres are on the sam Houston, therefore lese than 35 acres are estimated to be cut each annually Also. With acres 
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- Ism.: 40-4 Plan Appendix D 

Lettar. 1723 you need to list and protest the Texas Organization for Bndangered Species listed species On page 3 the PS needs to work on documenting the 
Southeastern Myotls 
NF 

the Canebrake Rattlesnake ought to be more than a Watch species 
You also need to include Southern Cranefly, Green R e m ,  and Southern Twayblade Orchids becauae they are adversely impactd by trmbermg activltlea 

On page 4 Noddmg Nixie has been found on the Sam Houston 

R.spons.: State & Pederal zgencres, vnrverslty and USP resource personnel, as well a8 publ1.c comments were used ID developing this list It will be updated on 
a t  least an annual basla Your mput IS epprwrated 

I..".: 40-5 Plan Appendix B 

L.tt.e: 1723 (w 3) I am totally agarnet adding 200 more miles of ORV trail to SHNF 
law enforcement and personnel to adequately police the area for vmlatmns 

The present tralls are not up to trail standard and the PS does not have the 

R..pons.: Comment noted 

1723 (pg 4) I am against tha upgrading of all forest roads 

1723 lpg 1) 

You need to close roads and not add more and rmprove them In addleion you need to do an BIS 
on the propoeal to designate and upgrade the roads on pages 4-5 as Poreet Hlghwaye. 

maintained to standards? What about the loss of solitude and quiet? Where 1s carrying capacity, 

What wlll be the Impacte M wildlife and the enw-ment? 
prolested demand should not play a role It must be need and environmental damage and what has occurred In the past Can the area be 

R.epons. All USPS pm3eete are evaluated on a eite specific basis to include impact assessment on the human environment 

Lettar 1723 lpg 2 )  
of the RCW colony there I also oppose Tarkington Bayou because the isolation and solitude and quiet of this plaoe will be destroyed by a developed 
campground here 

I oppose Kelly Campground COnBtTUCtlon because you cannot control ORV use and It has been severely abused already I opposed Cagle because 

why IS the Mne Star Hiking Trail grven only a medium rating and priorrty? 

Re.pons* These rankrngs were based on a number of factors that CM be reviewed m the LMP process record 

40-6  P l a n  Appendix P 

L.tt.r. 1723 PW-185 refer(8) to Appendix P but then you do not explain what the soil compaction limits mean and how they were derived the limits are not moil 
or NP specific 

~.npone. The standard has been clarified 
material m the SO 

The tables lxsted are based on significant research h process record mformatmn, you are welcome to review this 

40-7 Plan Appendix 0 

L.tt.r: 1723 2f. I do not accept the medium rating because ORV trails are still emding and et111 not up to trail standards 
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- 1esu.. 40-7 Plan Appendix G 

Lett**. 1723 It Beems to me that you admit that BM cannot be adequately monitored via 49, lb, IC, and 3a With the ratings that are given F o r  EM to work the 

Lett.=: 1723 Zd, unacceptable conflrcts, your monitoring re pathetic Most people do not Wzte They leave an area and do not come back when there 1s a 

L-tt-t 1723 4c I doubt you will have the high precision and reliability that IS stated to tell about speclee diversity since there are not enough biologists to 

L.tt.r: 1723 49 It re womisome that you have such low precision and relrability to tell If fire i s  improving the ecosyetem 
Lett.=: 1723 

whole plan depends on the colume to all be filled out and be accurate 

Conflict Your whole proposal here does not make senme 

do thie monitoring 

5d a statewide mcnitonng network will not tell you If arr meets NAAQS ~n the NF's You need monxtonng In the forest It 1s also of concern 
that you have a low presIsIon and reliability of telling If ozone is hurting vegetation This IS not acceptable 

R.SDonS. Comment noted 

L.tt.r. 1723 many times there are no real measurements or the measuxements are too general (Appendix G lb, IC, 3a. 31, 49. and 5d) 
Latter: 1723 4a what IS the difference between moderate and medium, 
L-ttar: 1723 
L.tt.z: 1723 5a who Wlll sample for water quality? 

4b the precision and rellabrlity is low to detemme If hunting hurts nongame speclee HOW can you do better, 

R.spona.: The M&E table has been changed to reflect this 

L.tt.t. 1723 3c. what kind of sample surveys will you perform, 

Rampone.: Acres of Ecosystem restored through landscape level (GAP) type analys~s & specres svweye on the site 

L-ttar: 1723 la) there are no criteria Whys 

R-spons. This table has been corrected to reflect your concem 

1.S". 40-8 Plan Appendix H 

Issua: 99 Other 

Lath=: 1437 =e president of the SJCFL?., I would like to inform you that myself, along with the other officers and directors have reviewed M r  Vann'a [letter 
+I17671 lettei and we do agree with and support hie concerns and recommendations set forth ~n the letter Please give these matters additional 
consideration in your revision of the management plan 

R.mpone.: comment noted 
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__ 1S.U.. 99 Other 

Lett.=: 75 We must protect our natural resources for our children and t h e n  children 
L.tt.r: 79 We need to save what IS left for the future with cautmus management 

R.rpon..: Tree-, like all living things, do not lrve forever When a stand ia regenerated new eeedlings can become establzshed and the baby trees hegm the 
1990 cycle Over agarn 

will be 60 years old Im 2050,  and etc 
the FBI9 are at sustainable levels that do not imparr the long t e m  productzvlty of the land In accordance wlth Sectron 6 ( 3 ) ( ~ )  of the RPA of 1974 as 
amended. 

Trees planted In 1920 are now 60 years old, stands regenerated in 1950 wrll be 60 years old zn 2010,  stands regenerated 
Regeneration ensures today's forest8 will be here tomorrow All timber harvest levels ~n the alternatives of 

L.tt.t: 69 I would lrke to see M annual statement of the percentage of NP land in Texas that has been converted to even-age prne plantation 

Il..pon..' Approximately 22.000 acres of already existing even-aged pxne stands have been regenerated since 1987 However, there have been no conversmna to 
even-=gad prne stands during that perrod nor are there any planned Ln thia rev18~on 

1m.U.. 99-1  

L.tt.e: 
L.tt.Z. 

L.tt.Zi 
L.tt.I. 

- 

L.tt.r: 
I..tt.r. 

I8.tt.X-i 

L.tt.rl 
r6.tt.r: 
L.tt.r: 
L.tt.r: 
Latter: 
L.tt.r: 
I..tt.r': 
l4e.tt.r: 
L.tter. 
L.tt.r. 

4 
118 

1 5 1  
2 2 1  

2 3 1  
259 

319  

389 
565 

1165 
1636 
1660 
1663 
1670 
1670 
1670 
1 7 8 1  

Not %n the scope of the Plan 

Our state forests are what make our lands so naturally fulfilled 
Salvage cutting zn Wilderness Areas effected by the southern pine beetle will not achieve Charles wilaon's "expressed" goal of protectmg nearby 
private tlmber 
mtll we get a handle on over population, every effort must be made to protect our natural re~ou~ces 
Recent frenzied deforestation of second growth mixed forest in one of the small NPS compartments near my home has had a devaeeatnlg impact on 
creatur*s that once lived there now all destroyed by an insane system of subeidlaed and ~nstltutionalized deforestation, partly supported by 
banks, Congreaa, law enforcement, and univerelt~es 
The Ps couldn't manage a 1/2 acre watermelon patch 
The PS as a whole has done a dismal 3-b of managing our country's forests - redwoods harvested for a bunch of stupid picnio tables h w w d  for Japan' 

Like you and other timber product users I consume my share 
garbage everyday so that fewer trees can be cut 
I hope you drive south from Kountze to Beaumont and >"at see how many trees have been cut - It's a SHAllBl Where are OUT birds going to nest? 
Help us protect our environment Things that are done to damage It can seldom be undone 
I encourage any effort whish axme to reduce our rehance on forest produats 
If GIfford Pinshot were alrve today he would probably be laughvng and crying at the same time over the effort you are havlng to put i n k  planning 
Can we please 3ust us* common sense here? Protect this Barth - It's the only one we've got' 
I live next to NP lend and would like to see as much as possible that the land be left wild 
Internal paperwork and mailings should be on double-sided copies 
The dishonesty of the USPS 18 appallmg 
sell the National Forests--but not the wllderneas--to private companies and we can all find something else to do 
we, my family, o m  timber land in Lou181ana. where we take great care of the environment 
the nation - especially as an example to the private eector 

wild 

future generations will be denied the benefits of so much because of the current slant toward the busmess interests 
I am wrllmg, however, to buy w e d  furniture, recycled paper products and to maparate my 

surely, such care should also be taken by land belonging to 

R-sponsr: comment noted 

L.tt.r: 2 8 0  please do not destroy my children's heritage Leave nature alone 
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PLAN AND BIS COMLBNTS 
Commente by 1.s~. and Response 

Iaeu.: 99-1 Not in the Scope of the Plan 

Lettar 1138 Pleaae make an effort to save the forest for my daughter and her generation 
Lettar. 1143 It IS Important to Conserve OIU- natural resources. 

R-Bpon... See BIS appendix B for constraints used with all alternatives These constraints Insure that timber harvest levels are at sustainable levels that do 
not impair the long term productivity of the land Thia ze m accordance with Section 4 of the MUSYA of 1960 

Letter. 624 Tourism m NP lands la increaeing 
corporations) 

I'm sure the Comun~tLes In the area will benefrt p s t  as much by protecting our resource (not logging 

R.spon..: The PS strives to maintain NFGT benefiting all mankmd Touriete come to the NPGT for many reasons - camping, swmmlng, boatmg, hrkmg, fishmg, 
The BIS and Plan look at these areas and, while not addressing tourists directly, attempts to provide NFGT everyone can hunting or lust to relax 

eniw 

L.tt.e: 

Latter. 

862 

1329 

It IS time we stopped giving away our natural resourcee without protection for wildlife and plant communities 
destroy our environment to get the commodities we want 
I don't understand the forest services catering primarily to the g r e e d y  Interests of lumber people and not preserving our heritage with thoughtful and 
careful management 

It IS not our right as human beings to 

x..pans.: Timber sales are a "tool" used to protect, perpetuate, and improve our NF resources Trees are harvested for many reaeone to create, maintain or 
improve the health of timber stands, to create, maintain. or improve desrrable wildlife habitat, to prevent or control the infestation of Insects, 
dimease, windstorms, and fire, and for other reasons For example, timber sales are ueed to improve the habitat of the RCW Using timber sales, tens 
of thousands of acres of the habrtat have been thinned to be more desrrable and some of the monies from the timber sake receipts were used to further 
improve the hditat by controlling undeaireable mid-story vegetation, by installing artificial cavities m trees, etc 
CQst" timber sals program our comprehensive accounting records show the N e w  have not had a "below coat" timber sale program since we started 
keeping such records 
ssllea and all the other Costs assnciated wxth timber ealee 
rmllion 

The NPGT do not have a "below 

In PY 1994, the NPGT recerved more than $15 million in revenue from tlmber sales, and 3ust spent about $ 5  million on timber 
The net revenue to the u s Government from the timber sale program was about $10 

The timber sale program on the NPGT generated about $2 86 for every $1 00 of tax dollars spent during the PY 

Latter: 1310 Roads are ubiquitous on private lands, ~n Cities, zn mral areas, everywhere Public lands are the one place where It IS possible to not have BO many 
roads It makes no sense to honeycomb public lands with roads also 

R.sponm. With State, County. and Ps routes, a transportation system 18 m place that meets access needs into most areas of the Forest This system will, 
however, require some remnstmction to meet expected use needs with the maionty of the recanstmetion involving minor work as defined in BIS Chapter 
TIT. Part IIbI Utilizing existrng routes The PS road system must meet not only the access needs for resource production, but must also provide 
accese for a wide variety of other uses and needs including recreation, mineral exploration, special uses as well a8 taking into consideration the 
mobility needs of people with disabilities 

L.tt.e. 1167 I urge that the NPLGs i n  Tx be desrgnated as a National Natural Preserve and Wildernees, and with NO development activities, NO logglng and roads. 

Lett.=. 1181 phrloeophy of the WSPS IS long overdue m changing from that of a bueinees in which the great American diety, MONEY, is worshipped to a philoeophy 

Lathe: 
L.tt.r: 
L.tt.e: 1310 Reduce the bureaucracy and the budgets for all t h e e  areas (grazing, wildlife, campgrounds, timber) Increase the budget for law enforcement and land 

L.tt.e 1310 

with the Preserve to include 2,094,750 acres and the Wilderness to include 837,900 acres 

of gratitude, honor 61 respect, love for what nature put here 
The PS should request to the Congrese that the method of payments to looal Counties and schools be changed 
PS payments to cmnties and schools should be based on acreage, not on income 

acquisition Save the taxpayers a few million dollars a year 

cooperating 

1310 
1310 

tried to help get appropnationa under the Land and Water Conservation Fund for certain land acquisitions Congress lust doesn't seen to be 
It should be possible to shuttle eome money from other budgets to get the parcels Identified as of highest priority 
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99-1 Not in the Scope of the Plan 

Lett.e. 1 6 1 1  I propoae 1 )  the USPS support repeal of the KV Act In lieu of the act's all sales of tmber from NP be ceased 2 )  That each USPS unit be totally 
funded by line item wrth no funds coming from local sales, or operation or  management of the NP 3 )  That all sales, concessione, use fees, etc , on 
NP lande go directly into the general federal treasury 

the research drvrsron of the USPS 
fuel expenses should be purchased outside of the county to avoid any dependence by the community an cuttrng activity on the NP 
be reviewed for possible conflicts of Interest with relationships with local timber companies and przvate bueineeses who currently do buaineaa with 
the Service 

L.tt.r. 1 6 1 1  I propose that 1 ) n o  tree re cut for the purpose of profit for anyone on NP lands Trees Cut for beetle control, thmnmg, fire control, or other 
scientific purposes be used aolely for the use of the PS for building, construction, erosion control, or other non-fund enhancement use 2 )  That a 
specral oommrttee that rncludes repreaentatlvee from the research branch of the PS be empaneled prior to the cutting of any tree on the NP, to approve 
the final cutting and tree d18pos1tIm plan Coneideration should be given to inclusion of non-forest ~e- i ce  and "on-timber industry persons from 
the sommlty that can help the PS mve from the "crop" approach to the "muaeum" approach Perhaps a museum curator might be e good choice 3 )  That 
bio-diversity be the order of the day 

Each NP would stand alone with respect to funding 
Lattae: 1611  I propose that 1 )  all cutting, hauling, tnmmlng, salvage, etc done for ecientlflc reaaona be done eolely by NF employees and With the oversight of 

men That there be no Contracts with local providers that would profit directly from timber management decisions 
2 )  That all BS staff 

R..pn..: Comment noted, though this IS really a COngTeBQiOnill-mterest item 

Latt-r. 194 I think that fund sharing to the county, schools etc should be on an aoreage or some other method, possibly including re80urces from user fees eta 
as long as fund sharing 18 from commodity production only, forest resources will (be) over utilized 

R.epons.: 

Payments to countlee are based on the revenue from each Poreat 
specific county land 

Revenue payments to each county are based on the percent of the Porest occupy~ng a 
Any other means needs congressional action 

L.tt.r: 2 2 1  when the NPS acquired east Texas land there W e r e  a few acres of original Big Thicket wilderness left that they could have saved for future generations 
but chose not to 

Raspon..; The Big Thicket IS park of the NPS The NPGT 1s not involved with managanent of Park Service lands 

187 

240 
266 
318 
563 
594 
653 
844 
845 
852 
853 
884 

L501 

AS I sit here reading the infomation provrded to me by the Sierra Club, I wonder about the future I ' m  sure you not interested in the musmgs/ 
thoughts of a 35 year old Mom But, I'd lrke you to consider that all the actions you take. specifically In this land management and generally. in 
whac the u s 
thmk of how our choices will relate zn the long terms W e  need to think about the future, what will be left for our children 
can't anyone see what our prize forests will look like say hundred years from now 
please allow the "National Wood Pam" to become a "National Poreat" ~ n c e  again 

citizens of Texas CARE about our natural resources 
please help us use our re~ourcee wieely This 1s so important for  our children's sake 
we have 80 little untouched wilderness left please do your best to protect all of our natural resources 

government citizens do greatly effect what will occur m the future and globally TOO often we react in the short term rather than 

A f e w  lobe and money can never replace these National Poreat 

They belong to "8  and not only those who stand to proflt from them 

too much emphasis on today's conBumption and too lrttle on saving for tomorrow's citizens 
please consider our future generations 

The public derives its value of the land when 1t 18 left alone 
It,* extremely important m 
If the earth continues to be destroyed we will look like Mars 

MY husband, three sons, and I are all avid bird-watchers, hikers, hunters, and native Texans We look forward to many years Of enioyment in Texas' 
forests 

day h age that we provide good stewardshrp 

irreversible damage has been done we have to begin to reepect the finite resources God has blessed us with, TODAY 

Please help protest them for us and for those to come 
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- I 'BBu~.  99-1 Not in the Scope of the Plan 

Raspon..: Trees, like all lrving things. do not live forever When a atand IS regenerated new seedlings can become established and the baby trees begin the 
Trees planted in 1920 are now 60 years old, stands regenerated in 1950 will be 60 years old in 2010, stands regenerated m 1990 cycle over again 

w ~ l l  be 6 0  years old zn 2050. and etc 
the PEIS are at sustainable levels that do not impair the long term productivity of the land In accordance with Section 6 I 3 ) ( E )  of the RPA of 1974 as 
amended 

Regeneration eneuree taday'a forests w ~ l l  be here tomorrow All timber harvest levele m the alternatives of 

70 
74 
90 
95 
iai 

l a &  
198 
225 
249 
328 

333 

360 
5 6 9  

572 

841 
a46 

a50 

982 
Loa0 
1089 

847 

956 

our national forests. deserve preservation 

I do not believe that timber cutting should be allowed ~n National Forests 
I think there should be no cutting m ehe National Forests 
I would prefer even more stringent protection of the ecosystems effected, 
always come away understanding the precmue nature of these areas 
Cherish or perish 
We need to etart savrng the land and trees to have new National Park, State Park w Natural b e a s  
If we can't have beauty and peace and quiet In a park, then we should 91." them all to the greedy Big Money Guys 
As a long time resident of East Texas I grew to appreciate these forests and feel strongly that no trees ehould be cut m our NFe 
I am totally depressed and angered by the deetmctlm of OUT natmnill forest Please do something to stop the desecration of our national 

Commodity production la an out-dated practice Public lands should be managed for recreational and aesthetic benefits 

where ever I go I try to viait the natural parks & preserves and I 

Please help us In thL8 process of individual and collective responsibility 

re*OUrCeS 
so muoh of Texas, mast beautiful lands are et211 zn private hands so the precious few public lands we have must be protected When I see the 

unneceseary wholesale Cutting m the forests, It makes me feel that we are regressing 
It's time to start managing our NP as true forest and not special mterest tree farms 
The USPS should protect at aL1 costs. our natural envlronment which, If not preserved NOW will continue to deteriorate untll there 18 nothing left 
to protect 
We need to protect the wildhfe keep the streams clean and make It where all ages of people can en3-y campmg, back packing or lust settmg and 
en30ymng the beauty 

I" our understanding of ecosystems 

need our help in preserving the land and Its wildlife 
help UQ preserve what we've got now 

Pleeae be a responsible supervisor and g m d  steward of the land 
I personally believe that NPa ahould not be used for timber harvest at all - chere'e plenty timber company private land for that 
We must do everything possible to preserve the beauty of our state 
I oppose any timber cutting I n  our National Forests 
Multiple uses such a# harvesting and recreslLion have a place, but only secondarily to preservation 
In mv onmion NO cuttincr should be allowed for commercial UBB In our NPsl . .  - 

1113 I've always felt that the FS was implemented to "protect" this reeouree, not to capitalize on it 
1265 
1357 
1506 

now is the time for emphasis to shift from revenue productron to protection 
I know what a valuable resource the foreat are ~n Texas 
Why 18 it I have to Write 80 many of these letters, OVTPAGBD that the people that we entrust to make the nght decisions, seem to ignore what la self 
evidently the RIGHT declsron 6 pureue a path that prospers a few corporations 
children, I don't want to take my kids to ~ e e  51 TRBB FARM, where once there was a forest 

a forest service If the current practices ere causing biodrversity loss, 

forest 
There le llttle ~n the way of natural recreational opportunrty m Houston except for the nearby forests 
I live and own land in a county where we have seen huge sections of forest developed by get-rlch-quck realty schemes 
emphasis on harvesting, rather than protecting the few parcels of protected (so-called) land left - called our Natlonal Forests and Grasslands 

I would hate to see them or any forest damaged anymore than they already have been 

lookout for the beet Interest of the forest' F o r  UB & our 

1616 It 18 time to redefine the reason for being for the Forest Service 

1669 We need a change m Poreet Management If I ' m  not mistaken, the tax payers pay you peoples salary So act like you're supposed to & protect the 

1726 
1749 

If not then change the name to National Timber Management Service How can It be 
soil ero81on and water pollution In our National Forests In Texas? 

They should be preservedl 
I am really fed up with the 
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- 1s.u.. 99-1 Not I" the scope of the Plan 

R.spona.: One of the purpeaes of the PS is to supply timber 
rscreation, range, timber, minerals. watershed, wildlife and fish, and natural scenic, scientific, and historic values without impairment of the 
productivity of the land National park8 and monuments were created to preserve There 18 no commodity production m a 
National Park The NPGT are part of the PS, not the NPS 

NF are managed for renewable and non-renewable reBourses whreh include '' but not limited to 

"(PLPMA Section 103 (e)) 

Latter: 
Latter: 

Latter: 

106 
532 

1579 

Let'8 remember that we're a first world country-and first world countries don't export raw products 
I obJect to the present ehrpment of our natural beauty to be cut and shipped to Japan for homes to a civilization that has in the past caused 
bloodshed and the present trade deficit 
And quit furnishing them (timber) to foreign sountrres - I don't understand the economxs of "trade" BO say to heck with sending our trees out of the 
country 

R.spons.: W e  are unaware of any unprocessed loge from the NPGT berng exported 

Latter: 156 I have Been the timber cutting and hauling m the mountains of New Mexico, north of Taoa zn dead winter PS gradere and bulldozers were keeping forest 
roads open losing money by eelling our asaete This happens here m Texas also 

R..pon..: our comprehensive accounting records show the NFGT have not had a ,'below coet" timber sale program since we started keeping such recorda In PY 1994, 
the NPGT received more than $15 mlllmn 1" revenue from timber sales, just spent &ut $5 million on tmber sale- and all the other costs aeeociated 
with timber sales The net revenue to the us Government from the timber sale program was about $10 mrllron The trmber sale program on the NPGT 
generated about $2 86 for every $1 00 of tax dollars spent durlng the PY 

Lettar: 192 Please thi& of our MILDRBN'S future - we need to protect our resouroes and use them carefully 
Lettar: 256 I wieh to be able to continue to en]oy our NPs and hope that future generations may do so 

Reepons.: NFs are managed m accordance with MUSYA principles Appendix B of the EIS details the analysis for the timber harvest levels for each alternative 

Lettar: 1679 The Draft FP &ea not addresa grazing fees ratea Rates should be set comparable to fees on private land 

R.Bponma: Congress controls grarlng fees 

L&t.r': 335 I want ta thank you for getting things started and on the road to open dialogue It appears we finally are getting someone to lrsten to the varied 

Now don't get all swell headed, we are not an the same page yet, but W e  are at least In the 
needs of usere and then try to accommodate all of our varied interests and still maintain some form of sanity m the UtiliZatiOn of our heritage I am 
faking this couple of minutes to tell you guys THiWKS 
same song book Please let your subordinates know that I appreciate thair efforts Keep up the good work 

R.apons- The IDT appreclates your support 

Lettee: 1125 Under no circumstances will I ever vote for a candidate or an administrative agency promoting clearcuttrng of NP lands 

~enpons.. Recent d1recti-n from the chief limited clearcutting on NPS lands to areas where it 18 essential to meet PP ob]ectivee and where particular 
cvxummtances require It 
site-specific basis 

The selected alternative incorporates this direction while providing that regeneratLon cutting methods be determined on a 

L.ttae: 1266 There le very little public lands ~n Texas 

Lettar; 

We believe these lands were set aside as Natronal public lands to ineure intact forested ecosystem 
remain 
Somewhere and now we must begin proper management for the benefit of future generations 
Now IS the time to begin saving the balance thru proper management 

1302 In 200 years we have destroyed 50% of our rural envlranment 
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T..U.: 99-1 Not Ln the Scope of the Plan 

R.sponm.: NFB are managed for renewable and nonrenewable re~ources which include "but not limited to recreation, range, timber, mmerals, watershed, wrldlife 
and fish, and natural scenic, scientiflC, and historic values mthout Impairment of the produftrvity of the land m accordance with FLPMA 
Sectlo" 103 IC) 

L.tt.e: 1658 At one time I knew & enpyed & loved that forest (Sam Houston NF) & all the others very much 
plantation, following the footstep of the timber company treatment of t h e m  land, 18 pretty sick 
foreete 

However the way you have changed It to a near pins 
I am against any timber cuttmg in our national 

Reapon..: The NFT does not manage for pine mOnocUltureQ but for longleaf pine. xeric and dry-mesic oak pine, mixed loblolly-hardwood, mesic hardwood and 
bottomland hardwood commmrties These are described i n  detail m Chapter 111 Part I(a) of the BIS The effeote of each alternative are analyzed in 
the same seatian 

L.tt.r: 993 The plan, as written, 1s so difficult to read and follow that at times I have auspected that you were trymg to play a big trick on all UQ Sierra Club 
I feel certain that I could do aim-st anything within the guidelines and definitrons that you and "the 1Ike" by producing a big cloud of VERBAL SMOKX 

have published 

U~mponur: The PP ie an rmplementation gurde for the eelected alternative It LB to be used by people With a working knowledge of forestry and the mieelon of 
the NFGT 

L.tt.e: 1126 The developer m my area bulldozed his entire parcel before building 
wild creatures who once lived m our area 

It has taken the residents of our area 20 years to provrde modest growth for the 
HOW long wrll it take you to restore the entire eeoeyetem of the East Texas Pmey Woods? 

R..P"..' 
The development to whLch you refer occurred on private land NFGT does not lnterfers with the management of private land However, humans and theiz 
land usen are a part of the ecosystem The entire ecoayatem of BTX includes CitieQ, tams, and main made lakes, such a8 Leka Sam Raybum The NPGT 
can only manage for ecosystems that occur naturally on PS land 

&attar; 

Late.=: 
Lettar: 1569 I would like to take this opportunity to let you know what an Important part of the (Apple Spnngal community you (Tnnrty) Dletnct 1s and hope it 

Lett.=. 

L.tt.e: 1750 ~e a citizen of Apple springs I feel the PS 1s very Important to our s o m m r t y  

1441 

1442 

The new office at Apple Springs zs ample space, and conveniently located for a11 employees ~ the neceeeary practices can be accomphehed from this 
hub 
I am concerned with the pomzbzlity of the office here being moved to Ratcliff 

will continue to be a vital part of our town 
It 18 aur underetandrng there le a possibility of turning the work center (Tnnlty no) into a v1sltor information center only 
does NOT happen 

1624 We sincerely hope this 

We should not have to depend on someone from Ratcliff to assist us 

R..pon..: 
office location IS not a PP decision, but a polrtlcal one Your letter was fowarded to the PS for response 

Latter: 638 It IS a disgrace that our national government IS 80 poorly run that we have to etrll deplete our national resources 
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- IsSue: 99-1 Not m the Scope of the Plan 

Response The NFMA of 1976 requires that the FS "provide for multiple use and suatained yield of the products and 8erv1c~s obtained there from ~n accordance 
with the MUSYA of 1960, and in partzcular, include coordinatmn of outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife and fish. and wilderness, 
and detemrne for management systems, harvesting levels, and procedures '' Timber sales are a "tool" used to protect, perpetuate, and improve our NP 
resources to maintain or improve the health of timber stands, to create, maintain or improve the health of 
timber stands, to create, maintain, or improve desirable wildlife habitat. to prevent or control the infestation of Insects, disease, windstome, and 
fire, and for other reasons using tmber sales, ten8 of thousande of acres of 
the habitat have been thinned to be more desirable and some of the monies from the timber sales receipts were used to further improve the habitat by 
controlling undesirable mid-story vegetation, by rnstalling artificial cavities m trees, etc See app B for conetraints ueed that ensure renewable 
resources are available m perpetuity 

Trees a m  harvested for many reasons 

For example, timber sales are used to improve the habitat of the RCW 

Lattaz: 1594 Look and read how many deserts are being made today by too rapid cutting and burning of forests all over the world 

Rsepons.. The NFT ham no control of the management of forested land that 18 not within NPT boundaries 

L.tt.I. 1776 I would suggest the Ps use 1.88 expensive paper when printing up these documents I do not see this quality of paper used I" corporate America 

R-epons.: The paper xs purchased thmugh GSA contracts h z c h  are awarded to the lowest respndrng bidder for that fiscal year 

L.tt.r. 1310 It appeare that the Ps has done here what it does with Ita timber program Pxr-st It decides how It wants to manage the timber and then It triem to 
force everything elae to fit m a mold that melds With the timber plan 
tampers with the definitions xn the ROS claeeee to make them fit ID With the road building program 
when you're only a quarter-mile away from a road 

 ere the FS, with already too many roads decides to build more and then 
You can't honestly cell recreation semi-pnmitlve 

Reepona.' The Glossary has been changed to clarify your concern, the true distance 1s 1/2 mile 

Letter: 1310 Probably It's impossible to provide przmltlve recreation any more on the TNF'e, but the PS should strive to provlde OpprtUnltleB as close to that 
definition as poeaible. rather than followrng Its present course of building more and more roads and continually degrading the recreation experiences 
for remoteness and solitude This la inequitable and unfair why should one set of forest users be catered to exoluszvely~ 

Response: Bach mgmt area has a defined VQO & ROS ob'leotive, many whzch offer semi-primitive non-motonzed recreation These ob3ectlvee allow us to provL.de 
recreationally a ,'full" spectrum on the NFGT 

Letter 1648 USFS spending will need to show a direct benefit to the taxpayer 
no net loss of tax dollars. and not create unfair competition for local providers 
about a landowner who could lease grazing rrghte If It wasn't 80 much cheaper m the national forest" 
these changes unless we move to a payment I" lieu of taxes that does not depend on factore related to commodity production of USFS activlty 

Response: Costs & benefits are fully documented for NFGT use, the actual estimates are part of FBI5 App 
through leglslatron. any change m payment method would have to be mandated 

Any commodity production, leases or grazing will have to be at market rates, show 
How can local timber growers currently compete With the USFS? How 

Local governments are g o m g  to suffer during 

B The system of payment used by the NFGT la directed 

Latter, 604 I have to pay forty dollars a year m order for my two four wheelere to be legal of forest tra118 
thla requirement Included in the permit fees are road and bridge fees and we are not allowed to ride on either 

No hiker or camper, as far as I know, must meet 

Responee: That LS a state regulation The atate legislature paaaed lawe requiring the use of all ORV's to be regulated on all publrc land 

Appendlx-k Page 2 2 9  



This completes the 

Comment & Response Section 

of Appendix-K 

EISAPPENDIX K 
-23C- 



The following 16 pages 

are letters from 

Federal/State Agencies 

and Elected Officials 

EISAPPENDIX K 
-231- 



Y
 



December 8,1994 

Forest Supervisor 
National Forests and  Grasslands 
U S  Forest Service 
701 North First Street 
Lulkin, TX 75901 

Dear MI Newman 

The purpose of my letter IS to provtde comments on the Forest Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 

I have the following concerns about the preferred alternative 4(b) 

1 I am concerqed that such a large proporhon of nahonal forest 
acreage 15 devoted to single species management (RCW) at  a time 
when more emphasis 1s being placed In biodiversity I belteve that 
it IS inevitable that the current, and soon to be revlsed, RCW 
Management Guidelines will be repudiated as too restrichve and 
limited in terms of habitat diversity The exceptlo", I belteve, will 
be longleaf pine/bluestem ecosystems 

2 The preferred Alternative 4Wwill not provlde for much early 
successional habitat which is nltlcal for  many of the neokopxal 
migratory birds More should be done to address the habrtat needs 
of such species 

3 Ecosystem management as described in the Draft EIS is, in many 
respects, very labor intensive There will be increased needs for 
various types of expertise and for a labor force to implement the 
management strategies It does not appear that funding levels wll 
be sufficient to permit the U S Forest Service to d o  all that will be 
needed to implement alternahve 4b 
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Forest Supervisoi 
Page 7. 
December 8,1994 

Although I have concerns about the preferred alternative, I a m  aware of the 
Current pressures on the US Forest Service to manage public lands for RCW 
and to implement ecosystem management. I applaud your efforts to restore 
longleaf pine ecosystems in the region 

Sincerely, 

R Scott Beasley 
Dean, College of Forestry 

RSB/]w 



November 28.1994 

Alan G Newman 
Forest Supervisor 
U S Deparuncnt of Agriculture. Forest Service 
Nahonal Forests m Texas 
701 N IstSueet 
Lufkm. Texas75901 

Rc Comments on the Draft Revised land and RCSOUICCS Managcmcnt Plan and Draft 
Envnonmcnlal Impact Statement for the Revlsed Land and Management Resource 
Management Plan 
(FS, FZ) 

Dear Mr Newman 

Thank you for allowing us 10 review and comment on the above referenced documents Overall, 
we bchcvc that proposed plans for conadenng culhnal resomcs should result in thc protechon 
and enhancement of these ~csourccs Our spcclfic comments are encloscd 

If we may be of funher asststance. please contact Mr Bdl Mamn of our slaff at 51Z463-5867 

Smccrely. Smcercly. 

Commcnts on' 
Draft  Revised Land and  Resource Management Plan and Draf t  Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Revised Land and  Resource Management Plan, USDA 
Fomt Service, Nauonal Forests and Grasslands m Texas 

Draf t  Environmental Impaet Statement for the  Revised Land a n d  Resource 
Management Plan 

GENERAL 

Th~s office behews that EIS Altemahve 4b, the a l m a h v c  preferred by thc Nahonal Forests and 
Grasslands m Texas. does not offer as much rotccuan to areas with B high prababllity for 
contauung hlstoncpropemcs as do Altemauver t and7 .  

SPECIFIC 

Issue 1 Biodrverslty 

Altemahves 6 and 7 both greatly mcmse the wdth of the streamside and bottomland zones that arc 
kept free from hmber harvesting Although tlus management practice 1s pnmanly intended to 
mcrcase bmlweratv. It also wffl serve to urot~ct histonc D T O D E T ~ ~ S .  smce these mncs have thc 
hghest potenual f o r ~ o n m g  archwlogicd sites 

Issue 3 Spccial Managcmcnt Areas 

Alfemahves 6 and 7 both have the gealest number of Spccral Management Areas where mpacls of 
all kmds. m c l u h e  those from meahan. are smctlv controlled A a m .  bv rcmovme more arcas 
from poknual impicls hstanc praperues wll fare &Per than undkoth& ~Iiemauve'f Undcr the 
FSISHPO Hcntagc Managrmcni Plan, adhuonal hisioric managrmcnt arcas are propowd. wturh 
uc behevc should be consrduul io cnhanncc culhlral ~esourcc pmtcmon on thc forcsts 

lssuc 4 Off-Road Vchcles (ORVs) 

In our O D ~ O ~ .  Alternative 6. whlch ~rolub~ts  all ORV use. offem the best w " o n  for culhlral 
resources ORVr used I" m off-uadsctung dunng wet conhuons can crcirc S C ~ O U S  NU which 
damage shallow archeolo~ical dcposits Ntcmauvc 7, whtch elmnates open use of ORVr and 
" f e r  such "IC to 8 lml system may be a more reahruc comvromie. since D C O D ~  who own 
ORVs am going to go somawhere w use them At bast there IS sdmc dcgec of co'nud of thcu use 
under Altemauve 7. 

lssuc 10. Recreahon 

Altemauves 6 and 7 wdl requlre an increase in the consmchon of horse uarls Th~s work WIII 
requue cultural resources surveys that follow the shpulauons of thc RS-PA, the MOU. and the 
Hentage Management Plan 

Issues 14 and 15 Lands and Minerals 

Alternative 6. which elmmates leasing land for "I cxplorauon, would prevent any impacts to 
cultural resources from od and gas cxploration on Forest Swicc lands However. swce the 
overall unpacts to cullnral resources on thc Nauonal Forests and Grasslands m Texas has beu, 
relahvely m o r  m thc pasl. C b a h n g  such cxplorauon may be nnneccssaty Nlcmahve 7, which 
smply dccreascs lands ovalable for lcaslng may bc a more reasonable altcmahvc 

The State %ens forflitoric Treservatwn 

EISAPPENDIX K 
-234 



2 b
 



701 Norih First Streel 
Lullan, TX 75901 

D w M r  Newman 

This letter respandr to the Draft Revised land and Resource Management Plan 
for the Nabnnal Fnresls & Grasslands in Texas and associated Draft 
Environmenlal Impact Statement The Texas Parks and Wildlife Depaament 
appreciates the opportunity to review lhese documents It IS evident that the U S 
Forest Service has expended a large amount of Ume and effort in compiling the 
data and mfoormation conmned in these documents and attached appendices A 
wide array of resource issues and management Scenarios have been identified in 
an attempt 1s develop and rmplemenl a management plan that wril adequately 
address resource needs and sausfy public demand This Depmment IS 

encouraged by the Forest Servme's efforts toward pnncipies of ecosystem 
management in the current plan The adopuon of a forest-wide vegetauon 
ciassification and your efforts lo develop and refine the Emlogical Classification 
System ( E a )  for the NaUonSl Foresls m Texas are commendable Forest 
management should provide for desired future wnditlons lo mimic habilats that 
enhance overall ecosystem health Whatever management alternative IS ultlmalely 
selected, this Department strongly enwurages options which will allow flexibility 
m management so that changes can be adopted as new information from the ECS 
bewmes available Specific concerns and comments relative to development and 
mplemcnlation of the Management Plan are attached 

After much discussion with your staffcancerntng the designation of the Longleaf 
Ridge as a "National Wildlife and Recreation Area," the follow.ig clanfication 
of the Department's position IS offered This area should receive speclal 
management connderauan to achieve the fnllowing goals I)  mmnlain the 
existence of large core colonies of red-cockded woodpeckers, 2) enhance the 
integniy and quality of the oceurnng longleaf pine-little blue slem vegetation 

MI AllenG Newman 
Page 2 
12-14-94 

senes and associated wildlife habitat camponem, 3) provide allowance for 
proactive management pracucu to include presenbed fire, mechanical, and 
chemieal vegetation control; and 4) pmvrde public recreational oppartuniues to 
include hunhng. When this Department propooed the designation as a "National 
Wildlife and Rsrrafion it was our understanding that lhese goals would 
not be assured unleUL such a dmgnahon was made If Ihe plan can be amended 
to assure lhese goals. lhen lhis Department would not object lo whatever name 
or management area designation IS allocated for lhese purposes 

I want to extend our appreciation 10 the S ~ N J C C  for promplly and graciously 
responding io our numerous requests for information and meeungs for which 
there have been many We would not have been able lo develop lhrs responw 
without this assistance 

Sincerely, 

&%dwJkA /;JzI ndrew Sansom 
Execuhve Director 

AS.RGF dab 

Attachments 
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Attachment 

Alternative 4b, the preferred plan by the U S. Forest Service (USFS) a p p r s  to possess 
attnbules that achieve a balance between the olher currently exisling allernatives The plan 
optimizes management for lhe red-eockaded woodpecker by allocaling approximately 50 percent 
of the National Forests and Grasslands in Tkxas lo this purpose However. this alternative or 
any ollter selected should incorporale lhe following additional considerations 

Prescribed nunmr: 
Because fire islwas such a dnving force 10 lhe southem pine emsystem, prescnbed fire should 
be avalable as a managemenl lwl The USFS needs more fire nianagemenl flexibility than 
permitled tn the Final Enviranmenlal Impact Slatemen1 (TEE) for Vegetation Management in 
the Coaslal PlanlPiedmont published in January, 1989 New concepls concerning ecosystem 
management have surfaced since this FElS was wntten For example, the Vegelauon 
Management FElS should be amended to allow for grealer scorch heighls and increased fire 
frequencies, as well as mare latitude in applying growing season burns If fire is to be used as 
a twI for effectively reslonng and manlaming healthy fire climax ecosystems, then they wlll 
have 10 be much holler than fires of the past For resloration purposes. 11 i s  useless to burn 
unless the fire IS hot enough ld conlrol living vegelalion. rather than just reducing on-the-ground 
fuels Perhaps there should be a system developed IO measure the effectiveness of burns in 
terms OF the desired result, rdlhcr than ihc number of acres burned per year 

Also, in order to manage and burn an an ecosystem scale, 11 will be importan1 to consolidate 
nianagemeni units as much a i  possible This concept should be taken into consideration when 
trying to purchase or exchange land lor lhe National Fares1 

With decreasing budgeis and personnel Iimilalions, 81 seems unlikely that the USFS will be able 
to accomplish the burning projected in lhis plan The proposed across-the-board buming cycle 
IS no1 consislent wilh ecosystem managemen1 There are Some areas lhal need annual or 
biannual burns, others probably every 5 years, olhers every 10 or 15 yean, and some probably 
never. Some of the hardwald areas can never be winter burned except m exceptionally dry 
years, perhaps they should bu burned lhen By defining burnlog cycles by areas or syslems, a 
#more reasonable burning wotk load could be developed 

The Department recommends lhal plowed fire lanes not be utilized unless this IS the only method 
acceplable For example. file should be allowed lo bum into Streamside Management Zones 
(SMZ's) This approach will produce a much more gradual transilion between habilat lypes, and 
will no1 produce sharp ecotones 

Mnnaeement I n d i m r s :  
Acwmplishmenl of the moniloring projeeled in lhis plan does nor appear praeucal given 
anticipated budget and human remurce limitauons I f a  pracllcal way of monilonng the systems 
cannol be found, then the indicators and monimnng proposals should be reduced lo a reasonable 
load that the USFS can accomplish. Perhaps a solution would be 10 eslabltsh a slalemenl in the 
Plan linlong the desired managemenl indicalors lo each respective vegetalive group The 
vegelallve group could lhen be monilored If lhe vegelative group IS providing high quality 
habilat, lhen the itianagement indicators should be healthy and thnving 

Exotic Swecies: 
More danficalion should be provided regarding "desirable exohc s w i e s  " For example, feral 
hogs should not be considered desirable -The aiimals are not part of the original ecosyslem and 
are damaging the forest and grasslands in many areas. The Plan or EIS should discuss all the 
reasons why hogs are or can be a problem and support population control A statement should 
include lheidea lhat the immigralion of neghbonng hogs will wnlinue lo beproblemahe wthout 
theunderstanding and helpofadjacent landowners and managers TheTexas Parks and Wildlife 
Department has Ihe opporlnnity lo be a helpful influence in lhis matter Problems wilh hogs 
include, but are not limited IO destruction of longleaf seedlings and other regeneraung forest 
plants, damage to endangered species in bogs, compelilion wilh olher wildlife for masl, possible 
problems wrlh the reproductive S U C C ~  ofground nesung birds, possible disease veclors, damage 
lo wildlife plantmgs, and damage to ground dwelling vertebrates such as salamanders or toads 
(some of which are rare or endangered) 

The Plan slales thal grazing of livestock will be prohibited in Candidale Scenic Recreation River 
Comdors, m Special Ripanan and Wildlife areas. and rn Scenic areas Research Natural Areas 
permit grazing of livestock only as part of scientific investigations Grazing of livestock will 
be discouraged in wilderness areas Are hogs classified as liveslock? They are of domesuc 
sources, they graze, and lhey roo1 Rwting IS onen more damaging than grazing Since they 
may be defined as grazing livestock, haw are they to be kept out of the restncted areas? They 
are presently in lliese areas. or soon will be i f  lheir expansion continues 

Forest Roads: 
Under he current documenlalion, the mileage breakdown of lemporary vs permanent roads and 
new constmclion vs old is not clearly defined Without these figures. 11 IS hard Io delermine 
what the cumuladve impacts will be For example, ORV mls placed tm close lo a bog could 
negalively impact the hydrology of the bog, while mads placed near RCW cluster sites could 
negatively affect lhe SUCC~ES of nesung dunng the spnng Furlhermore. roads have a definite 
negative impacl on snake populations. as observed by the canebrake sludy conducted by the 
Southern Forest Expenmenl Slation Perhaps maps should bedeveloped and made available for 
our review to belter assess the impacts of roads lo be upgraded If lhis IS not feasible. could 
road maps be included in the project plans so lhat they can be evaluated on a case-by-case basis7 
Where uneven age management IS applied, measures should be laken lo plan and minimize the 
amount of entries and number of roads into units 
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The Department encourages wetland creation or enhancement p m j e ~ t ~  rather than developrng 
small ponds that ate not maintained and have lmle wildhfe value 

The validity of constmchng m e  pond per management unit i s  neither conducive to ecosystem 
management or la enhancing wetland values Conslrucllng ponds scattered throughout 
compartments without an integrated plan for identifyrng existing wetlands and determining 
creatton. enhancement or resloration opportunities is a cosUy and unnecessary practice While 
water IS seldom, if ever, a limiting factor lo native wildhfe species in east Texas, loss of 
functioning wellands with hrgh value has been significant and consideratms for this problem 
should be a parl of the overall land managemenl plan 

Streamside Manseemcnl Zen= 
Discussion in the Revised Land & Resource Management Plan and Draft US concemmg 
streamside management zones (SMZ's) IS not clear in regard to rmplicatrans for protectton o f  
bollomland hardwwd forests and npanan vegetation As indicated by the Service. these zones 
actually encompass lhe alluvial bottoms associated with 100 year floodplains m addltion to 
vegetation adjacent 10 perennlal and mlermittent streams There are the areas identified by lhe 
Dcpamnen1.s Texas Wetlands Plan and m many sltuahons will exceed the Service's minimum 
parameters of66 and 100 feel Additionally. lransllional wnes belween the floodplan areas and 
uplands Serve to protecl the integnly of travel comdors EvaluaUon and selective mcorporatlon 
of these arras will also reduce effects of habital fragmentation. and prolect the bottomland 
carndors from disturbance 

SwgS 
According to discussion dunng a meehng regarding the Plan on 16 November 1994, lhe Service 
has proposed a management objectwe of 12 magslacre to mcrea~e populations of some cawiy 
ncstcrs 

Is there a problem with cavity nesters that this-density of snags will alleviate7 Twelve snags per 
acre equals about 18 feet of BA Since snags have a maximum standmg Me of about IO years 
(asually much less), how can trees be grown fast enough to replace fallen snags and still produce 
trees for other usex7 

Perhaps there should be a statement about how scatlered mmt-hlled trees are salvaged and 
therefore how scallered snags are managed The practice of late IS to leave scatlered pine snags 
This IS proper except dunng strong routhem pine beetle yean Dunng the hot portions of the 
southern pine beetle cycle, single infested trees should be removed Bul dunng the cmler 
portion of the beetle cycle. single infested _. hlled trees should be leR standing Can thts be 
incorporated as a guide7 

4 

91d Gmwi(h: 
Because of past and proposed managemcnt guides for red-eackaded woodpecker. bottomlands. 
streamside management zones, wilderness. and the 1/4 mile wld and scenlc nver comdor, many 
forest stands will be allowed to progrecs and mcrase toward old growth status Developmcnt 
of old growlh forests should be optimized in the selected alternative. whllc keeping the 
management flexibility to address specific needs of mdwdual stands As comctly stated nn the 
summary, allowances for old growth will lrkely have adverse effects on commodity production 
in the short term. but will increase long-term producunty, overall species nchness and vmbtlnty 
of less common plant and animal Species The imparlance of including provisions for old 
growth in forest management has been stated nn previous wrrespandence by thm Department 
Old growlh or older growth IS cumntly adequately Identified m the computer data base As 
older stands occur and are located dunng field surveys, this data base should be updated The 
plan should also indude pmvisions for updating the public on where old growih srands are 
located without refemng Lo a data base Addlitonally, the Plan should better reference ihe 
IW,ooOL acres that will be coming into !he old-growth calegory (or l00k years) 

Preeerred SllvlUrltiiral Methods 
Appendix I of the EIS identifies three silvicultural systems for managmg forests, the even-aged. 
lwo-aged, and uneven-aged systems and their associated regenerailon methods Each has been 
shown to have benefils as well as limitations relatrve to pmeular gods Thts Depa"nt 
supports using whatever avadable silvrcultural inethods best achieve the xdentlfied managemeni 
goals for cach of the I I mqor land allocations The U S Forest Service IS oblgaled IO address 
resource management issues that will require management wnsideratlons rangmg from broadly 
based ecosystem and plant wmmunity management IO site specific treatment of specific staods, 
and specific species These management needs will require the potential use of all wadable 
tmls The degree of acceptability or usefulness of each of !he three methods will be detennmed 
on the precise delmeation of the mahagemem goal and related objecuves 

Uneven-aged management has caught much attention because of its appearance and the n a l m  
that i t  is more nalural However, mahng it work in the presence of fire and hardwoods w!ll 
require unlned modifications to the system There IS concem that the publtc, wddhfe btologtstr. 
and the USFS will nol be satisfied Wlth the results of such an altempt 

Another limitahon with uneven-aged management 1s the enlreme difficulty of conducting 
prescribed bunung wluleproduwng or man!z"g regeneratron It will be very difficult. if not 
impossible to bum effectively and still achieve adequate regeneration under an uneven aged 
management regime This should b0 taken into account when prescnbmg regeneration cuts to 
management Unils Perhaps irregular shelterwood would beller achieve dertred regeneration 
while mainfa" Ihe ecosystem in the most natural manner. The red-cockaded woodpecker, 
Bachman's sparrow, Louisiana pine snake. Texas trading phlox. and many other T&E or rare 
species have been directly impacted by fire suppression The only way these species will be 
recovered IS through an dfechve burning regime Herbmdes will control woody vegetahon. 
but will not restore the native grasses, forbs, and herbaceous vegetation that were once such an 
imporrant component of the P i n e y w s  ecosystem 
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linrrroved Seedl inw 
It 1s a gwd policy to have some genetically improved stands ~cattered throughout Ule foreslr, 
depending on parlicular genetic selection goals This d w  not infer use of "on-native s p i e s  
The vigor of these stands may be greater than many ofthe degraded "natural stands" whose gene 
bank came from a few trees along a lence or trees escaping the raw because of phenotypic 
infcnonty 

Y l l d e r n w $  
The Depanmenl recommend6 that prescnbed A r e  be implemented in wilderness areas It IS also 
strongly recommended that tile Regional Directive be amended to allow for southem pine beelle 
control within these areas Southem pine beetle impacls have been dramatic and detnmenlal to 
bath the wilderness areas an$ adjacent pnvate lands 

-n: 
The pine regeneration figures for loblolly and shortleaf pine are too high A total of 3W to 400 
well spaced seedlings should be enough to adequately regenerate most sites to a pine or pine 
dominated sland A density of Mx) to 900 Eeedlings limits the production of herbamus and 
shrub vegelalion that many wildlife species depend on The Department recommends h a t  (he 
prcv~ous guidelines conlamed in the FElS for Vegelalion Management in Coasfal PlanlPtedmont 
be amended 10 allow for a reduction in pine density 

-1s 
Draft Plan, page 124, MA-4-12 
This should be clarified For example, ~f burning i s  conducted effecuvely in longleaf 
managemenl units, then the baygalls enclosed within will shrink Is this consistent with the 
overall goal? Perhaps the Wtdard should be s!aled as. "Restore and maman existing plant 
ulmmuniiies " 

Draft Plan. page 91, Rofatioii Age and Diameter Gutdelines Table 
The diameter Ifmils presented will not match theages needed to allam "old-growth " They also 
make the use 01 fire erscnlially ~nelfec(ne 

Maintan existing plant communities 

- 
Mineral Recovery: 
The forest wide standards for  aesthetic^ should slate that oil and gas structures should be placed 
!n previously cleared or disturbed areas and as close to roads as possible in order to minimize 
impacts and fragmentation 

Benlaee Sit% 
In appendix B, page 84 of (he EIS, there should be explanation that the Plan will manage 
inclusions such as the Henlage sites as separate from the entire compartment, and will treal them 
accordingly 
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December 6, 1994 

Alan S Newman, Forest Supervisor 
National Forests and 

701 N 1 s t  S t r ee t  
Lufkin, Texas 75901 

Grasslands i n  Texas 

Re: Draft  E15 - Land and Resource Management Plan 

Dear Mr. Newman. 

The Subject document has been received and reviewed 
the  exact locat ion of affected t r ac t s  o r  any d e t a i l  on impacts on water, i t  
appears t h a t  a l l  a l t e rna t ives  t r y  t o  minlnize erosion o r  other  disturbances, 
none would be worse than present conditions, and the leading a l t e rna t ives  
would be s imi l a r  

Though I t  does not give 

RMB/ls 



1763 j +  I . 
IDE IN- United States Department ofthe Interior &MA= 

/5K-5+-~ 
FEbE T? NATIONAL PARK SERWCE 

Dig Thickel Nauond Prrwrrc _ .  
,",I" 
Ern" ro 

N16 IBITHI 

December 14. 1994 

5785 M B I ~  
Beaumont Tew77701 

OL 

Alan 0 Newman 
Forest Supervisor 
National Forests and Grasslands in Texas 
701 North First Street 
Lufkin, Texas 75901 

Dear MI 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment upon the U.S. Forest 
Service "Draft Land and Resource Management Plan" and "Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement I' The wealth of Information 
summarized in the documents le a testament to the complex issues 
the U S Forest Service faces In attempting to satisfy many 
public demands upon the resources of the National Forests and 
Grasslands in Texas Overall, the preferred alternative 
presented In the Plan represents an earnest attempt to Integrate 
traditional multiple-use actzvities with other resource values of 
the lands in your stewardship In this regard, the Plan shows 
promise for establishing ecosystem-baaed management The 
comments of members of the resource management staff at Big 
Thicket National Preserve are summarized below 

We realize that the preferred alternative would have short-term 
impacts upon local economies that are driven by forest product 
industries and livestock production However, the establishment 
of desired future conditions 'for the forests and rangelands, and 
the use of increasingly more creative approaches to achieve those 
conditions would assure the long-term sustainability of natural 
resources The Forest Service should make every available effort 
to educate the public about desired future conditions in Its 
Implementation of the preferred alternative In addition, 
attempts should be made to zdentxfy and promote other 
non-traditional, nustainable economic uses 

The implementation of the preferred alternative would have 
indirect beneficid impacts upon the natural resources within Big 
Thicket National Preserve. The Plan proposes to more effectively 
protect Stream quality in the Upper Neches and Angelina River 
Basins by expanding the use of streamside protection zones, 
establrshing recreational river corridors, and evaluating streams 
for inclusion in the National Wild and S.cenic Rivers System. 
While many impacts to stream quality are ameliorated within Lake 

I 7b.3 
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Sam Rayburn and Lake Stemhagen, any measures to improve water 
quality In the Neches River would benefit the aquatic and wetland 
ecosystem components within the Neches River Corridor Units of 
819 Thicket National Preserve In addition. the implementation 
of proposed forest management techniques to restore and protect 
forest diversity would have beneficial effects upon thoBe 
wildlife species (including endangered species) which mutually 
use resources within Forest service and Park Service boundaries 
as they migrate through East Texas 

Ne are impressed by the emphasis on protecting biological 
diversity The use of the Ecological Classification System, the 
Management Indicators Table, and the identified Desired Future 
Conditions appear to be a more effective system for 
characterizing the range of ecosystem components than have 
previous systemB The designation of Research Natural Areas and 
Botanical Areas to protect unique resources, and utilization of 
research results to better understand the mplications of 
management practices upon the full complement of biological 
components would enable managers to adapt management strategies 
If changes are needed We suapect, however, that some of the 
areas proposed for inclusion in protected zones should be 
enlarged in order to enhance their effectiveness and 
sustainability over longer periods of time 

The propoee'd use of forest management practices to restore 
hardwood components and to enhance stand structural and age class 
diversity would aleo help sustain the irreplaceable plant and 
wildlife communities that are unique to East Texas In addition, 
the implementation of other restrictions, including excluding 
logging skids from certain areas, reducing the number of stream 
crossings during logging operations, protecting turkey roost 
areas, and retaining snags and hardwood den trees would 
contribute to these management objectives 

While we understand the reasons that large portions of the 
National Forests are dedicated to managing for the endangered 
red-cockaded woodpecker, we encourage the Forest Service to work 
with the U S Fish and Wildlife Service to broaden its ob3ectives 
to instead manage for dwindling long leaf pine-little bluestem 
upland forests The shift in emphasis to provide long-term 
availability and maintenance of this habitat type would not only 
enhance the chances of survival for the red-cockaded woodpecker, 
but also for many other exceedingly rare plant and animal- 
specres The proposed increase in use of prescribed fire, and 
the shift to planning summer season burns are effective measures 
to restore and maintain these habitats. as the National Park 
Service has learned while managing for the same obJectives at Big 
Thicket National Preserve 

We note that proposed changes in managemenb of off-road vehicles 
would also enhance the protection of many plant and wildlife 
species and stream quality Instead of designating areas for 
unlimited off-road access, detrimental impacts to the flora. 
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fauna, ~ 0 ~ 1 s .  and water quallty could be minimized by instead 
establishing a system of tralla If necessary, additional routes 
could be establlshed ~n adlacent areas 

Overall, the draft Plan and preferred alternatlve represent an 
attempt to derive consensus from a conflicting array of needs and 
desires of many publlc constltuencles 
bullt into the Plan IB needed in order to aIlaw changes i n  
management as the effects of Current approaches are assessed 
through planned research 

Agam, I thank you for the opportunity to Comment upon the Draft 
Plan The National Park service would gladly cooperate with the 
u s Forest Service and other land management entities to develop 
and implement multi-agency approaches devoted to speciflc issues 
i n  sustainable ecosystem management 
your staff wish to further dlscum these comments, please contact 
Rlcky Maxey or RlCk Strahan at (4091 839-2690 

The flexzbzlzty that 1s 

If you or any member of 

Supermtendent 

December 1 4 ,  1994 

Ernie  Smith, Area Ranger 
National Forests and Grasslands in Texas 
701 North First Street 
Lufkin, Texas 75904 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

I Would like to endorse alternatlve 2 of the Draft EIIVITOII- 
mental Impact Statement for the Revised Land and Resource 
Management Plan dated septe;nber, 1994.  This IS the best 
plan for Shelby County of the other alternatives avaxlable 
I wduld hope that we would be more interested m regenera- 
tion and reforestatron than the habitats whlch would come 
naturally with the right cover. 

I think the nanagement of National Forest Lands could be 
managed best by local or area needs rather than national 
edicts. 
economical nanner than those required on a natmnal l eve l .  

We support you LO your efforts to improve the marketable 

be of fnrther servxe, please feel free to call on US. 

Sincerely, 

Most of these changes could be handled ~n a more 

timber in Shelb:? and surrounding counties and if w e  can 

County Judse 
Shelby County 

FAN.ph 
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OFFICE OF TEE SECRETARY 

December 19. 1994 

Robert Joslin 
Regional Forester. Southern Region 
1720 Peachtree Road NW Suite 951 
Atlanta. Georgia 30367-9102 

Dear Mr Joslln 

The U S  Department of the Interior has reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement 
IEIS) and the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the National Forests and 
Grasslandsin Texas The followtna commentsare provided far your consideration an preparing 
the final document 

GENERAL C O M M E N T S  

National grassland mana~sment provides for water. forage. wildlife habntat. recreation. and 
minerals The preferred alternative prowdes a mix of amenity and Commodity output, 
recognizing urban users' needs and values Acttvlties include grazing, 011 and gas drilling and 
production. outdoor recreation. and native habitat ceStOiatiOn. 

In all alternatives evaluated, grazing activity on the grasslands 1s expected to iemain constant 
or lust below current levels. however. an increase in developed and dispersed recreational 
opport~ni t ie~ !E anticipated We b e l w e  hvestock grazing on the grasslands. as proposed, fails 
to account for species and habitat incompatible with continued pressure from domestic 
livestock For e~ample, the woodland and bottomland components on the Caddo and LBJ 
National Grasslands are not 8s suntable for grazing as natwe grasslands and Improved 
pastures It IS estimated that hall ot the ="!an species recorded are dependent upon grassland 
habitat and half are denendent on other habitat types, including Water. riparian areas. 
woodlands. and bottomland hardwoods Deempharmng fivestvk grazinq in thew areas 
should be cFn9der-d 

Altemative~ 2 through 7 are consistent with the currently proposed U S  Forest Service 
drrection to ~ncorpomte red-cockaded woodpecker IACOideS boreahsl IRCWI management Into 
the individual Forest Plans on the 11  National forests in the Southern Region wath RCW 
pop~latlons Alternative 1, the no-action alternative. would contlnue to manage the Natlanal 
forests In Texas under the court-ordered management plan for 1,200 meter zones for actlve 
and inactive RCW clusters Alternative 1 will not support the RCW in tho long term. because 
tt only requires management of existing active and inactwe clusters and not adlacent habltat 
or habitat between demographically solated clusters Alternatlve 1 also lacks adequate 
regeneration methods for harvesting timber which are expected to provlde far a continuel flow 
of mature pine trees required by the RCW lor nesting and roostlng 

1 0 0 s  
2. 3 3 -  
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We support implementatton of the preferred Alternative, 4b. astt re(ste5 to RCW management 
and nstablishment of RCW Habmtat Management Areas (HMA'S) ' This sltsrnat~ve prowder 
sufficient habitat to recover the RCW In the coastal plain of east Texas Establishment and 
management of tba mature pne forest. prefened by the RCW. areexpected to ~wdahab,mt  
far an additional 189 Federally-llsted spec!ss land several unhsted species1 dependent on the 
mature pine forest Alternatw 4b proposes 10 establnrh end manage the second largest 
amount 171.268 acres) of the rare longleaf-PmeLnle bluestem plant communt<y Th$s 
Alternative includes P ~ O V I S ~ P  for ldentlfymg (through use of 8 blplogtcally round ecol~p~cal  
classification system) and managmg ecosystems in the National forests of Texas 

Alternative 4b also emphasizes developed recrestma1 o~portuo~t~es. pancularly off-road 
vehicle IORVl uses. and mineral 188wg on greater than half i398.500 of the 637.000 acres) 
of the National forests in Texas This Alternatwe propo~es to build 250 miles of ORV trads 
an the Sam Houston and Angelma National Forests and will mclude a total of 355 mder on 
the lour National forests combmed (more than any of the other alternatwes) The Sam 
Houston National Forest currently SUPPORS recovery o f  the RCW populatm now6vver. the 
impact to the RCW population on the Natwnal forests lrom development and use of Such a 
large number of ORV trails ts unknown and may negatwelv mpact this specnes We 
recommend a reductton m the number of ORV tradr by at least half of the proposed amount. 
and that a study of the impacts of ORV use an the RCW be conducted 

TO date the U S  Forest Service has not determlned rhn cumulative m " t s  of past, present. 
@na luture 011 and gas axofornilon and aeveloements m-the RCW. the rare plant communnles. 
paniculany the longleaf-plneLttls blUeSmm community, and on the interior forests I" each of 
the National forests In Texas In order to  be an compliance with the Natlonal Environmental 
Policy Act. a t  IS recommended that these impacts be determlned. part~odarly on the 
Yellowpine Ranger Dtstr!ct of the Sabme Nstmnal Forest. whch has Undergone e n e n ~ ~ e o d  
and gas developments dunng the past 3 years. end the Angellna National Forest. for whnch 
several od wells are proposed in and adjacent to RCW and bald eagle IHaltaeetus 
leucocephalus) habitat. The findings of the study can then be used to evaluate the extent 01 
future od and gas actwmes tn the Natmnal forests Cumulative impacts can be determmed 
by calculating theamount of scresof plne. plnehardwood. and bottomland hardwood stands 
emsting before and after 011 and gar actwmes ifram umber atand datal. end the acres 
proposed to be harvested far 011 and gas actwmes imlormat~an 18 included m the draft EIS, 
Appendix C1 an Federal, State. and pr~vate lands adjacent to the Natlonal forests 

ThB'der,redf"tu,econd,t,on" Imapprox~mate number of acres1 101 eachplantcDmmunltyand 
omsystem should be determined m order to  calculate the number of avadable acres for future 
ml and gas ~c tw l t le f  Alternatwe 4b. whch  specit~esmoderatetohgh commodity produmm 
and low recreation and wlldllfe management, places a hlgher Prlorltv on mmeral leasung m the 
National forests in Texas than ecosystems management This Aiternattve States that -two- 
thvds o f  the forest would be set asde for the RCW (338.637 acre61 It appears that the 
preferred al tematw would concentrate mineral leasmg on the remainder of the forests 
i398.500 acres. except I" wllderness areas1 We am concerned that ths management 
strategy emphasizes mineral leartng to  replace lost timber revenue resulting from RCW 
management Thedrah EIS lpage 50. issues l d s n d  151 statesthat 'themineralacttv,iy with 
the greatestpotentral tmpact to other resources and to the human environment 1s I" the area 
of orlandgas development." Implementing this strategy may lead to the same destmation 
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that past emphasm on timber hamestma has, Speo~fmlly, the further loss on the amount and 
quality of the mature forest ecosystem snd itsassmmted Federally-llrtsd specms. We belteve 
this strategy should be modified and evaluated m regard to  the cumulatwe impacts from part. 
present. and proposed BC~~VI~ IBS 

TO date. the National fofests in Texas lack mformatmn regardong the Iocatm, status, and 
habitat requirements of several Federally-losled specres Fragmentstmn of forest sta& from 
high commodity production Is more likely to negatively impactthe RCW. other Federally-listed 
species. and the integrity of forest ecosystems than the prolectsd amount of forest loss 
lalthough total forest loss of plant communities has not been determmedl We recommend 
the National forests in Texqs continue to locate wells and pipelme nght-always in existong 
openings end to locate thase facttities along major roadways The U S  Forest SEMC~. 
htstoncally, has located wells further into t h O  forest to  maintam t h O  visual quality along 
roadways However. we believe it IS more important to reduce forest fragmentatton than to 
maintain visual quality 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

h u e  1 Biodwersitv. Old Growth. oaqe 2% Alternatwes 4.48. and 4b propose to locate old 
growth forests in wilderness areas. special areas. riparian areas, and the 114-mde zone around 
RCW clusters RCW haboldt should not be consdered old-gmwth habitat because. unlike 
wilderness and special areas. 11 receives intensive hardwood madstory removal. Addmnally. 
$1 the U S Fofest Service plans to manage ecosystems. itls imponant to establish ~ontiguo~s 
old-growth forests This may be accomplished by desqnatmg old- growth forest corridors 
between npanan. sp~clal  awas, and wilderness areas It IS recqmmended that the standard 
for MA-1 and MA-2 ragsrdinq old growth be rewittten to sllmate old-growth corridors through 
RCW habitat management areas 11 necessary 

Issue 19. Recreation. ~ a q e  3 7 For the preferred altematwe .five addmom1 recreatmn s#les 
are proposed on the forest " Many of the developed recreatton snef are currently under 
uI81ozed In many amas camping loops or entire amas 818 closed due to nonuse Addtitonal 
developed areas would S B ~ Y  to decrease the habctat for Some wctdlde spectos: in thm regard. 
we recommend that funds & utilized to improve existing developed recreational areasinstead 
of creating mare 

Issue 11, Resou rce Sustamabdity. I7mae ManawmentlGratms. ~ a q e  The no-action 
approach prowdes approximatelv 38.000 acres for grazmg on the Natmr" grasslands, 

Total National 
grassland acreage IO 38.100 with an estimated 3,800 acres m bonomland hardwoods. over 
9,000 acres I" prairie-savanna woodlands. and more than 19,000 acres !n preme grasslands 
Proper range management with grazing as one of many management tools 1s Important for the 
restoration 01 native grassland hahtat benebcral to sndemnc end migratory wddlds species 
However. grazing in bottomland hardwood areas may degrade habitat essential far Federal 
trust species 

m e  15. Lands. Dags 43 Issue 15 IS very general end could use a better discussion of the 
U S Forest Service's land acquisltton goals It would also be helpful t f  there were maps Or 
tables describing thn location of proposed land acq~i~iuons 

managemem emphass wdl continue at approxm" current levels 

p I ,  . A l t ~ m t i ~ ~  4bpror.posas to "prescribe burn'more I 
acrns Of National forest land than eny of the Other altamattves. We support thm proposal 
based on the fact that fire Is a CN~ICSI component In firedependant ecosystems. However. 
it is tecommended that no restnctlon be placed on the time intervsl for conduct#flg prescr#bed 
burning I1 e , the 2 to 5 years specified m the draft ElSl More frsquent flres may be 
necessaryto convert vegetational communities to the Iongleal-pmeLttle bluestem cowmvmty. 

Issue 8. Cam muniN Stab Blt". 0898 4B This section makes the statement that 'Graung 
receipts from permtttees on lhe Caddo and LEJ Natronal Grasslands !s [are] greatest ,n 
Alternatwes 1. 2, and 3 and lower n Altematwes 4 through 7, however, fhs d#fference IS 
minimal and may be offset by the rncrease n) recreational opponunities tn Alternames 4 

IlW section. it states the1 through 7 .  However. on page 36 under the Communttv Stab 
'Grazmg remains consmtent to current levels on the Grasslands * Developed recresttonal 
facilities. shooting ranges, and specml interest amas should decrease avatlable grazmg 
acreage 

viionment and Environmental CQ~- I t is  stated. 'The effects A l l w e d  En 
of alternarwes are drsclosed wrth the mmgatnrg measures m place In relatton to fmh and 
wildlife Impacts. the first Step in mitigation involves avoidance I f  impacts cannot be avobded. 
they should be minimized to the extent possible and unavoidable Impacts should be mitigated 
to  restore lost habitat values resulting from a prolect 

Grassland Grama and Ranue Ma- This Section States. "The Caddo and 
LaJgrasslands have a mix of boltomlandhardwoods IlOpercenU, prame-savanna woodlands 
12535 percentl, and prafrre grasslands 150-60 percentl . Accordmg to these Lgures. the 
grasslands comprise appronmately 3.800 acres of bottomland hardwoods Livestock grazing 
has the potential to degrade wildlife habitat I" bottomland hardwood areas through the 
removal of forbs. shrubs. and regeneratm 01 hardwoods 

Grassland Grama and Ranue Manaaement. 0a.x 69 It is stated. -lt#s antrapated rhatmost 
acreage on the Grasslands would be wadable foorpenn,ltedgraung m every allernatwe. w,th 
the exceptron of spenslmanagement emasand dewhpedrecrearron s&s Anomenn wth 
arecreationalemphas1S wouldnotproh,b~t gramg:however, lhm emphass couldreduce some 
use lseason o f  use or mlenstly of gmzmgl on the allotmenf on a stte spectfic basm,' We 
be lwe  that livestock grazing In bottomland hardwood areas lapproxwr"ely 3,800 acres) 
should be limited and evaluated in regard to compatibility with wildlife reso~rce.% Lmited 
grazing may have no Impact, however, excl~uion ereasshould be developed, monitored. end 
Utlzed 8s a basis for future management decisions in bottomland hardwood areas 

The tmportance of Game Soec ne% Affected Environment-Forests and Grasslands. oaae 92 
increasing thn flow of water to the fisheries resource needs to be explamed. as well as 
includmg information on seasonal flow regimes and how they will be impacted by the 
proposed altomatlve~ 

-ws 11 7-1 19, and part IKbl. Sod Productivltv. mues 165-168 
The discussion that soil productivity IS low m the National forests and grasslands in Texas IS 
misleading Soils in these areas are naturally low in potasswn and phosphorus. except m 
bogs and some npanan amas This d i s w s s m  leads the reader to believe that forest 
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management Practices will not affect the soils m the Nauonal forests and grasslands in Texas 
because they ere already Iod I" ~ r c d d ~ ~ t ~ ~ l t y  In fact. timber harvesting contmues to reduce 
soil productivity because the nutrients which are tied up tn the trees have been removed. 
therefore. these trees can no longer contribute to the leaf lonet and subsequent dotnus budd 
up tn the soil and nutrients rsquired by aquatic organisms Ths se~t ion should be rewrmen 
to iellect the correct p~ispective 

part Ilk& Environmental Conseoue nces of the Alternatives, Land Uses. naae 125 This 
section states. * * to grant 
land use authonzation petmtts A statement should be included here Io  clarify that 
endangered S P B C ~ S '  conceins may take precedence over granting some 01 these land use 
permits. an example may be when these aufhormtmns ~~YOIYB a 'take' of an endanqsrsd or 
threatened species 

Part Illal. One rgtion and Marntenance 01 Roads. E nwwmenw I Conzouences of I hg 
Altetnatwes IRoad DeveloDmsntl. oases 128-13Q Thls smim of thO draft EIS does not 
Snecdv what the actual denpitv lper acre 01 per square milel and l o c a l m  of roads BIB on the 
National forests m Texas The U 5 Forest Sernce m Texas has stated that they plan IO map 
thsrs roads when their Geoqraehic Infarmatm System for this prolect 1s installed The draft 
EIS should slate that this activity 1s planned and that the information will be svailsble to 
Federal and State agennss and the private SBCIOI The dran EIS does not include all impacts 
IO t h O  environment from road reconstructmn and constiuction, only impacts to sod and water 
It isrecommended that the EIS addressthe mpacts of roads fragmented throughout the forest 
ecosystems 

Ihe Phvsicsl Environment. PeR Illb). Alternattve 4W. 0898 lm . Due to RCW concerns, 
available oil and gas actwtms - wd/ have feweracres avm/ab/le for surfsce omtrpamy." 
Thesn actlvttles could dfefect RCW's durang the nesttng season and .. may need 
10 be relocated to SPB lsoutliern pine beetle) spots orstom damageareas to avo!ddamagmg 
addftonal OPenmngs " In 811 cases. the method which causes the least amount 01 
environmental Impacts sho Id be utilized Any action which may affect any Federally-listed 
threatened or endangered s$"hould be avoided Otherwise, section 7 of the Endangered 
Specles Act requlres formal Fonsultation wbth the U S  Fsh and Wildltfe Servlcs IFWSI 

P l O S S 3 " g Q g 3 5  The defmtlon far -should include a minimum width of relatively 
undisturbed vegstatton to be retamed The 81wculturaI forestwnde standard IFW-171.231 m 
the Draft Rensed Land and Resource Management Fian, chapter IV, page 79. states that th8 
I l ler  * str!p's wtdth rn feef,sat/east30p/us f 5 trmes thepercent slope " The definition 
should be cons~stenl with this standard 

p 2 -2 4 Alternative 4b does not include pr~v i s ion~  to 
incrsase tho emount of wilderness acreage It 1s recommended that the U S Forest Setvice 
consider adding Winters Bayou on the Sam Houston National Forest 80 a wilderness area 
This area suppons the cars and declining mature bottomland hardwood ecosystem m east 
Texas We agree with the use of prescribed firs m Winters Bayou and tn existing wtlderness 
areas. as specified #n altsmmves 2 through 5 Designation of some of the other proposed 
wdderness areas I! e , Longlest Ridge and Jordan Creeks) would conflict with designation and 
management of proposed RCW HMA's 

5 , ' / "  
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-*- In order that inherent values may be protected 
and managed. we support designation of the two segments of the Neches River. identified m 
the draft EIS. as a Nauonal Wild and Scenic River I o  be included m the National Wild and 
Scenic River System of Waterways 

Aoosndw I. paaerllh - The 'desiredfulure condtmn. regardine snags and dead and down 
trees for each 01 the forest types listed m the Appendix. tncludes 8 statement that 'The hrgh 
temperature and humrdfy m east Texas and the recurrent firer prevent large bvt7d.um o f  
snags or down matenal overlarge areas " The lack of snags and dead and down material in 
the National forests mTexasis primarily the result of prescribed burning programs which have 
not included provisions to protect this important forest component. Several listed cendidate 
specie9 IRafmesque's big-eared bat, Pl~cotus rafmesquii. Southeastern myotis, Myotrs 
austror,panus. and the Louisiana pine snake, P,tuoph!s melanoleucus ruthvend and the U S. 
Forest Semce's secondarq cevity nesting species. depend on snags and dead and down 
material to mset thsir habitat requirements. Recent ongoing research indicates that very few 
of these species inhabit the National forests land Other Federel and State locatlonr7 in east 
Texas We recommend increasing the current number of snags I O  to approximately 6lacrel 
and dead and down matenawacrs lunknown amount) m these National lorests by requimg 
protection of these forest components m the prescribed burning program Research 
conducted by Evans and Connor l1979)', mdtcated hat I2 snagstacre are requued lo provide 
suztable habitat for ssondary cavily nerlen m soulhem foreru 

DRAFT REVISED LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

General Comments 

Language m the slandards and guidehes for Management Arras 1 and 2 n d  to be changcd lo 
reflect changes lhat wdl be made m Ihe final EIS for managunent of the rcduxkaded 
wccdpacker 0 and 16 habitat on Naclonal fomu m lhc southern Region 

Sweific Commentg 

Chaoler n. Infeerated Pest Man" ent flPW Issue- a New techniques, using 
behavmd chemicals, to mnml soulhempme beetle (SPB) mfestakons arc buog studred and 
have been succarful SPB mfeslahons have dermycd a significant number of RCW canty Ims 
in lhe Natlonal fomw m Teras (154 cavlty trees werc bllcd f" 1990 lo 1593). Use of lhese 
lechnqucs, whch am currently awung Envlmnmenlal Protectran Agency approval, should 
reduce lhe number of cavity veer lost to SPB It IS remmmended lhat a foml-wde standard 
and guideline be developed in the Management Plan and in each of Ihe management arcas to 
adopt lhese new techniques a k r  lhey are approved and an amendment IS made in  the U S  for 
the suppression of the soulhem-pine beelle in the Soulhem Region 

' Evans, K E and Cannor. R N. I979 Snag managemenL Pagcs 214-225 1s 

Management of N o r u l ~ t r a l  and Noahcaslcrn F0ru.U for Vmtmpical Birds, mmpiled 
by R.M. DeGraaf and K Evans USDA Forest Sewice. Orrc NC-55 
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MA SmdardSandGu idelines. -I U. CumUy. the RCW nmvery populakon for 
the mastal plam of Texas has been idenhfied by the US. Fom Service and the FWS as 
the popdabon on the Sam Houston Nauonal Forest. Tim paputahon pnmanly mhabils the 
loblolly and shodca fpm4Mwood  foresls m this N a h o d  fomL ' I I e  proposed R o l w d  Land 
and Resource Management Plan mcludes pronsions to rcston the longleaf-pme forest. which 
i s  the preferred habitat of the RCW. In the event the RCW populahon expands m the longleaf- 
pine farut (on the Angelw or Sabme Nabonal Forests) aml e x d s  that of the Sam Houston 
populauon, the US. Forest Service may -1 10 redcsignatr the recovery populahon IO thae 
foresls The Sam Houston Nahonal Forest is propored IO be designated as an urban forest 
because of 16 ClOW pmunuty to Houston, Texas. l%e demand for recRahOn (qxmally ORV 
mls). whch IS expected to increase, may conflict with Mnagement and m v e r y  of the RCW 
on tlus forest It is, therefore. recommended thal a slandard be included m MA-2 whtch allows 
for recons~dmlion of Ihe locauon 01 L k  RCW recovery ppulahon u1 cast Texas 

Chaoter V. Table 2. w e  241 Table 2 should be comcted to remove the dwarf d h a n d e r  
from the Ins1 for the 'Longleaf-pme Woodlands & Savannas' and include the pdeated 
woodpecker (Dryocopwpileasw) in the "Bottomlands Smamsides' category Neovoptcal and 
breedmg buds idenufied by the U S Forest Service m theu proposed 'Landbwd S t r a q y '  ( n e  
Soulhem Nauonal Forest's Migratory and Resident Landbud C o n m h o n  Strategy) should be 
added lo the management indicator Lsl Proposed surveys for these species should provide 
informahon for momlonng the health of the forest We s u p p a  the 'tandbad Shategy' m view 
of the lack of data on the occurrulce and habitat requ!remcnu of both n m u o p t d  and b r d m g  
buds in east Texas However. we a n  cnnccmrd IW d m t s t i o n  of this shaiqy (I e ,  
available ume of t h e ~ ~ y r e . p l ~ e m e m o i  Federally-lated s a c m  and 
other ongomg Lesearch praiects m thew NxUonal forests 

As a general obwrvahon, forest management mdtcator species have hntoncally been used to 
evaluate the health of fomt ecosystems I f &  U S. Fonri plans to manage ecosystems, 
11 may be more effecbve lo cOnhnue to idenufy and momtor the SUNS of the "DeJurd Future 
Condihon' ofecosystems (i.e ,acres of forested habi ta t res"i .  acres io each plant community) 
in the Nauonal foresk, rather than look at individual or men groups of specter We therefore 
recommend usmg the Habitat Evaluauon proceduru deveioped by the FWS for species whlch 
have k e n  idenhlied as management mdicalors m the vanms plant wmmumucs 

dL 

Threatened w. Tius appndu Cantams 
The mounmn plover (Qlordnw 

n~manwj $5 2 Caregory 1 canardale species which should be added to h e  1x1 mis spenes i s  
an mcidenlal visitor lo nonh Texas wluch may w u r  on tbe grasslands dunng migrauon me 
correct Federal staNs of the Louisiana black bear (Umw m n c w  lueolw) IS Uueatened. 
Appendu D hsts this species as a Category 2 eandldale spectu. Addiuonally, the Amencan 
burying bcelle (Nicmphonrr ~ n c a n u r )  is listed on page 4 of the Appendu Thrs spster has 
not been documented m Texas and should be deleted from this hst 

ome inaceurale mfomahon whch should be urmcted 

h N e a l !  funcuon. rw.rA 
A revlew of the current research n d s  suggesU thal the science of omsystems management is 
relahvely new, local ecologld c~asslficahan typJ have nM been mmpleted for the Nahonal 
forcsls !n Teras, and there IS a lack of knowledgeregarding murrence and habitat reqnlremenli 
of Federally-Lsted s p i e s  , Therefore. standards should be developed (for each managemen1 
a m )  which allow amendmepls in s p x e s  and habitat management as new informauon IS oblaned 
from species surveys and ecological classilicauon idenuficahon 

Chaoler N. Daired FuNre C o n d i h o n a  44 %le we agrre that examples of natural 
succcssio~~ on forest and grassland ecosystems vvlll be demonsbated Uuough more areas that arc 
managed for special a m b u m .  we are concemcd thal thae may b s o m e  the only areas wlhm 
which ecosystems managenicnl mU be implemented The concept of a forestwide ecosystems 
management plan should be'sincerely put into prachce 

Chaoter IV.  Desired FutureCondluon. oaee 45 Language in the d d t  EIS provlder for 
allowmg developmen1 of 0J and gas weUr along major travclways To reflect tlus m Our %chon 
of the Managemen1 Plan. me statement regarding scenery along major travelways should be 
revired to read. 'Scenery along W of the major havelways, lake shores, and nver condors 
wlll  develop and m a "  a vanety of scemc quahhes, mcludmg some areas wtth an older-fowl 
characlcr ' It IS further recommended that a slalement m MA 1-52 and MA 2-52 be developed 
lo mclude that wcll sim and asmated facility laahonr may be placed m major roadways to 
reduce forest fragmentahon 

Dam IV. Manaeement Ohiech ves. Dare 48 We recommend addmg the following phrase to 
statement 3@), " and when Federally-hsted h l e n e d  andlor endangered spencr wll 
conlmue to be prolesled acwrding 10 the Endangered Spnes  Act ' We also suggest changlng 
the smtement4(d) to read, "Provide high quality pineand hardwood saw-hmber and other forest 
producls " Addiuonally, we quesuon whether or not 11 WIU be feasible to supply a a!lk!d 

of hlgh quality pine and hardwood pmducls 

MA-I. Standards and Guidelines. SllvlculN-. The diameter I1m6 hsled 
for scheduled regenerauon cumngs are rnmnsirlenf mlh those m the+* EIS for the 
manxement of the RCW and ils habitat on Nauonal fowls  m the Southeni Region Smaller 
diameter limns me a-table If uneven-aged management IS implemented, however, larger 
diamctcrs are required whcn irregular shelterwood IS used Irregular shelterwood leaves older 
w a s  wiul larger diameters and these trees produce higher quality seed sources Therefore, we 
recommend the diameter limits be increased to reflect tho= in the draft RCW EIS 

MA-1. Standards and Guidelines. Facdlhes mee LML We recommend changing the statement 
in MA-2-16 io include language for forest fragmentauon, I e , 'Restncuons may be implemented 
in responre to resource programs, such as wddhfc, f ~ W t  fraementahon, recreauon, " 
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SUMMARY C0M.MENl.S 

The U S Foresi Service IS commended on the development of an ecosyslem approach for 
managmg the National forests and gracrlands in Teras. as well as thmughout the t l ~M States. 
Implementauon of the preferred alternauve and mmrprauon of tho genwal and specific 
comments pm,ided herem should mlore the malure fares1 easystems in the Nauonal forests 
m Teras 

Tho hollomland hardwood arcas whrch mmpnse approumalely IO percent of Ihe lolal acreage 
of the Nmonal grasslanasah!nIId hc wtuaed as a swia.management area L i m M g  or 
mlrrmng grazing Ih lhue was rnould be consided b n e  restoratton Ihrough the removal 
of impmved pasture and w a d e r  species, such as cedar and hackberry, and estabhrhment of 
name grasses are encouraged 011 and gas explarauon and pmducuon, which permanently 
impacts the l a s t  amount of gmdand habitat, are d u d .  with impacts to st”r,ppanan 
vegetauon, and botlomlyd hardwmds avoided Developed and disperred rocreauonal 
oppormnilles are imporlanb due 10 the proximity of the Nauonal grasslands lo the DalladFon 
Wonh mwopolim area. but should not be emphasized over wrldhre habitat management 
Habitat managemenl, which provides requinm importan1 for endemic and migratory wlldhfe 
rpcier, should be given equal or greatcr conriderahon 

Dellncauan of RCW Habilat Management has is expled 10 recover the Federally-lirled RCW 
m the cmsml plam of easl Texas. as well as provlde habrlal for several hsled (and unhrled) 
rpccics reeenl U S. F u k t  Service d i d v e  to survey National forests for two Federally- 
hsted candidale species per year should provide us wlh much needed informauon for upgradmg 
or delirung thesc species llowevcr. a management rmdard needs io be developed io mclude 
lh~s new diracuve inlo the EIS and Revrxd Land and Resource Management Plan for the 
Nauonal loresu in Texas 

7he prefened allemauveemphasiusdeveloped recreauonal opponunxues, parucularly ORV use, 
and mineral leasing on grealer than half of the Nauonal forests in Texas We recommend that 
the number of praposed ORV (ralr in the dpft plan be reducai lo avoid impacts to the RCW 
recovery population on the Sam Houston NaUonal F o m l  Allemauvely, the U S. Forest Service 
may want to des igna le  the RCW recovery populatlon lo a different NaUonal forest l l ~ e  
revised Land and Resource Management Plan includes provisions to mlore the longleaf-pme 
forest, which IS the prefen‘ed habitat of the RCW. In the event the RCW populatlon expands 
inlo Angelma. Davy Crdelt ,  and Sabmc Nauonal Foresls, and exceeds that of the Sam 
Haurlon populauon, the U S Forest Sewice may want 10 redesignale lhe recovery populauon 
to one of these forests We are also c o n e ”  lhal the propored alternative, which places a high 
pnonfy on mineral leanng, may resull m furlher loss in the amount and qualrly of the maNre 
forest ecosystem and its associated Federally-hsled s p i e s  Foresl fragmenlauon from high 
commodity producuon IS more likely to negauvely impacl lisled species than the projected 
amount of forest loss in the d d l  EiS We believe this slrategy should be modified and 
evaluated in regard u) the cumulauve impacts from pasl. present. and proposed future acuVilleS 

I 8 D S  

I O  q I O  

P e t s  
6 L 1 4  

10 

We apprecrale the oppomtmty Io review thew documents We hurl ulesc comments wlll be of 
use dunng find document developmeni 

Glenn B Sekavs 
R e g ”  Ennronmenml Officer 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE A R M Y  

FORT WORTH DlSTRlCT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
P 0 BOX ,7300 

/ b  8-9' 
FORT WORTH, TEX4S 76101-0300 F€De 

r ( E S l " l 0  O L  
A1IT1I11ONOS 

January 6, 1995 

MI Alan G Newman, Forest S u p ~ ~ s o r  
National Forests & Grasslands m Texas 
701 N Fist Street 
L u h ,  Texas 75901 

D w M r  Newman 

Thank yvu far the oppommty to comment on the Draft Envlromenlal 
Impact Statement (QS) for the U. S Forest Service's pmpmed Revised Land 
and Resource Management Plan, Nailanal Forests aild Grasslands m Texas, 
dated September, I994 Tlus project has been asslgned Project Number 
3994CU676 Please mclude tks number m fum correspondence concemg 
tins project 

We have reviewed tins Draft Q S  relative to Seclion 404 of the Clean 
Water Act and Section IO of the Pdvers and Harbors Act of 1899 Under 
Secuon 404, the U S Army Corps of Engmeers (USACE) regulates the 
discharge of dredged and fll matenal mto waters of the Umted States, 
including wetlands Waters of the UNled States mclude any put  of the 
surface water tnbutary system, fmm large nvem to small strcams, and any 
lake, pond, or other waterbody on the tnbulary system, as well as wetlands 
Waters of the Uluted States can mclude man-made as well as n a N d  d n a ~  
For example, abandoned constmction and m h g  pits may be waters of the 
umted states 

Our responabhty under Section IO IS lo regulate any work m, or 
affeclmg, navigable waters of the Umled States. The Sam Houston, Angeha, 
and Sabffle nauonal fomts border nsvigable waters of the Umted States 
Enclosed for your mformauon is a bst of navigable waters of the Uruted States 
m the Port Worth D m m t  Any of the above discharges or work may r q w e  
Department of the Army authormhon m the form of a perm11 

Due to the general namre of the acuvfues included m the proposed land 
and resource management plan, we are unable to determme from the Draft QS 
whether Department of the Army authormuon would be q u d  However, 
several types of activities discussed m the Draft Et; may q u l r e  authonzation 
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d they occur m waters of the Umted States, mcludmg wetlands Examples of 
gmunddishlrbmg activdieS that may requne authormuon where they occur m 
waters of the Umted States mclude, but are not lunited to, wme tunber 
harvesmg and related tunber management acuvities that are not part of an 
estabhhed operanon: censhucuon of mads, tr;uls, and recreational fachties, 
conshucmn of OII and gas explorauon web,  access mads, and production 
fachhes, and excavanon of nand, gravel, and m k  

When a specific project that would qum Department of the Army 
authoruatlon is proposed, please wntact our office and provide us with the 
dews of the proposed work,mcludmg the type and mount  of matenal. If 
any, to be &charged moth temporary and permanent discharges) mto waters 
of the Unded States, the locauon of any work 01 dacharges, and appmpnate 
plan and cross-section views of the proposed work. We understand that in 
many cases the U S Forest Service would not be the pMy responsible for 
obl-g D e p m e n t  of the Anny authormuon ln these cases, we would 
encourage you to lnform those commg to you for permits andlor mformatwn 
that they may need to contact the USACB regardmg authonzation under 
Sectwn 404 andlor Secuon 10. 

Thank you for your interest m our nauon's water resources If YOU have 
any questions c o n c e m g  our regulatory program, please contact Mr David 
M m  the address above or telephone (817) 334-4625 

smcerely, 

Pad M Halhom 
Chef. Bnvuonmenlal Resources Branch 



The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service is a diverse organization com- 
mitted to equal opportunity in employment and program delivery. USDA prohibits discrimination 
on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, religion, age, disability, political affiliation and 
familial status. Persons believing they have been discriminated against should contact the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, DC 20250, or call 202-720-7327 
(voice), or 202-720-1127 (TDD). 




