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INTRODUCTION
This appendix to the Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale Environmental Assessment contains the agency's responses to questions and comments received during the 30-day public review and comment period for the EA.  Public comments on the EA were due on 4/15/99.  Letters 5-9 and 11 were received by either the Bozeman Ranger District (Tim Hancock, Forest Ecology Group) or Gardiner Ranger District offices after the 4/15/99 deadline described in the EA's cover letter and in the legal notice published in the Bozeman Daily Chronicle.  It appears those late letters were postmarked on or before 4/15 and so were reviewed and considered along with the letters received on time.  
A total of 11 letters were received, containing 138 comments.  Table F-1 below lists the letter number and commenter.  Comments are grouped by issue or subject matter, although some comments had multiple topics and could have been listed under several subjects.   Each comment is identified by the letter number first and then the individual comment number after the hyphen.  The comments were transcribed word-for-word from the letters.  The agency response follows the comment.  The responses are an integral part of the EA and project file.
Table F-1.  Letter number and commenter.
	Letter No.
	Agency, Organization,
or Individual

	1
	Native Ecosystems Council (Sara Jane Johnson)

	2
	Bear Creek Council (Richard Parks)

	3
	Hank Rate

	4
	Wendy and Jerry Thomas

	5
	Greater Yellowstone Coalition (Tim Stevens)
American Widlands (Kim Davitt)

	6
	Becky Johnson

	7
	Lloyd Johnson

	8
	Ralph Johnson

	9
	Julia Page

	10
	Native Forest Network (Phil Knight)

	11
	Forest Guardians/FCC (Bryan Bird)


RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
Grizzly Bear
1-4.  It is not clear from the EA or biological evaluations why this logging will benefit the grizzly bear.  From the maps provided in the EA, it appears that this area to be logged is simply a sacrifice area for bears, with many areas having over 2 miles per section in open roads.
Response:  The agency does not claim in the EA that the proposed timber harvesting is intended to benefit the grizzly bear.  The purpose of the project is described in the EA, pp. 1-4.  This project was intended to generate funds to purchase private lands in the Taylor Fork drainage.  Adding these lands to the public land base (and gaining protection from potential future private developments) may have indirect benefits to grizzly bears and other species (see the conclusion of effects to grizzly bears in Appendix C, p. C-16).    
Other impacts to grizzly bears were stated in the EA, Chapter 2, pp. 25-26; and Chapter 3, pp. 32-41.  Regarding open road density: approximately 12% of Hellroaring/Bear Subunit 1 currently has an open road density in the >2.0 mi/mi² category (pp. 26, 35, and C-8).  Please see Table 2-6 (p. 25):  during the life of the project, the net amount of open roads will be reduced by 0.4 miles from current conditions.  After the project (including after post-sale firewood gathering and closure of the new roads), the net amount of open roads will be reduced by 1.0 mile from current conditions.  This net reduction in open roads should benefit grizzly bears.
1-5.  There is no information on why core security areas for bears were selected, and why the logging areas were not considered important for core areas.  It appears that core security areas have been picked as roadless and wilderness areas, rather than any concern for grizzly bears.  The implementation of projects are a good, if only, time to explain to the public how the agency is managing grizzly bears in that area.  Please let us know how security areas were selected and why these appear optimum for bears in this area.  If they aren't optimum, why are they being continued?
Response:  Methods for analyzing impacts to grizzly bears from human access were addressed in:  Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee Taskforce Report - grizzly bear/motorized access management (IGBC 1994, revised 1998).  The Gallatin Forest Plan was amended in response to the findings of this report (Amendment 19).  The IGBC document describes the process used to select core (security ) areas; a process used in this analysis.  Analysis areas approximate the size of annual home ranges for an adult female grizzly bear.  These were described as Bear Management Units and Subunits within areas already determined to be important habitat for grizzly bears.  They have been established for the Greater Yellowstone Area and were delineated to account for elevational and seasonal distribution of habitats.  Researchers and managers agree that existing core areas have been an important habitat component for adult female grizzlies that have successfully reared and weaned offspring.  Core areas are those portions of a subunit that meet several criteria:  1) no motorized use of roads and trails during the core period,  2) no roads or trails that receive non-motorized, high intensity use as defined in established cumulative effects activity definitions, and 3) a minimum of 0.31 miles from any open road or motorized trail.  A GIS software program is used to analyze the distribution of  digitized road and trail data to map the core area.  Standards have not yet been established to direct how much of  each subunit  must meet the definition of core area.  The amount of core area in this subunit is comparatively high.  Until exact criteria are given, the policy is to allow no decrease of core area.        
The core areas in Hellroaring/Bear Subunit 1 were identified by the established methodology described above.  The timber sale areas do not meet the definition of core habitat because the area is already heavily roaded.  
1-6.  It seems that this project will greatly increase public activity in this area for 4-5 years, including three years of firewood harvest.  The EA was not very clear (extensive but vague) on why this will not increase the potential for habituation of grizzly bears, and hence their mortality risk.  Could you explain why human activity will not increase in the area, or if it will, why this will not affect grizzly bear habituation?  
Response:  Maintenance of grizzly bear habitat as directed by standards in the Forest Plan (including Amendment 19 and the related IGBC task force report) was required.  These standards were met.  Written concurrence was received from the USFWS through informal consultation conducted in accordance with the Endangered Species Act.     
Habituation of grizzly bears leading to increased risk of mortality typically involves bears gaining access to attractants provided by people.  As a consequence, bears associate people with food and conflicts are generated.   Human activity related to timber harvest will increase in the analysis area during logging operations.  However, mechanisms to enforce existing food storage regulations will be compelling.  Individuals involved with the logging operation can be monitored much more closely than the general public to ensure they do not provide attractants to bears.  In addition, timber harvesting is not an activity that, by nature, makes human attractants available to bears.  This is in contrast to activities such as public campgrounds or hunting camps that often have certain quantities and types of attractants associated with them.  In addition, timber harvesting has not been documented to be an important source of conflicts with bears.  Timber harvest can affect the quality and quantity of grizzly bear food and cover either positively or negatively.  It can also affect bear behavior, but there is little or no evidence that bear numbers are directly impacted by timber harvest activities (IGBC 1987).
Firewood cutting is similar in this regard.  It is a chronic activity in the analysis area.  We have no documentation that it has generated conflicts with bears historically.
Another common element of habituation is the occurrence of human activity in juxtaposition to areas bears frequent during foraging efforts.  There are no known habitat features in or near the project site that would provide a unique attraction to foraging bear.
IGBC 1987. Grizzly bear compendium. Interagency grizzly bear compendium. 540 pp. 
1-7.  Please define why logging will be good for the grizzly, and what current literature this is based on.
Response:  See response to Comment 1-4.
1-8.  If only a limited amount of money will be generated for the Gallatin Land Exchange, how do you determine that this justifies the disturbance and increased mortality risk to the grizzly bear, a highly vulnerable species?  Habitat security appears to be a key limiting factor for the bear at this time, with continued encroachment into their habitat.  Why does the Forest Service have to add to these cumulative impacts to raise a few hundred thousand dollars?
Response:  The EA, Chapter 3, and Appendix C (Biological Assessment) describe the impacts to grizzly bear habitat and changes in mortality risk.  The conclusion and finding of effects for the grizzly bear is "not likely to adversely affect" (Appendix C, p. C-17).  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurs with this determination (USFWS 4/14/99).  The Deciding Official will determine whether or not the impacts to bears are worth the benefit of purchasing private lands in the Taylor Fork area. 
1-9.  It is not clear in the EA as to why reconstruction of grown-in roads will not increase total motorized access density in this area.  You will be constructing 0.6 miles of new road, closing 1 mile of existing road, but opening several miles of closed roads.  You need to be much more specific as to what the status of all these reconstructed roads is, and how this will affect total motorized access densities in the area.
Response:  The majority of roads proposed to be reconstructed are not grown-in but, in fact, are open system roads drivable by 2-wheel drive pickups.  Most of these are also drivable by cars.  The only road scheduled for reconstruction that is currently closed to motorized use is Road 6976D in the Darroch Creek area.  This road accesses Unit 8 in Alternative D.  It is 0.35 miles in length and amounts to 8% of the 4.4 miles to be reconstructed.  The road reconstruction activity was included in the analysis for determining grizzly bear secure (core) habitat and road densities.  Under Alternative D, the pre-sale road closure exceeds the new road construction by 0.4 miles.  This surplus would offset effects of the short-term opening of Road 6976D.  This road will not be open to the public during the timber sale but would be open for firewood gathering for two seasons after the unit is closed.  As described in the EA on p. 20, this road would then be returned to the pre-sale condition or beyond (revegetated and closed to vehicles). 
Proposed activities for the roads to be reconstructed are described in the EA, Chapter 2, p. 20 (Item 7).  They will receive either pre-haul maintenance or reconstruction, depending on their condition and needs.  Any safety deficiencies for use as mixed commercial and recreational traffic will be corrected (e.g., adding turnouts where necessary).  Improvements will be restricted to those generally needed to correct safety problems; replace failing structures; restore failed surfacing; to correct cut/fill failures, grades, or alignments; or to reduce sediment production.  Work will be designed to be permanent in nature.  Map F-1  shows the road segments estimated to need reconstruction.
1-10.  Why are you planning to allow firewood harvest within MS 1 habitat?  This is not a necessary activity, a very impactive activity on the grizzly bear, for the Gallatin Land Exchange.
Response:  The Gallatin Forest Plan (Forest-wide Standard E.8.j.2) allows firewood cutting when it is consistent with management area goals (in this case Management Area 13).  As discussed in the EA, Chapter 3, pp. 44-45, the project area has supported firewood harvesting by local residents for decades.  Gardiner area residents depend on firewood from the National Forest as a source of home heating fuel.  The purpose of leaving the new roads open for two seasons is to mitigate the loss of potential firewood caused by the proposed timber sale. 
The effects analysis for grizzly bears has taken into account the firewood activity supported by leaving the new roads open for two seasons, in addition to the past, present, and future firewood cutting activity in the area.   The Biological Assessment (EA, p. C-11, Table 6) listed known bear mortalities and causes since 1975.  Firewood cutting activity is not known to have caused or contributed to any past bear mortalities.  Food storage orders are in effect for human activities in the area and these generally have been effective in reducing the risk of bear habituation and mortality.  
1-15.  If the grizzly bear will be displaced from this area for up to 5 years due to logging, why does this constitute habitat maintenance for this threatened species?
Response:  Maintenance of grizzly bear habitat is accomplished if  Forest Plan standards are met.  Central to this is Amendment 19, which sets objectives for access and core (security) areas.  Forest Plan standards also set goals for management of old growth, vegetative diversity, hiding and thermal cover, size and shape of harvest units, reentry, and duration of activity.  Alternative D meets all these standards except for the requirement that 10% of the analysis area must be seedling, sapling, and pole vegetation.  This shortfall will be addressed in a Forest Plan amendment.  The USFWS, through Section 7 informal consultation, concurred with the findings of the BA that standards had been met.
1-19.  You have not evaluated the impact of the current open motorized access density on the grizzly bear in the area to be logged.  How are these high road densities affecting the bear, and why aren't changes needed?
Response:  The EA, Table 2-7, p. 26 quantified effects of the current transportation system in Hellroaring/Bear Subunit 1 to grizzly bears (displayed under Alternative A-No Action).  Chapter 3, pp. 32-38 also discuss Alternative A.  This was provided in accordance with NEPA in order to provide a baseline for the Deciding Official and the public to use in comparing effects of the action alternatives and also to provide the Deciding Official a full range of alternatives.  Discussion of changes to current road densities is outside the scope of this project analysis.  See the discussion of Alternative E - Close existing open roads to avoid an HEI Forest Plan amendment (EA, pp. 24 and 28).  
The motorized access issue has been analyzed in terms of the proposed Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale.
For this project, motorized access has been addressed in accordance with Amendment 19 of the Forest Plan and related IGBC access standards and analysis protocol.  Written concurrence was received from the USFWS for the findings of that analysis.  The effect of human activities on grizzly bears, including those facilitated by motorized access, were further discussed in the EA, Appendix C (Biological Assessment), pp. C-5 through C-15.  There have been 23 known mortalities of grizzly bears on the Gardiner District between 1975 and 1997. However, none can be directly attributed to the access provided by the Forest Service road system in Bear Creek. 
3-25.  This EA refers to a standard of "one major activity per decade" in this area.  Have you considered the interaction of this timber sale with the mine closure, which should also be considered a "major activity" in terms of use of the Jardine Road, noise, disturbance, amount of money to be expended, etc.
Response:  The purpose of the "one major activity per decade" standard is to reduce sources of disturbance to grizzly bears, not to minimize impacts to the public road system, noise, other disturbance, or financial/economic issues.  Although there are no reclamation plans finalized, the Mineral Hill Mine closure was identified as a reasonably foreseeable future activity and potential effects were considered in the cumulative effects analyses (EA, p. 32).  See the response to comment 6-11 below.  
The USFWS Biological Opinion for the 1987 Gallatin Forest Plan stipulates the schedule for timber management activities in MA 13 (USDA 1987, p. H-7 and 8).  Constraints on timing of management actions are specific to timber harvest on national forest land and do not consider other events, including potential future activities on private land.  Direction is provided for duration of activity, reentry, and maintenance of grizzly bear security areas for timber sales.  Specifically, the Biological Opinion restricts timber harvesting activities in MS 1 grizzly bear habitat to no longer than three consecutive years and one reentry every ten years.  In addition, a security area must be provided adjacent to the influence zone of the project.  The proposed Darroch-Eagle Creek timber sale meets these constraints.
Also, please see the response to comment 5-7 below.
5-5.  The EA lists the 4.4 miles of road to be reconstructed as "open."  We would appreciate a discussion in the final EA of the current condition of these roads.  Are they currently widely-used roads, or have they essentially closed themselves over the years by new growth?  Do they currently function as a part of the transportation system, or are they just that way on paper?
We ask these questions because the EA says that "The road construction would, however, improve some access."  The EA then states that the amount of human use may change: "...This could increase human use throughout the analysis area which is potentially negative for grizzly bears."
As has already been expressed in the EA, human-caused grizzly bear mortalities are directly related to increased human access.  If reconstruction of 4.4 miles of existing road will, in fact, increase human access, the EA must either acknowledge that this could lead to grizzly bear mortalities and take appropriate action, or assure that access will not be increased by these road improvements-- i.e.-- closing some of these roads after project completion.
Response:  The EA describes the roads to be reconstructed as "existing" (EA, pp. 2, 11, 16, 18, and C-3).  Approximately 4.05 miles of these roads are currently open; 0.35 miles are closed to motorized vehicles.  The open segments currently accommodate a standard pickup and in most cases, some passenger cars.  Some segments are in a condition that they are currently suitable for logging trucks.  They receive regular traffic from hunters, firewood cutters, and campers.  In several places, soft road beds, lodgepole regeneration, and slumped road banks on corners would make access with logging trucks difficult.  The 0.35 miles of closed road  (6976D) is currently revegetated.  It is not being used by any motorized vehicles.  During the sale, this road will be closed to the public, likely with a gate.  After the two-year firewood gathering period, the road will be closed and put back into its pre-sale condition.  See response to comment 1-9 above.
As stated in the BA, Appendix C, road use may increase by the general public on roads that are reconstructed.  The statement seems logical, but it is unknown if  this will occur.  It is also unknown how much increase would take place.  Any increase in road use would be negative for the bear because it cannot be stated that it would be positive.  The literature indicates that in many areas, an increase in traffic results in an increase in bear mortalities.  It is unknown if this will occur here.  The history of mortalities on the Gardiner District is tied primarily to backcountry hunting and management actions at public dumps and private residences, not vehicle traffic on secondary roads.  The connection could be more direct if improving the roads results in more use by hunters, especially backcountry use.  However, the reconstruction proposed will not likely draw a significant increase of backcountry users into the area.
The long-term goal of the Gardiner District is to consolidate road use by closing spur roads, roads of poorer quality, and redundant roads.  It is unlikely the reconstructed roads would be closed except for Road 6976D.  However, the Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale includes pre-sale road closures to offset new road construction and the temporary reopening of Road 6976D.  Additional future road closures would be positive for the bear.  In the meantime, enforcement of the food storage order and existing seasonal road closures would help mitigate effects.
5-6.  The current operating season for the sale is July 1 to Oct. 15.  We are concerned that due to the presence of whitebark pine stands, a critical late season food source for bears, the operating season may be too long.  Mid-October is the peak of bear foraging prior to denning.  Any areas of cone-producing whitebark pine will be key.  While the EA mentions that whitebark pine in the analysis area are not currently productive in terms of cones and nuts, the EA failed to acknowledge that cone production is cyclical, and good cone production years can easily follow a series of bad years.  We request that the Forest revisit its operating dates in order to provide bears time to use this critical food source.
Response:  See the response to comment 5-10 below.
The cyclic nature of whitebark cone production is not the issue.  The area proposed for timber harvesting does not contain sufficient mature whitebark pine to produce enough cones to attract foraging bears.  Because most of the project site is at or below the environmental limits of  whitebark pine, those whitebarks that are present will not mature into cone producers as forest succession progresses.  However, as stated in the EA, whitebark stands are present in the analysis area that could provide foraging habitat for bears.  They are found at the higher elevations in the drainage.  Examples closest to the harvest units are at or near tree-line on Sheep and Ash Mountains.  It is unlikely timber harvesting would displace bears from these stands because of the distance involved and topographic features that provide some screening.  However, to reduce the likelihood of this occurring, harvesting should be done in the units closest to the whitebark zone prior to August 30.  This will be added to the list of  mitigation practices. 
5-7.  According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's Biological Opinion for the Forest Plan, in Situation 1 grizzly bear habitat, there must be no more than one major activity per decade in an area.  While the duration of the timber sale will be 3 years, the EA also states that the area will remain open to firewood gatherers for another two seasons.  There will not be a break in activity between the two actions, human use of the area will also be constant seasonally for five years.  The firewood gathering is clearly connected to the timber sale -- it is the same major action.  We therefore do not feel that the standard set in the FWS BO was met.
In addition, a major mine has been operating in the analysis area until a couple years ago.  Why was this action not included as a 'major action'?  Just as the Forest is required to look at activities on private land when it comes to cumulative effects, it seems reasonable that the Forest acknowledge a major mine operation less than two miles from the proposed timber sale as another major action.
Response:  See the response to comment 3-25 above.  "Major action" in the USFWS Biological Opinion refers to timber sales (USDA Forest Plan 1987).  Clarification has been provided by the USFWS (USFS 1997).  Major activities include three components of timber harvesting:  1) road construction, 2) cutting and decking of trees, and 3) log hauling.  Other activities that may occur in the following seven years in MS 1 habitat include road maintenance, broadcast burning, slash burning, planting, precommercial thinning, and inspections.  These are not considered major activities.  
Firewood gathering is not a major activity according to the Biological Opinion and later clarification with USFWS.  In this case, it has occurred in the project area throughout the summer and fall seasons every year for decades.  It is a background human use of the area, similar to hiking, hunting, and other uses of the national forest.  The firewood gathering to be allowed for two seasons after the timber sale is not a connected action to the timber sale.  That is, the sale is not dependent upon the firewood gathering to occur and firewood gathering would still occur in the area without the timber sale.
5-8.  The Forest Plan calls for habitat effectiveness levels of at least 80% for MS-1 lands (Forest Plan, III-42).  The EA makes no such mention of this requirement to maintain HEI of 80% for grizzly bears.  If the Forest plans on proceeding with the sale, it is clear that this oversight be addressed by closing additional roads in order to achieve the HEI Situation 1 standard, or adding another site-specific Forest Plan amendment to address this oversight.
Response:  HEI analysis to determine road density in the grizzly bear recovery zone has been replaced by methods described in Amendment 19 and the IGBC Task force report - grizzly bear/motorized access management.  Security habitat for the grizzly bear was addressed in the EA, Chapter 3 and in Appendix C (Biological Assessment).
5-9.  Instead of looking at road density for the analysis area, the EA instead parceled its analysis into categories of road densities for the sub-BMU.  This analysis fails to give the public adequate information regarding actual road densities within the analysis area.  The numbers show that, within the analysis area for alternative D, road densities will increase from 1.57 miles per mi2 to 1.59 mi/mi2 for Eagle Creek, and from 1.49 mi/mi2 to 1.52 mi/mi2 upper Bear Creek.  The resulting road densities in both areas is over twice the Forest Plan standard of .75 mi/mi2.  The EA never reconciles the increase in road density.  We are somewhat confused, as the EA also states that any new roads built will be offset by a commensurate amount of road closure.
Not only must road densities be in line on a sub-BMU basis, but the Forest Plan and the Endangered Species Act also require that certain standards be met for grizzly bears within the analysis area.
We ask that this discrepancy be addressed, and that, if road densities, calculated in miles per square mile, do in fact increase, that the Gallatin comply with the 1995 B.O. regarding 'no net gain' in roads.
Response:  The original Forest Plan HEI analysis and standards for road density in the grizzly bear recovery zone have been replaced by methods and standards described in Forest Plan Amendment 19 and the IGBC task force report - grizzly bear/motorized access management.  This state-of-the-art methodology and current standards were used for the Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale EA.  The software program generated road densities by several categories for Hellroaring/Bear Subunit 1.  The results are displayed in the EA at Chapter 2, Table 2-7, p. 26; Chapter 3, Table 3-2, p. 35 and p. 36; Appendix C, p. C-8.  Refer to Appendix C of the EA.  
The HEI standard of  0.75 mi/mi 2 is no longer applicable for grizzly bears.  The USFWS, through informal consultation, provided written concurrence indicating that Forest Plan standards will be met by Alternative D.  The road density numbers mentioned in comment 5-9 are a result of the HEI analysis and are relevant to the Forest Plan HEI standard of 70%.  The HEI analysis used three separate analysis areas (6500-8000 acres in size each) commensurate with the biology of elk (Kempff 1999).    Also, see the response to comment 1-1 above.
5-10.  The EA acknowledges that "Grizzlies forage in whitebark pine forests in the analysis area."  A point is also made that "... forests with sufficient cone crops to attract bears are not present at the project site."
Whitebark pine cones are a critical late season bear food source.  Any remaining stands of whitebark pine are very important to grizzly bears.  The '88 fires already eliminated up to 28% of whitebark pine stands in Greater Yellowstone, and blister rust threatens the remaining stands.
While acknowledging that bears forage on whitebark pine within the analysis area, the EA goes on to say that on the project level, trees or stands of trees with adequate cone crops do not exist.  This could be said of any stand of whitebark pine over a span of ten years.  As previously mentioned, whitebark pine crops are cyclical.  Simply because they are unproductive at the time the EA is written does not mean that they will not produce adequate nut crops in the future.
We are aware that the Forest has a policy of keeping existing whitebark pine from being cut down.  However, the EA makes no such assurances.
It is important that the EA provide further information regarding the whitebark pine stands within the analysis area and project area.  This may mean generation of maps and/or surveys.  We also ask that the EA stipulate that no whitebark pine trees will be lost in the harvest operation.  This may mean marking individual leave trees.  We are aware that this tree species is not merchantable, but also know that non-merchantability does not necessarily mean trees will not be cleared in an area.
The EA acknowledged that bears forage on whitebark pine in the analysis area, therefore addressing these issues is very important.  
Response:  Whitebark pine is a common understory component of ABLA habitat types (lower subalpine series) (Pfister et al. 1977).  However, in these forests it does not usually provide a source of  cones for foraging bears.  Whitebark is at the margin of its habitat limits in these areas.  Whitebark rarely competes successfully with other conifer species at these elevations.  This issue is independent of the cyclic nature of cone crops.  However, forests in the ABLA/PIAL/VASC, PIAL, and PIAL/ABLA habitat types (upper subalpine series) (Pfister et al. 1977) do provide foraging habitat for bears seeking cones.  Forests in the upper subalpine series are present in the Bear Creek drainage, but only stands in the ABLA/PIAL/VASC series are involved in the harvest units.  Alternative B would impact one 27-acre stand (Unit XX), Alternative C - 27 acres of the same stand (Unit XX), and Alterative D - 24 acres (Unit XX).  The harvest prescription calls for cutting 80% of this stand and leaving 20%.   
If an action alternative is selected to implement, the silvicultural prescription and timber marking guides will  stipulate maintenance of  whitebark trees in this stand as an objective.  The 20% of the overstory left uncut should include the whitebark component as much as practicable.  Removal of other conifers should reduce competition and enhance whitebark.
Also, see the response to comment 5-6 above.
5-11.  Apart from affecting whitebark pine, the EA also acknowledges that; "Ungulates that are part of the prey base for grizzly bears would also be affected by implementing this proposal.-- p.34
While the EA shows that key elk habitat, such as winter range, will not be made much worse by the proposal, it is clear that elk will be displaced from the analysis area.  When this displacement happens, grizzly bears will follow.  This could very well lead to bears showing up in places where they will get in trouble, and could lead to bear mortalities.
The Mortalities section of the BA focused on bear/human conflicts as the sole source of bear mortality.  However, it failed to make the connection between displacement of bears and potential for bear mortalities.  As stated, this displacement can and will happen as a result of displacement of prey and human activity.
In addition, the EA acknowledges that bear habitat will be altered; " ...the proposed harvest, road development, and post-harvest activities may modify grizzly bear foraging habitat." p. 33, and, "Grizzly bears may be less likely to forage at or near the project site with the screening cover of timber removed" p. 36.  Modification of occupied bear habitat, especially Situation 1 grizzly bear habitat, leads to bear displacement.  Modification of habitat is one of the original reasons that the bear was listed in the first place.  The acknowledged loss in grizzly bear habitat, coupled with the displacement of bears and key bear food sources, is of great concern.
We are concerned that the EA failed to acknowledge displacement would have any effect on bear mortality, especially given the fact that this area has a long history of bear/human conflicts and bear losses.  In addition, the EA admitted that occupied bear habitat would be modified.  It seems that, in light of the potential bear mortalities as a direct and indirect result of this project, that formal consultation under section 7 of the ESA would have been a more appropriate avenue to go related to grizzly bears.  We ask that the final NEPA document reconsider the "no effect" determination, and reconsider formal consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service.
Response:  Refer to the EA, Table 2-7, pp. 25-27; Chapter 3, pp. 32-41; and Appendix C (Biological Assessment) for a discussion of the effects analysis for the grizzly bear and  grizzly bear prey base.  The determination of effects for the threatened grizzly bear is "not likely to adversely affect."  The USFWS concurred with this decision through informal consultation.
The effect of displacement on the grizzly bear population is a valid point, but some clarification is warranted.  Elk are part of the prey base for grizzly bears in the GYA.  However, the link between elk, grizzly bears, and the  harvest units is not as direct as the question indicates.  The scenario of grizzlies following elk displaced from the harvest units is not in keeping with value of the habitat to either species.  Predation or scavenging by grizzlies on elk can occur any time during the non-denning period.  There are several circumstances where the incidence of this is greater.  Grizzlies commonly seek winter-killed elk in the spring.  Because the harvest units are not winter range for elk, carrion will not be available, and the risk of bears being displaced in this context is not significant.  Grizzlies also prey on elk calves.  The harvest units are not known elk calving areas.  Predation by grizzlies on elk is probably most difficult in mid-summer; adult elk are in their best condition and calves are more capable of flight.  The harvest units are not important elk summer range compared to adjacent cirque basins and open ridges.  Summer range is not a limiting factor for the elk population, and habitat with much greater value than the harvest units is extensive.  Predation on mature bull elk is an important food source for grizzlies in the fall.  The harvest units are not significant elk fall range, and both elk and grizzlies are displaced from the general area by hunters during that season.
Activities may modify grizzly bear foraging habitat.  Grizzlies do use the Bear Creek drainage and the harvest sites are potentially available habitat.  However, as stated in the BA, Appendix C, there are no known concentrations of  food sources for grizzly bears at the project site.  The harvest units do not offer habitat features for grizzlies beyond  those typically found in mid-elevation forested environments in this area.  We do not have records of inordinate bear use at the project site. 
Bears may be less likely to forage at the project site with the screening cover of timber removed, but there is no indication bears are using the site more than adjacent forests.  In fact, they are probably used less because of the proximity to existing roads.  If  bears are displaced, it would be to comparable habitat which is abundant and of equal or greater quality.  Displacement would involve few if any bears, and would not result in a loss of a significant food source, would not necessarily involve long distance movements, and would not likely  result in population disruption leading to an increased risk of mortality.  As stated in the BA, the situation would be very different if features of high value were involved, such as elk calving areas, abundant carrion, tussock moth sites, fisheries, or plentiful berry crops.
The area does not have a long record of bear mortalities (i.e.., Bear Creek and the project site).  There has been a troubling history of bear mortalities related to sanitation issues in and around Gardiner, Montana.  Attractants include garbage at private residences and businesses, vegetable gardens and fruit trees at homes, and the public dump facility.  Refer to Appendix C.  These problems need to be rectified.  The trend represents a real threat to grizzly bear recovery, but is beyond the scope of this analysis.
6-2.  Pre-sale road closure intended as "impact trade-off":  Closing roads that are currently not used (for the most part) will not offset the impacts of newly constructed and reconstructed roads.
Response:  The proposed pre-sale road closures are intended to remove roads from the Forest's transportation system.  One objective is that these roads will be closed so that they will no longer be considered "ghost roads."  Road 3243B is legally open to travel according to the Gallatin Forest Travel Plan Map, but it is not a major travel route.  The far end of the road is becoming revegetated on its own but could still be traversed by ORVs, probably causing damage to the vegetation.  The terminal segment of Road 3243 is still a part of the Gallatin transportation system.  Portions of it, too, are revegetating naturally.  However, the pre-sale closure of these roads would ensure they are effectively closed to vehicles, are not contributing to watershed degradation, and are removed from the transportation system.  Road 6976C needs to have its closure barrier improved to ensure it is not classified as a "ghost road."  It will also be removed from the transportation system.  The newly constructed roads will not be open to the public except during the firewood gathering period after the sale.  
See responses to comments 1-9 and 5-5 above regarding the condition of roads to be reconstructed.  The vast majority of these roads are  currently open, easily travelled by standard pickup trucks, and so are readily used by the public.
6-6.  Bears:  I feel it is unreasonable to conclude that if in fact there are no dens in actual cutting areas, that the logging will not impact grizzly bear activity (denning or other).  The most grizzly bear activity I have seen in all of Bear and the North Fork of Bear Creek area occurs on the slopes almost immediately North and West of the most westerly (14a) proposed cutting unit in Eagle Creek.  It is impossible for me to believe that logging activity of this volume would not adversely affect these bears.
Response:  There are no known den sites in the harvest units.  It is likely bears den in the Bear Creek drainage.  We do not know of any dens near the project site, but they may exist.  If they do, bears may not return to them for the duration of the project.  However, research in the Yellowstone area has demonstrated that denning habitat is common and is not a factor limiting population (Judd et al. 1986).  See the discussion of effects to grizzly bears in the EA, Chapter 3 and in Appendix C.
8-4.  I have seen more grizzly bears in my 38 years of living in this area on the hills sides near the proposed sale on Eagle Creek.  I would be willing to bet you it would not take much effort to find a grizzly den in that area.  Logging would be taking away prime grizzly habitat in both areas.
Response:  See the response to comment 6-6 above.
9-6.  On paper the EA makes it look as if we don't increase the road density of the area.  That isn't realistic.  New road will be constructed and old, marginally passable road will be reconstructed to make more road easily passable.  The road that is being closed better is hardly being used anyway.  To me that is a net gain.  The area is already over Forest prescriptions of what the density should be.  There is no excuse for adding roads at this time.  Roads are one of the most important influences on grizzly bear success and these roads go into the heart of important bear habitat.
Response:  See the responses to comments 1-4, 1-9, 1-19, 5-5, 5-9, and 6-2.
10-4.  We are also opposed to any sale which violates Forest Plan standards designed to protect the threatened grizzly bear.  The Forest Service should not be logging in grizzly habitat.
Response:  The Gallatin Forest Plan allows timber harvest in grizzly bear habitat (Management Area 13) under strict conditions.  The EA analyzed a range of alternatives that have a range of effects on grizzly bear habitat.  These alternatives also vary in their consistency with the Forest Plan standards related to grizzly bears.  These are summarized in Chapter 2, Table 2-7, and are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3, pp. 32-38, and in Appendix C (Biological Assessment).  Alternative D best protects the grizzly bear while also achieving the project's purpose and need  Alternative D meets all the Forest Plan standards for grizzly bears.  In their letter dated 4/16/99, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the determination that Alternative D "is not likely to adversely affect the threatened grizzly bear."
Ungulates
General
1-20.  You have not addressed security for elk in the immediate project area, or elk vulnerability.  We cannot tell how you determined that no significant impacts on elk security will occur, or whether any currently exist.
Response:  Effects  to ungulates (including elk) and existing conditions are discussed in the EA in Table 2-7, p. 27 and in Chapter 3 on pp. 38-41.  The analysis addressed HEI, hiding and thermal cover, percent change in elk forage, moose winter range, and cover/forage ratio for elk. 
2-5.  Taking the last of the merchantable timber, which this sale inarguably does, seriously reduces biological diversity.  This is particularly true in the Eagle Creek area, where the small remaining area of uncut timber is essentially interspersed with grasslands and open parks.  A huge area of cutover timber is washed in the "hiding cover" category.  Granted, once reproduction gets to a certain height, it provides protection, but the old clearcuts expose elk in many locations, and cannot be equated with old-growth timber as "hiding cover".  
Response:  This project does not remove the last of the area's merchantable timber.  Vegetative diversity was discussed in the EA in Chapter 1, p. 3; Chapter 2, pp. 8, 12, 17, 19, and 27-29; Chapter 3, pp. 43-44; and Appendix A, p. A-1.  Fragmentation, biodiversity, and biological corridors were addressed in Appendix A, pp. A-9 and A-10.  Effects to ungulates is discussed on pp. 38-41.  The analysis addressed HEI, hiding and thermal cover, percent change in elk forage, cover/forage ratio for elk, and moose winter range. 
Hiding cover is defined in Forest Plan Amendment No. 14 as "Vegetation capable of concealing 90% of a standing adult big game animal from the view of a human at a distance equal to or less than 200 feet; generally any vegetation used by big game for security or escape from danger. Hiding cover is a site specific component of security." (Forest Plan Amendment No. 14, p. 1; Forest Plan, p. G-36).  Hiding cover does not have to be old growth to meet this definition.  Young stands of timber also provide hiding cover.  Not every acre of old growth or uncut timber provides hiding cover to elk.  Elk can be "exposed" in portions of old growth stands just as they could be in portions of sapling and poletimber stands. 
2-6.  The transition zone in Eagle Creek is distinctly part of the migration route.  The amount of use depends on the season, but the more shy animals follow that route.
Response:  We agree that the timber/grassland edge on the north side of the Yellowstone River through the Gardiner Basin is an important migration corridor, especially for elk.  Because of this, proposed harvest units were intentionally selected away from this interface.  For example, during development of the initial proposal, stands 305-04-101 and -102 (south of Unit 14) were specifically identified by the ID team as having high value for elk cover in the interface.  So, those two stands were deleted from further consideration for harvest.  The units in Darroch Creek are removed from the migration corridor by several miles and a band of timber was retained between the Eagle Creek units and the open grasslands.  Refer to the EA, Chapter 3 on effects to ungulates, pp. 38-41.   
5-16.  The EA stated that moose, especially impacts to most winter range, would be effected by this project.  This includes a loss of 1.6% of moose winter range, a mid-winter habitat decrease of 1.6%, and a late winter habitat decrease of 1.8%.  The EA also states that "...it is not clear that the loss of these forests would impact the population."  We request that the Forest undertake additional analysis in order to clearly determine the effects of this proposal to the local moose population.
Response:  A definitive understanding of moose numbers and population structure is often problematic.  This view is widely expressed in the literature (Novak 1981, Gasaway et al. 1978 and 1979).  Moose are difficult to survey because they are usually solitary animals and, in this area, spend much of the year under dense forest canopies where they are hard to see.  Repeated and extensive attempts have been made on the Northern Yellowstone Winter Range, Gallatin Forest, and Yellowstone Park to survey moose or at least develop an index for trend.  This has been attempted by a consortium of the Gallatin Forest, Yellowstone Park, and the State of Montana.  We feel we have exhausted all reasonable methods.  A complete survey is not possible given the biology of the species and limitations of techniques.  However, trend data seem to indicate populations across the NYWR have declined since the 1988 Yellowstone fires and the population specific to Bear Creek is stable (Tyers and Irby 1995). 
Administratively, the Forest Service has proprietary jurisdiction; the State of Montana is responsible for managing  wildlife.  We rely on the Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks for information on the status of wildlife populations.  Local state biologists were included in the public scoping and review process of the proposal and EA for this project.  They did not raise a concern with the viability of the Bear Creek moose population if this proposal is implemented.
While forest carnivore surveys were being done in the area from January 1999 to April 1999, we also kept track of moose distribution as indicated by tracks.  
Extensive data have been collected for an interagency project.  The project involved three radio-collared moose.  Winter range for all three was Pine Creek.    
6-5.  Net loss of hiding cover and mature growth on north slopes:  The proposed cutting units are, in effect, surrounded by previously cut over areas.  Even though some of these areas are beginning to grow over, they tend to not be preferred by elk as hiding cover or escape routes.  And they are years from maturity.  This proposal will leave little mature growth stands in these areas.  The stress that this will put on the elk and other species that require mature growth stands for cover, denning, nesting, etc. is too great.  We and this area cannot afford this.
Response:  Refer to the responses to comments 2-5 and 2-6 above.  In addition, effects of the project on specific species or species groups are addressed in Appendices A, B, and C.  In a generic sense, much of the stress experienced by species such as elk is incurred from pursuit by hunters and not exclusively from changes in vegetation.  The silvicultural treatments proposed in this sale are not clearcuts.  The overstory trees to be left range from 20 to 40% of the stands.  These reserve trees will provide some cover and diversity.  See the conceptual sketches of the residual stands on pp. 13 and 14 of the EA. 
8-5.  The areas are also prime moose habitat.
Response:  Prime moose habitat in the area has been identified from field studies over the years and these stands were avoided as much as possible in development of the alternatives.  Alternative I (Chapter 2, p. 29) considered harvesting some of the known important moose habitat.  This alternative was eliminated from detailed study and consideration.  Impacts to moose habitat were studied in detail for Alternatives A-D (Chapter 2, Table 2-7, p. 27; Chapter 3, pp. 38-41).   Radio locations from three collared moose helped identify important habitat.  All three spent the preponderance of  several winters the in Pine Creek drainage.  Timber harvesting in this drainage was specifically avoided for this reason.  This does not mean the Darroch and upper Eagle Creek areas do not have value to moose, but Pine Creek appears to be especially important for wintering moose.  This is probably because of comparative advantages in snow conditions and browse availability in Pine Creek.  See response to comment 5-16 above.      
Habitat Effectiveness Index (HEI)
1-11.  The EA indicates that meeting the HEI standard defined in the Forest Plan is not necessary in checkerboard ownership areas.  What constitutes checkerboard landscapes, and where is this allowed in the criteria outlining Land Exchange timber sales?
Response:  The EA lists the BSL Planning Criteria as guidance used in development of the proposal and alternatives (pp. 9-10).  The EA does not state "...meeting the HEI standard defined in the Forest Plan is not necessary in checkerboard ownership areas."  The Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale project area does not contain checkerboard ownership lands.  Discussions of the existing HEI, effects of the alternatives on HEI, and compliance with the HEI Forest Plan standard are in Chapter 1 (p. 3); Chapter 2 (pp. 8, 11, 12, 16, 17, 19, 24, 27, 28); Chapter 3 (pp. 39-41); Appendix A (pp. A-1); and Appendix C (p. C-14).   
5-13.  We were unable to determine if HEI calculations, as well as cover figures included analysis of roads on private lands in the analysis area as well.  We are assuming that they were included, as this is required by NEPA when analyzing cumulative effects, but we would appreciate a clarification in the final NEPA document.
Response:  Yes, roads on private land are included in the calculations (Kempff 1999).
9-7.  As to the Habitat Effectiveness Index, although the EA says we aren't changing the road density much, the proposal is to remove too much timber, so the animals will lose hiding places.  It seems to me, the Forest is already out of compliance for this index in this area and the project will make it worse.
Response:  HEI as applied for elk habitat management does not currently meet Forest Plan standards in the Bear Creek drainage.  The HEI standard would also not be met by the action alternatives.  This would be addressed in a site-specific Forest Plan amendment.  The Gardiner District is beginning to formulate long-term plans to address road densities in the area.  Also, the Forest Plan revision process will likely address access.  A transportation management plan is outside the scope of this timber sale analysis.  The effect of timber removal on wildlife hiding cover was analyzed.  Hiding cover for animals is dealt with in the EA in the section on vegetative diversity,  pp. 43-44; effects on grizzly bears (including their prey base), pp. 34-37 and Appendix C; ungulates, pp. 38-41; sensitive species, Appendix B; and other species, Appendix A.  
Sensitive Fish and Wildlife Species
5-17.  Lynx - The EA acknowledges that the sale may impact individuals or habitat.  Actual lynx populations which may use the area were unclear.  Appendix B-6 stated that; "Contemporary surveys did not find evidence of lynx in the analysis area, but only a portion was searched."  We request that the final EA provide information on methods used to survey for lynx, and also information on where the survey took place.  The EA should also include biological justification for the methods used.  We feel that without having information on the status of the lynx population in the area, that it is difficult to arrive at a "no jeopardy" determination.
Response:  Potential impacts to lynx and their population status were discussed in the Biological Evaluation, pp. B-4 through B-7, and B-9.   The purpose of the following paragraphs is to provide additional information on survey methods.  
Because of the recent  proposal to list lynx as a threatened species under the Endangered Species Act, we have made an attempt to summarize records of lynx sightings on the Gardiner Ranger District.  The results are applicable for this analysis as well.  Forest Service records were searched, Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks employees (pers. comm. Anderson, Aune, and Lemke), and local outdoorsmen were contacted.  State trapping records were part of these data.  No reports of lynx have been provided to the Gardiner District by the general public or other agencies in the past 22 years.  Similarly, no sightings have been made by Forest Service employees in the same time period.  Records and personal memory are limited for the years prior to 1978.  We have an unconfirmed report of a lynx killed in the Hellroaring Creek drainage in the 1940s by a local trapper and a confirmed record of a lynx killed in the Hellroaring Creek drainage by Forest Service personnel in 1920.
Forest carnivore surveys specific to this proposal were conducted January through April 1999.  Lagomorphs, a common prey base, were also investigated.  Various authors have stressed the importance of including surveys for snowshoe hare when addressing the status of lynx populations and habitat (Ruggiero et al. 1994).  Lynx numbers are often associated with abundance and distribution of snowshoe hares.  Because survey protocol has not been standardized or commonly tested in the Greater Yellowstone Area, we tried several techniques to determine their efficacy and ensure a more complete assessment.  
Most work was conducted in the Bear Creek drainage north of Jardine, Montana.  Specifically, we focused on about six square miles between the Bear Creek road, Pine Creek, Darroch Creek, and the hydrologic divide.  This includes most of the harvest units for the proposed timber sale.  The area is a mosaic of reforested clearcuts ranging in age from 25 to 50 years old and mature forests of lodgepole pine, spruce-subalpine fir, and Douglas-fir.  
For comparison, we made one three-day ski trip into Slough Creek covering about 50 miles, and one two-day ski trip to the Cooke City area covering about 18 miles.  In Slough Creek and Cooke City, we only recorded tracks and did not employ the other methods explained below.  Most of the area covered in Slough Creek was mountain meadows, sagebrush grasslands, or older coniferous forests that burned in 1988.  We also traveled about five miles of unburned mature lodgepole and spruce-subalpine fir forests in that drainage.  At Cooke City, we covered about 18 miles of unburned mature forests from the valley floor to a cirque basin at tree-line.  
Methods included:
1.  Track intercept transects:  About 9 miles of road were traveled 16 times by snowmobile or skis in the Bear Creek drainage to record tracks of lagomorphs and forest carnivores.  Methods were similar to those described by Jenkins (1985).  The route was traveled about 24 hours after a snowfall and tracks that crossed the transect were recorded by cover type (Mattson and Despain 1985).  Measuring the actual distance of each cover type segment this summer will allow for statements of habitat selection (Chi square analysis and Bonforonni Z test, Neu et al. 1974).
2.  Grid track transects:  The area between Pine Creek and Darroch Creek was traveled on snowshoes using a grid pattern of roughly parallel transects along the fall line.  Presence or absence of lagomorph and forest carnivore tracks were recorded on aerial photos and reported as a comparative density.  Distribution of species (as determined by tracks) will later be mapped on TSMRS or CEM vegetation base maps.  About 30 parallel routes were traveled from near ridgeline to near valley floor; routes were about 150 to 200 yards apart across the 6 square mile area.
3.  Lagomorph feeding sites:  Lagomorphs were backtracked to record feeding sites.  These were recorded by cover type and species browsed.  About 20 feeding sites were investigated.
4. Track plate boxes:  We used methods described by Zielinski and Kucera (1995) for box construction and monitoring with some alterations.  Boxes were baited with meat scraps and commercial marten scent. We kept track of the number of "trap nights" per box before tracks of pine marten were recorded.  Regression analysis should be possible to relate first record of tracks and distribution of martens and lagomorphs determined through other methods.
5.  Relationship of lagomorphs to cover type edge:  we measured number of lagomorph tracks per meter to determine density of lagomorphs at different distances from forest edges in coniferous forests of various ages.
6.  Surveys for tracks:  We watched for tracks of forest carnivores while traveling throughout the study area.  Many miles were traveled to position, check, and re-bait track plate boxes and to shuttle crew members to the ridge in Bear Creek to do a grid line transect.  All of these trips were used as opportunities to look for tracks.
The following observations were made:
All of the methods generated useful data and together gave a good initial assessment of at least lagomorph and pine marten habitat relationships.  Each method we tried provided some insight that helped complete the picture; used singly they would have been less effective. 
The most obvious was the disparity in abundance and distribution of lagomorph and pine marten tracks within the Bear Creek area and between Bear Creek and Slough Creek and Cooke City.  Both indices were much higher in Bear Creek.  As a rough comparison, we found 0 lagomorph tracks and 2 pine marten tracks in about 50 miles traveled in Slough Creek.  At Cooke City, we found 4 lagomorph tracks and 0 pine marten tracks in about 18 miles.  In Bear Creek, we found about 5 to 25 lagomorph and 2 to 10 pine marten tracks each time 9 miles of track transect were covered.  Although we did not quantify tracks of other species, our impression was that there were also many more tracks of coyote, fox, ermine, squirrels, and small rodents in portions of Bear Creek than the other two areas. 
We concluded that the mix of forests at various successional stages in Bear Creek accounted for the difference.  Lagomorph densities, as indicated by tracks, were highest in the 40 to 50 year-old harvest units and adjacent mature coniferous forests.  In these areas, there were many well-used travel routes in the snow.  Tracks not associated with these paths averaged 1 every 10 yards or less.  However, harvest units less than about 25 years old and pure Douglas-fir forests of various ages had almost no lagomorph tracks.  Forests in Slough Creek and Cooke City were more homogeneous and lacked young lodgepole stands.  Forests in these drainages were monocultures of either recently burned forests or older coniferous forests. By comparison, they lacked hare and pine marten activity.   
Areas of forest disturbance (in this case clearcuts) in a mosaic of mature forests appear to be very beneficial for lagomorphs and related predator species.  This is commensurate with the literature (Ruggiero et al 1994, Black 1992).  As a qualitative summary, we would describe the best lagomorph habitat as young lodgepole forests with an open understory, fairly closed overstory, and trees with a growth form that present branches reachable from a typical snowpack. They should be adjacent to mature forests.   Large monocultures of mature coniferous forests are better, but still less than optimum.
The most common browse of lagomorphs were pole-size lodgepole pine with low branches.  Some browsing on Sambucous spp. and other shrubs was also found.  Most browsing activity was found in 40 to 50 year-old clearcuts in Bear Creek.  
Pine marten tracks were more widespread than lagomorph tracks (probably because their prey base includes additional species) but followed a similar pattern.  In general, the fewest number of trapping nights (2 to 4) were required at boxes near high densities of snowshoe hare activity and 40 to 50 year-old clearcuts.  Pine marten tracks were eventually recorded at all 23 bait stations in Bear Creek, but as many as 30 trapping nights were required at the sites furthest from young lodgepole and high densities of hares.    
In addition to pine marten, track plate boxes recorded ermine, coyote, and various rodents.  It is unknown if wolverine and lynx will enter the boxes; literature references are lacking, not conclusive, and generally not encouraging.   We had no success attracting these species.  We also did not register tracks of fisher.  
On the track intercept transects and grid transects, we recorded pine marten, coyote, fox, and one wolverine.  We traveled many miles before encountering the wolverine tracks (located after the EA was distributed).  Several tracks were difficult to identify because of snow conditions.  We were not confident we could distinguish between pine marten and fisher using tracks.  The wolverine tracks were unmistakable.  Given the intensity of our search, we believe it is probable we would have found evidence of lynx if they were using the Bear Creek study area (as defined above) between January and April 1999.
Other Management Indicator Species
1-17.  You have not defined any measurable habitat standards for either the goshawk or pine marten from which to assess project impacts.  It is impossible to determine how this additional logging will affect these species from your analysis.
Response:  Impacts to goshawk and pine marten are discussed in the EA, pp. A-4 to A-5.  For the goshawk, existing acres of nesting and foraging habitat were quantified along with areas that would potentially be affected by timber harvest.  For pine marten, analysis included high and moderate quality denning habitat and  foraging habitat.  Results were displayed by alternative.  Queries were based on digitized vegetation maps from the TSMRS data and a protocol written by Whitney and Krager (1998).  The queries assessed species-specific habitat needs including slope, aspect, elevation, forested vs. non-forested, forest type, successional stage, and canopy closure.  They were developed from a review of the literature describing habitat parameters and adjusted for the environment on the Gallatin National Forest.
Wildlife - Other
1-1.  There is no analysis in this EA on direct impacts to wildlife.  The analysis area is about 50,000 acres, and you are impacting 266 acres, or 1% of the area.  Much of this is roadless, or wilderness.  You have effectively avoided telling the public what the impacts to wildlife will be for the local areas to be logged because all these impacts will be washed out due to the large size of your analysis area.  The maximum size of a project area should be around 10,000 acres or less in order that direct impacts can be displayed to the public.
Response:  Direct impacts to wildlife and their habitat (e.g., acres of habitat affected) were disclosed in the following locations in the EA:  Chapter 2, Table 2-7; Chapter 3, pp. 32-41; Appendix A, pp. A-1 to A-9; Appendix B-Biological Evaluation; and Appendix C-Biological Assessment. 
The agency's goal is to conduct analysis for each species based on available information and accepted, scientifically supported methods.  However, the exact habitat requirements for many species are unknown.  In most cases, models predicting the habitat components needed for an animal to maintain an adequate energetics balance have not been developed.  For many species, descriptions of basic habitat parameters are the best information available.
Where feasible and where species habitat features were known, the impacts of the alternatives were measured in terms of acres of habitat affected or modified.  Other  measurement units for describing direct impacts were used where methodology has been established (e.g., changes in open road density for measuring grizzly bear security habitat).   
Analysis areas are often predetermined by interagency agreements and establishing their size was not discretionary.  They were usually developed with consideration for the well-being of a species at a much larger spatial and temporal scale drawing from data summarized at an ecosystem level or larger.  The size of some analysis areas was stipulated in Forest Plans.  For example, the size of  the analysis area relevant to the grizzly bear/old growth standard in Management Area 13 was dictated in the Gallatin Forest Plan, p. III-41.  Another example:  the methodology for the grizzly bear security habitat (core area) and motorized road density analysis was developed by the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee.  They determined that the Grizzly Bear Subunit is the minimum spatial scale for calculating effects to grizzly bear habitat.  Subunit boundaries for the Greater Yellowstone Area have already been drawn with input from the Interagency Grizzly Bear Study Team.   In other cases, there was latitude within given sideboards for decisions on analysis area size.  For example, HEI analysis for this sale used three distinct analysis areas to determine impacts to elk security.  They ranged from 6,500 to 8,500 acres each (smaller than the timber compartments).  This was in keeping with the concepts of HEI analysis. 
1-2.  You have not defined how significant impacts to wildlife were evaluated as per thresholds for measurement of significance.  If you were using Forest Plan standards, you need to show where the NEPA analysis for these standards has shown that they will prevent significant local impacts to wildlife.  We were unable to find any such evaluations in the Forest Plan EIS.  It appears that in many cases you have substituted Forest Plan standards for a NEPA evaluation of logging impacts on wildlife.
Response:  Forest Plan standards were not used as a threshold to determine significance of effects for this project-level environmental analysis.  Forest Plan standards were established to help ensure that the programmatic goals and objectives of the Forest Plan (desired future condition) are achieved over time.
For the Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale EA, the specialists' conclusions as to whether an effect was minor versus "significant" was based on one or more of the following:  the site-specific determination of effects for this project (quantifiable or subjective), available inventory and monitoring data, review of relevant scientific literature, past experience, and professional judgement.  The intensity of the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects and the context of those effects were all considered in determining whether or not an effect was significant.  
1-25.  Could NEC receive copies of the field survey forms that were completed for wildlife surveys in the area, including the goshawk, pine marten, lynx and boreal owl?
Response:  Most surveys were summarized in reports; field forms do not exist because of the small amount of data involved.  Often, survey efforts did not produce sightings or evidence of the species targeted, so completing detailed field forms was not meaningful.  However, it was important to report timing and number of  searches conducted, methods used, and areas covered.  At a minimum, the reports contain these data.  The summary statements provided in the reports were sufficient to conduct effects analysis for this proposal.
Goshawk surveys were addressed in Fitzgerald and Wojetch 1996, Tyers 1998, and Tyers 1999a.  Pine marten and lynx surveys were reported in Tyers 1999g.  No boreal owl surveys were conducted.  Copies of these documents will be provided to NEC.  Other data will be created through analysis and can also be distributed when available.  This applies to some of the data from the forest carnivore surveys.  Much of these data have not yet been digitized, and statistical outputs have not been generated.
2-7.  Mention of grizzly, wolverine, and great gray owl in the Darroch Creek area indicates the value of the uncut lands to true wilderness species.
Response:  Analysis of impacts to grizzly bears was covered in the EA, pp. 32-37 and Appendix  C, pp. 5-15.  Effects analysis for wolverines was covered in Appendix B.  No analysis was conducted specific to great gray owls. However, effects to birds of prey were addressed in a memorandum to the District Ranger dated March 4, 1999, entitled: General Wildlife Effects Analysis for the Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale (Tyers 1999c).  It is part of the project record and was available to assist in selecting the preferred alternative for this proposal.   
3-2.  ... the revenues are needed (in a logging format) to consummate a land exchange.  I do not feel this is justification for sacrificing  an area of such high wildlife ... values.
Response:  This comment is part of the decision documentation and will be considered by the Deciding Official prior to selecting an alternative to implement.
7-3.  The mine changed the elk migration around Jardine.  The fires changed the migration.  They finally found shelter above in Eagle and Darroch Creeks, and you people are going to chase them out from there.  Not even to mention the bears, moose, deer, cougar, wolves, coyotes, squirrels, martin, and even the mice who make their home in these woods.  All the nesting birds and birds of prey and owls.  These little jags of timber that you are taking are homes to alot of critters.
Response:  Effects analysis for ungulates is found in Chapter 3, pp. 38-41 and Appendix C, pp. 13-14.  Please refer to the response to comment 2-6.  Wildlife effects were discussed in the EA, Chapter 3, pp. 32-28 and Appendix A, pp. A-1 to A-10.   Effects to sensitive species were addressed in Appendix B.  Effects to threatened and endangered species were addressed in Appendix C.  Birds were addressed in the EA at the following locations:  Harlequin duck (pp. A-3 and B-1 through 12), Boreal owl (pp. A-3 and B-1 through 16), Black-backed woodpecker (pp. A-3 and B-1 through 12), Goshawks (p. A-4), neotropical migratory birds (p. A-6), raptors (p. A-7), bald eagles (pp. C-16 and 17), and peregrine falcons (p. C-17). 
Snag Habitat and Down Woody Debris
1-13.  Please define why 3 snags per acre will not result in significant impacts on cavity-nesting birds in this area as compared to natural conditions.
Response:  All proposed harvest units will leave a minimum of 20% of the existing stand after harvest (EA, Tables 2-3 through 2-5).  In some cases, around 40% of the existing stand will remain after harvest.  This is well above the minimum of 3 snags per acre.  20% of the existing stands equates to approximately 25 to 35 trees per acre.  We believe this would not create significant effects to those animals relying on snags for survival (EA, pp. A-7 and A-8).
1-14.  Please define why 3 replacement trees per acre will not result in significant changes in snags in the regenerated stands from natural conditions.
Response:  See response to comment 1-13 above.  The same logic applies.
2-11.  ... how do you protect snags from firewood gatherers?
Response:  Snags that may be vulnerable to firewood cutting (generally along roads) would be marked with signs or other means to communicate to the public that they should not be cut down.
2-11.  ... how do you protect snags from firewood gatherers?
Response:  Snags that may be vulnerable to firewood cutting (generally along roads) would be marked with signs or other means to communicate to the public that they should not be cut down.
Old Growth
1-12.  You have not evaluated old growth habitat by elevation.  We would like to know what amount of old growth is available below 7500 in the area surrounding the project proposal, and how much will remain after logging.
Response:  A supplemental analysis has been completed.  Table F-1 below summarizes the amount and percentages of old growth remaining after each alternative is implemented (Kujawa, 1999j).  Map F-1 displays existing old growth below 7500' elevation in Compartments 305 and 306.  Map F-2 shows the relationship of Alternative B units to the old growth below 7500 feet elevation.  Alternatives C and D remove equal or less amounts of old growth.
3-13.  ... a large portion of the timber compartment being analyzed falls within the wilderness, which seriously distorts your figures relative to percentages of old-growth timber and other considerations.
Response:  The direct effects to old growth were quantified in the EA as acres of old growth to be harvested, by alternative.  These impacts are: Alternative A: 0 acres; Alternative B: 352 acres; Alternative C: 312 acres; and Alternative D: 231 acres.  These figures are  disclosed in the EA, Chapter 2, Table 2-7, p. 25 under the Grizzly Bear issue and p. 27 under the Vegetative Diversity issue; and in Appendix A, pp. A-8 and A-9.  
The timber compartment boundaries were selected as the analysis area for the old growth analysis because Forest Plan standards established these as such (Forest Plan, Forest-wide standard II.E.6.c.2, p. II-20; and the MA 13 timber standard on p. III-41).  Analysis of effects to old growth in a timber compartment that contains wilderness should not be skewed by adjusting analysis area boundaries just because the compartment happens to contain wilderness.  And, old growth that is located either within or outside wilderness does not necessarily diminish its characteristics or value as old growth.
3-15.  ... regarding the percentage of old-growth timber (as affected by the portion of the stand within the wilderness), do these calculations include inaccessible and unmerchantable stands on poor sites?  If so, you are comparing apples and oranges with regard to cover types.
Response:  The old growth analysis included those stands that were determined to possess old growth characteristics regardless of whether they are "inaccessible" or unmerchantible and on poor sites.  Old growth stands growing under those "human-defined" conditions are still valuable contributions to wildlife habitat, aesthetics, and wildland character.  See the response to comment 3-13 above regarding the old growth analysis methodology.
Table F-1. Old growth less than 7500' elevation within Compartments 305 and 306.
	Item
	Alternative A
(No Action)
	Alternative B
(Proposal)
	Alternative C
	Alternative D

	Old growth harvested (ac):
	0
	24
	24
	11

	Old growth remaining (ac):
	1,560
	1,536
	1,536
	1,549

	Percent of old growth below 7500' elevation that would be harvested: 
	0
	1.5%
	1.5%
	0.7%


Fragmentation
1-16.  You did not address fragmentation impacts at lower elevations for forest interior songbirds.  There are numerous recommendations available for habitat management of these species from which to assess impacts.
Response:  Neotropical birds were addressed in the EA, Appendix A, pp. A-6 and A-7, and in a document for the project record (Tyers 1999c). 
Determining impacts to songbirds from silvicultural practices is complex.  Relatively few studies have been done and definitive data are not available for all species.  Hutto et al. (1992) searched the literature and found 18 studies that considered the effects of silvicultural treatments on forest birds in the Rocky Mountains.  With the growing interest in the subject, more have been completed recently.  Clearcuts have negative effects on many forest-dependent species and positive effects on many species that frequent open habitats. Even species within behavioral guilds respond differently to a given silvicultural practice.  Species respond differently to partial cutting vs. clearcuts.  Effects can be measured as long-term or short-term;  timber harvesting might cause substantial change from pre-harvest conditions but also be critical for long-term maintenance of populations that co-evolved with frequent disturbances.  However, clearcut environments are not directly comparable to post-fire conditions. Some species seek seral stages or a mix of successional stages and do not thrive in a monoculture of either old growth or early seral vegetation.  
Hutto et al. (1992) summarized census data for 61 bird species common to the Rocky Mountains.  They found that all permanent resident species were less abundant in recently clearcut forests than in uncut forests, but only about 60% of the migrants were less abundant.  In addition, 94% of the residents were less abundant in partially logged forests, while about 40% of migrants were less abundant.  Ten species were more abundant in mid-successional stages or partially cut forests. 
The Forest Service is not mandated to target a certain species or group of species for protection unless under specific circumstances.  Rather, the agency is required to maintain populations of all vertebrate species (NFMA 1976).  For birds, the best way to accomplish this is to maintain a diversity of  vegetation, use knowledge of  local ecology, manage for or mimic natural disturbance regimes, apply multi-species management, and monitor populations in the context of landscape patterns. 
The Forest Plan does not set standards for fragmentation.  This was an emerging issue at the time the Plan was being developed, however vegetative diversity is addressed.  Pages 43 and 44 in the EA discuss the status of vegetation in compartments 305 and 306 in the context of  these standards.  Even with implementation of this proposal, these compartments are below standard for early successional stages.  The proposal would remove about 266 acres of mature and old growth timber that is potential habitat for forest interior songbirds.  This is a decrease of <1% from the existing condition.
1-18.  You have not addressed the cumulative impacts of logging in the immediate areas to be impacted, including habitat fragmentation from roads as well as logging.
Response:  Cumulative effects analyses were conducted for this project and are discussed throughout the EA where they were relevant and contributed to resource impacts:  pp. 32, 37, 38, 41, 43, 44, 45, 46; Appendix A; Appendix B; and Appendix C.  Our approach to managing cumulative effects is to meet a series of standards which are enumerated in the Forest Plan.  The intent is to ensure the long-term health of the environment by addressing individual facets of the resource such as old growth, vegetative diversity, and management indicator species.  Discussions of applicable Forest Plan standards are throughout the EA.
Fragmentation is not addressed in the Forest Plan.  It was not a well developed concept at the time the Plan was written.  Upcoming revisions will deal with this topic.  As with cumulative effects, fragmentation is handled indirectly through meeting standards for other resource issues.  For example, forest fragmentation is conceptually addressed through standards for old growth, vegetative diversity, and grizzly bear habitat maintenance.
The project area immediately surrounding the proposed harvest units has already been fragmented by past timber sales (Maps E-5 and F-4 through F-6).  The action alternatives would contribute very little to increasing fragmentation.  In fact, locating the proposed harvest units between and adjacent to previously harvested areas instead of extending roads and harvesting into "untouched" areas minimizes the amount of fragmentation.    See discussion on Fragmentation, Biodiversity, and Biological Corridors in the EA, pp. A-9 and A-10.
Regarding habitat fragmentation caused by roads, no new permanent open roads are required for this project.  The timber sale area is already well-roaded.  Roads constructed to access the timber sale will be open short-term, then ripped and seeded after post-harvest activities are implemented and so would not contribute to long-term fragmentation.  The proposed pre-sale road closures are intended to mitigate fragmentation created by those roads.  
One method of quantifying habitat fragmentation caused by roads is by measuring the amount of grizzly bear secure (core) habitat in the area.  The area currently has 75% core habitat in Season 1 and 69% core habitat in Season 2.  Each of the action alternatives would maintain 75% core habitat in Season 1 and would increase core habitat (reduce fragmentation) to 70% in Season 2 because of the pre-sale road closures.  No other road construction is known to be planned in the analysis area.  In fact, additional road closures are being considered on national forest land.  And, the Mineral Hill Mine is anticipated to be reclaimed in the future.  This would likely reduce the amount of roads in the analysis area to an unknown extent because reclamation plans are not developed yet.  See the EA, pp. 26, 34, 35, C-7, and C-8.
Economics
1-24.  Could you provide a more detailed breakdown of the costs of this logging?  We are interested in where the money required to complete this timber sale is going.  The concern here is that the full accounting of dollars generated by this logging should be provided to the public, instead of a brief summary.  The issue here is that a recent GAO report concluded that the Forest Service uses timber sales to pad their own budget - hence the below cost factor.  We would like to know how much of the money generated from this sale will be reabsorbed by the agency instead of used towards the Gallatin Land Exchange.
Response:  Receipts from the BSL Tripartite timber sales on the Gallatin National Forest are subject only to retention of Essential KV (Knutsen-Vanderburg) funds for needed reforestation.  None goes to Brush Disposal (BD), KV-Other, nor Salvage Sale Fund accounts.  None goes to the 25% Fund to the counties.  Since purchaser road credit has been eliminated, no receipts would be used for that purpose.  All net timber receipts, after Essential KV, go directly to acquire the four remaining sections of BSL lands in the Taylor Fork drainage.  As per direction established by Congress and signed into law by the President (Gallatin Land Consolidation Act of 1998, P.L. 105-267), the Secretary of Agriculture will deposit the receipts generated by this and any other BSL timber sale into a special account established by the Secretary and paid by the Secretary to BSL.
3-23.  The above questions [re: reforestation, slash disposal, partial cutting, volume/acre, etc.] not only need to be addressed in order for the public to evaluate your proposal, but will have a major impact on the revenues generated by the sale.  If the forest is well cared for, the income available to offset the land exchange may turn out to be much lower than anticipated.
Response:  The estimated revenue to be generated by each alternative is shown in Table F-2 below.  These figures were calculated using a timber sale appraisal program and the best estimate of net volume per acre and other factors (Swain 1999).  The estimated revenue generated by alternative for the land purchase is the agency's best estimate.  Actual receipts will vary due to changes in market prices and other factors.  It takes into account the cost of meeting Forest Plan standards and other legal requirements, including reforestation requirements (as reflected by the design of each alternative).  If the actual revenues generated by the sale are below the estimate, the revenues would still be deposited into the special escrow account and would contribute to the purchase of the Taylor Fork properties, albeit in a lesser amount of land purchased.  This is an example of the cost or tradeoff of applying environmentally sound land and resource management practices.
Table F-2. Estimated revenue to be generated by alternative.
	Alternative
	Receipts (estimate)

	A
	0

	B
	$746,740

	C
	$612,920

	D
	$423,310


3-27.  The EA does not adequately discuss economics, including costs of timber sale preparation, road construction, etc.  This is a serious issue nationwide, as you are well aware.  We are aware that this sale is a trade-off in the land exchange, but a rather full accounting (public costs vs. public benefits) of the costs to the government still needs to be addressed.  A general statement to the effect that the logger will pay his part is inadequate.
Response:  The Congress established the purpose and objectives of this timber sale, directed the Forest Service to complete the planning and award of this and the other BSL sales , and appropriated to the Forest Service the funding to complete the planning, design, layout, award, and administration of the sale.  Therefore, the Congress has already made the decision that this timber-for-land exchange is an appropriate tool for accomplishing the Taylor Fork land acquisition and is in the public's interest.  The economic costs of this sale (or the national level timber sale program) versus the public benefits have already been debated and decided upon and are outside the scope of this project-level decision.  
One of the primary purposes of an environmental analysis under NEPA is to "...concentrate on the issues that are truly significant to the action in question, rather than amassing needless detail" (40 CFR 1500.1(b).  The Forest Service determined that the economic issues that are truly significant to making a reasoned choice among the alternatives for this project are: a) a determination of the economic feasibility of the alternatives and b) a comparative measurement of the economic efficiency of each alternative (EA, pp. 8 and 41).  The benefit/cost ratio and Present Net Value of each alternative are indicators and measures of this issue.  These are displayed in the EA at pp. 27 and 41-43.  
11-1.  We are concerned with the adverse economic effects of the national forest logging program and the Forest Service's failure to quantify such effects at the project level or for the program as a whole.  The logging program increases costs of water purification and filtration, decreases the value of private timberlands, unfairly competes against alternative fiber and building material businesses, increases wildfire risk, increases repair and maintenance costs for highways and public roads, and decreases the number of jobs in recreation, tourism, fisheries, and alternative forest products.
Response:  Economics of the "national forest logging program" are beyond the scope of this project-level analysis.  Economics of the Gallatin National Forest's timber program are also beyond the scope of this analysis.  They were analyzed and discussed in the Forest Plan FEIS, Forest Plan, and Record of Decision.  The Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale EA discussed economics in Chapter 3 (pp. 41-43) and has been prepared to be consistent with Forest Plan direction.  See the response to comment 3-27 above.
11-2.  In addition, the ecosystem service values of standing forests, especially native forests, including their value in providing clean water, mitigating floods, supporting recreation, hunting, fishing, and wildlife viewing, enhancing long term forest productivity, supplying alternative forest products, mitigating global warming and controlling agricultural pests are systematically undervalued or not valued at all.  For example, the Forest Service typically assigns zero economic value to "no action" alternatives in timber E.A.s or E.I.S.s, or no value at all.
The federal government has in its possession, tools of economic analysis that enable project planners to estimate both adverse economic impacts as well as ecosystem values, and incorporate these estimates into E.A.s or E.I.S.s so that realistic comparisons between economic benefits of the various alternatives can be completed.  Incorporation of such costs and benefits is essential to fulfill the Forest Service's primary duty in management of Forest Service lands, namely, to maximize net public benefits.  
To adequately quantify costs associated with the Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale, as well as the economic values of unlogged forests in the Bear Creek watershed, the Forest Service must adopt analysis techniques, such as the Natural Resources Damage Assessment techniques the federal government already applies in the context of oil spill litigation.  We specifically request that the adverse external economic costs of logging the Bear Creek watershed, as well as ecosystem service values of standing or otherwise intact forests be estimated in the final E.A. for the Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale using the latest quantitative techniques available.
Response:  See responses to comments 3-27 and 11-1 above.  A cost efficiency analysis was completed for all alternatives.  The economic analysis is a cost efficiency analysis and only accounts for the dollar values associated directly with planning and implementing a timber sale.  It did not account for nonmonetary costs or benefits derived from fuel treatments or timber harvest.  Noncommodity values such elk security, old growth, public access and recreation were not included in the economic analysis.  The NEPA regulations at 40 CFR 1502.23 state "...the weighing of the merits and drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be displayed in a monetary cost-benefit analysis and should not be when there are important qualitative considerations."
An interdisciplinary team (ID team) assessed the existing condition of the analysis area and the potential impacts to natural resource amenities and values in Chapter 3 of the EA.  Mitigation measures, BMPs, and sale improvement projects were designed to protect and improve resource amenities.
The ID team considered the cost of sale preparation and administration, fuels treatments, road maintenance and improvement, mitigation, sale improvement projects, design, surveys, post-harvest surveys and BMPs (refer to pages 10-11, 53 and 55 of the EA).
Economic factors were considered by the Forest Supervisor.  The decision to approve the selected alternative was chosen, in part, on its ability to meet the goals, standards and objectives of the Gallatin Forest Plan, the adherence to the "Planning Criteria for All Timber Harvest Rights Identified for Exchange" as outlined in the Report to the Montana Congressional Delegation, Proposed Gallatin Land Consolidation and its responsiveness to the purpose and need.
The Forest Supervisor of the Gallatin National Forest considered direction and guidance provided in the Forest Service Manuals, Handbooks, the Northern Region publication Economic Analysis for Forest Plan Implementation (USDA Forest Service, Northern Region, 1989), Gallatin Forest Plan, NFMA, and NEPA to determine the appropriate level of economic analysis for the Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale EA.  According to Economic Analysis for Forest Plan Implementation, "Usually it is not appropriate to consider nonmarket effects in financial terms at the site-specific level."  Nonmarket effects are more appropriately addressed in the Forest Planning process.  The Gallatin Forest Plan contains a detailed economic and social analysis for the Forest.
11-3.  Finally, the opportunity costs of the logging program, which include the value of uses forgone on areas logged plus the benefits associated with alternative uses of timber sale funds have not been evaluated on a project basis or for the logging program as a whole.  In the final E.A. for the Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale, the Forest Service must analyze alternative uses of the funds to be spent on this timber sale, to determine whether or not net public benefits can be maximized in other ways.  We specifically request consideration of an alternative that would utilize available funds for this project to support the ecological restoration component of this sale by itself, without completing the commercial sale component.  Such an alternative will improve ecological conditions, and leave the economic values of unlogged forests in the Bear Creek watershed intact.  Such an alternative would most likely maximize net public benefits in the Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale.
Response:  NFMA contains direction that states that Forest Plans shall provide for multiple use and sustained yield of goods and services from National Forest System lands in a way that maximizes long-term net public benefits in an environmentally sound manner (36 CFR 219.1).  According to Economic Analysis for Forest Plan Implementation, "The objective of the Forest Planning Process was to identify the Forest Plan alternative that maximized net public benefits.  Each alternative land allocation was analyzed to determine the efficiency-related criteria and economic impact indicators so that the trade-offs between alternatives could be considered.  The preferred alternative was selected because it was judged to maximize net public benefits - a comprehensive measure including present net value and net nonpriced effects.  The nonpriced effects included both quantitative and more qualitative components."  The Gallatin Forest Plan met NFMA direction for maximizing long-term net public benefits, and the Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale EA and Decision Notice (DN) implements and complies with the Forest Plan.
Alternative use of timber sale funds is governed by federal law and the federal budget appropriations process administered by Congress and the Administration.
A restoration-only alternative does not address the purpose and need for action which is to generate revenue which will contribute value, as a federal exchange asset in the Gallatin Land Consolidation, for the acquisition of four sections of BSL land within the Taylor Fork drainage and to contribute toward providing a flow of wood products from the national forest lands (EA pages 1 and 2).
Noxious Weeds
7-6.  Are these truckers going to wash their trucks every trip, so not to spread noxious weeds?  You know what will happen when they start tearing ground up on Eagle and Darroch Creek.  One bad weed will spread like wildfire.  They are bad enough around here already.  Let's put a stop to them, not stoke the fire.
Response:  Noxious weeds were discussed in Appendix A, p. A-17.  Mitigation measures and monitoring activities aimed at minimizing the establishment and spread of noxious weeds are listed in Chapter 2, pp. 21 and 23.  Off-road vehicles (such as skidders and dozers) will be required to be power-scrubbed or steam-cleaned prior to entering the project area.  Because log trucks do not leave road surfaces and drive through weed-infested fields, they have a reduced likelihood of capturing and spreading noxious weeds, similar to the risk posed by sedans and most standard pickup trucks.  Noxious weed funds (NFRV - independent of timber sale funding) have been available and will continue to be available to monitor and treat noxious weeds in the project area and the remainder of the District, regardless of the cause of the infestation.
Public Safety - Traffic
7-5.  The Jardine Road and the Bear Creek road get alot of summer traffic.  Outfitters haul horses in trailers every day on these roads.  As you well know, the Bear Creek road, in many spots, has only enough room for one vehicle at a time, let alone a log truck and a horse trailer and truck.  It is hard to back a logging truck up on these roads and it is equally hard to back up a 20' horse trailer on these roads.  I believe that there would be a very immense conflict in this manner.  Also, I know of at least one outfitter that run their horseback rides on the Jardine Road.  These rides consist of clients that do not know stock or how to ride.  These horses may get used to cars and pickups, but logging trucks and horses do not mix.  I also see lawsuit and lawsuit written all over your proposal.  There are also kids living on the Jardine Road.  Wait till a tired truck driver does not see one of these kids running and playing on or by the road.  I hate to even think of the outcome.
Response:  As was discussed in the response to comments 8-2 and 8-7 above, public safety and traffic issues were studied and discussed in the EA (Chapter 2, pp. 20 and 21; Appendix A, p. A-17).  Potential traffic and public safety conflicts are being mitigated through road reconstruction, restriction of log hauling on weekends, and sale contract safety provisions (warning signs, etc).  The Jardine Road is a county road and all logging trucks must obey state traffic laws, as does all other traffic, including the Mineral Hill Mine truck traffic.
Recreation Use, Including Commercial Recreation
3-3.  ... the revenues are needed (in a logging format) to consummate a land exchange.  I do not feel this is justification for sacrificing  an area of such high ... recreational values.
Response:  Recreation resources and use were considered and discussed in the EA (Appendix A, pp. A-15 and 16).
6-8.  Possibility of logging operation concurrent with hunting season in Bear Creek (See page 19 under Harvest Operations and page 21 under Recreation):  Page 21 states that timber sale activities are precluded in the Eagle Creek area after October 15.  However page 19 indicated that harvest activities could carry on in the Bear Creek area until December 1.  This would overlap with the general hunting season.  During a typical general hunting season, the Bear Creek area gets hunted as hard, if not harder, than Eagle Creek.  This would undoubtedly be a public relations problem and would cause hardships for area outfitters and the game animals.
Response:  The EA states on p. 19 that the normal operating season for the Bear Creek road system is July 1 to October 15 and all contract activities would cease by December 1.  The period of October 15 to November 30 is discretionary.  That is, depending on weather conditions, progress of timber sale operations, and other factors,  it may be beneficial overall to allow sale operation beyond October 15 if this would expedite completion of a cutting unit or completion of the sale, rather than extending the sale into the following summer.  If a decision to operate beyond October 15 must be made, impacts to recreationists (including hunters), wildlife, and other resources will be considered.  In addition, log hauling from the sale area is not allowed from Friday at 5 PM until midnight Sunday, or 5 PM preceding a state or federal holiday to midnight of that same day in order to reduce impacts to hunters and other recreationists (see EA, Chapter 2, p. 19).
6-9.  Impact on trail and campground users and on recreation in general in the Bear Creek area:  Logging operations will detract greatly from the enjoyment of hunting, hiking, riding, and camping in this area.  The proposed timber sale will most certainly have a negative effect on the high recreational values of this area.
Response:  See response to comment 3-3 above.
8-2.  The E.A. calls for the Darroch Creek sale to continue on thru hunting season, the area is heavily hunted during hunting season and will be a serious problem with the traffic and the noise.
Response:  Traffic issues were studied and discussed in the EA (Chapter 2, pp. 20 and 21; Appendix A, p. A-17).  Traffic concerns and public safety are being mitigated through road reconstruction, restriction of log hauling, and sale contract safety provisions.  Noise was discussed under the Recreation issue in Appendix A, pp. A-15 and 16.  Noise is being mitigated by not allowing log hauling on weekends.  See responses to comments 3-3 and 6-8 above.  
8-7.  The logging and the closing of the Mineral Hill will have a serious impact on noise and traffic.
Response:  Noise and traffic effects of the project were discussed in the EA (see responses to comments 6-8 and 8-2 above.  Cumulative effects of the timber sale and potential closure/reclamation of the Mineral Hill Mine were discussed in the EA (Appendix A, p. A-16).
8-9.  I disagree with the E.A. about the timber sales having minimal impact on Forest permit users and their clients.  The noise generated from the logging trucks, skidders and chain saws will obviously cause a great deal more noise than a few weekend firewood gathers cutting a few hours at a time.
Response:  See responses to comments 3-3, 6-8, 6-9, 8-2, and 8-7 above.  The timber sale would generate more noise than the personal use firewood cutting over the course of the sale contract (up to three years). Noise from firewood cutting and other small sales (posts, poles, houselogs) would continue beyond the three years, depending on public demand for these products. 

Roads
1-23.  Could you provide a better definition of road status on the Alternative maps so that the public can see what the status of these various roads are?
Response:  It is difficult to understand all the variables associated with the "status" of a road.  All the roads shown on the alternative maps are considered available for public and administrative uses and each has a unique status.   Roads out of service, physically and completely unavailable, and short side roads (less than approximately 100 yards in length) are not shown.  Those shown are part of the current "active" road system the Gallatin National Forest recognizes, regardless of use levels and types.  The Forest Visitor Map (Travel Plan Map) defines the legal restrictions and uses on the road system and is  incorporated by reference only.   Copies of the Forest Visitor Map are available from Gallatin National Forest offices and many commercial sporting outlets.
2-8.  What will be done with the extremely steep and erosive roadbeds that accessed the Darroch Creek cuttings?  Are these part of the road system to be reopened?
Response:  Darroch Creek Road 6962 is the only currently open road that has a relatively steep segment.  Road 6976D is currently closed and is relatively steep.  These two segments will be reconstructed as part of this project.  Reconstruction will be to a minimum standard for the safety of the users and the protection of the resource (EA, Mitigation Measures, p. 21). While the actual detailed reconstruction plan hasn't been determined (detailed plans are normally compiled following the final decisions on the project), it is expected that the road surface will be reconditioned for driveability, drainage will be added or corrected to meet current BMP standards, rolling drainage dips will be added to manage road surface runoff, and vegetation removed from the travel way for site distance and safety.  Turnouts may be added if necessary for the safety of the users.  Very little reconstruction of the road cuts and fills is anticipated. 
2-10.  It has been traditionally difficult to close roads after timber sales (as advertised) because of demand for easy access to firewood.
Response:  The agency believes that the timber sale contract has satisfactory provisions for closing roads scheduled to be closed.  Success of the closures will be monitored following the sale and appropriate actions taken to keep the road closed.  As stated in the EA, Chapter 2, all the action alternatives would keep the roads open for two years after the sale terminates in  order to facilitate firewood cutting and reduce the slash at landings.  The roads would then be closed as per the EA, pp. 19-20.  This is a commitment and would be paid by watershed improvement funds or other appropriated funds.  See response to comment 5-3 below. 
3-26.  A map should be included showing roads that will be reopened, roads to be constructed, and the followup road closure plan, including dates of closure.  In this instance, the period of logging is clearly spelled out, so road closure dates should be readily projected.
Response:  A revised Map E-4 is enclosed.  "R"s have been superimposed over the road segments that are planned to be reconstructed for this timber sale.  The roads to be constructed are identified on each alternative map.  The road closures planned are also shown on each alternative map and discussed and referenced in the EA in Chapter 2, p. 18.   The pre-sale road closures are scheduled to be accomplished in the summer of 1999 and are funded from watershed restoration funds.  Post-sale activities are defined in the EA, Chapter 2, pp. 18 and 19.  The years of road closure are displayed in the EA, Table 2-2 on p. 11.  The actual year and day of closure of a specific road is impossible to predict at this time because it is dependent on when the logging served by that road is completed.  This could be more closely estimated after the purchaser submits, and the Forest Service approves, the sale operating plan. 
5-1.  In terms of the new road segment, it seems best for wildlife habitat that this road be obliterated following its intended use.  ...  We request that the new road be obliterated following the timber sale.  Obliteration and recontouring is the only effective closure of roads.  There are many examples of closed roads on the Gallatin that are ineffectively closed, for example, a survey by the Predator Project of road closure effectiveness on the Gallatin in 1995 found that 48% of road closures were ineffective in keeping off-road vehicles out.  We fear that what is proposed for this road will end up as another ineffective road closure.
Obliteration of the new road will assure for long term protection of the resource, and eliminate damage from ORV's to the roadbed and ensuring erosion problems, which will only cost the Forest more money down the line.  Obliteration is not only the most effective way to close the road, [it] is also the most cost-effective over time.
Response:  It is unclear which "wildlife habitat" is being addressed, but the  agency believes that the planned road restoration intensity does adequately address and mitigate wildlife issues, especially for grizzly bears.  This was corroborated by the USFWS through informal consultation and their 4/16/99 letter of concurrence.  Refer to the wildlife discussion in the EA, Chapter 3, pp. 32-41 and Appendix C.   Refer to the additional discussion of  roads closed in suitable management areas in the response to comment 6-3 below.
Monitoring of closed roads for closure effectiveness is supplemented to the Monitoring section in the EA, pp. 24-25.  This monitoring has been occurring and, for example,  identified the need to more securely close Road 6976C (Alternative B)
5-2.  ... we are concerned that the closure methods for the pre-sale road closure specified in the EA will lead to inadequate road closures. 
We are concerned that road closures for the segment to be closed pre-harvest will be similarly ineffective, and as above, feel that road obliteration should be the standard for the road, and not "...revegetating the road surface where needed to reduce soil erosion and to maintain slope stability and 2) installing new or maintaining existing barriers sufficient to preclude use of the road by motorized vehicles."
We urge the Forest to consider road obliteration to be the standard of the pre-harvest road closure.  Placing barriers will not stop motorized vehicle access, and road density will not be decreased, as a result of inadequate road closures.
Response:  The agency believes that the type and intensity of the planned road closures will be effective.  The Forest has closed many roads throughout the Gallatin National Forest with reasonable effectiveness.  The closures planned in this project will be similar to those that have been successful in similar situations.  Monitoring  effectiveness of any closure will ensure that failures are corrected and more corrective action applied.  Also, because the area is already relatively accessible and has steep topography and forested slopes, has not experienced a serious ORV problem.  The pre-sale closures involve obliteration of those roads.
5-3.  The EA fails to state exactly where the money to fund road closures will come from.  The EA states: "Post-sale treatments will be accomplished by means outside the timber sale contract because the contract will likely have terminated by the time the firewood gathering is completed." EA, p.20
We are concerned that without funding assurances for road closures, they will not happen.  If post-sale treatments occur outside the timber contract, where will the money come from to close the roads?  It is critical that a funding source for this activity be assured in the final NEPA document.
Response:  The pre-sale road closures are funded by FY99 Watershed Improvement (non-structural) funds (code NFSI) and are a top priority "target" to be accomplished this year.  The post-sale closures are not scheduled to be a part of the timber sale contract.  The funds for the restoration will be from appropriated funds.  By decision, the agency is committed to all planned post-sale activities.  The funds will be made available, most likely from watershed restoration (NFSI funds) or road decommissioning funds.  
5-4.  According to the EA, the road to be closed was; "based on its relatively low contribution to motorized access for firewood cutting and dispersed recreation and based on benefits to wildlife and watershed values," EA, p.19 
We are concerned that, while the purpose of this road closure is to benefit wildlife and grizzly bears specifically, the criteria used to select the road to be closed were more focused picking the road which would be least controversial to close.  We request that the Forest revisit the issue of which roads to close, with a primary focus on which road closures make the most sense to  benefit wildlife and wildlife security.  While we do not profess to know exactly which road that would be, it seems that any road stem extending into an otherwise roadless segment would be of highest priority.  In that case, we argue that it might make more sense to obliterate FS Road 3243, as proposed in Alternative B.  The analysis has already been done in regards to the feasibility of obliterating this road (since it is already a part of Alt. B).  Of course, the mileage would have to balance out in regards to miles of roads built, but again, our overall concern is that the road to be closed to benefit wildlife was not selected with benefit to wildlife as the primary factor.  We therefore request the Forest Service to re-examine which road in the analysis area should be closed to benefit wildlife and mitigate loss of secure habitat.  We also request that the final NEPA document discuss its rationale regarding its final decision on road obliteration and how this action will benefit wildlife and mitigate loss of secure habitat.
Response:  Refer to the response to comment 6-2 above under Grizzly Bear.  The primary objective for the pre-sale road closures (obliteration) is to mitigate effects to grizzly bear habitat.  Road 3243B is legally open to motorized use, as shown on the Forest Travel Plan Map.  The agency agrees that closing the  0.5 mile segment of 3243 would have important benefits to grizzly bears.  However, we also believe that closing 1.0 mile of 3243B has at least as great a benefit to bears, along with more benefit to watershed restoration.  The controversial nature and present level of public use of the road closures  was indeed considered because the national forests have a "multiple-use," not single-resource mission.  We are charged with striving to meet all the public's needs, including providing firewood and dispersed recreation, along with habitat for wildlife.  Each of the roads selected do meet the intent and spirit for meeting the established wildlife standards.  The USFWS, through informal consultation, provided written concurrence indicating that the Forest Plan standards would be met by Alternative D (closure of 3243B).
6-3.  I am not comfortable with the term "cold storage" used in reference to new and reconstructed roads.  (p. 20) Will these roads indeed be closed and rendered untravelable?
Response:  Roads in a managed Forest, in a suitable management area, are part of the investment made to access the timber in this entry and others into the future.  "Cold storage" refers to closing, stabilizing, and revegetating a road to a level where the  objectives of other resources are met while retaining some invested road value into the future.  A road in cold storage is not part of the active transportation system, but may be pressed into service in the future.  All proposed units are within suitable management areas and, based on the Forest Plan, are planned to be managed into the future.  For this sale, the roads will be closed and unavailable to all road vehicles.
8-3.  The road closures that was mentioned to counter act the roads that will be built are mostly road that is already grown over.  Example lower road on Eagle Creek.
Response:  See responses to comments 5-5 and 6-2 above under Grizzly Bear.  The roads that are scheduled for pre-sale closure to offset the new construction do indeed have segments that are somewhat  revegetated.  Portions of the roads are being used by vehicles and none of the roads are closed by physical barriers.  In the road density calculations, these roads are considered open, but admittedly are not heavily used.  The planned treatment of the roads (obliteration) would positively remove vehicular traffic off the road and remove the road from the active road system.  These closures are intended to offset the construction of new roads in the road density calculations for the time the new roads are used, a period of approximately 5 years;  3 years for the sale and 2 years for post-sale activities.  Following the post-sale activities, the new roads would also be closed (EA, p. 11, 16, 18-20) and removed from the active road system, thereby reducing the road density even below the pre-sale conditions. 
8-11.  The term cold storage referring to a statement made in the E.A. makes me a little nervous.
Response:  See the response to comment 6-3 above. 
Small Timber Operations
2-2.  During the development of the Park County Comprehensive Land Use Plan between 1995 and 1998 the public was asked to identify desired economic objectives for the area.  The consensus opinion on timber was that it should be managed with very small scale selective cuts.  The EA dismisses this as a possible alternative because it doesn't meet the financial needs driving the sale and also asserts that the sale would have little effect if any on the availability of timber for this purpose.  Unfortunately the only small sale formats considered are for firewood and select dead trees for house logs.  It seems unlikely that those are the only two formats in which a small sale can be structured.  Will the Forest consider other small sale alternatives?
Response:  The EA discussed impacts to small timber sale operations in Chapter 2, Table 2-7, p. 28; and Chapter 3, pp. 45-46.  Also, the relationship of the project to the Park County Comprehensive Plan was discussed on p. 46.  As mentioned, the County's plan is not applicable to national forest land.  The Forest Service is not aware of any local small timber sale operators who have a skidder, tractor with winch, cable yarder, log loader, or logging truck (or the capital to purchase this equipment) that would be needed to efficiently harvest and remove the timber identified for the action alternatives.  Also, the timber sale contract will be completely open to competition by any party who wishes to submit a bid and is determined to be "responsible" to operate the sale.  "Responsible" includes such determinations as  financial responsibility and access to equipment needed to operate the sale in a manner that meets the environmental protection measures of the sale contract. 
Small timber sales are generally less efficient than single larger sales.  Larger timber sales generate higher revenues for the government (higher stumpage rates) than small sales because of a larger sale's greater efficiency (Cassani 1999d).  The greater return per unit of timber volume possible with large sales is one of several factors which act together to encourage public land managers to direct the limited resources available to them towards a large sale program.  Both large and small sales require environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act.  This mandatory process alone can consume up to two-thirds of the total program cost of bringing a proposed timber sale to market.  Although the analysis called for with a large sale may be more expansive and possibly more intense than is needed to support a decision to proceed with a small sale, this is not always the case.  Every sale, regardless of size, must address issues related to water quality, sensitive, threatened and endangered species, conformance with existing plans, laws, and a myriad of other regulations.  The level of consultation with the public and other agencies at all levels of government is not influenced by the size of a proposed sale.  A manager considering one analysis or several is likely to direct the limited resources available to him towards the more cost-effective approach and in most cases this mitigates against meeting the Purpose and Need by offering successive small sales.
The economies of scale also carry over to sale preparation (locating the cutting units and needed roads on the ground, sampling the trees designated for removal to a prescribed accuracy, etc.).  Volume distributed over several small, possibly distant areas is less efficiently marked for harvest than is volume from a single drainage or road system.  Doing other sale-related tasks (sale report, timber appraisal, contract preparation and subsequent administration) either once or repeatedly for a number of smaller sales further discourages a manager from attempting to address the need for harvest through successive small sales.
While the ability of the Forest Service to implement silviculture is enhanced by maintaining a pool of purchasers capable of operating timber sales of all sizes, experience has shown that an aggressive, well-designed large sale program is basic to creating opportunities for sales that are smaller in size and do not require the more costly logging systems frequently needed on large timber sales.  Large sales generally deal with sufficient volume that the receipts from the sale of stumpage will cover the cost of road construction.  New roads frequently present opportunities for stand treatment, notably local salvage (pockets of windthrown trees) which are more efficiently addressed through a small sale.  A small sale program is for the most part opportunistic, allowing for a quick response to an immediate need for harvest.  An example is the use of a small sale to remove insect attacked trees at the onset of a potential infestation.  Our ability to respond in a timely manner is dependent on access and, absent an aggressive large sale program, it is not possible to sustain a program of small sales (Cassani 1999d).
We also conducted an economic analysis of a small sale program using horse logging methods (Cassani 1999e).  The results are that a sustained program of this type would likely be short-lived because the costs of logging [standard stumpage rates + other costs (road construction, maintenance, slash disposal) + operator's costs (salary, horse and equipment maintenance and costs)] would likely exceed what the local market would be willing to pay for raw logs.
The purpose and need of this project requires that the timber sale receipts be generated and deposited in a special escrow account by 12/31/03.  The timber sale is scheduled to be awarded in June, 2000.  Under Alternative D (the smallest scale alternative at 266 acres), this would require  an average of 89 acres needing to be harvested during each of the three operating seasons allowed, in order to be in compliance with grizzly bear standards for duration of activities (see response to comment 3-28 below).   Given the project purpose and need to maximize timber sale receipts, the agency's experience with economics of small sale programs, and the time constraints in which to generate those receipts, an alternative requiring use of small sales does not appear to have any environmental or economic advantage over one larger sale.
3-28.  In the EA, the demand for small sales is minimized because of low current documented requests.  I know that there was considerable demand in the 1970s, and sales were refused because of the extent of the immediately preceding large cuts and (perhaps more importantly) because small sales were being discouraged because of administrative costs and bother.  This has created a climate wherein many local folk assume they cannot get a small sale.  They have divested themselves of their equipment and their customers are looking elsewhere.  This is the only sustained yield market that would have minimum impact on the identified wildlife and recreational values of the area, and we are convinced that operators would rapidly emerge if they felt the timber was available.
Response:  Please see the response to comment 2-2 above regarding analysis of impacts to the small sale program and economics of small sales.  The description of demand for small timber sales used in this EA was based on available timber sale records for that type of material and is the best data available.  The demand for that material from 20+ years ago is not likely an accurate measure of current demand.  If, in the past, "...small sales were being discouraged because of administrative costs and bother," the Forest Service still considers those legitimate reasons to review and modify national forest programs, whether they deal with timber, recreation, or other resources.  The commenter also expressed concern about the economics of the timber sale program in comment 3-27 (see Economics for a response). 
Sustained yield of timber (an objective measured by Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ)) was calculated at the Forest level, not on a watershed or timber compartment sized land base for several reasons, one of which is to comply with environmental protection measures or other requirements that restrict production of an even flow of wood products from a smaller area.  See the next paragraph below for an example.  Those acres classified as suitable forest land in the Gallatin Forest Plan were used in the calculation of ASQ.  Refer to Forest Service Handbook 2409.13 for details on the methodology.
With regard to wildlife impacts from small sales compared to larger sales, the grizzly bear direction in the Forest Plan (Biological Opinion, dated 2/14/86, pp. H-7 and 8) and discussions with US Fish and Wildlife Service staff indicate that a program of continuous small timber sales (where timber harvest and log hauling activity exceeds 30 days duration and is therefore a "major" activity) must meet the same duration and re-entry standards as larger timber sales.  That is, a series of small timber sales  must be restricted to no longer than three consecutive years in MS 1 habitat and there can be only one entry per decade in MS 1.  Therefore, it is conceivable that a continuous series of small timber sales year after year could have a greater adverse impact on grizzly bears than one large sale of less than three years duration per decade.
6-7.  Possibility of limiting small timber sales:  I do recall a time when it was almost impossible for local people to obtain small timber sale permits.  This may have contributed to the fact that the demand for these permits appears to be so low at the present time.  These small sales are financially beneficial to the operator, and they supply members of the community with firewood, house logs, rough lumber, etc.  Small logging operations are economically the wisest and least destructive method of timber harvest and are the most appropriate for the Jardine area.
Response:  The Forest Service does not dispute that small timber sales would be financially beneficial to the operator and that they supply the local community with firewood, house logs, rough lumber, etc.  The EA (Chapter 2, Table 2-7, p. 28 and Chapter 3, pp. 45-46) discusses the impacts of the project on small timber sale operations.  See the response to comment 2-2 above regarding economics of small sales versus large sales.  
Small timber sales are not necessarily the least destructive method of timber harvest.  If an operator does not have the proper equipment or knowledge, he/she could cause major resource damage.  For example, if an operator must harvest timber on steep slopes and skids logs with a dozer because he does not have a cable yarder or a winch with a long cable, he could cause irreparable damage to soil and the remaining trees.  The response to comment 3-28 discusses a situation where a continuous small timber sale program may cause greater impact to grizzly bear habitat.  For a small sale program, although the individual sale areas would be relatively smaller, the duration of disturbance would be for a longer period of time compared to a larger sale where the area harvested is greater but the duration of activity is shorter).  
Soils - Compaction, Productivity, Stability
3-29.  As we were discussing the small-sale issue with Greg, it was brought out that much of the proposed cutting area is on slopes too steep for small logging operations.  This also points out that some of the terrain may be too steep for any logging.  These volcanic soils are highly erosive and subject to slumping and mass failure.  Perhaps this is why they were left during earlier cutting.
Response:  Those slopes too steep for tractors and skidders (generally slopes >35%) would involve use of skyline or other cable yarding systems.  These are designed to minimize soil disturbance.  The EA (Chapter 2, Tables 2-3, 2-4, and 2-5) identifies the logging system proposed for each stand.  Table 2-6 summarizes the acres to be harvested by logging system.
The Forest Soil Scientist reviewed the project and prepared a report on his conclusions (Shovic 1999).  That report was summarized in the EA (Appendix A, p.A-14).  He described the soils in the project area as follows: "Soils in the proposed timber harvest areas are primarily moderately coarse to medium textured.  They have formed in glacial till and collvium derived from Tertiary volcanic and coarse-grained metamorphic rocks.  They have moderate to high fertility and moderate erosion potential.  Road surfaces may become slick and erodible when wet.  Landslide hazard is low."  The proposed logging systems and the mitigation measures listed in the EA, Chapter 2, p. 22 should adequately protect soil resources.
Those timber stands left after the previous sales were most likely left in order to meet timber management requirements that limit the unit size and adjacency of cutting units to previously created openings (e.g., the 40-acre size limitation) in order to reduce impacts to wildlife, scenery, water, and other resources. 
5-15.  We would greatly appreciate more detailed information on the slopes that individual units are on.  We were particularly concerned that the EA stated proposed harvest units were on slopes between 15-50%.  However, there is little discussion related to steep slopes in the remainder of the EA.  There was some information provided in the water analysis, but not specifically addressing the steep slopes that were mentioned.  We ask that the final EA provide information on the slopes that were mentioned.  We ask that the final EA provide information on the slope and soils characteristics of each harvest unit, and include analysis and discussion specifically directed at the slopes question.
Response:  Slopes of individual cutting units are displayed in Tables F-3 and F-4 below (Shovic 1999b).  See the response to comment 3-29 above, regarding slope and soil characteristics.  The water quality analysis (Appendix A, pp. A-10 and 11) took into account the influence that harvesting on steep slopes would have on erosion and sediment yield. 

Table F-3. Slopes of Alternative B and C units:
	Unit
	Slope(%)
	Harvest Method

	1
	15-50
	cable

	2
	15-30
	tractor

	
	30-40
	cable

	3
	15-50
	cable

	4
	15-30
30-40
	tractor
cable

	5
	15
	tractor

	6
	10-25
	tractor

	7
	25
	cable

	8
	15
	tractor

	9
	15-25
	tractor

	10
	50
	cable

	11
	10-30
30-50
	tractor
cable

	12
	15-30
	tractor

	13
	15
	tractor

	14
	15-25
	tractor

	15
	15
	tractor

	16
	10
	tractor


Table F-4.  Slopes of Alternative D units.
	Unit
	Slope(%)
	Harvest Method

	1
	15-50
	cable

	3
	15-30
	tractor

	
	30-50
	cable

	4
	15-30
	tractor

	
	30-40
	cable

	8
	25
	tractor

	9
	25
	tractor

	12
	15
	tractor

	13
	10-30
	tractor

	14a
	15
	tractor

	15b
	25
	tractor

	15
	15
	tractor



Timber
1-22.  Could you define the conditions of past cutting units which are interspersed between the planned harvest units?
Response:  The old cutting units interspersed between and adjacent to the proposed cutting units are certified as reforested.  They support stands of mixed tree species, but are primarily lodgepole pine.  Individual tree sizes and ages vary greatly.  They generally are seedlings (1-3" diameter) or larger saplings and poles (5-20+ feet in height), and are 10 to 40+ years old.  The variation is due to the fact that these stands are composed of both natural and planted trees becoming established over the course of many years.  All stands currently provide hiding cover and some are dense enough that they have already been precommercially thinned.  Others are due for thinning.  The unthinned stands support about 1,000 to 4,000 trees per acre.  TSMRS database records contain historical stand treatment records.  Stand exam records contain additional stand condition data.  (Incorporated by reference: Decision Memo (signed 2/4/98) and project file for "Precommercial Thinning - Tom Miner Basin and Eagle Creek").
2-1.  In the 1980s, a similar sale of similar volume and location was proposed. ...  It was obvious from the aerial photo that nearly all remaining merchantable timber outside the wilderness in the area would have to be cut in order to produce the volume to be advertised.  It was presented that this fell within the sustained yield goals of the cutting circle.  The Forest Service was challenged to point out the timber base to support this claim.  It turned out that the uncut timber base was practically all in areas where there was no assurance of legal or physical access, either then or in the future.
We would like to ask the same questions again.  The current EA does not clearly show the previously cutover areas relative to proposed areas to be cut.  ...  This area (particularly Eagle Creek) is a tension zone between grassland and forest, and the only commercial timber is on the moister sites, north slopes, and slump pockets.  Does the Forest Service propose to acknowledge that this is the last commercial sale that the area could sustain for several decades?
Response:  The Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale cutting units are all legally and physically accessible (see Maps E-1, E-2, E-3, and F-1).  Maps E-5 and E-6 in Appendix E of the EA show what areas have been harvested adjacent to the proposed project units.  Maps F-4, F-5, and F-6 in this appendix are larger scale and also show the location of past harvesting in relation to the proposed cutting units.  Map E-6 shows the present vegetational successional stages for all stands in compartments 305 and 306.  The following stages are those that are a result of previous logging:  Grass-Harvested, Seedlings, and Saplings.  To say that the stands proposed for harvest are basically the last of a rather limited resource (north slopes, slumpy, moist sites) ignores Map E-6 displaying mature and old growth forest. This map shows a sizeable amount of older forest in compartments 305 and 306.  However, much of this older forest is within the wilderness boundary.  What that means is it is unlikely a "large" commercial timber sale would occur in this area for some time because much of the suitable ground is occupied with young aged forest not ready for harvesting.
2-3.  It is understood that this sale is not required to comply with the normal rules of timber management, in that the Forest Plan is being "suspended" for the "greater good" of the current land exchange.
Response:  The planning, design, layout, and administration of this sale will adhere to all Forest Service laws, regulations, and policies regarding timber sales.  The exception relates to timber sale receipts.  They will be deposited in a special escrow account for this sale.  Only Essential KV funding will be diverted for reforestation.  No receipts will go into the 25% Fund.  The Forest Service was directed by Congress to manage the sale revenues in this manner.  See response to comment 1-24.
Discussion of site-specific Forest Plan amendments is located throughout the EA.  See response to comments 9-1 and 9-5 below.  See the response to comment 8-12 below regarding achieving the project's purpose and need.
2-4.  It is obvious that there is very little available timber in these marginal lands, and Darroch/Eagle and Livingston Peak appear to [be] the only units that can produce the volume needed to provide an appreciable portion of that promised in the exchange.
However, we in the Upper Yellowstone do not agree that this justifies sacrificing the resource in an area of such high wildlife values.  The best producing sites yield about 10 MBF per acre when clearcut.  None of the 266 acres is proposed for clearcutting, with an average percent of cut of 80%.  Interestingly, 80% of 266 acres x 10 MBF is 2.128 million, exactly the projected sale volume.  It is assumed that the entire area will yield 10 MBF per acre.  However, this country is far from homogenous, and it is seriously questioned whether the proposed cutting program will yield the desired volume.  At our meeting 4/12/99 Mr. Kujawa indicated that if the yield wasn't there the number or size of harvest units wouldn't be expanded.  This begs the question - how does the Forest propose to present an accurate bid prospectus to a potential buyer?  Alternatively - how does the Forest expect the bids to come in anywhere near the required revenue given the bidders risk in this scenario?
The above considerations argue strongly in favor of reexamining the small sale alternative suite or, at the very least, reducing the scale of the sale to that described in Alternative D.  In the latter case the Forest needs to do the field work required to provide accurate information to prospective bidders.  Will the Forest do this?
Response:  The directions set by Congress to implement the timber-for-land exchange do not have a set amount of timber volume to be sold.  P.L. 105-267 (Gallatin Land Consolidation Act of 1998) specified that the Forest Service is to sell timber within a set timeframe and deposit the receipts into a special escrow account earmarked for acquisition of up to four sections of private land in the Taylor Fork drainage (EA, pp. 1, 2, 47, 48, 51, and 52).  See response to comment 1-24.
As stated in the EA (pp. 1, 10, 16, 18, and 31), the proposed harvesting would occur on suitable forest land, not marginal land.  The suitability of these sites for timber production has been verified by a certified silviculturist during field visits.  
A stand exam was completed in every proposed logging unit and these provide the best projection of volume at this point in time.   If an action alternative is selected, the timber marking and cruising crew will mark the trees according to the selected alternative (unit location, acreage, and silvicultural prescription) and then cruise the trees to be cut to arrive at a more accurate projection of the volume to be removed.  Defect and breakage are estimated and considered in determining the net volume.  It is this cruise volume that will be used as the agency's best estimate of sale volume and this will be included in the sale prospectus and contract.  
While the sale is being advertised, prudent timber purchasers visit each cutting unit, develop their own estimate of volume based on the marked timber, and submit their bid for the contract based on their volume estimates.  The Forest Service will not increase the amount of acres to harvest if the advertised and contract volume is below what this EA, the sale prospectus, or contract estimated.  The timber sale contract does not guarantee a minimum amount of timber volume to the purchaser.  In other words, it's a "buyer beware" situation.  
If the sale receipts fall short of the amount needed to purchase all four sections of the Taylor Fork properties, then other means may be used to obtain the remainder.  That decision and those other means are outside the scope of this project.
Regarding small sales, see the responses to comments 2-2, 3-28, and 6-7. 
2-12.  Can we be assured that the debacle of decked and abandoned low-quality logs left in the North Fork of Bear Creek (Eagle Creek area) in the 1960s will not be repeated?
Response:  The proposal includes fuel treatment that either leaves 15-20 tons per acre on site after harvest,  yards unmerchantable material (YUM) that exceeds 20 tons per acre into piles that will be burned soon after harvest is complete, or simply scatters and or tramples the slash within the logged sites.  The sale contract provisions requiring removal of "included" timber will be fully enforced.  The "debacle" of the 1960s will not be repeated.
2-13.  A further analysis focusing on smaller scale harvests would be both less environmentally risky and more financially rewarding to the Forest.
Response:  Smaller scale timber sales or units do not generate more money from logging.   The economic efficiency analysis (Present Net Value calculation) in the EA compares Alternative D (where no units exceed 40 acres) to Alternatives B and C (which have units that exceed 40 acres).  This shows that the sales with more volume being harvested are more efficient than smaller sales (see the EA, pp. 27 and 41-42).  Also, see the response to comment 3-23 under Economics.
Secondly, smaller scale harvest units are not necessarily less environmentally risky than larger scale harvest units.  Compare Alternatives B and C  to Alternative D.  These comparisons display the effects to various resources for a proposal that has no units over 40 acres (Alternative D) and for those that exceed 40 acres in size (Alternatives C and D).  No environmental significance was found between an alternative with all units under 40 acres and an alternative with some units exceeding 40 acres.  See the responses to comments 2-2, 3-28, and 6-7. 
3-1.  I am opposed to cutting what is essentially the last mature timber outside the wilderness in these heavily cutover areas.  This same area was addressed and rejected for logging some 15 years ago.  The objections at that time were the same as they are today.
Response:  See the response to comment 2-1 above.  See Maps E-5 and E-6 in Appendix E (these show past harvests and existing vegetational successional stages in compartments 305 and 306).  The proposed units do not remove "what is essentially the last mature timber outside the wilderness".  
3-4.  I also question whether the area proposed in the preferred Alternative D will produce the timber volume and/or the revenues anticipated.
Response:  See the response to comment 2-4, above.  Alternative D may not generate the amount estimated and if it does not, we will not harvest more forest to make up the difference. 
3-5.  What other areas within the working circle could provide the timber required by the exchange?  If there are no areas with lower wildlife and recreational values, it is a rather sad commentary on the availability of merchantable timber.
Response:  The entire suitable timber base on the Gallatin National Forest was initially considered in the proposal development stage for the timber-for-land exchange.  Compliance with the "Planning Criteria for all Timber Harvest Rights Identified for Exchange" (EA, pp. 9 and 10) was used as sideboards to minimize environmental impacts from the timber sales.  Filtering of sale opportunities through the Planning Criteria resulted in dropping suitable timber from further consideration.  One example of this is that suitable timber within inventoried roadless areas was not considered for sale (Criterion 4).  Compliance with the other criteria reduced the potential timber even further.  The areas selected for harvest to aid in this land exchange were deemed the least obtrusive of any areas on the Gallatin National Forest by several groups of people (USDA Forest Service 1997, Report to the Montana Congressional Delegation).  
3-7.  What is the timber compartment that includes this sale?
Response:  Timber compartments 305 and 306 include all the proposed logging units (EA, pp. 8, 12, 17, 19, 31, 34, 43, Table 3-6 (p. 44),  and pp. A-5, A-8, A-9, B-1, C-1, C-3, C-6, C-7, Maps E-5 and E-6).
3-8.  Of the physically and legally accessible timber in the compartment, what percentage of the area has been cut over?
Response:  To conduct the analysis, the "physically and legally accessible timber" in Compartments 305 and 306 was defined as: forest land classified as suitable (Management Area 13); and stands with a forest cover type of lodgepole pine, spruce/subalpine fir or Douglas-fir (not whitebark pine or other noncommercial species).  Using the timber database and ArcView, we estimate this category of forest land totals 5,623 acres.  It includes some inventoried roadless land, which has been legally accessible (see Map E-4 in the EA).  Of this amount, about 31% (1,740 acres) has been harvested (Novak 1999c).   
3-9.  What is the rotation age for the sites under consideration?
Response:  In stands where a majority of the trees will be removed (those stands dominated by lodgepole pine), rotation age is approximately 100 to 120 years from now.  The average stand diameter at that time is estimated to be around 10 inches and about 70 feet tall.
3-10.  What is the net volume per acre in these stands? (Adjusting for cull and defect.)
Response:  Our estimates for net volume ranged from 8,000 board feet per acre up to 12,000 board feet per acre (see EA, Tables 2-3, 2-4 and 2-5 for specific net volumes for each alternative).
3-11.  What is your experience in partial cutting of these stands?
Response:  We have experience partial harvesting lodgepole pine and Douglas-fir stands on other similar areas of the Gallatin National Forest.  To date, the amount of blowdown has been minimal.  In part, that is why the reserve trees (those left after harvest is complete) are planned for clump tree marking.  Through experience, clumps of reserve trees (leaving almost all trees within a 1/4 to 1/2 acre area) often stand up to the wind better than leaving only individual trees because the trees in clumps provide mutual support to each other. 
3-12.  What is your experience in regeneration in this area?
Response:   Conifer regeneration on sites like those found in the Darroch/Eagle area have been very successful.  Presently, almost all the stands that were harvested in this area are well stocked and are being considered for precommerical thinning.  Where generally accepted methods of regeneration are applied, successful levels of growth and survival are high. 
3-16.  Clearcutting has obviously been a PR disaster, but there are other concerns with regard to partial cutting.  With regard to management practices:  How will you manage partial cutting?  Will trees be individually marked?  If so, what are the selection criteria?
Response:  The reserve trees would be left standing until the next rotation, which may be 100 to 120 years from now.  These trees will provide vertical diversity for animals requiring snags and standing live tree habitat.  The trees left are generally better phenotypically (meaning they are the best looking trees in the stand, with minor amounts of disease and insect damage and are the tallest with the best form) than the average trees of each stand. The leave trees will be marked individually, whether in clumps or as individuals.
3-17.  Windfirmness in partial cutting is always questionable in this topography where violent storms are common (note Bassett Creek and Specimen Creek).  Snags will not remain standing nearly as well in a partial cut as in an uncut forest.
Response:  The Specimen Creek event was most likely a microburst.  It occurred in a fully stocked stand within the AB Wilderness.  This type of wind event is extremely intense and unpredictable and the forest (regardless of being harvested or unharvested) cannot be protected from it.  We agree with the principle of your statement about snags.  However, by leaving anywhere from 20 to 40% of the stand after harvest, the number of snags standing for the next 100 to 120 years will most likely be much higher than what the Forest Plan Standard requires and will be adequate habitat for animals using standing snags and live trees.  
3-18.  What is the criteria for diseased trees (such as mistletoe)?  Will they be mandated to be taken?  How will this affect your selected marking pattern and avoidance of mechanical damage to the leave trees?
Response:  The prescribed number of leave trees will be adhered to, even in lodgepole pine stands with some mistletoe infection.  The marking guidelines allow for marking reserve trees with infection rates of up to 2 to 3 (based on the Hawksworth rating) out of a possible 6.  However, the goal is to leave most of the reserve trees with little or no dwarf mistletoe infection. 
3-19.  What is your silvicultural approach to the leave trees?  In other words, will the genetically "best" trees be left as seed trees, or is partial cutting merely an aesthetic consideration?
Response:  It will be based on a combination of both criteria.  Generally we will strive to leave those trees that are phenotypically the "best".  Where visual quality (scenery) is of concern, trees that are less than the phenotypically "best" may be left in order to meet visual objectives.  See the response to comment 3-16 above.
3-20.  How will cull and defect be determined?
Response:  Cull and defect will be determined by using standard procedures found in Forest Service Handbooks 2409.12 (Timber Cruising Handbook) and 2409.12a (Timber Volume Estimator Handbook).
3-21.  How will slash disposal be conducted?  None of the current people on the ground have been associated with this problem in the Gardiner Area's climate and terrain.  Our experience is that leave trees and wildlife escape strips are commonly damaged or destroyed during slash burning in this area.
Response:  No broadcast burning is proposed.  The slash will be either lop, lop and trampled, or entire tree yarded where fuels exceed the maximum of 20 tons per acre of fuel in the greater than 3" diameter class.  Where slash piles occur, they will either be opened up to firewood users (where safety standards are met and/or resource damage will be low) and then burned; or, where safety standards can't be met or resource damage would be too great, no public firewood gathering would occur and slash piles would be burned (see EA, pp. 2, 11, 16, and 18; and Tables 2-3, 2-4, and 2-5).  Experienced Forest Service fire personnel would be responsible for managing slash burning operations.
3-22.  What regeneration methods are to be employed?  Following the last cuttings in Bear Creek, natural regeneration commonly failed.  Subsequent planting also failed.  Then a contract was issued for scarification of the land, and the contractor is quoted as having said that his instructions were to "make the area look as torn-up as possible."  This succeeded in preparing a site for successful planting, but left the area nearly useless for other forest uses.
Response:   On the drier Douglas-fir sites, trees would be planted (see Tables 2-3 to 2-5 of the EA).  Where lodgepole pine dominates, natural regeneration is planned.  Site preparation using tractors would occur where natural regeneration is planned, but on only 30 percent of the harvested unit.   Site preparation would occur for some natural regeneration of lodgepole pine, but not enough to negatively disturb soil structure and productivity and woody debris placement that is so important to several plants and animals.  
3-24.  When we brought these issues up to Greg, he indicated that considerations such as engineering of roads, timber marking guidelines, slash disposal, and regeneration will be addressed by technicians after the sale is approved.  This is an unacceptable approach, regardless of the need to get this timber on the market immediately.
Response:  The alternatives studied in this EA were designed by a team of natural resource and engineering professionals and technicians.  They used information gathered during personal visits to the site and field data collected by other qualified personnel to develop the alternatives to the level of detail needed by the interdisciplinary team to predict environmental effects to a reasonable degree of accuracy.  This level of detail and the predicted effects provide sufficient information for the Deciding Official to make an informed choice among the alternatives.  To provide him with more detail for all the alternatives than he needs to make the decision is costly and inefficient.
The EA and Decision Notice will guide us on what can and cannot occur on the ground in order that the predicted effects for the selected alternative are not exceeded.  The agency will not cut corners or violate the decisions made for this project in order to put "timber on the market immediately."  If, during the final design and layout of roads, cutting units, timber marking, etc., some action or aspect of the project would not meet EA direction and intent, then that road, unit, etc. would be either modified to be consistent or deleted from the project.  
4-2.  These stands that you are proposing be cut are the mature stands left when these places were originally clear cut.  Once these are cut there will be no mature stands left in the original clear cuts.  I am assuming these stands were left for specific reasons:  wildlife, wind, among others and I'm sure they were picked because they were the less desirable timber.
Response:  The remaining stands may have been the less desirable timber at the time, possibly due to economic conditions or smaller size of those trees back then.  However, given the public's continuing need for lumber products, those stands of trees are now very acceptable for timber harvest.  Based on results of the effects analysis for wildlife, soils, recreation, and other issues documented in the EA, harvesting to meet the EA's purpose and need seems a reasonable course of action. 
7-1.  A long time ago the logging industry scarred up the mountain sides with roads and nasty clear cuts.  Then the places that were replanted were not thinned and now a person cannot even walk through the trees.  There are a lot of trees, but they will never grow the way they should, being so dense (Eagle Creek and Bear Creek area).
Response:  Wherever trees are overly dense (exceed the stocking standards established for the tree species on the site), a precommercial thinning is warranted, if it is compatible with meeting other resource objectives.  The Forest Service does not intend to reforest timber stands to a stocking level so dense that a person cannot walk through them.  Generally, the best time to precommerical thin a young stand of trees is when the average stand height is anywhere from 10 to 15 feet tall.  Sometimes funds are limited for such work, causing the thinning to be delayed and allowing trees to grow beyond this optimal range.  Some overstocked stands in the Eagle Creek area were thinned in 1998.  That work will be completed in 1999 (EA, p. 32).  Additional stands in the Bear Creek drainage are identified for precommercial thinning.  However, no proposal has been developed yet.  These treatments may be deferred if they may contribute to cumulative effects. 
7-2.  I still find oil cans, gas cans, old tires, etc. all from these old logging operations.  Old cable stretched out across the land. ... logging with trucks, tractors, caterpillars, and other heavy equipment is the dirtiest form of logging.  The diesel, the pollution, the logger's garbage, the logger's waste, nothing in your book about latrines. (I may have missed it.)  No, we do not need the noise either.
Response:  The Forest Service requires the purchaser to clean up his trash and avoid pollution under the following sale contract provisions: BT6.2 (Improvements), BT6.21 (Removal), BT6.3 (Control of Operations), and BT6.34 (Sanitation and Servicing).  If the purchaser requests setup of a temporary work camp on-site, the Forest Service must issue a camp permit and approve the location of the camp.  See the water quality mitigation measures (EA, pp. 22 and 23); and Monitoring - Project Implementation (EA, p. 32).  
8-6.  In the old sale areas there has been decks of timber left rotting, would this sort of thing be prevented from happening again?
Response:  See the response to comment 2-12 above.  Forest Service sale administrators will diligently enforce the timber sale contract provisions that prohibit such actions.  Where decks of unmerchantable logs remain after harvest (the purchaser is not required to remove unmerchantable timber from the sale area) and after the public has had an opportunity to remove the material for firewood, these unmerchantable piles would be burned. 
9-9.  The other fundamentally  important thing that is not made clear in the EA is the condition of the forest surrounding the proposed cutting units.  Hank Rate and Becky Johnson who both know that area intimately differed with the interpretation given in the EA about "hiding cover" and the amount of growth that has occurred in the previously cut areas.  The map showing the past regeneration shows units that could have been cut as recently as ten years ago or as long as 35 years ago.  The condition of these units needs to be assessed first hand before any document can assert that hiding cover is available or the 40 acre threshold is being met.
Response:  See responses to comments 1-22, 2-5, and 6-5 above.  Qualified Forest Service personnel visited the project area and determined that the adjacent previously cut areas meet the definition of hiding cover in Forest Plan Amendment No. 14.  Some portions of these older cut areas may not provide cover, but the preponderance of the stand does.  Refer to discussions of hiding cover in the EA in Table 2-7, pp. 25-27 and 38-41. 
9-10.  Given the importance of this area to wildlife, it is amazing to me that the Forest is again offering this sale.  It was rejected once before because the timber wasn't available.
Response:  See the responses to comments 2-1 and 2-4 above and comments 4-3, 4-4, 8-8, and 9-2 below.  Field verification and the analysis documented in the Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale EA show that the timber is available and without significant effect to wildlife.
Visual Quality
8-1.  ... we take our clients on both hunting and horseback rides within hearing and seeing distance of both proposed timber sales.  Which will put a damper on a quite scenic ride if the sale is permitted.
Response:   While the EA explains that the primary viewing points of concern for this project are the Bear Creek Road and the Bear Creek Trailhead, it does also discuss other viewing points.  On p. A-14,  the EA addresses non-key viewpoints to the Darroch units.  This includes Trail #64 as it passes through Sections 34 and 27, from which hunters and other dispersed recreationists in the Darroch area would view the units and how the units would appear.  On p. A-15, there is an explanation of how the proposed units in the Eagle Creek portion would appear to observers who are viewing them in the foreground from non-key travel corridors, such as the logging roads in Sections 31 and 32.  For the duration of the sale, up to three years, viewers travelling in or near the proposed units will possibly also see logging vehicles, equipment, and personnel as well as log decks.  Slash piles would also be visible within the units for up to two years after the logging operation ceases. 
The already existing harvested units and the proposed units in the Eagle Creek area will be visible from Trail #60, where it climbs onto the ridge into an open area for a short distance.  This viewpoint, though,  is not a critical observation point due to the low levels of use, since there are other more primary and direct access points into the AB Wilderness.    Hunters, firewood cutters, and other dispersed recreationists who pass through the previously harvested areas in the Eagle Creek section will see, in their foreground, some past clearcuts and select cuts in lodgepole pine stands that are already regenerating into sapling and pole stands.  Mitigation measures to reduce visual impacts are an integral part of each action alternative (EA, p. 23).
See the EA, pp. A-15 and 16 in regard to the related issue of recreation use (including outfitting) and noise generated by the proposed timber sale.  Also, see the responses to Recreation-related comments 3-3, 6-8, 6-9, 8-2, 8-7, and 8-9. 
Water Quality, Yield, Stream Condition and Aquatic Resources
6-4.  Mine closure simultaneous with logging operation to result in "impact trade-off" regarding sediment (p. A-13):  The theory that the mine closure will somehow offset sediment created by logging in the Darroch Creek area seems unlikely.  Activities involved in actual mine closure process will likely increase sediment.  Simultaneous operations will not compliment each other, nor will they negate impact.  Even if in the long run, mine closure does result in stabilization, it is not valid to conclude that this deems sediment problems created by logging a "non-impact".
Response:  The cumulative effects discussion on page A-13 was not intended to imply an "impact trade off" of reduced sediment from mine closure.   The sediment modeling discussed on pages A-11 and A-12 do not specifically factor in sediment reduction from the Mineral Hill Mine closure.  However, the cumulative effects of the Mineral Hill Mine closure, rehabilitation, and reclamation will increase the amount of ground vegetation through much of the current mine operations area, provide better drainage of closed mine facilities and ultimately reduce sediment loading to Bear Creek from the mine area.  It is true that in the short term some increased sediment may occur from ground disturbance associated with the Mineral Hill Mine closure,  rehabilitation, and reclamation activities as can occur with any watershed rehabilitation or  stream improvement project (road obliteration, bank stabilization, fish habitat structure construction). 
2-9.  The maps and other documentation provided with the EA are inadequate to justify the sanguine conclusion that sediment loading in Bear Creek will not be a problem.  Since sediment is a major degrading contaminate and Bear Creek is a significant Cutthroat spawning stream for the Yellowstone River system we are unsatisfied with what appears to be an unsupportable assertion.
Response:  The analysis of sediment impacts indicates that anticipated sediment yield increases are essentially immeasurable, well within Gallatin NF and State of Montana water quality standards, and compliant with the Clean Water Act requirements to protect beneficial uses.   For each alternative, Bear Creek would meet the Gallatin NF sediment guidelines for both the 50% annual and the 20-year cumulative 500 percent over natural.  The 2.2% sediment increase in Bear Creek and the 1.1% sediment increase in Darroch Creek would not be measurable with standard sediment monitoring techniques (width depth integrated DH48 samples and Helly-Smith bedload samples regressed against discharge) and would not pose geomorphic problems with accumulations in stream channels. Gallatin National Forest sediment guidelines for a stream category A  (streams with Sensitive fish species or that provide recruitment to Blue Ribbon trout fisheries) regionally/locally significant fisheries) are defined as an annual increase limit of 30% and a cumulative 20-year annual limit of 300% over natural.  Alternative B would pose a minor road sediment reduction during 1999 from presale road closure but sediment yields are projected to increase to 7.8% over natural (2.2% over 1998) by 2001 as the new road construction and timber harvesting is implemented.  By 2004 sediment yields would drop to an estimated 5.8% over natural as harvested areas revegetate and constructed roads are obliterated.
Shuler (1999) provided a detailed analysis of sediment effects to fish populations and the habitat for the Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale.  Results are summarized in the EA on page A-13.  The detailed analysis demonstrates that predicted sediment increases in spawning gravels will have No Impact because existing sediment concentrations in gravels are low and estimated increases do not cause concentrations to exceed the 90% habitat objective.  Based on literature reviews and empirical studies, the optimal range for fine sediment concentrations in cutthroat trout spawning gravels is 21-24%, which forms the basis of the spawning sediment guideline of <24%.  Predicted sediment concentrations in spawning gravels for all alternatives are less than 19%.  Also, the channel types are resilient to sediment increases and increases are expected to be minor.  
 7-4.  All of the diesel and oil spills that go along with logging will all eventually drain down and pollute the creeks.  This can't be that good for the environment.
Response:  Prevention and mitigation of fuel  spills is discussed in Appendix D, BMP's, p. D-11,  PRACTICE 15.11 -- Servicing and Refueling of Equipment.  These provisions, which will be included in the Darroch-Eagle Timber Sale contract, are designed to prevent contamination of waters from accidental spills of fuels, lubricants, bitumens, raw sewage, wash water, and other harmful materials.  Provisions include designation of service and refueling areas which are away from streams.  All petroleum products will be stored in leakproof containers. Petroleum waste products will be removed from the site at least weekly. Actions to be taken in case of a hazardous spill, as outlined in the Forest Hazardous Substance Spill Contingency Plan. (B6.34; C6.341 for oil and oil product.  These practices and contract provisions have worked well on Gallatin NF sales during the last decade to prevent diesel and oil spills. 
Other
1-3.  Regardless of the rationale for the logging, the Forest needs to demonstrate to the public exactly how you are managing our public lands in the area to be logged, not the roadless or wilderness areas.  There is absolutely no information in this EA which tells the public how you are managing wildlife habitat in the logging area.  The issue here that is once an area is roaded, it becomes a sacrifice area to generate money for the Forest Service.  This area has already been heavily logged in the past.  You need to explain to the public why all this logging will maintain wildlife habitat, or on the other hand, why this area has been designated a sacrifice area.
Response:  The lands proposed to be harvested are allocated in the Gallatin Forest Plan to the suitable timber base, as discussed in the EA on pp. 1, 10, 16, and 18.  These lands are allocated to Management Area 13 of the Gallatin Forest Plan (grizzly bear/timber management emphasis), as described in Chapter 3, p. 31.  Map E-4 displays the proposed harvest units in relation to the management area boundaries.  The decision to manage these lands for the goals and purposes stated in the Forest Plan are beyond the scope of this project-level analysis and decision.  
This EA discloses the effects of the project on habitat of a wide range of wildlife species.  The habitat of some species would be affected by the alternatives and to varying degrees, as described in the EA.  Design of the alternatives and inclusion of mitigation measures are intended to reduce these effects and modification of habitat as much as practicable, while still meeting the project's purpose and need to a meaningful level.  All substantive environmental laws and regulations aimed at protecting wildlife (such as the Endangered Species Act) must be adhered to with whichever alternative is selected for implementation.  Of the action alternatives, Alternative D would have the least overall impact to wildlife and is in compliance with the Endangered Species Act.
Regarding the amount of past cutting, see the response to comment 3-8 above under Timber, along with Map E-5 in the EA and Maps F-4, F-5, and F-6 in this appendix.
1-21.  Could you provide a large scale map which shows the past and planned cutting units better than existing maps in the EA?  These are very small and difficult to read.
Response:  Larger scale maps (Maps F-3, F-4, and F-5) showing past and proposed cutting units are included in Appendix F.
3-6.  I have reviewed the comments submitted by the Bear Creek Council and endorse them in their entirety.
Response:  Please see the responses to comments 2-1 through 2-13.
3-14.  I realize that alot of this information MAY be included in the Forest Plan, but in order to make the current document readable, at a minimum reference should be made to book and page of the forest plan.
Response:  Relevant information from the Gallatin Forest Plan is referenced by page number in the EA.  Project-specific analyses and other supporting documentation are cited in the body of the EA and included in the References section beginning on p. R-1.
4-1.  I will admit I am not up to speed on the details of the sale merely because I didn't know about it until about two days ago.  I feel that there hasn't [been] enough public awareness about the sale and if there had been there would be an outpouring of public concern.
Response:  Public notice and involvement activities are described in the EA at Chapter 2, pp.7-10 and Chapter 4, pp. 51-54.  These included such things as having the project listed in the Gallatin National Forest's Quarterly Project Listing since April, 1998, and listing it in the Gardiner Ranger District's Monthly Newsletter since June, 1998 (this newsletter is posted at seven businesses and public buildings throughout Gardiner).  A legal notice was published in the Bozeman Daily Chronicle on 3/15/99 stating that the EA was available for review and comment during the next 30 days.  The EA was also available for public review at the Gardiner Library.    Several public meetings were held around the Forest (including in Livingston) and the Bozeman Chronicle had published numerous articles discussing the overall Gallatin Land Consolidation project and the BSL timber-for-land component.
Althought the agency does not depend on communications by word-of-mouth, the commenter had the additional opportunity to become aware of the project through relatives.  Her father has been on the project mailing list since 4/16/98.  He submitted a letter outlining his issues and concerns during the scoping period.  Her brother-in-law also submitted a scoping letter in June, 1998.  These relatives live in the same community as the commenter. 
The agency received 13 letters with issues relevant to the Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale analysis.  These issues have been addressed in the EA.  Those issues and any new issues that have surfaced as a result of public review of the EA are further discussed in the responses included in this Appendix F.  All public input will be considered in selecting an alternative for this project.
4-3.  ... the biggest concern is that this area is rare wildlife range and wild country.  This area is one of a kind and invaluable to the public in many more ways than timber.  If it is clearcut, the many ways that people and wildlife enjoy this area are destroyed.  You are willing to trade one timber sale for an eternity of enjoyment and existence for the people and animals that utilize this country.  The state and forest will long term reap many more benefits from the people who frequent this area to enjoy the rare jewel we have than they will from this one sale of timber.  We are basically one of the few places left in the world that has not been destroyed by the heavy hand of mankind.  Lets strive to stay that way.  We have something unique because we have worked to take care and protect it.  Let's keep our country wild and unique.  We have the opportunity to allow it to be destroyed for the gain of nothing but politics.  It takes well over a hundred years to regrow a stand of timber in this area due to the semi-arid climate and the bottom line is that the loss is too great.  Once the ball is rolling its awful hard to stop.  What stand of timber will be next?  One little cut seems like nothing until eventually that's exactly what you have....nothing.
Response:  National forests are managed for multiple uses with recognition given that not every acre can support all uses.  The Gallatin Forest Plan allocated the majority of the Bear Creek watershed  to the following management areas: MA 4 - Wilderness (pre-existing designated wilderness); MA 13 - Grizzly Bear/Timber; MA 14 - Grizzly Bear /Big Game Winter Range; and MA 15 - Grizzly Bear/Dispersed Recreation.  Only 13% of Compartments 305 and 306 (6,966 acres) are allocated to MA 13 - Grizzly Bear/Timber.  These allocations reflect the valuable wildlife, wildland, and recreation values of the area (see EA, Chapter 3, p. 31 and Map E-4).   Timber harvesting in MA 13 has been determined to be compatible with meeting other resource objectives.  Monitoring and on-site experience prove this out.
For example, timber harvesting in the area over the past 40+ years (Maps E-5 and F-2) has modified stand structure, wildlife habitat, scenery, and other resources without causing loss of species or populations of wildlife.  The analysis documented in this EA, along with scientific review and concurrence from the USFWS, shows that key species such as the grizzly bear will be adequately protected while the project also generates funds important to the public acquisition of high value grizzly bear habitat in the Taylor Fork drainage.  The Forest Service considers this a "win-win" situation.  Even though portions of the area were clearcut in the past, the area still supports recreation use, as stated in the EA (Appendix A, p. A-15 and 16).  In fact, cross-country ski  trails  around the Schultz Knob area traverse through  old clearcuts that have been reforested.  Some of these trails are on remnants of skid roads and temporary logging roads (USDA Forest Service Undated b).  Also, some comments on the EA stated the project area is important for hunting.  Therefore, one could conclude that the past timber harvesting has not "destroyed" the area's big game populations.  
4-4.  In general, the costs of this timber sale greatly outweigh the benefits.  There is a one time short term gain (and very unlikely a profit) and long term multiple losses which can never be replaced.
Response:  Chapter 3 of the EA discloses the environmental consequences of the project.  Chapter 2, Table 2-7, p. 27 and Chapter 3, pp. 41-43 display the economics of the alternatives.  See the response to comment 4-3 above.  The Deciding Official will weigh the benefits versus costs and environmental consequences of this project when selecting an alternative.
5-12.  Overall, we are concerned that the effects of this project proposal, in combination with other past activities on private and public land, were masked by the large analysis area, much of which is in wilderness designation.  This has made it difficult for the public to gain an adequate understanding of this proposal's effects.
Response:  See the response to comments 1-1, 3-13, and 3-15 regarding the size of analysis areas location of analysis area boundaries, and the relationship to surrounding designated wilderness.  Where applicable, the analyses conducted include a determination of cumulative effects caused by past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities on both public and private lands.   Direct and indirect effects of the alternatives are displayed in Chapter 2, Table 2-7, Appendix A, Appendix B (Biological Evaluation), and Appendix C (Biological Assessment).  
As discussed in the response to comment 3-13 regarding the old growth analysis, an effects analysis should not be arbitrarily skewed by adjusting analysis area boundaries so that wilderness or roadless areas are deleted from the analysis area, unless there is a specific issue that warrants this.  For example, elk do not "see" an administratively designated wilderness boundary and use that in deciding where they will live.  They seek out and use habitat if it meets their needs for food, security, cover, and other purposes, and if it is in the proper juxtaposition with other habitat components.  If the analysis area for elk was limited to a small area surrounding the proposed harvest units, this would  present a biased and inaccurate picture of  effects because it would be smaller than an elk's home range and the cumulative effect of other activities would not be taken into consideration.
5-14.  Off-Road vehicle use has greatly increased on the Gallatin Forest over the past few years.  ORVs are now able to access previously inaccessible areas, resulting in unprecedented construction of non-system road networks as well as erosion and wildlife impacts.  The EA acknowledges that the area around the proposed sale is well-used by motorized vehicles.  ORVs can access many roads that the Forest Service has listed as "closed."  This has been well-documented on the Forest.  In order to appropriately assess the true cumulative effects of all activities in this area, it is critical that the Forest also look at ORV use, including use patterns, areas of trespass, etc.  This information will not only give an accurate picture of cumulative effects, but will also help the Forest determine which roads need to be effectively closed to better secure wildlife habitat.  Without including ORV use as a part of cumulative effects analysis, the public does not have a full understanding of all activities in the timber sale area.
Response:  ORV use in the analysis area was considered in the cumulative effects analysis.  Motorized vehicles use the Forest's open roads for accessing the project area.  ORV use on other than the officially "open" road system within the project area is minimal to nonexistent because steep slopes and dense timber make it virtually impossible to travel cross-country.  Roads that are technically closed to motorized vehicles are not receiving much if any ORV use.  Those roads that have been re-opened by ORV's will have their closure devices improved so as to be more effective (under a watershed restoration program).  This is the focus of the pre-sale road closure planned for Road 6976C in Alternative B.  
The portion of compartments 305 and 306 within big game winter range (generally lower elevations) is closed to all motorized use except on designated routes, as displayed on the Gallatin Travel Plan map.  The District is proactively managing violations through law enforcement and, over the past few years, has been installing signs and barriers and revegetating user-built roads and trails as funding allows.   These efforts should continue into the foreseeable future.  Funding is available in 1999 and specific plans are being developed.  Funding has also been requested to continue this work for the next few years.
6-1.  I strenuously object to this timber sale proposal.
Response:  This comment is part of the decision documentation and will be considered by the Deciding Official prior to selecting an alternative to implement.
6-10.  Lack of a readily decipherable, large scale exhibit depicting proposed cutting units in relation to:  Previously cut areas, wilderness boundary, trails, roads and other developments, various vegetation zones, and topography.  It is difficult to interpret the maps included in the document (especially for those who are not well acquainted with the area) with regard to lay of land and spacial relation to the list above making it impossible to evaluate possible effects at a glance.
Response:  EA maps E-1 through E-3 are large scale and clearly show the geographic relationship of the cutting units, by alternative, to the wilderness boundary, Forest roads and trails, and private property.  Maps F-3 through F-5 in this appendix are relatively large scale and were generated to more clearly show the cutting units, by alternative, in relation to stands that supported past timber harvesting activity.  The response to comment  5-15 above includes Tables F-XX and F-XX, which list the slope of each cutting unit and the type of logging system proposed.  This information, along with the description of effects in Chapter 3 and Appendices A, B, and C, should provide the reader information to evaluate the alternatives.
6-11.  The mine closure is sure to be disruptive - please consider the effect of subjecting this drainage to two highly disruptive activities simultaneously.
Response:  Closure (reclamation) of the Mineral Hill Mine was considered in the cumulative effects analyses, where relevant to the issue (EA, Chapter 3, p. 32).  It is difficult to know which resources could be affected and to what extent because no specific mine closure plans have been developed yet.  Speculation of future activities and associated effects would not provide a sound basis for a decision on the Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale project.
7-7.  You are effecting land, animals, water, air, peacefulness.
Response:  The EA and responses to comments contained in this appendix disclose the effects to the environment, based on the issues identified during scoping and public review of the EA.
7-8.  I don't know why this area has to be the brunt of the Taylor's Fork Sale.  There has to be another answer.
Response:  The proposed Darroch-Eagle Creek Timber Sale is only one of 12 timber sales proposed by the Gallatin National Forest to generate funds to purchase four sections of highly valuable private land in the Taylor Fork drainage.  The Congress and Administration directed the Forest Service to pursue this effort, as described in the Purpose and Need section in Chapter 1, pp. 1-2; Chapter 2, Development of Alternatives, pp. 9-10; Appendix B, p. B-1; and Appendix C, p. C-2.
8-8.  This area has been abused since the early 1800's and it should be managed for its wildlife.  This area is just as critical to the wildlife as is the Forbes ranch or the Taylor Fork drainage.  Why destroy one valuable wildlife habitat to save another.
Response:  See responses to comments 1-3 and 4-3.  The effects to wildlife are disclosed in the EA and the project file and will be considered by the Deciding Official.
8-10.  I am against any large timber sales in this area.
Response:  The comment is part of the decision documentation and will be considered by the Deciding Official prior to selecting an alternative to implement.
8-12.  In my opinion the Forest Service should find other means to purchase the Taylor Fork and other important lands, such as Mineral Hill property in Jardine and manage it for the wildlife.
Response:  The Forest Service considered other means to purchase the Taylor Fork properties, including use of money from the Land and Water Conservation Fund.  However, the Congress decided and directed the Forest Service to use the timber-for-land method for generating funds for the land purchase.  Purchase of the Mineral Hill Mine property is beyond the scope of this analysis and decision.
9-1.  I still believe that this area can't support the level of cut that is proposed, even in Alternative D, without compromising important wildlife and environmental values.  Several Forest standards are already not being met in this area, and the EA, even as confusing as it is, convinces me that we would make it worse by proceeding with this sale.
Response:  Under Alternative A (No Action) as shown in Table 2-7, Chapter 2, and in the descriptions of the action alternatives on pp. 3, 11, 12, 16, 17, and 19, two Forest Plan standards are currently not being met in the project area.  These are the HEI standard and the Vegetative Diversity standard.  Alternatives E and F (Chapter 2, pp. 24, 28, and 29) discuss how many miles of road closure and acres of timber harvesting and reforestation would need to be completed in order to bring the project area into compliance with these standards.  The effects analysis in the EA describes the impacts to wildlife and other resources under the alternatives that require temporary, site-specific Forest Plan amendments.  
The 1% reduction in HEI caused by Alternatives B, C, and D, although making the HEI situation "worse," does not appreciably alter effective cover and is considered a minor effect (EA, Chapter 3, pp. 40-41; Appendix C, p. C-14).  Regarding the Vegetative Diversity standard, Alternatives B, C, and D actually make progress towards meeting the standard, although none of the alternatives (including Alternative A) could feasibly comply with the standard in the foreseeable future.  Actually, Alternative A would be the "worst."  Alternative B would make the most progress towards meeting the standard by converting the most acres of mature and old growth stands to the younger, early successional stages which are falling short of the "10%" Forest Plan standard (EA, Chapter 3, pp. 43-44). 
9-2.  In terms of wildlife, this area is extremely important.  As I said in my comments for scoping, we should not sacrifice this area in order to produce money for the Gallatin II exchange.  The cost is too high.
Response:  The Forest Service acknowledges the area's high value for wildlife.  This is reflected in the Forest Plan management area allocations and Forest-wide standards.  All non-wilderness lands have an emphasis on managing for grizzly bear habitat needs.  Effects to a wide range of wildlife species were discussed in the EA, Chapter 3, Appendix A; Appendix B (Biological Evaluation); and Appendix C (Biological Assessment).  The USFWS concurs with the determination that Alternative D is not likely to adversely affect the grizzly bear, and will have no effect on the gray wolf, bald eagle, or peregrine falcon.  The analysis shows that the project would sussessfully generate funds for the Taylor Fork acquisition, while minimizing effects to wildlife and other resources.
Also, see responses to comments 4-3 and 4-4 above.
9-3.  If the timber were available within the prescription of the Forest Plan that would be one thing.  But it is not, and even the convoluted explanations in the EA don't make it so.
Response:  See response to comment 9-1 above.
9-4.  The whole concept of a timber sale producing revenue is suspect anyway.  If money is the issue, then there are much more efficient ways of finding money.
Response:  See the discussion of economics for this project in Chapter 3, pp. 41-43.  See response to comment 8-12.
9-5.  If we are also trying to produce timber and timber jobs, then this project has to stand up to clear scrutiny (and Forest standards) on whether this is environmentally an okay deal.  I don't think it does.
Response:  See response to comment 9-1 above concerning compliance with Forest Plan standards.  The EA discusses the environmental effects of a full range of alternatives in comparative format (Chapters 2 and 3 and Appendices A and B).  The Deciding Official will consider the project's environmental consequences in relation to its purpose and need and how to best meet the overall public interest.
9-8.  It is not clear in the discussion of overall availability of timber and of timber successional stages and vegetative cover types whether the project area is being discussed or the whole of compartments 305 and 306 are being discussed.  This is completely fundamental to a rational discussion and evaluation of this proposed sale.  Much of 305 and 306 are in the wilderness area and cannot be considered as part of the available timber base.  I question whether the timber is available to be cut, on a sustainable basis, from this area.  The percentages in the EA are very misleading if they include the whole of 305 and 306.
Response:  Vegetative diversity (as measured by acres of successional stages) was calculated based on total acres in compartments 305 and 306.  This includes wilderness acres within these compartments.  The Vegetative Diversity standard in the Forest Plan (pp. II-20) is based on analysis for an entire compartment that contains suitable timber.  Compartments 305 and 306 contain suitable timber (MA 13).  The standard does not state that the analysis should be confined to only the suitable timber base.  This interpretation and application of the standard is uniform across the Gallatin National Forest.  
Sustainable timber harvest:  Long-term sustained yield of timber (a goal measured by allowable sale quantity (ASQ)) is calculated at the Forest level (formerly at the "Working Circle" level for Unit Plans), not on a relatively small drainage or timber compartment sized land base.   This was done in consideration of the size of the timber market (where sawmills were located) and to help maintain an even flow of timber products by reducing the opportunity for disruption of the flow by localized events.  
For example, if a wildfire destroyed the suitable timber in an entire drainage, and if that drainage was the basis for a sustained yield market, then the market would gain very quickly during the short-term salvage harvest.  But it would be severely disrupted after that for a long period.  However, if the sustained yield calculation is based on a broader timber base, then the timber harvesting could shift to a different area of the forest until the burned stands became reforested and grew large enough to harvest again.  Although timber harvesting would be concentrated on the unburned portion of the Forest, this second scenario would maintain the even flow of wood to the local timber industry while also managing the timber resource on a long-term sustained yield basis.  
All management alternatives considered in the Gallatin Forest Plan FEIS comply with the National Forest Management Act requirement to harvest timber on a long-term sustained yield basis.   Refer to Forest Service Handbook 2409.13 for details on the methodology.  The Forest Plan has a Forest-wide goal to "provide a sustained yield of timber products and improve the productivity of timber growing lands" (Forest Plan, p. II-1).  The linear model (FORPLAN) selected timber harvest prescriptions to achieve the Forest Plan's first decade ASQ (the average annual volume of timber that could be harvested under sustained yield principles while achieving the Forest Plan goals and objectives).  The Forest Plan Annual Monitoring Report for 1992 (5-year report) showed that the Gallatin was harvesting timber at that time at a much slower rate than the FORPLAN model scheduled.  The trend has not changed since then (USDA Forest Service 1992).   
9-11.  The need to generate money for Gallatin II can be better met some other way.
Response:  See the response to comment 8-12 above.
9-12.  At the very least, we must evaluate the proposal with information that is clearly presented and verified by on the ground work.
Response:  We hope the responses to comments in this appendix will help clarify and expand on information in the EA.  Extensive field work has been conducted and resource data collected in support of the analysis for this project.
10-1.  I am confused as to which alternative the Forest Service is pursuing.  The EA states that Alternative B is the proposed action, while the accompanying letter states that the Forest Service is considering Alternative D, which is a considerably smaller sale.  Please clarify.
Response:  Alternative B was developed as the initial proposal (Proposed Action) to meet the purpose and need of the project.  Based on the issues raised during scoping, additional field work, and the analysis of effects, other alternatives were developed to address one or more of the key issues while also still achieving the purpose and need to a meaningful degree.  See the EA, Chapter 2, Development of Alternatives, pp. 9-10.  
10-2.  The Native Forest Network is one of hundreds of organizations and businesses nationwide calling for a long-overdue end to the subsidized and destructive national forest logging program.  Thus we cannot support ANY more timber sales in our precious public forests.  We would prefer you implement Alternative A, the No Action alternative.
Response:  The issue of terminating the national forest timber sale program is beyond the scope of this project-level analysis and decision.  Effects of this project are disclosed in Chapter 2, Table 2-7; Chapter 3; and Appendices A, B, and C of the EA.  The commenter's recommended alternative will be part of the decision documentation and will be considered by the Deciding Offical prior to selecting an alternative to implement.
10-3.  The fact that the Gallatin National Forest cannot come up with one timber sale which does not violate Forest Plan standards shows conclusively that the logging program has already gone too far.  Every sale violates Habitat Effectiveness standards because there are too damned many roads everywhere!  Virtually every national forest road was built for logging.
Response:  See responses to comments 9-1 and 9-5 above. 
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