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SUBJECT AREA #1

RECREATION



1-3	RECREATION AND WILDLIFE BENEFITS VALUED TOO LOW IN PLAN

Recreation and wildlife benefits are valued too low in the Colville National Forest draft Plan.  How does the Forest plan to deal with increased demands for these resources as they become scarce and more valuable?

RESPONSE:  Recreation demand was determined using data from the Pacific Northwest River Basins Commission Report, past recreational use and population projections.  Values of recreation were derived from RPA.  The Forest will respond to increased recreation demand by providing more opportunities for trails (increased construction and reconstruction) and increasing the amount of land allocated to semi-primitive, non-motorized recreation (Table II-4, FEIS).

The Plan will be monitored and updated to respond to new recreation demand data.



1-9	PLAN’S FOCUS ON THE OUTDOOR RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUM IS TOO NARROW

The Colville National Forest draft Plan addresses only a limited area of the outdoor recreation opportunity spectrum—concentrating on hunting and snowmobiling opportunities—while ignoring provisions for other types of recreation.  This emphasis does not provide for a full range of recreation experiences, such as solitude, remoteness, camaraderie and social contact. Impacts on wildlife from proposed increases in these activities have not been adequately assessed in the draft Plan.  

RESPONSE:  A full range of recreation opportunities ranging from primitive (which emphasizes solitude and remoteness) to intensively developed sites is included in the alternatives (see Table II-4, FEIS).  The effects of each alternative, including recreation, on wildlife are shown in Chapter IV, Wildlife.



1-9	PLAN PROPOSES BETTER ACCESS, FACILITIES BUT NO INCREASE IN TRAILS       

The Colville National Forest draft Plan does not provide for an increase in the number of recreation trails.  The Forest, however, will need additional trails if it intends to manage for better recreation facilities and access, as stated in the draft Plan.

RESPONSE: Revisions included in Modified Alternaties D, G and I include increased trail opportunities and upgrading of existing trail facilities (see Table II-4, FEIS and final Plan).

1-10	RECREATION SUPPLY/DEMAND ANALYSIS FLAWED

The supply/demand analysis used to determine recreation outputs in the draft Plan is flawed because it:  a) uses the 1979 Pacific Northwest River Basins Commission Report as a basis of recreation demand (DEIS 111-112), a report that was prepared during a period of rosy expectations and ballooning population; b) overestimates the amount of land needed for recreation by ignoring the recreation opportunities offered by other ownerships, and; c) duplicates the need for semiprimitive non-motorized recreation opportunities by ignoring that which already exists on the Colville National Forest.  In addition, the assumptions that were used in the supply/demand analysis are not explained in the draft Plan.

RESPONSE:  The 1979 Pacific Northwest River Basins Commission Report was used only as an indicator of future demand.  Existing use, past use trends and public comment concerning specific activities were the primary basis for the analysis.  This information has been updated to reflect the 1985 State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) and current use. 

A better explanation of the process used to determine the supply/demand analysis is included in the FEIS (see Chapter III, Recreation).



SUBJECT AREA #6

CAMPGROUNDS





6-6	PLAN DOES NOT CONSIDER IMPACTS OF CAMPGROUND EXPANSION ON FISHERIES

The Colville National Forest Plan should consider the impacts on lake and stream fisheries from increased fishing pressure as a result of campground expansion.   

RESPONSE:  As explained in Chapter I, impacts to all resources, including streams and fisheries, are assessed prior to campground expansion and new campground developments in project area plans.  The risk of lowered water quality due to increased recreation use is presented in Recreation, Chapter IV, FEIS.  In response to concern about recreation impacts on stream fisheries, a risk statement has been added to this section.



SUBJECT AREA #8

      DOWNHILL SKIING - 49 DEGREES NORTH



8-1	EXPAND THE SIZE OF 49 DEGREES NORTH

The Colville National Forest should allow 49 Degrees North to expand in size, as specified in the Ski Hill’s master plan.



8-2	49 DEGREE NORTH EXPANSION TOO EXCESSIVE

The expansion in size, called for by 49 Degrees North Ski Hill, is too excessive.

RESPONSE:  Alternative G  has been revised to address concerns about the Ski Hill.  This alternative allows for the expansion of the management prescription boundary to the size required by the 49 Degree North Ski Hill Master Plan.  The management area for the Ski Hill has been changed to Management Area 3a (which emphasizes downhill skiing) (see Chapter 4, final Plan and the Table of Acreage in Management Areas by Alternative, Chapter II).  New standards and guidelines have been developed to address public concerns about the Ski Hill.  



SUBJECT AREA #9

HANDICAP ACCESS





9-1	TOO FEW HANDICAP TRAILS

There is only a half mile of handicap trails on the Colville National Forest.  Government policies should increase access for the handicapped.

RESPONSE:  Forestwide Standards and Guidelines (Chapter 4, final Plan) for recreation have been revised to provide for handicapped use.  



SUBJECT AREA #25

DISPERSED RECREATION



25-8	PROPOSED HARVEST INCREASE WILL CONFLICT WITH NON-MOTORIZED RECREATION 

The heavy emphasis on timber harvesting in the Colville National Forest’s draft Plan is in direct conflict with quality non-motorized recreation.  Since non-motorized recreation is increasing and providing a real, sustainable tourism market for northeastern Washington, more attention should be given to ensuring the future of this type of recreation instead of continuing the illusion of sustaining a 52% increase in timber harvest.

RESPONSE:  Alternatives G and I have been modified to better address non-motorized recreation and additional emphasis will be placed on semi-primitive, non-motorized recreational opportunities to meet projected demands.  This would be accomplished through increased trail construction, road closures as well as an increase in roadless area recreation visitor days (Thirteen Mile Roadless Area) (see Table II-4, FEIS).



SUBJECT AREA #26

TRAILS





26-14	PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT MEET TRAIL-USER NEEDS

The preferred alternative in the Colville National Forest draft Plan is deficient in meeting the needs of trail users.  The alternative proposes no trail construction and only six miles of reconstruction during the next decade. These proposals conflict with statements in Appendix C of the Draft that roadless recreation opportunities could be increased with additional trail facilities.

RESPONSE:  Alternatives D, G and I are revised to eliminate the constraints on new construction, reconstruction and maintenance of trails .  Numerous trail projects have been added and nearly 200 miles of new trails are planned for the first decade (see Table II-4, FEIS).  Specific trail project proposals are included in Appendix A of the Forest Plan.  Several areas will be reviewed on the ground for potential trail loops and trailhead facilities.

In all project planning, consideration will be given to preserving existing trails and providing for future development.  Trails that have been dropped from the system in past years will be reviewed.



26-19	FINAL PLAN SHOULD SHOW ALTERNATIVES’ EFFECTS/MITIGATIONS ON TRAILS

The Colville National Forest Plan should include a section that shows the effects of the different alternatives on trails, as well as plans to mitigate those effects.

RESPONSE:  Alternatives D, G and I were modified to mitigate against the effects of alternatives on trails. A section that shows the effects of the different alternatives on trails has been added to the FEIS (see Irretrieveable Commitment of Resources, Recreation, Chapter IV).  New standards and guidelines concerning trail management have been added to the final Plan.



26-20	PLAN SHOULD REQUIRE SPECIFIC PROTECTION FOR TRAILS

The Colville National Forest Plan should require that trails, disrupted by management practices, be reconstructed or replaced on a mile-for-mile basis.  Economic analyses and environmental impact statements should automatically address trail issues.  



RESPONSE:  Alternative G has been revised to provide for protection and continued maintenance of existing trails and also to provide for future trail development (see mitigation measures within Recreation, Chapter IV, FEIS).  Standards and guidelines have been developed to give additional consideration to trails.  Trails that have been dropped from the system will be reviewed (see Trails, Forestwide Standards and Guidelines, Chapter 4).



26-26	FEIS SHOULD INCLUDE TRAIL PLAN

The FEIS should include a long-term trail plan.

RESPONSE:  The Forest Plan will serve as the long-term trail management plan for the Colville National Forest.  A trail plan, management prescriptions, and standards and guidelines are included in Chapter 4 and Appendix A (final Plan).



26-36	DEVELOP MAXIMUM TRAIL USE FOR GRIZZLY BEAR HABITAT

The Colville National Forest should develop a threshold number of trail users in grizzly bear habitat.

RESPONSE:  A range of alternatives, with regard to the amount of trails is presented in Chapter II (see Table II-4).  The Forestwide Standards and Guidelines have been modified to address the effects of recreation use on the Grizzly bear (see Chapter 4, Forest Plan).  There are many factors involved in developing trail capacities, seasonal closures, etc., in grizzly bear habitat areas.  Threshold number of trail users is but one factor.  In any case, the habitat is given highest priority.





SUBJECT AREA #28

   WINTER SPORTS



28-5	CARIBOU MANAGEMENT AREAS LIMIT SNOWMOBILE ACCESS

Caribou management areas should not be closed to snowmobile use because this would limit access to:  a) the main routes between Sullivan and Priest Lakes (Pass Creek Pass); b) Monumental Mountain; and, c) high mountain areas that provide excellent spring riding.  Once caribou have been established in an area, snowmobile clubs should have the opportunity to work with local ranger districts to determine limitations to snowmobile access.

RESPONSE:  The management prescription for MA 2 has been revised to specifically allow snowmobile traffic over Pass Creek Pass between Sullivan Lake and Priest Lake (see Recreation—Off-Road Vehicles, Management Prescription 2, Chapter 4, Forest Plan).



28-20	KEEP ALL AREAS OPEN TO SNOWMOBILES EXCEPT MANAGEMENT AREA #9

All areas, except Management Area #9, should be open to snowmobiles.  All  closures should be left to the discretion of the local district ranger.

RESPONSE:  Through the development of alternatives (see Chapter II, Alternative Development Process), recreational uses have been allocated to limit conflicts and to provide for the optimum use of Forest Service lands for each use.  Also, a supply/demand analysis has been completed to project recreation uses on the Forest to the year 2020 to ensure future opportunities, including snowmobiles (see Chapter III, FEIS for demand estimates; see Chapter II, FEIS for comparison of how alternatives meet demand).



SUBJECT AREA #29

   HUNTING





29-3	PLAN DOESN’T CONSIDER EFFECTS OF HUNTING ON BIG GAME POPULATIONS

The Colville National Forest draft Plan does not consider the effect of hunting on achieving projected big game populations.  This violates NEPA regulations that require access and dispersal problems of hunting, fishing and other visitor uses be considered.

RESPONSE:  Hunting is regulated by the State of Washington and is outside the scope of the Colville National Forest Plan.  The FEIS addresses hunting by providing a range of habitat capabilities and resulting wildlife user days which vary by alternative (see Table II-4).





SUBJECT AREA #30

     ORV USE







30-4	PLAN ASSUMES USER CONFLICTS ASSOCIATED WITH 4WD/ORV RECREATION

The Colville National Forest draft Plan states that there is a high potential for recreation user conflict where four-wheel-drive and off-road vehicle recreation is allowed.  To state that this conflict is caused solely by 4WD/ORV’s is to assume that this use is not as acceptable a recreation use as others.   The Plan does not analyze this or the user conflicts in other types of recreation.  

RESPONSE:  All types of user conflicts have been considered in the FEIS (see the discussion of Recreation Opportunity Spectrum in Chapter II and III, Recreation).



30-6	CLOSE THIRTEEN MILE AND ALL RESEARCH NATURAL AREA TO ORV’S

The Thirteen Mile Basin and all research natural areas should be closed to off-road vehicle recreation because of resource conflicts such as noise, shallow soils, wildlife and sensitive plants.

RESPONSE:  Research natural areas have specific guidelines (including the prohibition of ORV’s) for management (see Forestwide Standards and Guidelines, Chapter IV, Forest Plan).  The Thirteen Mile Basin could be managed emphasizing a variety of uses, including recreation and wildlife which may preclude ORV use (see Chapter II, Management Area Table). 



30-11	PLAN NEEDS ORV PLAN

The Colville National Forest Plan should include an off-road vehicle plan because of critical resource conflicts and frequent resource damage.  The allocation of ORV and 4WD trails should also be addressed in the final Plan.

RESPONSE:  The Forest Plan will serve as the Forest ORV plan.  Management areas have standards and guidelines where ORV use is either allowed or prohibited based upon resource values.  In most cases, there is sufficient land base to allow most uses.  After this Plan is approved, a travel implementation schedule will be developed to plan ORV trails within these management areas.  



30-24	OBJECTIVE STANDARDS NEEDED FOR MONITORING ORV RESOURCE DAMAGE

The off-road vehicle monitoring requirements in the Colville National Forest draft Plan need to be reinforced with objective standards for appraising resource damage and conflict.

RESPONSE:  Resource damage will be specifically monitored by specialists from what ever resource area is impacted.  The Monitoring Plan has been updated and the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines covering ORV use have been added to Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan.





 SUBJECT AREA #35

   HORSE USE







35-3	HORSE TRAIL NEEDS NOT ADDRESSED IN PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Horse trail needs, other than reconstruction, are not addressed in the preferred alternative of the draft Plan.

RESPONSE:  The final Plan and FEIS addresses horse trail needs.  Additional trail construction and reconstruction is reflected in modified Alternatives D, G, and I and summarized in Table II-4, FEIS.



SUBJECT AREA #38

MOTORIZED PUBLIC USE AREAS







38-1	MOTORIZED USE OF NATIONAL FOREST LANDS

Four-wheel drive vehicle use areas were not discussed in the draft Plan.  The Plan should address the need for more developed 4X4 vehicle trails.  It should be demonstrated that motorized use is more detrimental to game and wildlife than pedestrian or horse traffic prior to closing areas and trails to motorized use while leaving them open to non-motorized traffic. 

RESPONSE:  Motorized recreational use will be considered with all other uses of National Forest land.  Motorized use will not be prohibited in any area until resource damage occurs or is imminent.  Over-all management direction for ORV’s is included in the management prescriptions, Chapter 4, final Plan.  Effects of motorized use is discussed in Chapter IV under wildlife resources.  Standards and guidelines have been developed in the Forest Plan which will guide road closures or seasonal restrictions.



SUBJECT AREA #39

    GATHERING FOREST PRODUCTS





39-1	ROCK-GATHERING NOT ADDRESSED IN DRAFT PLAN

The Colville National Forest should consider the rockhound and establish rock-gathering limitations in its final Plan.

RESPONSE:  The only limitations placed on rock gathering are in existing minerals law.

SUBJECT AREA #50

VISUALS







50-11	VIEWSHED MANAGEMENT NOT ACCURATELY DEPICTED IN PLAN ALTERNATIVES

Preferred Alternative G in the Colville National Forest draft Plan shows 100,000 more acres of maintained visual viewsheds than Alternative I (amenity alternative).  This seems highly unlikely, since there are 56,000 more roadless acres, 14,000 more visual preservation acres and 10,000 more retention acres in Alternative I than in Alternative G.  The draft Plan shows 141,000 more acres to be visually modified (visual quality reduction) in Alternative G over Alternative I.  These acreages, along with increased acreage for caribou habitat (low management intensity areas), make Alternative I better than Alternative G for visual quality, old growth and a variety of recreational opportunities.

RESPONSE:  The final Plan has been corrected to more accurately reflect the visual outputs for each alternative.  In some cases, decade outputs were not clear.  This will be clarified in the final Plan (see Table IV-118, FEIS).



SUBJECT AREA #60

     WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS







60-1	FOREST SHOULD CONSIDER RIVERS NOT LISTED IN NRI FOR INCLUSION IN NATIONAL WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS SYSTEM

In its preparation of the final Plan and FEIS, the Colville National Forest should consider rivers not listed in the National River Inventory for eligibility for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, including those studied under the Northwest Rivers Study.  At a minimum, the Forest should provide interim protection for these rivers that is consistent with USDA/USDI guidelines for all rivers found to meet the minimum eligibility criteria for inclusion in the National Rivers System (i.e. free-flowing and possessing outstanding remarkable value) especially the Kettle River, Sullivan Creek, Deadman Creek and the Curlew River.

RESPONSE:  As explained in Chapter III, FEIS, all rivers considered for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River System were evaluated during the original State-wide study.  Those found eligible by this study have been carried forward for consideration in the System.



60-2 	KETTLE RIVER CORRIDOR MANAGEMENT NOT CLEAR

The Colville National Forest draft Plan does not specify how the Kettle River Corridor will be managed nor does it mention the extent to which other federal and state agencies will cooperate in the study and management of the Corridor.  The findings of the Kettle River Eligibility Study should be communicated to other agencies to ensure consistent management of the River Corridor.

RESPONSE:  The Kettle River Corridor and its management is discussed in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Chapter 4, Forest Plan and in Appendix J, FEIS.  Most of the Kettle River does not flow through National Forest land and, as such, the Forest Service is not the principal agency responsible for recommending this River to Congress for classification as a Wild and Scenic River.  This FEIS communicates to other agencies the finding that the Kettle River is eligible for recreation status under Wild and Scenic Rivers legislation.



  SUBJECT AREA #90  

SPECIAL INTEREST AREAS (IN GENERAL)







90-4	PROTECT BELCHER MOUNTAIN OLD-GROWTH FOR WILDLIFE

The Colville National Forest must protect old-growth areas on Belcher Mountain because these areas provide important cover near the wildlife corridor from the Okanogan Highlands to the Selkirk Range.  This area is also the largest mule deer habitat in Washington.

RESPONSE:  A range of alternatives was developed in response to the issue of old-growth.  All alternatives have requirements to maintain a 2 to 2.5-mile distribution of mature to old-growth timber outside designated old-growth areas (MA 1).  However, Modified Alternatives G and I contain more designated old-growth.  Though Belcher Mountain has not been designated as MA 1, the general forest area there will be monitored to retain the required distribution of mature to old-growth timber (for all alternatives).



SUBJECT AREA #91.3

     BEAD LAKE







91.3-1	NO HARVEST OR ROAD BUILDING AROUND BEAD LAKE

The Colville National Forest must protect the water and visual quality of Bead Lake and the surrounding area by avoiding timber harvest and road building.  In the past, concerns expressed by the public were ignored and timber harvesting has occurred near the lake.  Now, these cut-over areas won’t be mature for another 100 years.

RESPONSE:  Alternative G was modified to include a recreation zone around Bead Lake which has been designated Management Area 3A (recreation emphasis) in recognition of the recreational values of the Lake.  The original allocations of MA 5 and MA 6 will remain in the area surrounding the MA 3A (see Alternative Map for MA 3A boundaries).

As explained in the Forest Plan, a stream-monitoring program will be implemented for all perennial tributaries of Bead Lake.  Baseline data will be established prior to any ground disturbing activity that could impact the streams.  Monitoring will be done during any ground disturbing activity, and the activity stopped if impacts to the streams or Lake are outside of identified standards.



SUBJECT AREA #91.4 

    TACOMA CREEK







91.4-1	PROTECT TACOMA AND CALISPELL CREEKS

The Colville National Forest must protect the water, visual and other resource qualities near Tacoma and Calispell Creeks.

RESPONSE:  Management prescriptions for Management Areas 3, 5 and 6 are modified to emphasize uneven-aged harvest methods for all of MA 3, and seen areas of the foreground and middle ground in MA 5 and MA 6.  In addition, uneven-aged management will be used along Class I, II and III streams as directed in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines for riparian areas (see Chapter 4, Forest Plan).



SUBJECT AREA #91.5

    SULLIVAN LAKE AIRSTRIP







91.5-1	KEEP SULLIVAN LAKE AIRSTRIP OPEN

The Sullivan Lake Airstrip should be kept open because it provides a unique recreation opportunity.  It is used for fire fighting and emergencies and is not needed for campground expansion.

91.5-2	CLOSE THE SULLIVAN LAKE AIRSTRIP AND USE IT FOR CAMPSITES

The Sullivan Lake Airstrip should either be better maintained or else used to provide additional campsites at the East Sullivan Campground.  

RESPONSE:  In all alternatives (Chapter II, FEIS) the Sullivan Lake Airstrip will continue to be managed as an airstrip (as stated in Chapter 4, Forest Plan), for use by the flying public and the Forest Service.  There are no plans to convert the airstrip into a campground facility or to change its use during the life of this Plan.



SUBJECT AREA #91.7

      KETTLE RANGE LIMITED ACCESS AREA







91.7-1	MAINTAIN HALL CREEK, HOODOO AND SOUTH HUCKLEBERRY AND COUGAR MOUNTAIN AS ROADLESS AREA

The Colville National Forest should maintain Hall Creek, Hoodoo, Cougar Mountain and South Huckleberry as the “Kettle Range Backcountry Roadless Area” because the area provides:

outstanding primitive recreational opportunities,

high-quality mule deer hunting,

unique plant communities,

historical values, and

protection of watersheds.



Most of the Kettle Range is not suited to timber production.  The Thirteen Mile area has sensitive plants and two potential research natural areas.  Road building and timber harvesting may adversely affect water quality in the San Poil River and Hall Creek.  The U.S. Senate has directed the Forest Service to consider the Colville Confederated Tribes’ concern about the effects of timber harvesting on water quality in this area and these concerns are best addressed by maintaining the area in a roadless condition.

RESPONSE:  The alternatives contain a range of management emphases for these areas.  Different mixes of management areas are included in each alternative, including MA 11 (semi-primitive, non-motorized).

Table C-1 (Appendix C) displays the acreage in these areas that are designated roadless by alternative.  In some of the alternatives, the portions which are not designated roadless will be protected by other management area prescriptions, including:

Management Area 3 which emphasizes both developed and dispersed recreation in a mostly natural-appearing environment.

Management Area 1 (old-growth dependent species habitat), Management Area 5 (scenic and timber emphasis) and Management Area 10 (semi-primitive, motorized recreation) all of which stress protection of wildlife, scenic and water qualities.

Management Area 3A which emphasizes the protection of recreation and wildlife characters of an area.



SUBJECT AREA #91.8    

THREE MILE/UNCAS GULCH (SALMO B)/NORTH FORK SULLIVAN CREEK



91.8-1	CLASSIFY THREE MILE/UNCAS GULCH AND NORTH FORK SULLIVAN CREEK AS MA 11

The Three Mile/Uncas Gulch and North Fork Sullivan Creek areas are not adequately protected from timber harvesting and should be reclassified in the final Plan as Management Area 11.  Timber harvesting will adversely affect the water quality and quantity of the streams in these areas, jeopardizing the livelihood of Howard Luhr, who lives there.  Timber harvesting may cause flooding of Luhr’s home, shop and trout pond.  It may cause flooding of the highway and harm elk and grizzly habitat.  The Colville National Forest must consider the importance of this area for diversity and wildlife seclusion.

RESPONSE:  The following changes have been made in response to the concerns about watershed protection and off-site impacts to private land:

the perennial portion of Threemile Creek (a Class III stream) will be managed under SMU Class II guidelines and road crossings will not be permitted.  These requirements will provide additional protection for the domestic water supply and fish pond at the Luhr residence, and

in Alternatives I-Modified and G-Modified, the North Fork of Sullivan Creek Drainage will be managed as MA 11 and the stream itself as a Class I SMU.



The following changes to Alternative G-Modified address the concerns relative to elk/grizzly habitat, diversity and seclusion for wildlife:

1.	Approximately 940 additional acres have been reallocated to MA 6 in recognition of the importance of the Three Mile/Uncas Gulch area as deer/elk winter range.

2.	The Three Mile/Uncas Gulch is fully recognized as grizzly habitat and lies within the Salmo-Priest Grizzly Bear Management Unit (GBMU).  Within this GBMU, at least 70 square miles of seclusion must be provided at all times (see Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines for Endangered and Threatened species, Chapter 4, Forest Plan).  In addition, all new roads in the Three Mile/Uncas Gulch Area will be closed to public use following project activities unless justified to remain open through a site specific analysis.  The seclusion requirements for grizzly in this GBMU will also provide seclusion benefits for many other wildlife species.

3.	Diversity of vegetative species, age classes, and size classes will be specifically managed for in MA 5, 6, and 8 to satisfy wildlife and/or visual quality objectives.  Uneven-aged harvesting systems will be preferred in the seen areas (from major travel routes) in MA 5 and 6.  Vegetative diversity will remain essentially unchanged in MA 4 and 11 except for the effect of primarily natural processes (see also Management Area Prescriptions, Chapter 4, Forest Plan).







SUBJECT AREA #100

  WILDERNESS





100-6 	“WILDERNESS VALUES FOREGONE” STATEMENT IN APPENDIX CAUSES CONFUSION

The statement “wilderness values foregone”, which is used to describe Figures C1-18 in Appendix C of the DEIS, is misleading.  It may give some reviewers the mistaken impression that there is yet more wilderness to be created on the Forest even though the Washington Wilderness Act of 1984 has determined that wilderness is no longer an issue on the Colville National Forest.

RESPONSE:  This statement relates to the potential wilderness values.  In this generation of planning, the Forest is directed not to consider lands for inclusion in the wilderness system.  As pointed out in Chapter III, FEIS this does not preclude future consideration of areas on the Forest for wilderness.



SUBJECT AREA #124

  SALMO-PRIEST



124-2	FOREST SKIRTING INTENT OF RARE II PROCESS WITH PROPOSED SALMO EXPANSION

Your proposed use of the Roadless Management Area designation to expand the Salmo-Priest by 13,700 acres is a deliberate “end run” around the intent of the RARE II process.

RESPONSE:  RARE II recommended that Salmo-Priest A, B and C (13,737 acres) be managed as non-wilderness.  The Washington State Wilderness Act of 1984 further stated that these three roadless areas be managed for multiple use in accordance with land management plans pursuant to Section Six of the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Act of 1974 (See also, Appendix C, Roadless Areas).



124-3	GIVE WILDERNESS STATUS TO LANDS ADJACENT TO SALMO-PRIEST WILDERNESS

The land adjacent to Salmo-Priest Wilderness should be admitted to Wilderness.

RESPONSE:  In the Washington State Wilderness Act of 1984, Congress stated that the Forest Service is not required to consider wilderness as an option in this Forest Plan for roadless areas adjacent to the Salmo-Priest Wilderness.  However, the Act did provide that when the Colville National Forest Plan is revised (in 1-15 years), wilderness shall be an option for all areas that remain in an unroaded condition (see also Designated Uses-Roadless Areas, Chapter III, FEIS).



124-4 	CONSIDER OPPORTUNITY TO MEET RECREATION DEMAND IN SALMO-PRIEST

The Colville National Forest did not consider the opportunity to meet recreation demand in the under-used Salmo-Priest Wilderness.

RESPONSE:  The demand for primitive-type recreation in the local area has been increasing at a rate of 1-2 percent per year.  Projected use in the Salmo-Priest through the year 2030 is still below the potential capacity of the area (see also Designated Uses-Wilderness, Chapter III, FEIS).



124-5	SALMO-PRIEST NEEDS DETAILED WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Colville National Forest Final Plan should include a detailed Wilderness management plan for the Salmo-Priest Wilderness Area.  The components of a wilderness management plan are listed in FSM 23, Supplement 81 (1987).

RESPONSE:  The Colville National Forest Plan contains the necessary components in its Wilderness section, as directed by FSM 2322.03.  In addition, an implementation schedule will be completed following Forest Plan approval (as required in the Wilderness Program Section, Chapter IV, Forest Plan), that will contain specific action items that are needed to follow plan direction.  Where appropriate, the “Limits of Acceptable Change” process will be used to develop the action items. 



124-6 	NO BUFFERS AROUND SALMO-PRIEST WILDERNESS AREA

The Colville National Forest Plan should not designate “visual buffer zones” in the areas adjacent to the Salmo Priest Wilderness Area.

RESPONSE:  The FEIS examines different combinations of management areas in the alternatives for land adjacent to the Salmo-Priest Wilderness (see Chapter II).  For example, in Alternative G-Modified, the area immediately adjacent to the Salmo-Priest Wilderness Area is allocated to several different management areas, including Management Areas 2,7,8, and 11.  In Management Area 11, the visual quality objective (VQO) is ‘retention’ and management activities there will not be evident to the viewer.  This landscape may appear as a visual buffer.  However, a full range of VQO’s are possible in Management Areas 2,7 and 8 and management activities (such as roads and timber harvest units) may dominate portions of the forest landscapes (see also Management Prescriptions, Chapter IV, Forest Plan).



SUBJECT AREA #166

  FIRES IN WILDERNESS





166-1 	‘LET BURN’ POLICY NEEDED FOR ROADLESS AND WILDERNESS AREAS

Fires should be allowed to burn in roadless and wilderness areas.  The Colville National Forest Plan has proposed to address this issue in 10 to 15 years...but, this is too long to wait.  There is no good reason not to immediately allow fires to burn naturally or to start them on purpose.  Excluding fire from these areas is unnatural and contrary to the Wilderness Act!

RESPONSE:  A blanket statement that fire should be allowed to burn in these areas is not correct.  Each ignition must be judged on the merits of its potential to destroy or enhance the habitat requirements of these two species and action taken accordingly to manage fire for the resource objectives (see Fire Protection and Use, Chapter III, FEIS).   Within the areas designated as roadless and/or wilderness are other identified areas with higher resource values.  Caribou and grizzly bear habitat may or may not require fire to maintain its viability as that primary habitat type.  



SUBJECT AREA #200

  ROADLESS AREAS







200-11	FINAL PLAN NEEDS TO READDRESS THE NEED FOR ROADLESS AREAS

The Colville National Forest’s final Plan must readdress the need for roadless areas.  Statements of need in the Plan (such as those in the Appendix C-85) are inaccurate and misleading.  In discussing the need for some of the roadless areas, the plan gives Seattle as the nearest metropolitan area without mentioning the the large urban population in Spokane.

RESPONSE:  Chapter III of the FEIS discusses the projected roadless recreation (including roadless recreation demand).  This discussion has been changed from that in the DEIS to clarify projected roadless recreation demand and to improve consistency throughout the FEIS. The range of alternatives includes acreages dedicated to semi-primitive recreation from 39,000 acres (Alternative C) to 180,000 existing acres (Alternative H) (see Table IV-30).  The use from Spokane is included in that of Northeast Washington (see the discussion of need in Appendix C).  



200-12	‘ROADLESS’ AREA DESIGNATION SHOULD BE BASED ON EXISTING ROADS

Roadless areas should be evaluated solely on whether or not roads, primitive or otherwise, exist.  Primitive travelways (over 40” wide) should be classified as a road and not disregarded because they are closed.

RESPONSE:  As explained in Appendix C, national planning direction was used to identify lands meeting the roadless definition.  The definition of the roadless condition is that “past indications of man’s activities are not readily evident to the eye and are subordinate to other present roadless values.” A roadless area may have roads if they meet this definition.



200-14	ACCURACY OF ROADLESS ACREAGE DATA IN THE DEIS QUESTIONED  

The accuracy of the data presented in the DEIS is in question.  The amount of current roadless acres shown differ in at least two places—Table II-5A and Page II-57.

RESPONSE:  The Final Environmental Impact Statement contains corrected acreages.



200-16	THERE IS NO QUANTITATIVE DATA ON ASSIGNMENT OF ROADLESS ACREAGES

There is no quantitative data presented in the DEIS that shows the disposition of roadless areas (or portions of roadless areas) that are assigned to the various management prescriptions.  Moreover, there is no information on the concomitant shifts in resource outputs for each roadless area.

RESPONSE:  Table C-1 in Appendix C of the Appendices to the FEIS displays the roadless acres assigned to each management area by alternative.  Appendix C of the FEIS also contains information (on a comparative basis) that reflects the change in effects and outputs between alternatives.



200-17	THE FOREST FEELS OBLIGATED TO KEEPING LANDS PERMANENTLY UNROADED

Effects of the allocation of roadless areas to the preferred alternative’s timber production potential should be corrected in the FEIS.  An incorrect, fundamental assumption underlies the Forest’s analysis that it is not possible to manage all of it’s suitable, non-wilderness timberlands, to produce timber crops, without violating the public interest and sound environmental management principals.  

RESPONSE:   There are tradeoffs associated with roadless areas.  There are tradeoffs associated with timber producing areas.  These tradeoffs have been evaluated through the development of benchmarks and alternatives (see Alternative Development Process, Chapter 2, FEIS).

The alternatives considered in the FEIS provide a full range of management options, including one which optimizes timber production (Alternative C) which is restricted only by the minimum requirements.

Minimum requirements are established for timber harvest activities (Appendix K, FEIS) as set forth by NFMA regulations.  Harvest dispersion (spacing) constraints are established to minimize reductions to ASQ and PNV while protecting other resources.  The alternatives considered in the FEIS allow for different means of meeting management requirements.



200-26	INCONSISTENCIES IN PUBLIC INTEREST INFORMATION IN APPENDIX C

There are inconsistancies in the data found in the DEIS relating to public opinion on the roadless areas in the Kettle Range.  Public support of roadless areas has been underestimated.

RESPONSE:  The informational error on public interest in roadless areas presented in the DEIS has been replaced with new information based on comments received in the public review period on the DEIS.     



200-29	ROADLESS AREA LACKING IN SOUTHERN PORTION OF THE FOREST

The several hundred square miles comprising the southern portion of the National Forest are not designated roadless in the preferred alternative.  The roadless area near Betts Meadows (only about five square miles) should be preserved as such so that some compromise can be achieved with logging designations in the adjacent areas.  Also, the Mt. Rogers area should be designated roadless and established as a hiking area.

RESPONSE:  Several alternatives (Alternatives E, H and I, but not I-M) designate the Mt. Rogers area to management areas that will keep it unroaded.  A range of alternatives with regard to roadless areas were evaluated.  The area near Betts Meadows does not meet the roadless area criteria (larger than 5,000 acres.



SUBJECT AREA #208

   ROADLESS DEVELOPMENT







208-5	ALLOW HARVEST IN ROADLESS AREAS

There were no prescriptions considered in the DEIS that allowed roadless areas to be harvested while still maintaining their roadless character.  For example, uneven-aged management could be applied to harvest the areas and roads could be closed after entry.

RESPONSE:  The intent of MA 11, as described in Chapter 2 of the FEIS is to allocate non-motorized recreation, protect the unroaded character and to provide a natural-appearing setting.  For this reason, no cutting prescriptions were considered for these areas.



208-6	SENSITIVE PLANT INVENTORY

The 5000 acre/year schedule (Appendix B) for inventory of sensitive plants and animals needs to be increased given that the Forest intends to enter roadless areas quickly.

RESPONSE:  Entry into roadless areas involves simultaneous roading and timber harvest of contiguous geographic areas.  The area impacted in Alternative G-Modified would be much less than 5,000 acres per year.  Inventory is only necessary in habitats where sensitive plants are expected to occur.  Inventory will be conducted after areas are identified during project development phases.  The estimated 5,000 acres of inventory per year appears to be adequate, for that alternative.



208-7	RANGE OF ROADLESS ACREAGE TO BE ENTERED IS INADEQUATE

Of the nine alternatives in the Colville DEIS, none examine entry into more than 58% of the roadless acreage during the ten year planning period (DEIS, KK-94).  A range of development from 0% to 100% should be considered.  The narrow range considered for roadless area development violates NFMA’S requirement to develop a proper transportation system [16 U.S.C. 1608, 36 C.F.R. 219.12(F), 40 C.F.R. 2503.14].

RESPONSE:  Entry into roadless areas at 100% level is not realistic when timber suitability, which reflects economic values, is taken into consideration.  Therefore, the alternatives presented in the DEIS and FEIS provide a reasonable range of alternatives in terms of entry into roadless areas.  As shown in Appendix C, FEIS, only one roadless area is totally suitable forest land; most are significantly less than 100% suitable.



SUBJECT AREA #211-213

  SALMO A,B AND C





213-1 	THERE IS AN ERROR CONCERNING THE EFFECTS ON OLD-GROWTH IN SALMO-PRIEST ROADLESS AREA C.

Figure C-18 shows that Alternative C would road 725 acres, and Alternative E would road 365 acres of the Salmo-Priest C roadless area, both by the year 2000.  Yet, in the Environmental Consequences Section (App. C-228), the effects on soils of the other alternatives would be slightly lower than B, F and I, which have recreational use only.  Over time, acreage of old-growth forest will remain constant for all alternatives (C-229).  How can that be when all of the 725 acres in Alternative C would be roaded by the year 2000?

RESPONSE:  Correction of the error has been made in the FEIS.



SUBJECT AREA #214, 215, 216

JACKSON CREEK, BODIE AND CLACKAMAS MOUNTAIN ROADLESS AREAS



216-2 	INCONSISTANCIES FOUND IN MANAGEMENT OF ROADLESS AREAS BETWEEN THE COLVILLE AND OKANOGAN NATIONAL FORESTS

The Colville National Forest DEIS, Appendix C, is inconsistent with the Okanogan National Forest DEIS, Appendix C, regarding shared roadless areas (Clackamas Mountain, Brodie Mountain, Jackson Creek).  Who is responsible for the fate of these areas?  Does the Okanogan NF plan determine their allocation in entirety, or does the Colville NF plan determine allocation of the portions within the Colville NF?  These areas should remain unroaded in conjunction with their roadless counterparts in the Okanogan Highlands.

RESPONSE: Management direction in the former Bodie, Jackson Creek, and Clackamas Roadless Areas have been coordinated with the Okanogan National Forest.  The coordinated decision is contained in the Record of Decision.  



SUBJECT AREA #221

  THIRTEENMILE ROADLESS







221-7 	UNDERESTIMATION OF WILDLIFE AND PLANT HABITAT IN THIRTEENMILE BASIN

The high value of the Thirteenmile Basin as wildlife and plant habitat is seriously underestimated in the draft documents.  Three-toed woodpecker habitat undoubtedly exists there, as well as prime habitat for pileated woodpecker.  The marten habitat map included with the draft documents appears to be overly conservative, excluding most of the basin.  It is possible that grizzly bear occur there based on a sighting in the nearby Hall Creek Basin by Reid Schuller of the Washington Natural Heritage Program.

RESPONSE:  The value of wildlife and their habitat is stated throughout the FEIS.  Pileated woodpecker, three-toed woodpecker, and pine marten are all present in the Thirteenmile area and the species mentioned in Appendix C represent a cross section of wildlife species present there.  Grizzly bear sightings are as yet unconfirmed in this area.  All reports are carefully monitored for appropriate action under the terms of the Endangered Species Act.

Alternative G was modified to manage this area with a wildlife/recreation emphasis.  The marten habitat guidelines were reexamined and changed.  They now recognize marten habitat over the entire Forest, including the Thirteen Mile Area.



221-8	SCENIC AND RECREATION VALUES OF THIRTEENMILE ARE UNFAIRLY UNDERESTIMATED

The scenic qualities and associated recreational values of the Thirteenmile are unfairly underestimated in the draft documents.   C-96 states that, “There are no outstanding primitive recreational opportunities or features in this area.”  This assessment is highly subjective and unfair.  

RESPONSE:  Assessment of aesthetic values was done on the basis of comparison between roadless areas in the Thirteenmile area.  Values, such as those for primitive recreation, are assessed on a regional basis for major population centers in the area.  The assessment is valid for the Thirteenmile area.  Public review of the DEIS reflects a much higher interest in the Thirteenmile Roadless Area than previously determined.  Alternative G was modified to manage this area with a wildlife/recreation emphasis.



SUBJECT AREA #225  

  HARVEY CREEK ROADLESS AREA







225-4	ERRORS FOUND IN BOUNDARY OF HARVEY CREEK ROADLESS AREA

The Roadless Area Map shows portions of Sections 30, 31 and 32, T38N, R44E and portions of Sections 2, 3, 5, 8, 13, and 15, T37N, R44E as being roadless within the Harvey Creek Roadless Area (No. 6982).   These areas have existing cost-share roads which were constructed in 1986 and thus the boundary of the Harvey Creek Roadless Area is incorrect as presented. 

RESPONSE:  After the inventory of roadless areas and subsequent analysis in 1985, areas such as these have been roaded.  The area figures are not updated because these areas are not large and represent less than five percent of the total roadless acreage on the Forest.



225-5	LAND EXCHANGE NEEDS MORE ATTENTION AND EMPHASIS

Appendix C, page 150 of the DEIS, states that acquisition of private land within Harvey Creek Roadless Area No. 6982 would be in the public’s best interest.  However, no mention of exchanging lands with private entities (large or small) is made under the topic of Land Adjustments on page 4-43 of the Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan.  Land exchanges are an extremely valuable tool to use in increasing management efficiencies and in resolving conflicting land uses between public and private ownerships.  The topic deserves more attention and emphasis in this proposed plan.  The large amount of “checker board” lands within the Colville National Forest accentuate the need for addressing this point further.

RESPONSE: Revisions have been made in the FEIS to address the role of land exchange in the management of the Forest. The lands program, including land exchanges, is described more fully in the Resource Summaries, Chapter 4, final Plan.



SUBJECT AREA #300

  OLD-GROWTH AREAS (IN GENERAL)





300-1	SUSPEND HARVEST WHILE REVIEW OF SALE 870501 IS COMPLETED TO ASSESS EFFECTS ON OLD-GROWTH UNIT 

The Forest Service should temporarily suspend Sale #870501 (Section 6, of T62N,R44E) while it reviews the cumulative effects of the sale as well as the advisability of reducing the effective size of the Management Area 1 unit.  The Forest Service should remove all old-growth tracts (over 200 years of age) over 200 acres in size from the sale.

The Forest Service should review the reasons for relocation and selection of the Barred Owl Management Area here (Site 4/A).  In the review, the following questions should be addressed:

a.	Why was the original site considered inadequate (for example, has it since been logged)?

b.	Why is the new site located in an area unsuitable for the production of timber?  Was that a consideration?

c.	Why has a timber harvest been scheduled in the original old-growth site?  Was the presence of that timber and a desire to harvest the reason

for the relocation of the Barred Owl Management Area to a new (and

apparently inferior) location?

The Forest Service should ensure that any old-growth unit now located within a roadless area (Management Area 11) on Alternative G is preserved as Management Area 1 even in the face of a reduction in size or change in the boundaries of that area.

RESPONSE:  Sale #870501 has been sold and is in the process of being harvested.  Sixty two acres of mature and overmature timber would be removed from Section 6 with this sale.  Section 8, not section 6, would be allocated to Management Area 1 in a number of the alternatives.  Removal of the stands in Section 6 would not reduce the effectiveness of the MA 1 in Section 8.  Decisions from the FEIS would not change past or on-going project activities.

The Old-Growth Management Unit (Site 4/A), originally located at Sand Creek Mountain, was moved to Wolf Lake when it became known timber harvest was already scheduled at the Sand Creek Mountain site.  The original Sand Creek Mountain location had 40-50 acres of old-growth with the remaining area being mostly a mossaic of mature and immature stands.  The new location is mostly mature and overmature timber and has better overall stand characteristics.  It also includes Wolf Lake and associated wetlands which provide good foraging habitat for barred owls and pileated woodpeckers. Appendix K explains the criteria used to identify barred owl management areas.  

Lands identified as Old-Growth Management Areas (MA 1) were placed on lands classed as unsuitable or unavailable only if it was determined they would meet the vegetative condition and distribution requirements of the management area.  These units would be monitored, and the FEIS would be revised as provided in the National Environmental Policy Act when units are not meeting the intent of the management area.

Use in Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized areas (Management Area 11) will not reduce the values of old-growth habitats (see management area descriptions in Chapter II, FEIS).  Thus, it would not be necessary to provide additional Old-Growth Management Areas (MA1) within lands allocated to semi-primitive non-motorized since these areas provide the same or better protection for old-growth habitats.  Refer to Chapter II for more information on the acres of old-growth available in management areas other than semi-primative non-motorized.



300-2	PRESERVE ALL OLD-GROWTH HABITATS 

All old-growth forest habitats should be included in a National old-growth Sanctuary System.  The Colville National Forest should be a permanent, dedicated National Natural Wilderness Wildlife Biological Preserve with no surface or subsurface activities allowed.  The Colville National Forest will be the only old-growth reserve in the Okanogan highlands since all other ownerships will have liquidated theirs before the end of the planning cycle.

Further research is needed in order to determine what constitutes old-growth habitat.  The most responsible approach would be permanent preservation of these areas including surrounding buffer zones.  The concept of dedicated old-growth is better than “managed” old-growth.

RESPONSE: The FEIS examines one proposed alternative that would preserve all old-growth during the planning period.  This alternative was not included for further consideration because it was determined to be unreasonable, uneconomical and impractical to implement (see Chapter II, FEIS, Alternatives considered but eliminated from further study).  

Old-growth studies are currently being conducted in western Oregon and Washington.  

Management Area 1, Old-Growth, would be dedicated old-growth, as are other management areas not available for timber harvest.  Old-growth in management areas allowing timber harvest identified as being necessary to provide distribution for indicator species was modeled in FORPLAN using 180 year rotation with three units.  Each of these areas will be evaluated during site specific analysis to determine the best management system to use for that particular site (See Chapter II, FEIS, Wildlife Mitigation for more details).



300-3	INFORMATION NEEDED ON SYMBIOTIC RELATIONSHIP OF MYCORRHIZAL FUNGI TO OLD-GROWTH FORESTS 

Current information is needed on symbiotic relationships of mycorrhizal fungi to old-growth and how old-growth affects the long term viability of the forest ecosystem (see Franklin’s and Maser’s studies).  Old-growth should be distributed to ensure gene pool reserves of various mycorrhizal fungi in various elevation, rainfall, and soil conditions within the Forest.

RESPONSE:  The distribution of mature and over-mature stands necessary to meet management requirements for marten, northern three-toed and pileated woodpeckers, barred owl and caribou represent a wide range of elevations, precipitation levels, soil conditions and vegetative habitat types.  Old-growth stands located in semi-primitive non-motorized, research natural areas, and wilderness add to this diversity of habitat conditions where old-growth would be found on the Forest.

Further discussion on diversity and maintenance of gene pools was deferred for resolution outside the forest planning process because it would be best addressed by means other than forest planning (See Appendix A).



300-5a	THE DEFINITION OF OLD-GROWTH IS INADEQUATE 

The silvicultural data for the proposed definitions of old-growth throughout the draft documents does not represent an adequate biological standard for defining old-growth.  The Colville National Forest should adopt the Interim Definitions of various coniferous old-growth associations as outlined in Research Note PNW-447 of the Pacific Northwest Research Station’s Old-growth Definition Task group (July 1986).

Accurate treatment of old-growth forest entails recognizing old-growth as timber stands at least 250 years old (preferably virgin forest) with a well developed stratification of vegetative closures and herbaceous cover and should exhibit good species diversity with an adequate litter layer and snag quota.  Identification of old-growth by characteristics should be coupled with various indicator species, particularly the spotted owl. 

The Glossary definition of old-growth is unacceptably vague, with no mention of numbers of trees, snags or logs per acre.  It also does not describe minimum size or age for dominant trees, snags or downed logs.  The definition used in the text is even weaker and indicates nothing of the complexity that constitutes old-growth.  The text refers only to stand age, usually over 150 years.  



RESPONSE:  The Regional Guide addressed the issue of old-growth definition.  In addition, the definition of old-growth in Research Note PNW-447, Interim Definitions for Old-Growth Douglas-fir and Mixed-conifer Forests in the Pacific Northwest and California, was based upon research west of the Cascade Mountains.  Conditions east of the Cascades are significantly different and research would be necessary for developing a standard definition here.  Using a definition that doesn’t fit east side forest ecosystems may be too limiting and could preclude actual old-growth from being identified and designated.  Until further research is completed, the definition in the DEIS would be used.  Regardless of the vagueness of the definition used, adequate old-growth habitat would be provided for species which require old-growth as specified in the final Plan.  Locations of old-growth habitat units would be determined on the Ranger Districts based on site specific analysis.

Selection of habitat units for Management Area 1 were based upon the needs of the barred owl since the spotted owl is not found on the Colville National Forest.  Selection of habitat areas for management requirement species would be based upon the requirements of the target management indicator species.  



300-5b	“SKEWED” OLD-GROWTH ACREAGE PUTS INDICATOR AND THE OTHER SPECIES THEY REPRESENT IN RISK OF SERIOUS DECLINE

If the old-growth acreage figures are skewed, what does this do to the already alarming decline—by nearly one-half—that is anticipated during the next 44 years of such species as barred owl, pileated woodpecker and pine marten?  Since these species are merely indicators of the decline of a broader ecosystem, we can only expect serious declines of the populations of a myriad of other species as well.  

RESPONSE:   An old-growth analysis was conducted for the FEIS based on a 1985 update of the old-growth mapped from the 1979 photo flight.  This analysis tracked the 212,488 acres identified in this mapping effort through five decades of harvest.  Old-growth tables and text in Chapter II, FEIS display this analysis.  Five of the nine alternatives would have more than 60% of the existing old-growth retained through the 5th decade. 

Most of this 60% would be in management areas not allowing timber harvest or in old-growth managed to meet dependent species requirements.  An additional 10-15% of the total old-growth acreage existing today would have acquired old-growth characteristics by the end of the fifth decade.  These stands are currently mature stands not identified as old-growth and would be found in management areas not allowing timber harvest.

Table II-4, Chapter II, FEIS provides an estimate of the number of pairs of management indicator species that would remain at the end of the first, second and fifth decades.  The degree of decline for these management indicator species is not as drastic as in the DEIS and it is expected that population levels will not decrease below the viable population threshold.  Although the degree of decline for the other species has not been evaluated, it is anticipated that providing habitat for the management indicator species will provide for the other dependent species as well, thus maintaining viable populations of all species.  



300-7a	OLD-GROWTH MUST BE INVENTORIED, EVALUATED, MAPPED AND PROTECTED     

Potential old-growth figures artificially inflate true old-growth quantity and quality.  

The Colville National Forest must prepare an immediate and up-to-date inventory of the old-growth resource remaining on the Forest.  This inventory should be verified, on-the-ground, and include future or potential old-growth.  A map of

existing old-growth should be included in the resource maps for the final Plan. This is essential in helping the reader to evaluate the Plan.

The techniques used to identify old-growth areas for the DEIS are inadequate and thus the Plan does not sufficiently protect the wildlife as it exists in the Forest from further destruction by timber harvest.  Harvest should proceed only on lands known to have been recently clearcut and replanted to allow time to better identify which of the more questionable areas should be classified as old-growth and protected from clearcutting.  Old-growth should be reevaluated, and mapped and protected.

RESPONSE:  Potential old-growth was not used to analyze effects of timber harvest on old-growth availability in the FEIS as had been done in the DEIS.

The Colville National Forest is currently contracting an Integrated Resource Inventory to provide more complete information on existing vegetative conditions, from which old-growth stands (by forest type) can be recognized.  Maps from this inventory will be digitized into a computer for use in a Graphic Information System, a powerful tool which would aid in identifying and analyzing such things as the distribution of old-growth, etc.  This new information will not be available for use in the FEIS, however it would be used for project design and monitoring and Forest Plan monitoring when it becomes available in late 1989 or early 1990. 

Monitoring would be used to provide information as to whether or not adequate old-growth exists within the required dispersal distance for each management requirement species.  If it becomes evident that insufficient old-growth exists to provide habitat for management requirement species, the Forest Plan has provisions which allow for maintaining the most suitable habitat within the specified dispersal distance for the management requirement species.  

See Response to Old-Growth Question 300-5 for more information.



300-7b	INVENTORY OF ACRES OF OLD-GROWTH IN THE DEIS IS INCONSISTENT 

The old-growth acreage figures differ wildly in different parts of the documents.  In fact, Table II-5a shows a different number of acres in existence last year for each alternative!  Stands 150 years or older that are said to have existed in 1986 range from 308,000 to 428,000 (DEIS II-71).  This chart in the DEIS says, for the preferred alternative, that 420,000 acres of old-growth exist, but for the same alternative, the Plan (4-16) says 378,000 acres exist.  When the Forest included younger stands (everything over 100 years) in mapping from 1979 aerial photos it found not more, but far less old-growth—only 212,000 acres.  Presumably, a number of these acres have been logged since 1979. 

These extreme discrepancies are unacceptable.  The DEIS acknowledges that there is no inventory of old-growth and that the figures significantly overestimate the amount of true old-growth on the forest (IV-72a).  This means the Colville has not met the requirements of NEPA to accurately inform the public of resources that may be irreparably damaged under this Plan.  

According to the Plan (4-16) less than 30 percent of the 150 year old stands will exist by the end of the planning period.  The 1979 aerial survey identifies 60,500 acres of trees older than 250 years, yet does not present any information for the management or maintenance of this age class.  Is it safe to assume that these 60,500 acres are still in existence and will remain undisturbed?  The Plan states that the 1979 survey estimated a total of 212,000 acres of old growth in the Forest.  How did the Forest Service estimate 377,686 acres of trees in the 151+ age class  (draft Plan, page 4-16)?  How does the Forest Service account for the additional 165,686 acres?  More confusion is created when old-growth acreage is projected to reach 306,221 acres by the year 2000, while the Preferred Alternative G shows 368,700 acres by the year 2000.  Furthermore, Alternative G presents 225,600 acres through the year 2030 but only shows 111,766 acres in Table 4.3 (draft Plan).  Which alternative accounts for the loss of 113,834 acres?  The figures disclosed in this draft Plan represent a significant over-estimate of the amount of true old-growth.

RESPONSE: The discrepancies in the draft were addressed to better explain and bring consistency between what is being displayed and compared in the various sections of the FEIS and Plan.  See Responses to Old-Growth Questions 300-5b and 300-7a for additional information.



300-8	CHANGE OLD-GROWTH STANDARD AND GUIDELINE

Change “recreation, off-road vehicles are discouraged” to “...are prohibited” on page 4-49, Old-Growth Management, Proposed Forest Plan.

RESPONSE:  Occasional off-road vehicle use within the Old-Growth Management Area (MA 1), would not necessarily conflict with the resource objectives for this management area.  If existing off-road vehicle use is found to be adversely affecting an individual old-growth area, the area would be closed using the standards and guidelines for this management area as described in the Forest Plan.  No new off-road vehicle use would be allowed to begin in any of these management areas.



300-9	MAINTAIN SPECIFIC AREAS TO PROTECT OLD-GROWTH

A spectacular stand of old-growth cedar, that could meet the constraints of Management Area 1, exists in Section 14, T33N, R42E.  The best example of what should be designated as Management Area 1 in the east and southeast portions of the Forest is an UNSELECTED stand located in Sections 11, 12, 13 and 14, T32N, R41E (outlined on the 1980 old-growth map).  This stand should either be afforded that designation or included in Management Area 11.

MA 1, in the vicinity of Addy Mountain, should be expanded to the east to include at least the north half of that area designated as  MA 8 where pileated woodpeckers have been sighted.  This small change would probably not significantly affect any of the alternatives and would make available a slightly larger habitat, critically needed by pileated woodpeckers in this area.

RESPONSE:  Some of these areas were included in the Modified I alternative (see Modified I Map).



300-10	FOREST MUST CONSIDER EFFECTS OF OLD-GROWTH FRAGMENTATION ON         DISPERSION OF OLD-GROWTH DEPENDENT SPECIES



By fragmenting the old-growth forest into discrete parcels called Management Area 1, reducing the old-growth acreage in all other parts of the forest (i.e., roadless areas) and liquidating the remaining old-growth in the managed parts of the forest, the Forest Service is creating habitat islands from which many of the smaller, less-mobile species dependent on old-growth will not be able to disperse.  With these concerns in mind the Forest Service should:



a.	Mitigate the problem of habitat islands in old-growth by maintaining the roadless acreage (Management Area 11) to the level specified by Alternative I. 



b.	Include all of the areas shown in Alternative G of the draft Plan as Management Area 1 in the final Plan.



c.	Create and maintain travel corridors between the areas of old-growth that are suitable for the dispersion of all the old-growth dependent species.



d.	The distance between any two old-growth units should be no greater than the comfortable dispersion distance for the least mobile of the old-growth dependent species.





RESPONSE:  All three modified alternatives would have changes in the acreage in Management Area 1, with D being reduced by about 1500 acres while G and I increased by about 500 and 22,400 acres respectively.  In addition to the old-growth identified in Management Area 1, all alternatives would include varying amounts of old-growth distributed throughout the Management Areas allowing timber harvest.  This amount varies from 52,000 to 82,000 acres (Table on Existing Old-growth by Harvest Restriction and Working Group, Chapter II, FEIS).  

Management Area 11, Semi-Primative Non-Motorized, acreages would change in all alternatives.  Most changes would be in response to changes in caribou habitat, Management Area 2, but the changes to Modified G and I would also be a result of changes made to Management Area 11 boundaries for several roadless areas (see Appendix C).  Modified G would have a net increase of about 500 acres while Modified I would decrease by over 59,000 acres.  Modified G would also increase by over 18,000 acres in Management Areas 3B and 10 (Recreation/Wildlife and Semi-Primitive Motorized) which allow no timber harvest, thus adding to the areas where old-growth would be retained.

The G-M and I-M Alternatives would both retain at least the same acreage of Management Area 1 as in Draft Alternative G.

Although no corridors would be created between old-growth units, the three Modified Alternatives would have about 330,000 to 347,000 acres of lands in Management Areas 3A (Recreation), 5 (Visuals/Timber) and 6 (Visuals/Winter Range).  The majority of lands in these areas would be proposed for uneven-aged management.  Although not meeting all of the requirements for old-growth, they would provide viable travel corridors between many of the old-growth units, as would the Streamside Management Unit Zones for all Class I, II and III streams which would also be managed using uneven-aged systems.

The Regional Guide established the distances used between old-growth units.  See Appendix K for a detailed description of the rationale for these distances.



300-15	REVISE STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES FOR OLD-GROWTH UNITS AND DESIGNATE FULL 600-ACRE UNITS TO MANAGEMENT AREA I (NO HARVEST)

At least 60 of the best old-growth habitat management areas should be maintained in the final Plan.  They should each contain at least 600 acres of old-growth forest in the specified condition for barred owl habitat.  There are several problems with the old-growth units designated as MA 1.  Many of the units are only partly old-growth or mature forest and one contains no mature or old old-growth forest habitat.  Firewood gathering continues within the selected units, reducing their suitability for old-growth habitat. 

Six hundred acres of habitat is required per old-growth unit, 300 acres of which are harvested and maintained as “foraging habitat” within range of the 300-acre ‘core area’.  This forage area requires special planning and monitoring of activities.  It would save time and money, ensure better habitat management and have no effect on the allowable sale quantity if the full 600-acre old-growth units are designated Management Area 1 with no harvest activity.

The management prescription for Management Area 1 allows roads and utility corridors through the habitat units if reasonable alternatives do not exist.  A utility corridor through a 300-600-acre stand would certainly destroy its habitat value and should not be allowed.  These areas should be kept roadless.

RESPONSE:  More than 60 old-growth units (Management Area 1) would be provided in the Modified G and I Alternatives.  Some Management Area 1 revisions have been made which would expand an old-growth unit to over 600 acres in size.  The designation of a 300-acre core area would not be changed, but it would be monitored to insure that adequate old-growth foraging areas would be provided.  If adequate foraging areas were not being provided, the FEIS would be revised as provided in the National Environmental Policy Act.  The utility corridor standard and guideline has been revised.



300-18	SURVEY MANAGEMENT AREA 1 FOR SUITABLIITY OF OLD-GROWTH



The Colville National Forest should make an immediate survey of the stands that have been designated Management Area 1.  If any of those stands prove to be unsuitable, other nearby areas should be substituted.  If the stands prove to be potential old-growth and will eventually provide the best old-growth   habitat, they should be retained and supplemented by other nearby stands until they are judged to have reached the old-growth condition.





RESPONSE:  The Standards and Guidelines allow for movement of Management Area 1 boundaries to improve the size or condition of the old-growth stand.  These boundaries would be finalized during implementation of any project proposed near the Management Area 1 location to ensure meeting the objectives for the management area.  Units that do not meet the intent of the management area would be moved and the FEIS revised to correct the problem as provided in the National Environmental Policy Act.





300-19	OLD-GROWTH UNITS ARE IN UNSUITABLE HABITAT 



Areas mapped as Management Area 1 habitat for old-growth dependent species are, in most instances, in areas inventoried unsuitable or unavailable for timber   production.  While these areas provide some old-growth, they are generally patchy with interspersed open, rocky ground.  Continuous old-growth is required.  Maintaining healthy populations of old-growth dependent species is impossible when only marginal habitat is provided.  An 80 year rotation for forage areas is inadequate and does not allow enough time for stand structure and a “prey base” to develop.  Many of the MA 1 areas are not old-growth. The area designated as old-growth management in the Plan is not high quality old-growth habitat.





RESPONSE:  See paragraph three, response to Old-Growth Question 300-1.

�

300-21	INFORMATION ON PILEATED WOODPECKERS NOT ADEQUATELY DISCLOSED 

Rosenburg and Raphael found that pileated woodpeckers, one of the Colville’s old-growth indicator species, were numerous in young forests in Northern California, as long as there were scattered snags and downed logs for nesting and feeding (Minimum Management Requirements for Management Indicator Species, Pileated Woodpecker and Pine Marten, National Council for Air and Stream Imp. Tech. Bull. 522 April 1987).  Even though scientific information indicates pileated woodpeckers prefer mature and old-growth forests for nesting, it also shows they will nest in second growth stands if the trees are tall enough.  The FEIS should include a review of the literature and clearly disclose these kinds of facts.

No one can definitely state how much old-growth is required to maintain viable populations of “old-growth dependent” wildlife species, or even if old-growth is required at all.  Stands that do not meet the rigid scientific definition of “old-growth” may, however, provide many of the habitat components typical of old-growth stands.  The Colville’s DEIS admits, in statements buried in Appendix K, that the Forest’s assumptions about habitat use by the Forest’s wildlife species, as well as “the amount of dependency upon each habitat,” is based “mostly on professional judgement” (DEIS Appendix K, K-8).  Nevertheless, the same Appendix also states, without qualification, that pileated woodpeckers “need” mature and old-growth stands of timber for nesting and feeding (DEIS Appendix K, K-11).  The Colville’s DEIS does not adequately disclose the magnitude of the scientific unknown involved in the “old-growth dependent” wildlife issue.

RESPONSE:  The documentation and description of the habitat requirements for pileated woodpeckers appears in the Appendix F, FEIS.  The information provided in the National Council of the Paper Industry for Air and Stream Improvement’s Technical Bulletin No. 522 supports the description provided in this Appendix.

Dr. Irwin’s review of the literature provided examples where local populations of pileated woodpeckers had adapted to local conditions, but he concluded the hypothesis that second growth forests (that had been silviculturally treated) can provide for the requirements of the woodpecker still needs to be tested.  Testing the hypothesis presented by Dr. Irwin is certainly a worthwhile effort, but it is not within the scope of this document and would be best handled at the Regional level or through research.

Second growth habitat does not provide the old-growth requirements of other species that are also dependent on the habitat for which the pileated woodpecker is an indicator.  

Information from existing research was used whenever possible and supplemented with professional judgement for designating old-growth.  



300-23	EXPLAIN ACREAGE REDUCTION TO AVOID OVERLAP FOR MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENT SPECIES 

Pileated woodpecker and marten habitat areas as well as barred owl areas should not be scheduled for harvest.  If they are included in the timber base, pertinent details should be presented under discussion of the species management.  The 216 northern three-toed woodpecker units should be designated and shown on a map in the final Plan.  An explanation with site-specific references should be given for the statement on page 100 (Appendix B) which says, “These acreages were reduced to reflect suitable habitat in allocations which do not allow timber harvest.  This was done to avoid double counting.”

RESPONSE:  The acreage of management requirement indicator species old-growth is added to the FORPLAN model because these areas are not currently identified on a map as a management area.  Double counting would occur when the number of pileated or marten/three-toed old-growth units entered into FORPLAN included areas in management areas not allowing timber harvest.  Thus, “these acreages were reduced to reflect suitable habitat in allocations which do not allow timber harvest”.

See the response to Old-Growth Question 300-2 for a response on habitat dedication.



300-24	MORE SPECIFIC OLD-GROWTH DISCUSSION NEEDED

Old-growth is a central issue in forest planning and a much more specific, comprehensive, and clearly defined old-growth program should be developed in the final Plan.



RESPONSE:  Additional discussions on old-growth are included in Chapters II and III (Old-Growth Section), Chapter IV (Wildlife Mitigation) and Appendix K, FEIS.



300-25	DEVELOP A SEPARATE MANAGEMENT AREA FOR EACH INDICATOR SPECIES

The Colville National Forest should use separate management areas for each of the indicator species.  For example, both the barred owl and the pileated woodpecker are accorded management areas on the Forest because of their status as old-growth dependent indicator species.  However, the Plan indicates that in many cases the Barred Owl Management Areas will also be used for Pileated Woodpecker Management Areas.  This reduces the total area managed for old-growth and increases the danger that a catastrophe in only a few of the management areas could have a cascade effect on the populations of many of the old-growth dependent species on the Forest.  Marten Management Areas should also be included in this standard.

RESPONSE:  The number of pileated woodpecker and marten/northern three-toed woodpecker Management Requirement Units providing habitat for each of these old-growth indicator species is well in excess of what would be required to maintain viable populations, when combined with other populations in Idaho and British Columbia.  Because of this, the loss of a few habitat units should not affect species viability as long as the catastrophe does not break the dispersal linkage and isolate a segment of a population.  The Forest-wide habitat distribution network for marten, which combines marten and three-toed units into one network and uses the lower distributional distance of the three-toed, would improve the over-all network for these two species.

Specific locations of pileated woodpecker and marten/northern three-toed woodpecker habitat areas would be determined based on site specific suitability criteria and would be mapped by each Ranger District during the timber sale (or other potential land disturbing activity) environmental analysis process.  The locations would be determined using the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines, which specify the desired spacing distance.  At least three other units would be within dispersal distance for each management requirement species.  Adequate habitat would be provided for all management species where habitat units for pileated woodpeckers and marten/northern three-toed woodpeckers overlap even though they are expected to use the same areas (same with overlap with MA 1).  Whether or not there is an ‘avoidance response’ by any of these species to nesting or denning within the range of one of the others is unknown.  Only the effects of this can be monitored.  Protection against catastrophic loss of old-growth is achieved by having three other units within dispersal distance on any one unit.





   SUBJECT AREA #302

    OLD-GROWTH HABITAT







302-6 	REPLACEMENT OF OLD-GROWTH NOT DISCUSSED

Replacement of old-growth is not discussed in plan in light of shortened rotation cycles.

RESPONSE:  Additional discussion of old-growth replacement habitat occurs in Chapter IV, Wildlife Mitigation and Appendix K, in the FEIS.



302-8 	RNA’S NEED TO BE PART OF THE OLD-GROWTH HABITAT NETWORK

Research natural areas need to be recognized as part of the old-growth habitat network and additional habitat maintained around them to meet the MA 1 prescription.  This is needed to fulfill the distribution requirements of the old-growth units.

The Colville National Forest should identify Maitlen and Halliday Fen RNA’s as barred owl units to maintain dispersion and provide for secondary habitat around core areas.

RESPONSE: RNA’s should be used as part of the old-growth habitat network if the location of the RNA was such that it met the dispersion requirement of the old-growth area.  Only Halliday Fen and Fire Mountain RNA’s would be used in the network.  Fire Mountain provides enough acres for the core area as well as the foraging area.  Halliday Fen, however, provides only enough acreage for the core area.  Habitat for foraging areas will be required outside the RNA boundary.  RNA boundaries were not changed nor were any new RNA’s added between the DEIS and FEIS.



302-12	EXPLAIN EFFECTS OF CLEARCUTTING LANDS ADJACENT TO BARRED OWL HABITAT

Explain the effects of clearcutting adjacent to barred owl habitat units.  How will these effects be mitigated?

RESPONSE:  The effects clearcutting would have on old-growth habitat and associated species should be minimal.  The core and foraging areas would provide suitable habitat in and near Management Area 1.  The 600 or more acres would meet the needs of the barred owl and other similar old-growth dependent species.  In addition riparian areas would be managed using uneven-aged management, providing additional foraging areas.  Even and uneven-aged harvesting will be monitored for its effects on old-growth dependent species.



SUBJECT AREA #304

OLD-GROWTH LACK OF INVENTORY







304-1	MONITORING SYSTEM IS INADEQUATE 



The old-growth monitoring system in the DEIS is inadequate.  Base-line data is often not available for old-growth requirements.  The reliability grading system is too subjective and reflects no on-the-ground data.  Without this information, critical decisions on old-growth availability cannot be made.    Also, several of the old-growth areas to be protected for barred owl habitat are indeed cut-over lands, inadequate for old-growth consideration.  Without accurate data policies, decisions will remain distorted.  Also, the additional costs expected in the monitoring programs appear inadequate for the studies. 





RESPONSE:  The monitoring section has been revised. Old-growth units that were located in areas that had been cut over have been moved to a more suitable location.  In cases where no suitable habitat is available within the 10-mile dispersal distance, the units have not been relocated.  These habitat units would be managed to create old-growth habitat within the dispersal distance in the shortest time possible.





SUBJECT AREA #307

    OLD-GROWTH - INTEGRITY OF ECOSYSTEM







307-8	MONITOR OLD-GROWTH NOT INDICATOR SPECIES 

In addition to watching and depending on indicator species to assess the health of the old-growth component of the forest, the Forest Service should have a program whereby it periodically monitors, on-the-ground, the old-growth areas themselves.  In that process it should look at all of the parts that make up the old-growth condition—not just the populations of a few indicator species.

RESPONSE:  Management indicator species were used primarily to identify habitat needs.  In most cases the quantity of habitat will be monitored, although surveys of indicator species and other species using these habitats will be done to confirm that these species’ habitat requirements are being met.  The monitoring program will be a learning process which will provide the Colville National Forest an opportunity to fill in the missing “gaps” of information.



SUBJECT AREA #350

MULTIPLE USE (IN GENERAL)







350-2	DOMINANT USE MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS VIOLATE THE MULTIPLE-USE SUSTAINED-YIELD ACT, ORGANIC ACT AND NFMA

Prescriptions that emphasize one use over all others (such as unroaded, dispersed recreation or big game) fail to harmonize the multiple uses as required by the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act.  By placing a significant portion of the Forest in these prescriptions, the Colville National Forest subordinates timber harvest and commercial uses to amenity objectives.  About 60% of the Forest is allocated to uses other than wood/forage.  This violates the fundamental principle of multiple use.

RESPONSE: All thirteen management areas described in Chapter II, FEIS and Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan provide for multiple uses.  Management Areas 1,2,3B,4,9,10 and 11 do restrain or prohibit some uses (activities) considered incompatible with the objectives of these areas, but there are multiple benefits from these areas.  The alternatives presented in Chapter II of the FEIS differ by the acreage allotted to each management area and a wide range of alternatives is presented.



350-7	PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FAILS TO HARMONIZE THE MULTIPLE USES AND MAXIMIZE NET PUBLIC BENEFIT

The preferred alternative exceeds nonroaded recreation demand and wildlife user day demand.  The Colville National Forest has failed to balance uses and has assumed conflicts where there are none.  This violates the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act.  The management of resources is not an either-or choice.  The Forest should strive to develop prescriptions that produce more timber while enhancing other resources.

RESPONSE:  The Preferred Alternative represents the Forest Service selection of the alternative that best provides overall maximum net public benefit.  The connotation often associated with the term “multiple-use” is that every acre of the National Forest should contain its full array of uses, including wood products, wildlife, recreation, water and others.  The Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, one of the guiding laws for management of the National forests, sheds a slightly different interpretation:  “In the administration of the national forest, due consideration shall be given to the relative values of the various resources in particular areas.”  The establishment of wilderness is given as an example that is considered consistent with the purposes and provisions of this Act.  Further, multiple-use means that “...some land will be used for less than all of the resources...with consideration being given to the relative values of the various resources, and not necessarily the combination of uses that will give the greatest dollar return or greatest unit output.”



SUBJECT AREA #370

MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS







370-1	ESTABLISH AN MR/LEGAL REQUIREMENT FOR TIMBER PRODUCTION

The Colville National Forest has established minimum management requirements for wildlife species but not for timber harvest.  What is the lowest timber harvest that would provide for demand and yet not build up a dependancy on national forest timber by the local economy?

RESPONSE: There is no requirement or authorization in applicable law or Forest Service policy to establish an MR for timber harvest.  Applicable law    and policy does require the Forest Service to select the alternative which best maximizes net public benefits.  The Forest Service is also required to constrain timber outputs over time to meet sustained yield principles.  The application of an MR for timber outputs may violate sustained yield principles, and could prevent the selection of the alternative which best maximizes net public benefits.  The benchmark levels provide a basis for comparison of tradeoffs for alternatives against the maximum legal potential production of various resources including timber output (see Appendix K, Analysis of Management Requirements, FEIS).







370-4	COLVILLE NF MR’S VIOLATE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION, INTERDISCIPLINARY   ANALYSIS AND INTEGRATED PLANNING MANDATES OF NFMA



The adopted MR’s violate the public participation, interdisciplinary analysis and integrated planning mandates of the National Forest Management Act and are void unless promulgated as formal rules pursuant to the Administrative Procedures Act.  The MR’s disregard the requirements of NEPA to examine a range of alternatives.  Furthermore, the MR’s violate the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act because they prevent a high level output of other resources.





RESPONSE:  The public had the opportunity to review MR’s as part of the review of the DEIS and the process was fully disclosed in that document.  As a result of public review and input, management requirements were re-analyzed (see Chapter II and Appendix K, FEIS).  Interdisciplinary analysis and integrated resource planning were used in the derivation of all MR’s according to federal regulations (36 CFR 219.27) wherein certain MR’s are specified for inclusion in the planning process.  The interdisciplinary team designed the management requirements to take advantage of overlaps in resource benefits and to minimize tradeoffs to the extent practical.  This is particularly the case where designated wildlife habitat would preclude timber management.  This habitat was allocated first to dedicated areas (e.g., wilderness), then in areas unsuitable for timber management, then in areas that are potential areas for allocation to management areas that would restrict timber management. 

 This resulted in the lowest tradeoffs, not only in the Preferred Alternative, but in any alternative formulation considered.







370-4a	COLVILLE SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS DISCUSSES MR’S IN TERMS OF PRACTICES AND CONSTRAINTS, NOT LEGAL REQUIREMENTS



MR’s are legal requirements, not the means to meeting legal requirements.  The Colville sensitivity analysis discusses MR’s in terms of the practices and constraints that must be met to accomplish goals and objectives.  The Colville

National Forest must examine alternative means to achieve legal requirements,

RESPONSE: The sensitivity analysis has been modified to better display the “ends” required and the alternative means to attain these ends (see Appendix K, FEIS).



370-4b	PLAN MUST INTEGRATE PLANNING FOR MR OBJECTIVES WITH MULTIPLE-USE OBJECTIVES AND FULLY DISCLOSE ALL MR’S

The Colville National Forest is required to truly integrate planning for MR objectives with planning for multiple use objectives.  It must also disclose all the MR’s, not just a selected few.

RESPONSE: MR’S are based on the available research, supplemented by experience and professional judgement.  They are designed to provide the minimum levels of resource protection required while minimizing the adverse impacts to other values (multiple use objective).  The disclosed MR’s comply with those items identified in 36 CFR 219.27.  Some requirements are procedural and need not be discussed in the FEIS.  Some were analyzed and subjected to public review in the Regional Guide EIS process and need not be addressed in this document.  Other MR’s which are not addressed do not cause significant opportunity costs when implemented.



370-4c	COLVILLE PLAN VIOLATES NFMA BECAUSE MR’S NOT IN LINE WITH RPA GOALS

NFMA requires that guidelines for soil, water, diversity, wildlife, etc., be developed to achieve the goals of the RPA program (16 U.S.C. 1604 (g) (3).  The Colville Plan violates this provision of NFMA because RPA program goals did not influence which MR methods were selected.

RESPONSE:  In the development of its MR’s, the Colville National Forest followed direction from the national and regional levels.  This direction is contained in two documents issued in June, 1986:  1)  A Report on Minimum Management Requirements for Forest Planning on the National Forests of the Pacific Northwest Region, USDA Forest Service, and 2) A Background Document on the Development and Review of Minimum Management Requirements for Forest Planning on the National Forests of the Pacific Northwest Region, USDA Forest Service.  Both of these documents incorporate RPA program goals.



SUBJECT AREA #400

WILDLIFE (GENERAL)







400-3	ADDRESS COVER ON SUMMER RANGE IN THE FINAL DOCUMENTS

The draft Plan and DEIS make no mention of cover on summer range, an oversight which should be addressed.  There is more to creating and enhancing deer habitat than clearcutting for forage areas.  More consideration should be given to wildlife in timber management areas (especially MA’s 5 and 7).  The Forest needs to address home range use remaining the same year after year.

RESPONSE:  Though cover on summer range is not specifically mentioned, it will be maintained by implementing the Forestwide Standard and Guideline in the final Plan, Wildlife Section #11, which states, “Big game habitat capability models will be used in project planning to provide the quality, quantity, and distribution of cover and forage needed to reach management objectives for each planning area.”  These models incorporate factors for thermal, hiding, and fawning/calving cover as well as forage areas.  The optimal non-winter cover/forage ratio of 40:60 is approximated within the models, as is a dispersion factor to ensure distribution of the various forage and cover components throughout the winter range area.



400-4	TABLES DISPLAY DIFFERENT NUMBERS OF DEER AND ELK

The figures for deer and elk on page 4-7, draft Plan are not the same as 

those on page 3-3.  Is this a technical error or do these refer to different

plans?

RESPONSE:  The table on page 4-7 of the draft Plan displays the number of deer and elk in the year 2000 while the statement on Page 3-3 refers to the population that existed in 1986.



400-6 	CHANGE WORDING IN MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR SCENIC/WINTER RANGE AND WINTER RANGE

Change the statement on page 4-63 (Scenic/Winter Range) from  “seasonal closures may be implemented” to “seasonal closures will be scheduled.”  Change the statement on page 4-69 from “seasonal closures may be implemented” to “seasonal closures will be implemented.”



RESPONSE:  The standards and guidelines for scenic/winter range (Management Prescription 6) and winter range (Management Prescription 8) are written to allow for closure of areas to off-road vehicle use if necessary.  If a habitat effectiveness analysis shows closures are necessary to meet road density needs or reduce known harassment, then closures will be implemented.  Otherwise, it may not be necessary to close them.  Closures will be reviewed on a case by case basis.



400-7	STATEMENT THAT “DEER HABITAT WOULD BE INCREASED” IS IN ERROR

The statement “Deer habitat would be increased” is in error because the Forest 

cannot increase a set land base.

RESPONSE:  A more correct statement would have been “Deer habitat capability would be increased.”.  This statement was in the description of alternatives of the Reviewer’s Guide (P. 16 and 17).  Since there will not be a Reviewer’s Guide for the FEIS, this statement will not be changed.



400-11	CUMULATIVE EFFECTS OF INTERSPERSED PRIVATE LAND MANAGEMENT HAVE NOT BEEN ADDRESSED

Cumulative effects of interspersed private land and its management on wildllife have not been addressed.  Issues to look at are preserve movement corridors, seclusion, thermal cover, buffer areas and coordination of cutting.  Adjacent private lands being cut will serve as feeding areas, and the Forest land will be needed for uncut thermal cover.  The Forest is planning too much timber harvest from winter range.

RESPONSE:  The cumulative effects of other land ownership were addressed in the DEIS on page IV-66 and can be found in the FEIS in  the Wildlife Section, Effects of Other Land Ownership.  The issues listed above, except buffer areas and coordination of cutting, were added as mitigation measures in Chapter IV of the FEIS, Wildlife Section.  Buffer areas were not addressed since it is unclear as to what is meant or what the desired effect is.  Coordination of cutting has been added as a Forestwide Standard and Guideline for Soil, Water, and Air, #5.  This has also been added to the Vegetation section of Chapter III of the FEIS. 



400-14	DIFFERENT ALTERNATIVES SHOW DIFFERENT POPULATIONS OF OLD-GROWTH        DEPENDENT SPECIES



Different alternatives show different populations of old-growth dependent species (marten, pileated woodpecker, etc.,).  Where is a consistent number for old-growth, wolves, barred owls, etc.?





RESPONSE: FEIS, Chapter IV, Table IV-16 and Chapter II, Table II-4 compare indicator species populations by alternative.  Populations of management indicator species vary by alternative because each alternative has different land management allocations.  The intensity of timber management will affect indicator species populations, i.e., alternatives which have the higher number of acres with timber harvest will have lower populations of the management indicator species which are dependent upon mature or old-growth stands.  Note that population levels in these two tables are actually estimated population levels based on habitat capability.







400-70	GLOSSARY DEFINITIONS NEEDED



Define in the Glossary:  endangered species, essential habitat, critical habitat and threatened species.

RESPONSE:  All of these terms are defined in the Glossary except Critical Habitat.  This has been added to the FEIS Glossary.

Critical Habitat is the area designated by the Secretary of the Interior or Secretary of Commerce for the survival and recovery of listed threatened or endangered species.  Critical habitat is further defined in the Endangered Species Act, however, since the term has legal implications, the Forest Service limits its use to only those habitats officially determined as critical by the Secretary.  See also “essential habitat”  (FSM 2670.5, Amendment 52, 10/86).



SUBJECT AREA #401-402

      DEER & ELK NUMBERS







401-1	MITIGATION FOR SHIFT IN DEER SPECIES COMPOSITION NEEDS MORE EMPHASIS

The shift in deer species composition discussed in the DEIS, is of major concern because of the potential for meningeal worm which would decimate all big game but white-tails.  The potential mitigation measures for deer species composition (DEIS p. IV-69) should be given much more emphasis, including the use of uneven-aged timber management on summer as well as winter mule deer ranges.

RESPONSE:  Uneven-aged timber management has been added as a mitigation measure for deer species composition in the FEIS, Wildlife, Mitigation Measures.



SUBJECT AREA #403

WINTER RANGE







403-1 	ADEQUATE JUSTIFICATION IS NOT PROVIDED FOR USING MULE DEER AND BARRED  OWL AS INDICATOR SPECIES.  PRESUMED CONFLICT BETWEEN TIMBER MANAGEMENT AND DEER WINTER RANGE NOT JUSTIFIED

DEIS Appendices E and F do not provide adequate justification for using mule deer and barred owl as indicator species.  It is not clear in the DEIS (F-11) why the Forest rejected the revised minimum management direction of June 1986 in the case of either the barred owl or mule deer.  Explanation as to why the Forest ignored revised MMR direction of June 1986 is not offered with substantive and sensible reasons.

Apparently, the only way to avoid negative impacts to timber harvest from deer is to reduce winter range capability.  (This is a reverse of the statement on Appendix B-104, 1st paragraph).  The premise that productive timber stand management must mean less productive mule deer winter range is ridiculous.  Mule deer winter range should not cause any reduction in timber harvest and vice versa.  One of the greatest detriments to optimum mule deer populations is that 90% of the vegetation is in the form of trees not available for forage.  (Malmo, Mule Deer and Black-tailed Deer in North America).  Browse availability is the primary critical factor in over-wintering deer.  The Bailey Creek Study (Miller, 1980) alluded to on Appendix B-103 indicates a need for more available browse to replace a conifer diet.

The DEIS shows (IV-59) that both deer and elk can be increased with greater investment in habitat improvement and wildlife projects.

RESPONSE:  An adequate justification for use of the mule deer and barred owl as management indicator species is given.  The letter requesting authorization to use these two species is on file in the Colville National Forest Supervisor’s Office (also see Appendix F of the FEIS.)

The Colville National Forest did not ignore the revised management requirement direction of June 1986.  It was stated in the DEIS, Appendix F-11, that the Colville National Forest was submitting a request that mule deer be added to the management requirement species list.  This request was initially submitted in July 1984 and approved in September 1984.  The second request in response to the June 1986 management requirement direction was approved November 25, 1986.  If the request had not been approved, the FEIS and Plan would have been revised to reflect the change.

The statement in Appendix B-104 of the DEIS is “...any additional harvest of the existing forest that reduces its effectiveness for cover without increasing available winter forage will reduce carrying capacity of the area to support deer through the winter.”  Note that carrying capacity is reduced if cover effectiveness is decreased without increasing forage availability.

Timber management is a tool which can enhance winter range by creating forage areas within large stands of timber.  However, browse is only of value if it is available for use.  As the distance from cover exceeds 300 feet, the amount of forage utilization decreases, therefore it is important to retain cover within 300 feet of forage to allow for 100% utilization of forage areas.  Browse availability is a critical factor in over-wintering deer.  Thermal and snow intercept thermal cover are also important by regulating energy expenditure.  During cold weather, thermal cover reduces the energy necessary to maintain body temperature which reduces the amount of food required for survival (Thomas, 1979, page 112).  This can be very critical for animals entering winter in less than optimal condition or in severe winters (Miller, W.  Masters Thesis.  1980).  In addition, snow-intercept thermal cover is important on winter range during periods of deep snow.  Snow-intercept thermal cover maintains a reduced snow depth allowing animals to move about more easily and keeps browse from being buried and unavailable for longer periods of time.  It also provides arboreal lichen and conifer needles as winter food sources.  Miller stated in his thesis, “Thus, a seasonal conifer level of 24 percent in the diet would be expected to have little or no inhibiting influence on forage digestibiliy”  (Miller, W., Deer Food Habits and Diet Quality of the Bailey Creek Study Area, Northcental Washington, Masters Thesis, 1980)  (also see FEIS Appendix B, Development of Management Requirements, f. Deer/Elk Winter Range and Appendix F for a discussion of mule deer habitat).



403-5 	VALIDITY OF USING HABITAT CAPABILITY MODELS FOR BIG GAME SUSPECT;   THE NECESSITY OF 50% THERMAL COVER ON DEER AND ELK WINTER RANGES       QUESTIONED



The Colville’s DEIS affirms that the Forest derived its deer/elk winter range management strategies from Thomas’s work (DEIS Appendix B-104).  However, Appendix B, page 105, cites Thomas’s views that an optimum mix of cover and forage generally involves 60 percent forage areas and 40 percent cover, of which thermal cover should be roughly 10 percent on summer ranges and 20 percent on winter ranges.  There is no convincing reason in either the scientific literature or the Colville’s DEIS for requiring 50 percent thermal cover on deer and elk and winter ranges.



Thomas stressed in his paper:   (1) that the model it describes was based on “expressed preferences” of elk; and (2) that biologists “cannot demonstrate that the observed preference is an expression of need.”  He noted that the model developers simply considered it “prudent to assume that preferred kinds of cover provide an advantage to elk over non-preferred or less-preferred options.”  Other wildlife biologists have stated that there are currently no accepted models that reliably predict elk population changes resulting from habitat changes.  These kinds of references clearly show that the Colville’s deer/elk management prescriptions have ventured into “the realm of the unknown where little scientific data exists” (to quote DEIS Appendix G-25).



The scientific literature is replete with such references to the difficulties inherent in predicting big game population changes resulting from changes in “habitat effectiveness.”   Knowledge about this subject is simply not sufficient to support the Colville’s apparent conclusion that anything less than 50 percent thermal cover will adversely affect the Forest’s elk and deer populations.  Evidence suggests that thermal cover may be relatively unimportant where adequate supplies of high-quality forage enable the animals to accumulate sufficient fat reserves to survive unusually severe winter conditions. 





RESPONSE:  Standards and guidelines for deer and elk were developed using Thomas’ work in the Blue Mountains  (Thomas, 1979).  He cautions that the chapter on deer and elk gives the criteria for management on summer and spring-fall ranges and that “it is inappropriate to do the same for winter ranges and the manager should study winter ranges carefully before deciding if and how to alter cover—particularly thermal cover”  (Thomas, 1979, page 115). Based on field experience, it is the opinion of the Colville National Forest wildlife biologists that 50% cover is necessary on winter range.  In the Okanogan Valley of British Columbia, the recommended cover varies from 60 to 66% on mule deer winter range (B.C. Ministry of Forests, Research Branch, 1986, Handbook for Timber and Mule Deer Management Co-ordination on Winter Ranges in the Caribou Forest Region).  Though this was published after the standards and guidelines were developed, it supports the 50% cover level in the standards and guidelines.

A discussion of Habitat Capability Modeling has been included in the FEIS, Appendix B.

See reply to 403-1 for a discussion of cover on winter range.



403-6	TIMBER ROTATION ON WINTER RANGES SHOULD BE LENGTHENED

Appendix B-41 lists the rotation of deer and elk winter range as 80 years in the Douglas-fir working group.  The draft Plan (page 4-70) defines snow-intercept thermal cover as multi-storied stands of evergreen trees with crown closure exceeding 60%.  While an 80 year old stand may be 13 inches DBH and have 60% crown closure, the understory will not be there, thus snow-intercept have thermal cover cannot be provided in 80 yrs.  The snow-intercept thermal cover is an important component of mule deer habitat on the Republic District where mule deer is a management indicator species.  Also important to mule deer on Republic District is the availability of arboreal lichen which is used as forage during periods of deep snow when other forage is not available.  Arboreal lichen production is greatest in old-growth timber, and it is important to extend the rotation of timber on deer winter range to longer than 130 years.

RESPONSE:  Changes between the draft and final documents resulted in certain management areas using uneven-aged management with 120-year rotations.  Recreation (Management Area 3a and 3b), scenic/timber (Management Area 5) and scenic/wildlife (Management Area 6) will have uneven-aged management in at least a portion of the management areas. Riparian areas will have only uneven-aged management.



403-19	COVER/FORAGE RATIO ON MULE DEER WINTER RANGE SHOULD BE 60:40

Appendix F page F-10 in the Appendices to the DEIS states that mule deer is a management indicator species to meet minimum management requirements on the Republic Ranger District.  In the Proposed Forest Plan (page 4-6) it states that management prescription 8 will manage for cover/forage ratios approaching 50:50 dispersed to provide for maximum utilization of forage.  It further states (page 4-70) that in mule deer range, at least 30% west of the Kettle Crest and 20% east of the Kettle Crest will be maintained in snow-intercept thermal cover.  The snow-intercept thermal cover on the Okanogan National Forest will be managed at the same 30% level as on the Republic Ranger District.  However, the cover/forage ratio will be 60:40 (Timber/Deer Coordination, Report on Task I, Appendices to the Okanogan NF DEIS).  In British Columbia the cover/forage ratio ranges from 60:40 to 66:33 depending on snow depth (Handbook for Timber and Mule Deer Management Coordination on Winter Ranges in the Caribou Forest Region, Land Management Handbook #13, B.C. Ministry of Forest, Aug. 1988).  The Republic District should be managing for a 60:40 cover/forage ratio in areas mapped as MA-8.

RESPONSE:  The cover/forage ratio of 50:50 applies to only thermal and snow-intercept thermal cover.  The existence of hiding cover would be in addition to these types of cover.  Because of this, total cover on winter range could meet or exceed the 50% level.  See Plan, Management Prescriptions 6 and 8.



SUBJECT AREA #405

  DIVERSITY







405-16	ADDRESS IMPACTS ON BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY AND THREATENED, ENDANGERED AND SENSITIVE SPECIES

Table II-5b, Qualitative Resource Outputs and Environmental Effects by Alternatives  (II:74-77b) should compare outputs for biological diversity (natural community diversity and species diversity) and for threatened, endangered and sensitive species.  The relative impacts of the alternatives on these outputs are variable and significant and therefore require analysis.  The category of Plan Diversity is misnamed; a more appropriate title would be, “Stand Diversity.”

Although the DEIS Appendices (A-15) state that the issue of genetic variety is beyond the scope of the planning documents, the Plan and DEIS should address the issue of biological diversity.

Alternatives considered in Detail (II:19) should address impacts to, sensitive species as well as to threatened and endangered species.

The interactions for vegetation management (III-30) say nothing about maintaining community and species diversity, identifying species and communities in need of special protection, or policies favoring native over exotic (introduced) plant species in activities involving erosion control or forage production for wildlife or livestock.  These should be expressed priorities of the Forest.

RESPONSE:  Community and biological diversity is discussed throughout the document, but is not consolidated in one section.  See sections discussing vegetation, wildlife, and threatened and endangered in Chapters III and IV of the FEIS.

Table II-5 of the FEIS (TABLE II-5b of the DEIS) will not be modified to address threatened, endangered, and sensitive species since there is no change between alternatives and because we will meet the Threatened and Endangered Species Act in all alternatives.  For a comparison of how the alternatives treat threatened and endangered, see Table II-4 of the FEIS.

The category “Plant Diversity” in Table II-5 of the FEIS (Table II-5b of the DEIS) has been changed to “Timber Stand Diversity”.  Sensitive species were not addressed because they did not result in an alternative being developed.  Forestwide Standards and Guidelines require that no actions will be authorized, funded, or carried out which will likely jeopardize the continued existence of any plant or animal species or cause the need for listing any species and threatened or endangered.  Chapter III of the FEIS is a description of the existing condition.  Mitigation measures are discussed in the FEIS Chapter IV. 



SUBJECT AREA #406

HABITAT







406-5 	CLAIM THAT TIMBER HARVEST WILL INCREASE WILDLIFE FORAGE DOES NOT TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION WILDLIFE’S NEED FOR WINTER THERMAL COVER NOR DOES IT ALLOW FOR SPECIES DEPENDENT ON OLD-GROWTH AND ISOLATION FOR SURVIVAL

The assertion that the Preferred Alternative G will increase wildlife and fisheries by increasing forage is bogus.  The claim that increasing the timber cut will automatically increase wildlife forage does not take into consideration wildlife’s great need for winter thermal cover, nor does it allow for species dependent on old-growth and isolation for their survival.  The Conference on Conservation Biology held in Bozeman, Montana in 1987 specifically called upon the National Forests to “protect and consolidate the various habitats left in the U.S.”  It also asked that the Forest Service eliminate patchwork harvest cuttings and join uncut areas into vast contiguous regions for habitat for those remaining species that require the deep, dark interior woods for their existence.  The Colville Forest planners have overlooked the fact that one of wildlife’s critical needs is seclusion.  

The road management plan should include seasonal and permanent road closures, and an attempt to provide a vast contiguous area of unroaded lands.  The timber harvest rotation period of 70 years should be increased to at least 120 years in winter range areas in order to maintain thermal cover.

RESPONSE:  A discussion of the relationship of timber harvest to forage production and thermal cover has been added to the FEIS, Chapter IV, Wildlife, Activities that May Affect Wildlife Habitat. 

The concept of maintaining vast, uncut, contiguous areas of habitat is an emerging idea.  The Colville National Forest will be maintaining vast areas of unharvested timber in roadless areas that will remain roadless, Management Area 11, and in the Salmo-Priest Wilderness, Management Area 9.  Additional uncut areas will be maintained as old-growth habitat areas, Management Area 1.  See the maps of the alternatives for locations of these areas as well as all other management areas.  Management Prescriptions for the management areas are discussed in Chapter 4 of the Plan.

Seclusion is addressed by several standards and guidelines.  The Forestwide Standards and Guidelines incorporate the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines, Colville National Forest Guidelines for Management of Occupied Grizzly Bear habitat (included in Appendix H) national policy, and the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan as part of management direction.  These require that 70 square miles of seclusion habitat be provided within grizzly bear range (see Appendix H to the FEIS.)  The Forestwide Standards and Guidelines also incorporate Appendix I as management direction.  The standards and guidelines for caribou, Management Prescription 2, have been revised, but still allow roads to be closed for caribou habitat management.  The revised standards and guidelines for winter range, Management Prescriptions 6 and 8, require that open-road density not exceed 0.4 miles of road per square mile of habitat on mule deer and elk winter ranges.  In addition, the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines on transportation have been revised to require new single-purpose Service Level D roads (roads which will not be maintained for travel) to be closed after resource activities are complete unless an environmental assessment requires them to remain open  (see final Plan, Chapter 4).

See reply to 403-6 for a discussion of rotation length on winter ranges.



SUBJECT AREA #407

    SNAG DEPENDENT SPECIES





�

407-3 	HOW WILL THE WOODPECKER HABITAT ON COMMERCIAL FOREST LAND BE MANAGED?

If 100% of woodpecker population is applied on 60% of commercial forest, will levels of the other 40% drop to minimum viable, or lower?  Thomas warns that levels below 40% may be too low to maintain self-sustaining populations of any species.

RESPONSE:  The Forestwide Standard and Guideline concerning primary excavators has been revised.  It now requires that dead and defective tree habitat capable of supporting at least 60% of the potential population of primary excavators be maintain on all harvested acres. See Forestwide Standards and Guidelines, Chapter 4 of the Plan.  



407-16	DESCRIPTION OF THE MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENT LEVEL IN APPENDIX B-99 AND IN THE DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES APPEAR TO BE CONTRADICTORY

Appendix B-99 states snags habitat would be managed at 140%.  DEIS descriptions of Alternatives says MR level would be met.  It does not say the MR level will be exceeded.  This appears contradictory.

RESPONSE:  Though 140% was used in modeling the alternatives, this was not meant to be management direction.   The alternatives could and do vary in the snag habitat management level.  See Table IV-14 of the FEIS for a comparison of alternatives. To meet the requirements of the National Forest Management Act, all alternatives must meet the management requirement level of 20%.



407-39	RETAIN MORE THAN THE MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENT LEVEL OF SNAG HABITAT

More than the MR levels of wildlife should be retained to protect them against extinction  (large snags 30” DBH or larger should be retained for cavity nesters as well as large live trees with broken tops.  Down dead trees should be 20” at the large end and longer than 20 feet).  Please include a distribution standard in your prescription so habitat will be within dispersal distance for the least mobile animals.

The short rotation in the Plan will not produce the snags required.  Pileated woodpeckers will not be adequately provided for because there will be few if any larger diameter snags.

RESPONSE:  The Forestwide Standard and Guideline for Primary Cavity Excavators has been revised in the final Plan.  Though the diameter and length of snags are not specified, direction is given that numbers and sizes will be identified to meet species needs using appropriate guidelines from Thomas, et al (1979).  Size specifications and numbers of down dead trees has been added.  A minimum of two logs per acre that are 15 feet long and at least 14 inches in diameter will be left.

The EIS and Plan have been revised concerning marten and northern three-toed woodpecker habitat management.  For Alternatives C, D-M, E, G-M, and I, in management areas which allow timber harvest, pileated habitat will be provided every 5 miles, marten/northern three-toed every 2 to 2.5 miles, and barred owl habitat distributed every 10 miles.  In all other management areas, habitat will be distributed as it naturally occurs (See the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines of the Plan).

For Alternatives A, B, D, and H, in management areas which allow timber harvest, pileated woodpecker and old growth for barred owls will be managed as described above.  The northern woodpecker areas will be provided every 2 miles across the forest while the marten areas will be provided in the Pend Oreille Range and Kettle Range every three miles.  See EIS Appendix D for a complete description of marten habitat management.

Rotation length will not effect snag habitat since Forestwide Standard and Guideline for Pileated Woodpeckers must be met.   This involves meeting not only the number of snags per acre, but also meeting diameter requirements.  Nesting habitat for the pileated will be provide as described above and in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines of the Plan.  Adequate foraging habitat will be provided outside of the nesting habitat.  



SUBJECT AREA #411

   OTHER SPECIES







411-1	MATURE AND OLD-GROWTH STANDS DESIGNATED FOR PRESERVATION ARE INADEQUATE IN BOTH ACREAGE AND PATTERN OF DISTRIBUTION

Late successional and old-growth stands designated for preservation in the Colville National Forest as proposed in the draft Plan are inadequate in both acreage and pattern of distribution.  The habitat value of a given total acreage is substantially less when made up of many small dispersed parcels, as opposed to fewer large tracts.  Goshawk breeding territories typically occupy whole watersheds, and cover several square miles.  Larger tracts contain more contiguous habitat, and greater diversity of floral and fauna components.  The plan should specify policy and procedures for protecting all goshawk nesting territories discovered on proposed timber sales.  These should include timing provisions on all forest practices, and appropriate buffer zones around stands containing nest sites.

RESPONSE:  Old-growth will be provided in large tracts in management areas which do not allow timber harvest.  In management areas which allow timber harvest, habitat units will be distributed throughout the Colville National Forest.   Habitat for raptors will be provided as described in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines.  Nest sites and surrounding areas will be managed to ensure their continued usefulness and timing restrictions will be applied as necessary.



411-2 	ACCIPITERS ARE NOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED IN THE PLANNING DOCUMENTS

The four lines addressing the goshawk on page F-9 of the Appendices is not an adequate description of habitat requirements and management needs.  The Forest  Plan for the Colville National Forest doesn’t mention the other two accipiter species (Cooper’s hawks and sharp-shinned hawks) at all, let alone providing even minimal management considerations.

RESPONSE:  The statement in Appendix F-9 of the DEIS is not intended to be a complete description of the habitat requirements of the goshawk, but a brief statement of the reason it wasn’t selected as a management indicator species.  Management consideration for all raptors, including the Cooper’s and sharp-shinned hawks, is provided in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines of the final Plan, Wildlife section, direction for Raptors and Great Blue Heron.



SUBJECT AREA #413

   ROAD CLOSURES FOR WILDLIFE







413-155	ROAD DENSITIES AND ORV USE ON ELK AND MULE DEER RANGES CAUSE CONCERN

Road densities should not exceed 1 mile per square mile in elk calving areas, corridors and winter range.  These areas must be identified so that impacts follow those suggested in Thomas, et al.  A road management plan is necessary throughout all roaded areas of the forest to mitigate effects on wildlife.  New road construction must not occur in special habitat areas such as riparian zones, wetlands, calving areas, old-growth habitat management areas, etc.  The present road densities for timber harvest on flat ground of 4.5 miles of road per square mile and 3 miles of road per square mile on steeper ground are unacceptable for fish and wildlife considerations.  A maximum of 2.5 miles per square mile should be allowed in timber harvest areas that do not include winter range.  ORV road and trail systems need to be developed with wildlife needs in mind, and ORV travel must be limited to designated areas.  There should be no “off road” travel allowed.

RESPONSE:  The standards and guidelines concerning road densities on mule deer and elk winter ranges, Management Areas 6 and 8, have been revised in the final Plan to allow 0.4 miles of open road per square mile of habitat.  Forestwide Standards and Guidelines concerning transportation have been revised to allow new single-purpose Service Level D roads (roads not maintained for travel) will be closed after resource activity is completed unless an environmental assessment requires them being left open. 

Off-road vehicle use would be managed as described in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines for Trails in the final Plan.  This requires that ORV areas be designated through the Forest Travel Implementation Schedule and that ORV use be managed to mitigate their impacts on other resources.



SUBJECT AREA #414

   MONITORING FOR WILDLIFE







414-2 	QUESTIONS THE ABILITY TO MEASURE A 2% DECREASE IN HABITAT QUALITY FOR CARIBOU AND GRIZZLY BEAR

Table 5-1 (Monitoring Actions, draft Plan) states the variability threshold in habitat quality for caribou and grizzly bear is two percent.  I question the Forest’s ability to measure a two percent reduction in habitat quality.  Using current techniques to estimate habitat area, a two percent change is not measurable and actually falls within the limits of normal error.  The Forest should change this number in the Monitoring Plan to something that is measurable.

RESPONSE:  Habitat effectiveness models will be used to index habitat quality of grizzly bears and caribou.  Changes in habitat quality portrayed by this index that are associated with proposed project activities must not reduce habitat quality in a Grizzly Bear or Caribou Management Unit.  Two percent was selected as the indicator level because it was felt to be the smallest meaningful figure produced by these models.



414-5	THE PLAN DOES NOT INCLUDE A MONITORING PLAN FOR SENSITIVE SPECIES.

The Colville Plan does not include a monitoring plan for sensitive species in Table 5.1 Monitoring Actions (5:11-16).  A plan and budget should be included for monitoring sensitive plant and animals species on the Forest.

RESPONSE:  The Monitoring Plan has been revised to include sensitive species.  The “item monitored” row for Threatened and Endangered Species has been changed to include threatened, endangered and sensitive animals and plants.



SUBJECT AREA #415

   MANAGEMENT INDICATOR SPECIES







415-3 	GREAT GRAY OWL, BOREAL OWL, AND CLAY-COLORED SPARROW DESERVE SPECIAL MANAGEMENT ATTENTION IN FOREST PLAN

Additional species of special management concern include the great gray owl, boreal owl and clay-colored sparrow which are rare and of restricted distribution in Washington.  Much of their habitat and sightings are on Colville National Forest lands and all are limited to the northeast corner of the state.  They deserve special management attention, perhaps as MIS.

RESPONSE:  Clay-colored sparrows are not known to occur on the Colville National Forest.  Great gray owls are not known to be residents of the Forest, however infrequent sightings are reported.  Boreal owls have been located on the Forest, however their nesting status is uncertain.  Should any of these species be located, their habitat will be protected as provided in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines of the final Plan, Wildlife section.  Raptor habitat management will be to protect nest sites and the surrounding areas to insure their continued usefulness.  Special consideration will be given to the management or protection of unique habitat components not covered by other management indicator species during evaluation of activities that may effect such habitats.  Habitat for species dependent upon mature or old-growth forest will be provided for one or more of the management indicator species.



415-4 	THE WHITE-HEADED WOODPECKER SHOULD BE CONSIDERED AS AN INDICATOR OF PONDEROSA PINE-DOMINATED OLD-GROWTH FORESTS

Old-growth indicators—the pileated woodpecker, pine marten, three-toed woodpecker, and barred owls—may not represent the full range of old-growth community types.  White-headed woodpeckers should also be considered as indicators of ponderosa pine-dominated old-growth forests.

RESPONSE:  White-headed woodpeckers are uncommon on the Colville National Forest.  Management indicator species were selected to represent habitat for many other species.  Species that are uncommon are not easily monitored, thus are not suitable species as management indicators since fluctuations of these species may go undetected over an extended period of time.  Protection for this and other uncommom species is provided in the Forest Plan.  See reply to 415-3.  Also see Appendix F of the FEIS for a discussion of the selection of management indicator species.



415-15	THE MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENT LEVEL OF HABITAT PROTECTION MAY NOT BE ADEQUATE

The Proposed Forest Plan calls for decreases in management indicator species (MIS) of nearly 50%.  According to the Plan, “species dependent on mature and old-growth forests will diminish but will be maintained at viable populations.”  The requirement to maintain viable populations of marten, barred owl and other species would not be met if there was a 20% deviation in minimum management requirements.

All alternatives show declines in MIS from 32% (H) to 68% ©.  If wildlife can’t at least be maintained at current levels, the Plan is flawed.

The MR level for primary excavators is 20% of potential population, but Thomas et al states that 40% may be too low to maintain self-sustaining populations.  Therefore, the MR should be 40%.

RESPONSE:  The deviation of 20% from the management requirement level is described in Appendix K, DEIS Sensitivity Analysis.  The sensitivity analysis was developed to describe the background relative to development of the management requirements and to document the effects on the environment when the original assumptions were varied.  The sensitivity analysis was the result of Appeal 1770 brought by the Northwest Forest Resource Council, September 18, 1986.

Since the original level of habitat was established at a true minimum, any reduction in habitat quantity or quality below the management requirement level would not meet the viable population direction.  The Colville National Forest has remained with the original management requirement level, not changing it as a result of the sensitivity analysis since the management requirement level was in fact the minimum for maintenance of viable populations.

In the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines there is a provision to allow the distance between management requirement habitat units to be varied by 20%.  This provision is not a result of the sensitivity analysis, but it allows for selection of the most suitable habitat available.  The goal is to obtain suitable habitat for all management requirement units.

The intent of the FEIS is to provide a range of alternatives to address the various issues identified through the scoping process.  (See Chapter I of the FEIS, Purpose and Need).  As a result of providing a range of alternatives, potential populations of the management indicator species also vary and, in all cases, are reduced.  See FEIS Chapter II, section on Range of Alternatives and Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Detailed Study.

The management requirement levels were set by the Regional Guide which would need to be modified to resolve this issue.  The management requirement level for primary cavity excavators is not used in the preferred alternative of the Draft Forest Management Plan for the Colville National Forest.  Management levels for the alternatives were modeled to provide habitat for 60% of the potential population of cavity nesters on lands managed for timber production, however the alternatives do vary in the effect on the snag habitat by the intensity of timber management.  See Chapter IV of the FEIS, Wildlife Section, Snag Dependent Species for a discussion of the effects of the different alternatives on snag habitat.



415-16	HOW WILL THE MANAGEMENT INDICATOR SPECIES BE AFFECTED DURING THE SECOND 50 YEARS OF THE PLAN?

The DEIS states all alternatives have provisions to maintain viable populations of these old-growth indicator species, but even Alternative H project a alarming decline in numbers.  Since the barred owl, pileated and three-toed woodpecker and marten are expected to decline in the next 44 years, how will they fair during the second 50 years?

RESPONSE:  The Forest Plan will be in effect for 10 to 15 years, not 50 to 100 years.  Projections of habitat capability and potential populations were made for 50 years for comparing the alternatives.  Projections beyond 50 years are not reliable and are not needed since this plan will be revised within 15 years.



415-25	USE PLANT SPECIES AS INDICATORS OF SPECIALIZED HABITAT TYPES

The WNPS suggests the use of plant species as indicators of such specialized habitat types as alpine seeps and wet meadows, serpentine barrens, and forest wetlands.  The Colville National Forest should be congratulated for having listed several sensitive plant species as indicators and the Forest is urged to expand this practice to include indicators of particular unique habitats not easily represented by wildlife species.  Additional listed sensitive plants to be included as indicators are Listera borealis and Ribes Irriguum. 

Include Calypso bulbosa as an MIS.

RESPONSE:  Additional management indicators were not added between the DEIS and FEIS because it was felt they were not needed.  Species not covered by other management indicator species will be protected by the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines which require that special consideration be given to the management or protection of unique habitat components not covered by other management indicator species during evaluation of activities that may effect such habitats.  Though the sensitive plant species are not management indicator species, they will still be monitored as a matter of policy.



415-26	COUGAR AND MOOSE AS MANAGEMENT INDICATOR SPECIES

The cougar was not selected an MIS because it was not practical to monitor it.  The Forest Service is responsible to wildlife, not some arbitrary threshold of practicality.

Other species, i.e. moose, should have been an MIS, for its special habitat requirements.

RESPONSE:  These species were not added as management indicator species in the FEIS.  See Appendix F, Species Considered but not Selected for Management Indicator Species.



415-322	LYNX AS A MANAGEMENT INDICATOR SPECIES

Although their needs were addressed in management considerations for Franklin’s grouse, the lynx would be a more appropriate “indicator species” of the lodgepole pine forest ecosystem, because of their tropic status and the greater area requirements for habitat.  Snowshoe hare are most abundant in young-aged, (less than 40 years old) lodgepole pine forests.  Mature spruce-subalpine fir forests older than 250 years are important to lynx as denning habitat.  All of the management alternatives for the Colville Forest call for logging additional areas within the lynx range, listed as management units #5 and #7 in the Kettle Crest and Wedge areas.  Logging in the future will have additional impacts on lynx.  Although they will cross open areas less than 100 yards across, openings offer little cover and prey for lynx.  For these reasons large openings created by logging will have short-term negative impacts on lynx.  Logging can have long term positive affects on lynx by creating the young-aged lodgepole pine forests where snowshoe hares are abundant.  These forests resulted from natural fires in the past, clearcut logging and low intensity burning will create habitats favorable to snowshoe hares and lynx.  Clearcut openings should be smaller than 40 acres in size.  Should be adequate cover between units to act as travel corridors.  No more than 20% of a hypothetical lynx home range area should consist of openings and habitats other than lodgepole pine and spruce-subalpine fir forests.  

Mature spruce-subalpine fir forest must be protected for denning habitat.  It may take 20 to 30 years to create the young-ages forests beneficial to prey.  Managing forests for lynx requires at least a 75 year rotation—maintaining adequate escape cover while at the same time creating habitat for prey.  Access roads for logging can increase opportunities for legal and illegal lynx harvest. 

Lynx are vulnerable to exploitation.  Road construction should be minimized and roads should be closed and revegetated to lodgepole pine seedlings.  Lynx are at low population level.  If logging is allowed in lynx habitat only small clearcuts less than  10 acres should be allowed and selective harvesting would be preferred.

RESPONSE:  Additional discussion on the lynx has been included in Appendix F of the FEIS.  The Forestwide Standard and Guideline for the Franklin’s grouse, which is intended to provide habitat for the lynx, has been rewritten.  Road densities within lynx range will not exceed 1 mile per square mile of habitat to protect lynx.  

The Forestwide Standard and Guideline for Transportation has been revised to allow for closure of certain new roads in all management areas.  Management prescriptions for winter range, Management Prescriptions 6 and 8, have been revised to restrict road densities on mule deer and elk winter ranges.



SUBJECT AREA #420

    MR’S FOR WILDLIFE







420-16	THE HABITAT MODEL FOR PILEATED WOODPECKER IS FLAWED

The habitat model for pileated woodpecker is too flawed to be useful.

RESPONSE:  A discussion of Habitat Capability Models has been added to Appendix B of the FEIS.  Also see reply to 300-21.



420-31	ACRES ASSIGNED TO MINLVL IN FORPLAN TO SATISFY WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS MAY NOT BE SUITABLE FOR WILDLIFE

Many of the acres assigned to MINLVL in FORPLAN were considered to satisfy wildlife minimum management requirement inventory constraints.  As mentioned earlier, a large portion of MINLVL lands assigned in FORPLAN are “precommercial thin next” condition class.  When these stands are left alone, they will become overstocked and largely unsuitable for meeting wildlife minimum management requirements.  Many of the acres assigned to MINLVL in FORPLAN to satisfy wildlife minimum management requirements are probably not adequate for wildlife habitat.  A closer evaluation is needed to determine if sufficient suitable habitat will be available to satisfy wildlife minimum management requirements under each alternative’s timber harvest schedule.  The DEIS presently does not identify where timber stands will be managed for the wildlife minimum management requirements marten, pileated woodpecker, northern three-toed woodpecker and barred owl foraging areas.

RESPONSE:  Changes were made in the FORPLAN model to address the concern that some of the acres assigned to MINLVL which were intended to provide habitat for the management requirement species may not be suitable.  Acres intended to provide this habitat have been placed on extended rotation and were selected from the “REGEN NOW” category (generally mature or over mature stands).  These acres provide habitat to meet the distributional requirements of the pileated woodpecker, marten, northern three-toed woodpecker, and foraging habitat for the barred owl.  Acres to provide future habitat were selected from other categories as required to meet future habitat goals.  See FEIS Appendix B for a discussion of modeling.

The Forestwide Standards and Guidelines and management prescriptions will be implemented as described in the final Plan.  Suitable habitat for all management indicator species will be selected and mapped on the ranger districts following the standards and guidelines.



SUBJECT AREA #422

   PINE MARTEN





422-1 	MANAGE MARTEN HABITAT THROUGHOUT THE FOREST.  COMBINE MARTEN AND       NORTHERN THREE-TOED HABITAT UNITS WITH DISTRIBUTION OF 2 TO 2.5 MILES



In the past two years evidence of the marten’s occurrence has been found in areas where it was not previously known.  Maintenance of viable population within the finite marten range of the Kettle Mountains, requires that timber management be constrained on a lot of land.  In the Wenatchee Plan, marten habitat units were spaced at 2 to 2.5 mile intervals throughout the Forest, thus being near enough to meeting the requirements of the three-toed woodpeckers, so that additional units for those were not needed.  



As indicated in Appendix K of the Colville DEIS, this would also provide better assurance of maintaining marten habitat throughout the Forest (although not better than the proposed Plan does in the Kettle Range).  Considering the new evidence that marten can range throughout most of the Forest, this would likely work for the Colville National Forest also, and should be assessed.  Lands not capable of supporting marten would need only to provide for the needs of the three-toeds, and other MIS.  This might provide for a continuity between the marten habitats of the Forest and, if so, would reduce the great amount of marten habitat required in the Kettle Range and the interspersed three-toed woodpecker habitat units.



Survey marten in northern sections of the Forest and manage habitat throughout the Forest.  Marten habitat units should be no more than two miles apart as originally recommended.





RESPONSE:  The Forestwide Standards and Guidelines for marten and northern three-toed woodpeckers have been revised and apply to alternatives C, D-M, E, G-M, and I-M.  Marten and northern three-toed woodpecker habitats will be managed as one, using habitat size for the marten, 160 acres, with a distribution of 2 to 2.5 miles to provide for the northern three-toed woodpecker.  Marten units will be distributed throughout the Forest.  See Forestwide Standards and Guidelines for marten in the final Plan.



Marten habitat in alternatives A, B, D, and H will be managed as described in the Draft Forest Plan.   Marten habitat will be managed in two populations, the Pend Oreille Range and the Kettle Range, maintaining a population level of 500 individuals in each population with a maximum dispersal distance of 3 miles.  See EIS Appendix D.







SUBJECT AREA #427

    BARRED OWL/OLD-GROWTH DEPENDENT







427-14	THE BARRED OWL IS NOT AN APPROPRIATE INDICATOR OF OLD-GROWTH

Why is barred owl used as an indicator of old-growth forest?  A better representative would be the pine marten.  Caribou should be an MIS in its range rather than barred owl which is not native.  The barred owl is not an old-growth dependent species.  Much of the owl’s habitat is under active timber management and very little of it is actually “old-growth” forest.  

Use of barred owl as indicator species not appropriate.  They utilize a variety of other habitats.  Should use spotted owl as indicator species.

RESPONSE:  At least 112 species of mammals and birds depend upon mature forests  or old-growth for at least part of their life cycle.  The barred owl tends to select habitat that has the characteristics of old-growth stands and has a large home range (see Appendix F for a discussion of habitat needs of the barred owl).  This species has the most restrictive habitat needs of the old-growth dependent species and is widely spread throughout the Colville National Forest.  Caribou habitat is restricted to the northeast corner of the Forest and is not a good indicator species for areas outside of its range (the caribou is a management indicator species because of its status as an endangered species).  Marten is another species suggested to replace the barred owl.  This species has a much smaller home range than the barred owl, therefore habitat for the barred owl would not be adequately provided.  The spotted owl has not been found on the Colville National Forest therefore is not an appropriate indicator species.  No other species has been suggested which would fill the role as a management indicator species as well as the barred owl.  



427-25	BARRED OWLS ARE NOT SUFFICIENT TO MONITOR OLD-GROWTH

Barred owls are not sufficient to monitor old-growth areas.  Old-growth needs should be assessed after nearby harvesting or road-building activities for changes in the plant ecosystem.

RESPONSE:  Management indicator species were used primarily to identify habitat needs.  In most cases old-growth habitat will be monitored.  Surveys of indicator species and other species using these habitats will be done to confirm that these species’ habitat requirements are being met.  See Chapter 5 of the Plan, Monitoring.



SUBJECT AREA #442

  RESIDENT FISH





442-1 	MORE INFORMATION NEEDED TO DESCRIBE HABITAT CONDITIONS AND RESTORATION PLANS FOR INDIVIDUAL STREAMS THAT PRODUCE RESIDENT TROUT

More information is needed which describes the habitat conditions and restoration plans for individual streams that produce resident trout, the specific forest management prescriptions proposed to protect habitat conditions supporting fish and wildlife production, and the potential impact of proposed forest management activities on these resources.  The Forest should define prescribed levels of fish habitat protection and restore fish habitat and spawning areas, returning them to natural conditions and production.  

Is important that the Forest Service revise the Forest Plan after the NWPPC approval of specific plans for resident fish and wildlife mitigation and after it incorporates newly-adopted actions.

The Colville National Forest should research and include more detailed information on current and expected fish habitat quality and populations.

RESPONSE:  Site specific information on individual streams would be desirable, however a thorough survey of Forest streams has not been completed.  As part of project implementation and Plan monitoring, stream habitat surveys will be completed for individual streams giving priority to streams with fish populations, fishable or not, that may be impacted by management activities.   Available data on fisheries on the Forest may be reviewed at the Forest Supervisor’s Office in Colville.

Mitigation and protection of fish habitat has been strengthened through the addition of a Forestwide Standard and Guideline for fisheries in the Plan.  Implementation of the Forest Plan requires that these standards and guidelines are met.  If the standards and guidelines cannot be met by a specific project, the project will be modified to bring it in line with the Forest Plan.

A discussion of the potential impact to fisheries has been added to the FEIS, Chapter IV.

Planned fish habitat improvement projects can be found in Appendix B of the Forest Plan.  Other projects will be planned through the site specific analysis of habitat as part of the environmental assessment process for the development of timber sales.  These projects will be complete using money collected through timber sales.

The Forest Service is also a cooperator under the Northwest Power Planning Act.  Although the Colville National Forest has no projects funded by the NWPP Council, management of fish and wildlife under the proposed Forest Management Plan would have no negating effects on such projects of other agencies or organizations.  

The use of biomass measurement (pounds) is the accepted parameter to evaluate fish production.  A stream may contain 4000 three-inch trout per acre, but not be nearly as productive as one supporting 3000 five-inch trout per acre.  Table IV-16 of the FEIS compares population trend of various species, including trout, by alternative.  This comparison for trout is in thousands of pounds of fish per year.



442-3	DISCUSSION OF FISHERIES IS INSUFFICIENT

The discussion about fisheries and its cost/benefit analysis in the DEIS is insufficient.  The Colville Office currently possesses numerous documents that describe the Forest’s fishery, including stream habitat and fish surveys, fish growth information, fish population/productivity estimates and water quality data.  It is not apparent that this information was used in developing the DEIS. 

Also, there is no indication that the UCUT Fisheries Center data base was examined and no indication that Washington Department of Wildlife records were examined during the preparation of the DEIS.  Available data, UCUT, WDW or Colville National Forest, was not used in developing the Plan.  UCUT has over 2,000 documents in computerized data base describing current and potential fisheries in the Upper Columbia Basin which should have been used.

RESPONSE:  See Appendix B of the FEIS for information on the cost/benefit analysis.

See reply to 442-1.

This plan is an overview to give general direction to manage the Colville National Forest for the next 10 to 15 years.  To meet the planning direction, more detailed information and close coordination with other agencies and groups will be required.  Data from the Washington Department of Wildlife, Colville National Forest, and UCUT were reviewed in preparing this plan.  The detail asked for here is in excess of the scope of this document.



442-4 	TRIBAL TROUT HATCHERY AND FISHERY ASSESSMENT PROJECT MAY BE AFFECTED BY FOREST PLAN

The following approved resident fish substitution activities and projects may be affected by implementation of the Colville Forest Land and Resource Management Plan:

1.	Section 903(g)(1)(A)- Design, construction, operation and maintenance of a resident trout hatchery on the Colville Indian Reservation.

2.	Section 903(g)(1)(G)- An assessment of fishery improvement opportunities in the Pend Oreille River within the boundaries of the Kalispell Indian Reservation.  The survey will provide a) baseline information about existing fish populations and habitats and b) information on possible means of improving fisheries.

How will adverse effects on fisheries from sedimentation be monitored and rectified?

�RESPONSE:  Management of fish and wildlife under the proposed Forest Management Plan would have no negating effects on projects of other agencies or organizations.  

A discussion of mitigation measures has been added to the FEIS Chapter IV, Fisheries.  Fish habitat surveys will be conducted to measure habitat quality using a process developed by the Pacific Northwest Research Station (Hankin-Reeves process).  If adverse effects are discovered, steps will be taken to correct the situation based on site specific analysis.



442-7 	SEPARATE FISH AND WILDLIFE WFUD’S

Wildlife and fish WFUD’s should be separated (p. II-69).

RESPONSE:  Wildlife, fish, and non-game WFUD’s have been separated in  Table II-4 of the FEIS, (Table II-5a of the DEIS).



442-8 	SPECIFY LEVELS OF SEDIMENTATION CONSIDERED HARMFUL TO FISH

The Colville National Forest has failed to provide meaningful information on sediment and future fish populations.  The Forest must specify levels of sedimentation considered harmful to fish and describe how expected increases relate to these levels.

The relative effects of the alternatives on fisheries without improvements (Table IV-17) are questionable, considering stream degradation has not yet been monitored.

RESPONSE:  Additional discussion of fisheries has been included in the FEIS, Chapter IV, Environmental Consequences.

Chapter IV is the effects of implementing the different alternatives.  Table IV-17, Chapter IV of the FEIS, is a comparison of alternatives based on the effects of sedimentation, vegetation removal, etc., from implementing the alternatives.  These figures were developed using a model and are intended to be used to compare the alternatives.  (See FEIS Appendix B for a discussion of modeling.)  The effects of previous management practices were not considered in this table, only the effects of proposed management practices and planned habitat improvement projects were considered.  Quantitative values projecting cumulative effects are not possible since base line data is not available.  A qualitative discussion of cumulative effects is included in the FEIS Chapter IV, Fisheries.



442-9 	WILL AN INCREASE IN SEDIMENTATION INSURE PROTECTION OF FISH HABITAT?

Will a 21% average increase in sedimentation, which amounts to more some drainages, ensure protection of fish habitat?  Recent research suggests a definite relationship between the amount of fine sediment in a stream bed and the survival of fish populations.  Table 2 summarizes interviews with fishery biologists, a major study commissioned by the Environmental Protection Agency, and a review of Alaska’s instream sediment standard.  While not in complete agreement, these studies imply impacts may occur when fine sediments reach 20-25%.  The Wilderness Society believes that protection of spawning habitat requires a margin of safety and a 15 percent level should be adopted for the safety of the resource.  Depending on existing sediment levels in streams on the Colville National Forest, increases up to 88 percent could substantially overshoot either threshold.

RESPONSE:  Additional discussion of fisheries has been included in the FEIS, Chapter IV, Environmental Consequences, which speaks to effects of sedimentation.  A Forestwide Standard and Guideline has been developed for fisheries to better protect fish habitat.



SUBJECT AREA #450

     RIPARIAN HABITAT





450-2 	ADDITIONAL PROTECTION FOR RIPARIAN AREAS NEEDED

The Forest should take a more aggressive approach through the Standard and Guidelines to insure that riparian stream zones are given sufficient protection (fencing and rotation/rest cycles that minimize damage to vegetation by cattle, etc.,).  The Forest proposes to allow cattle grazing on 50% of the vegetation in the riparian zone.  In the monitoring section there is no mention of how this status quo will be maintained.  Grazing should not be allowed in the flood zone of any riparian area or within the distance to the nearest trees or timber.  How can the resource be monitored if you fail to measure any parameters?  

The Forest map of “streamside management units” (Appendix B-9) should be used in the final Plan to create a specific riparian management prescription which recognizes the ecosystem values at stake.

RESPONSE:  A Forestwide Standard and Guideline has been developed for riparian areas and the standards and guidelines have been revised.  These standards and guidelines are designed to prevent degradation of the riparian areas.  A separate management area for riparian was not created for the reasons stated in Appendix B and because the Forest determined that the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines will adequately protect these areas.

Monitoring of riparian areas has been revised partially in response to this concern.

The map of streamside management units will be used to identify riparian areas during the development of environmental assessments for proposed timber sale areas.



450-16	130 YEAR ROTATION NOT JUSTIFIED FOR RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT INDICATOR SPECIES, I.E., TROUT AND BEAVER

Only trout and beaver were selected as riparian MR species (F-11).  Rotations of 130-years are not justified or necessary for these species.

RESPONSE:  Management indicator species were used primarily to identify habitat needs.  The goal is to maintain a specific habitat condition.  Rotation length and management practices are factors in achieving this goal.  A new Forestwide Standard and Guideline for Riparian has been developed for the final Plan.  In this standard and guideline, the rotation length would still be approximately 130 years and uneven-aged management will be used.  Other concerns were used in developing the standards and guidelines beyond those for beaver and trout, as maintaining water quality and protection of soils.  The rotation length of 130 years was specified for watershed protection.



SUBJECT AREA #460

   THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES





460-6	INFORMATION ON THE WOLF IS INSUFFICIENT

Plans to reintroduce species driven out of our bioregion and this Forest within the last century should be included in the final Plan.

Native but currently extirpated species such as the grey wolf should be reintroduced and critical wildlife habitat provided.  A wildlife corridor along the Kettle Crest from the border to Thirteen Mile Basin (see Appendix 1) is one example of an area that is needed to lawfully comply with the Endangered Species Act.  

Colville National Forest should inventory wolf habitat and protect areas suitable for wolf habitation.  

The Forest Service has failed to provide sufficient information regarding the status of the gray wolf and the relationship of the area to the northern rocky mountain wolf recovery plan.  The relationship between the wolf and the woodland caribou needs to be addressed.  The Forest Service needs to undertake analysis now with respect to transient wolves as part of a planning effort to be prepared for their possible recurrence (in the area of Glacier National Park, the wolf has gone from transient to resident status in the last 10 years).  Many wolf sightings of more than one animal have been made on the Forest, therefore, the DEIS statement, page III-44 that there is no pack activity, may be incorrect.  The DEIS completely fails to refer to the only authoritative study done on the area, entitled “Wolves of Northern Idaho and Northeastern Washington,” by Jerome Hansen, 1986, a study prepared through the Montana Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

RESPONSE:  The following has been added to the FEIS, Chapter III, “The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the lead agency in development of recovery plans and in determining the necessity of reintroducing threatened or endangered species.  The Forest Service must provide the habitat needs of these species and may cooperate in reintroductions, but does not develop the recovery plans and initiate the reintroductions.”

Additional information on the gray wolf has been included in the Appendix F of the FEIS.  The Colville National has sightings of wolf reported annually, however, no resident wolves or packs of wolves are known to occur within the Forest.  Should wolves become resident, they will be protected as provided in the Endangered Species Act.  The Forestwide Standards and Guidelines concerning the wolf state that “...If resident wolves are discovered, initiate appropriate actions to insure protection of the animals and compliance with recovery plans in effect at the time.” 

The Colville National Forest in not within the recovery area designated in the Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Plan.

The study by Hansen, 1986, was reviewed in preparation of the DEIS and referenced in the bibliography.  This reference was inadvertently omitted from the DEIS and will be included in the FEIS (See Appendix F, FEIS).

The potential for the establishment of resident wolves on the Colville National Forest exists.  The wolf could be expected to prey upon the caribou, however this is not expected to be a problem since other food sources are available, i.e., deer, elk, rodents.  Grizzly bear occur within the range of the caribou, however do not present a predation problem to the caribou.  Predation is to be expected, however in the natural situation it does not generally threaten prey species populations.  The biggest threat to caribou comes from the activities of man causing habitat destruction.  If the wolf reestablishes itself here, we will work toward its recovery as we are with the grizzly bear and caribou.



460-17	PREPARE MANAGEMENT GUIDES FOR EVERY PLANT AND ANIMAL LISTED AS        THREATENED, ENDANGERED OR SENSITIVE



Species management guides should be prepared for every plant and animal listed threatened, endangered, or sensitive that occur on the Colville National Forest.





RESPONSE:  Forestwide Standards and Guidelines exist for all threatened or endangered species known to occur on the Colville National Forest or for species with a recovery plan identifying the Colville National Forest as within the recovery area.  Sensitive species are protected by the Forestwide Standard and Guideline which require that no action likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any plant or animal or cause the need for listing any species threatened or endangered, will be authorized, funded, or carried out by the Colville National Forest (see the final Plan, Wildlife Section).







460-18	MORE T, E & S ACRES SHOULD BE SURVEYED SOONER DUE TO PROPOSED INCREASES IN ROADLESS AREA ENTRIES



The schedule outlined in Appendix B (draft Plan) “Wildlife and Fisheries Projects,” is inadequate.  For “Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Plant Surveys, Prescriptions and Management, Appendix B schedules 5,000 acres/year at $12,000.  These amounts are insufficient and should be increased given the intent to enter roadless areas relatively quickly.

Table 5.1 has several monitoring plans for wildlife and one for the Forest’s federal threatened and endangered Species.  Beyond these, the Forest needs to monitor its success in indentifying and protecting T,E & S plants and monitoring plans should include measures for:  1) inventory and information accomplishments; 2) data storage and use; 3) consistent use of the biological evaluation process for T, E & S species during project planing; 4) development, implementation, and review of species recovery plans (federally listed species) and species management guides (non-federally listed species on the Regional Forester’s sensitive species list); 5) population trends; and, 6) protection accomplishments for T, E & S species and their essential habitats.

RESPONSE:  The Monitoring Plan for threatened, endangered and sensitive species has been revised to reflect updated costs.  See Monitoring, Chapter 5 of the Plan.  Inventory information and accomplishments, data storage and use, population trends, and accomplishments for threatened, endangered and sensitive species are necessary to accomplish monitoring goals, thus are not specifically listed.  Use of biological evaluations for threatened, endangered and sensitive species is a requirement of the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines of the Plan as is implementation of species recovery plans.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the lead agency for developing recovery plans.  See FEIS Chapter III, Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species.

The Monitoring Plan combines both threatened, endangered, and sensitive plants and animals.



460-42	THE BALD EAGLE HAS NOT BEEN ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED

Bald eagles are poorly protected under the preferred alternative.  Hardly any discussion is made on roosting habitat, often provided by old-growth riparian areas close to fisheries food source.  No discussion is included on the impact of logging in or near nest sites, fisheries or winter roosts.  No standards and guidelines exist for these areas in the plan.  

There is documentation that bald eagles use areas of the Colville Forest for winter feeding areas.  The Forest should identify and protect four nesting territories to assist in the eagle recovery effort.  The Forest needs to identify winter roosts and develop standards and guidelines to protect these key habitats as recommended by the USFWS.  Bald eagles have been sighted around Boundary Reservoir for the past several weeks so there are probably night roosts on NF lands.  The bald eagle was not selected as an MIS because the Forest Service couldn’t find any “essential habitat.”  The Forest needs to put more effort into providing for this threatened species.

RESPONSE:  The Forestwide Standards and Guidelines for the bald eagle have been revised.  Bald eagle habitat will be managed in accordance with the Pacific States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan, Bald Eagle Management Guidelines for Oregon-Washington, and national policy, which includes managing the habitat to provide for 4 nesting pair.  Monitoring of bald eagle activity to identify potential and existing habitat, nesting or other habitat, will be completed.  Any essential habitat components that are discovered will be managed to support bald eagle recovery.

Additional discussion of the bald eagle has been included in Appendix F to the FEIS.



460-43	THE LAND EXCHANGE PROGRAM SHOULD REQUIRE THAT ALL HABITAT FOR        THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES BE MAINTAINED OR ACQUIRED



Management for grizzly bears, wolves, peregrine falcons and bald eagles are adequate as proposed in Alternative G, except that in the land exchange program. 

 Habitat for all threatened and endangered species should be maintained or acquired into the national forest.  This is required under the Endangered Species Act as interpreted by Deputy Chief Hilmon in his letter of 3/28/79.  For caribou, all potential habitat within and adjacent to their range needs to be managed under a prescription that will provide habitat to contribute to the support of a recovered population.  Hilmon’s letter states, “regardless of whether or not critical habitat has been officially designated, Sections 2 and 7 of the Endangered Species Act require federal agencies to utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of the act...”





RESPONSE:  Land exchanges to acquire or dispose of lands within the range of threatened or endangered species require a biological analysis and a consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  This will not necessarily prohibit land exchanges to dispose of habitat or ensure that habitat may be acquired, but it does ensure that threatened and endangered species will be adequately considered.



The management prescription for caribou (Management Prescription 2) states that National Forest System lands will be retained and private lands will be acquired as the opportunity occurs.







460-61	CHANGE MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTION FOR CARIBOU TO PROHIBIT ALL ORV AND SNOWMOBILES USE



The Colville National Forest should change the wording on Page 4-53 of the draft Plan from “snowmobile use is prohibited” to “all ORV use, including snowmobiles, is prohibited.”

RESPONSE:  The standard for off-road vehicles has been revised.  Snowmobile and trail cycle use is permitted with seasonal or permanent closures as prescribed in the standard.  See the final Plan, Chapter 4, Management Prescription 2.



460-64	HOW WILL THE ISLAND EFFECT ON SENSITIVE SPECIES HABITAT BE MITIGATED? 

How will USFS mitigate for any island effect on sensitive species habitat?  Will buffer areas be provided?  There is also a need to allow further acreage for potential mitigation or expansion of T & E species out of the northeast section.

RESPONSE:  The old-growth habitat is handled under the habitat management grid system of the Plan.  Under this system habitat units for various groups of organisms, represented by the selected indicator species, are maintained in a grid pattern dispersed across the Forest.  These habitats will be maintained in a natural state. 

The matter of access or travel corridors between habitat units, has been given considerable thought.  While some of the smaller animals (eg., red-backed voles, flying squirrels and red-tailed chipmunks) are eliminated from freshly cut areas, they can repopulate the stands when cover and food is reestablished as long as other habitat components (ie., snags and down woody debris) are available.  Under policies of long-term sustained yield and non-declining flow, and given 80 year rotations, approximately half of the acreage under timber management should always be forested with stands older than 35 years.  In addition, deer and elk cover requirements will ensure fifty percent of the winter range and twenty-five percent of the summer range provide stands of this age and size.  These areas should be sufficient to maintain at least partial habitat for most of the forest-dependent small mammals so as to allow continuous seed populations and a source for genetic interchange between the old-growth habitat management units.  

The highest probability for successfully providing dispersion of small mammals will be through riparian areas which will use uneven-aged management.  Uneven-aged management prescriptions will be used over most of the area in Management Areas 3, 5 and 6.  Recognizing that the small mammals are confined to small home ranges, and the Forest does not have good data on rates of spread of most of the native forest-dependent species, it is desirable to maintain population pools intermediate to the old-growth habitat management units.  Virtually every square mile on the Forest has some riparian area within it (the Forest average is 0.288 miles of Class 1, 2 or 3 stream per square mile and 4.38 miles of Class 1-4).  Management Areas 3, 5 and 6 cover a major portion of the Forest.  With uneven-aged management prescriptions to maintain at least partial forest cover, continuous populations of small mammals can be expected to be within less than a mile of any of the old-growth habitat management areas.  This, combined with the expected proportion of young and mature forest, discussed above, is considered sufficient to provide the necessary continuity in populations of small mammals and other animals.  

Habitat for sensitive plants is naturally limiting on the Colville National Forest.  Efforts will be to preserve the existing habitats.

See reply to 460-406 and 460-417 for a discussion of expansion of threatened and endangered species habitat.



460-401	EXPLAIN HOW CARIBOU HABITAT WAS MODELED.  PROTECT CARIBOU HABITAT FROM DESTRUCTIVE FORCES, SUCH AS FIRE

Management Area 2 (16,405 acres) incorporates both “Late Winter Habitat” and “Early Winter Habitat”.  The late winter habitat (Area 2a) prescription prohibits scheduled timber harvest.  Early winter habitat (Area 2b), however, does permit limited, scheduled timber cutting and silvicultural treatments.  Available planning documents do not indicate where or how many acres are within each management area subunit, nor is there any explanation of how suitable acres in Area 2b are modeled, i.e. rotation age, scheduling limits, etc.

Caribou habitat, regardless of the management area it is in, should be protected from fire and other damaging forces and habitat of threatened and endangered species should be recognized as a resource valuable enough to be cost effective to protect.

RESPONSE:  The management prescription for caribou, Management Prescription 2, has been revised.  Management Area 2 outside wilderness (29,444 acres) now incorporates habitat to provide all seasonal habitat needs of the caribou.  Only the habitats mapped as Management Area 2 were modeled to meet rotation ages and prescriptions provided in Appendix I of the FEIS.  Over 170,000 acres of caribou habitat found outside of the existing recovery habitat are mapped as management areas other than Management Area 2.  These will be managed using the caribou prescriptions until the Caribou Recovery Plan is revised (estimated revision date 1991 or 1992).  If this area is not added to the existing Recovery Habitat at that time, management will revert to that as mapped in the selected alternative.  If the Recovery Habitat is changed during revision of the Caribou Recovery Plan, the Forest Plan will be revised to reflect this change.

Wildfires which threaten caribou habitat will be controlled.  Prescribed fire may be used to achieve caribou habitat objectives.  See the final Plan, Management Prescription 2 and Appendix I of the FEIS.



460-404	PROHIBIT LOGGING IN CARIBOU HABITAT

All logging should be halted in known caribou habitat.  Since the best lichens grow on the oldest trees, it is ridiculous to assert that timber harvest can enhance lichen production.  Proposals for logging in caribou habitat are illegal.  How can the Forest possibly propose to improve the lichen forage for caribou when such lichens develop only in unmanaged, old-growth forest?  You should allocate the areas of both caribou late and early winter habitat to an unroaded, unlogged prescription, and remove it from your timber base.  In these areas you should close all roads, regrade them to match the original natural contours, and replant them.

RESPONSE:  In managing caribou habitat, specific habitat conditions are being targeted as described in Appendix I to the FEIS.  Timber harvest will be allowed only if it will improve or maintain caribou habitat.  Timber harvest will improve caribou habitat by increasing the production of shrubs, forbs, grasses, and sedges which are used during the summer.  Thinning the overstory can increase lichen production on the lower portions of the trees within reach of  caribou.  Dense stands do not provide lichens that are available to caribou, even though more lichen is produced.  In late winter habitat where lichens are an important food source and in early winter habitat where lichen is beneficial, mature and overmature stand conditions will be maintained as specified in the standards and guidelines for Management Prescription 2, caribou habitat.  New road construction will be kept to the minimum essential for resource management.  Existing roads will be maintained if needed for necessary management, protection, and recreational access to caribou habitat.  Temporary or permanent road closures will be implemented when necessary to protect habitat and provide seasonal habitats in a secluded condition.



460-405	INCREASE RECOVERY AREA FOR GRIZZLY BEAR

The Abercrombie-Hooknose Roadless area has a grizzly population and should be managed to ensure their survival which would entail eventually adding it to their recovery habitat.  The recovery plan can be changed to include this area in 1990.

RESPONSE:  Although there may be a small grizzly bear population in the Abercrombie-Hooknose area, the area was found not to be necessary for recovery during recent revisions to the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (in prep.)  Little change is anticipated in the ability of the area to provide for grizzly bear recovery at a future date if added to the Recovery Plan since most of the roadless area is being managed as semi-primative, non-motorized.



460-406	POSSIBLE EXPANSION OF THE CURRENT DESIGNATED CARIBOU RECOVERY AREA

The plan needs to include more acres for caribou recovery habitat.  The original caribou recovery plan was drawn up before the technical committee had any experience in caribou management.  Since their reintroduction into the Selkirks, they have expanded their range to include areas not in the recovery plan.  The Forest Service has an obligation to do what ever is necessary to ensure their survival and that would entail adding the following areas as caribou management:  Molybdenite Mountain, Hall Mountain, Sullivan Mountain, Bunchgrass Meadows, Lead Hill, and Watch Creek.

RESPONSE:  In the FEIS, caribou habitat has been expanded to include all acres identified in the Caribou Recovery Plan.   Caribou habitat existing outside the identified recovery habitat is assigned to management areas not designated for caribou management, however these areas will be managed according to the caribou guidelines found in Appendix I to the FEIS until the Recovery Plan is revised.  If these areas are not included as caribou recovery habitat with the next revision of the Caribou Recovery Plan, the prescription for the management area as mapped in the selected alternative of the FEIS will be used. 



460-407	ALLOW LATE WINTER SNOWMOBILING IN CARIBOU HABITAT

Winter snowmobiling should be allowed in Management Area 2 because of the following reasons:  1) There are major roads between Sullivan Lake and Priest Lake that will be cut off if snowmobiling is prohibited and access is needed  through the area;  2) Harvey Creek Road and Bunchgrass Meadows (in Management Area 2, Alternative D) is an important trail in the network of travel to Priest Lake and, in heavy snow, the only trail to monumental Mountain, a popular area;  3)  Most of MA 2 is in high mountains and not accessible to snowmobiles, hence limiting negative impacts on caribou and other wildlife.

RESPONSE:  The caribou management prescription, Management Prescription 2, has been revised to permit snowmobiling and trail cycle use with possible seasonal or permanent closures as necessary to protect caribou habitat.  See Plan, Management Prescription 2.



460-417	ADDRESS THE NEED FOR SECLUSION HABITAT AND POTENTIAL HABITAT EXPANSION FOR THE GRIZZLY

The greatest threat to grizzly recovery is destruction of habitat—particularly “spring habitat” and “seclusion habitat”—due to road building and the resulting human abuse of these areas.  The Preferred Alternative calls for 350 miles of road by the year 2000 into roadless areas and destruction of nearly ½ of the current roadless areas within 30 years.  This leaves only 7.4% of the Colville National Forest untraveled after 50 years.  In order for grizzlies to adequately recover and expand into their former range and for there to be population mixing that will ensure long-term genetic diversity, all current roadless areas must remain roadless.

The final Plan should also discuss the possibility that the current grizzly bear recovery area may be expanded, and potential sites for inclusion should be addressed.  The length of timber rotation for Douglas Fir should be increased to at least 130 years, from the present 80 years.

RESPONSE:  While road densities and closures are not specified throughout grizzly bear habitat, direction is given in several places to limit and/or close roads in specific situations.  The grizzly bear standards and guidelines state, “seventy square miles or more of seclusion (area with no currently active roads or high human activity areas),” are to be provided within each grizzly bear management unit.  The Forestwide Standards and Guidelines require that the Interagency Grizzly Bear Guidelines, Colville National Forest Guidelines for Management of Occupied Grizzly Bear Habitat, included in Appendix H, national policy, and the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan be used to manage the grizzly bear and its habitat.

The Forestwide Standards and Guidelines require that grizzly bear habitat be managed as identified in the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan.  Habitat outside the recovery plan is not considered necessary for recovery of the grizzly bear.  

Rotation length in grizzly bear habitat will be determined by meeting grizzly bear habitat requirements.  Minimum rotation length will be as described for the various management areas that overlap the grizzly recovery area.



SUBJECT AREA #470

     SENSITIVE SPECIES







470-9 	HOW WILL THE FOREST PLAN PROTECT THE HABITAT OF SENSITIVE SPECIES?

Page 4-5 of the draft Plan states that, “Special or unique habitat components required by sensitive or other specific plants or animals...will be retained in sufficient quantity and quality to insure viable populations...”  It is doubtful that the Forest can achieve this goal because it does not know the species to be managed, their present populations or habitat requirements.  The Forest is lacking the necessary data to assure success.

The following statement regarding habitats for sensitive species is too vague and needs clarification of the Forest’s intent: “Special or unique habitat components required by species listed on the Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species List, current State lists (Washington Department of Wildlife Nongame Program list of sensitive animals and Washington Department of Natural Resource Natural Heritage Program list of Endangered, Threatened and Sensitive Vascular Plants of Washington for plants or other specific plants or animals designated by the Forest Supervisor, will be retained in sufficient quantity and quality to insure that viable populations of the dependent species continue throughout their range in the planning area.”

The Forest must also define how it will inventory, monitor and the develop individual species management guides which will identify specific habitat components and areas for retention and protection, determine effectiveness of species management guide implementation, and identify potential new species of concern.

RESPONSE:  The Plan, Chapter 4, section on Forest Management Goals and Desired Future Condition of the Forest has been revised.  The statements “special or unique habitats...will be retained ...to insure viable populations...” has been deleted from this section.  See Plan, Chapter 4, Forest Management Goals.

Inventories and monitoring of sensitive species has been included as a monitoring item in the Plan, Chapter 5, Monitoring.  Guidelines for the development of individual species management guides for sensitive species has not been included in the Plan.  Sensitive species will be managed as described in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines and monitored as described in the Monitoring Plan.   See Plan, Chapters 4 and 5. 



470-12	ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION ON SENSITIVE SPECIES NEEDED

The discussion on Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives, Threatened and Endangered Species (IV:73-77) includes good information, but sensitive species and plant species need to be added and addressed.  The statement at the

bottom of page IV-76 which states, “All of the alternatives under consideration adhere to the policy of protection and management to prevent jeopardizing sensitive or rare species” needs to be backed up in the final Plan by a higher degree of planning for sensitive species inventory, management (protection) and monitoring than is reflected in the draft Plan.

In discussing the issue of Threatened and Endangered Species (which should apply also to sensitive species), the DEIS (I-11) correctly recognizes that the level and mix of activities proposed under each alternative would create differing potentials to affect these resources.  For this reason, the variation between alternatives does differ, and should be analyzed in terms of the degree to which the Forest can manage these species so that their condition will rise above rather than “not fall below,” a prescribed (minimum) standard.  The ideal is to manage species so they eventually become out of danger and can be removed from State and Federal lists.

Effects that do not vary among alternatives (IV:1-4) lists Endangered and Threatened Plant and Animal Habitat.  This may be true in terms of applying existing standards and minimum requirements, but the DEIS recognizes that the alternatives will vary in their immediate and long-range impacts to these species and their potential habitats.

RESPONSE:  Information concerning the effects on sensitive species has been added to the FEIS, Chapter IV.  Sensitive species monitoring has been included in the Monitoring Plan, Chapter 5 to the final Plan.  Chapter III and Appendix F to the FEIS have also been revised.  Also see reply to 460-17.

The ideal is to recover threatened and endangered species populations so that they can be removed from the lists.  See Chapter IV of the FEIS, Threatened and Endangered Species, Direct Effects.

Chapter IV of the FEIS discusses the effects of implementing the various alternatives.  Effects that do not vary significantly among alternatives includes threatened and endangered species because the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines or management prescriptions provide protection to these species.  Differences occur in the level of management, however all alternatives meet recovery plan objectives and the Endangered Species Act.  Standards and guidelines and management prescriptions apply to all alternatives regardless of which alternative was selected to be implemented.  Any of the alternatives could be selected and the standards and guidelines and management prescriptions would apply.  See Chapter IV of the FEIS, Effects That Do Not Vary Significantly Among Alternatives.



470-16	REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT TO MAINTAIN VIABLE POPULATIONS SHOULD INCLUDE SENSITIVE PLANTS

Management Requirements (II:12a) include requirements that the Forest maintain a diversity of plant and animal communities; provide adequate fish and wildlife habitat to maintain viable populations (plants should be added to this MR); and prevent the destruction or adverse modification of critical threatened and endangered species habitat (sensitive species should be added to this MR).

RESPONSE:  On this page is a list of management requirement goals used in the analysis process.  Since the suggested additions to this list were not used in the analysis process, they were not added to this list.  Management requirements were set by the Regional Guide which would require revision to change these requirements.



SUBJECT AREA #471

SENSITIVE PLANTS







471-1	SUGGESTED CHANGED IN THE WILDLIFE PROGRAM OF THE RESOURCE SUMMARIES

The Forest should clarify in the Resource Summaries what its wildlife program includes.  It should add monitoring, surveys and records for T, E and S plants.

RESPONSE:  Chapter 4 of the final Plan, Resource Summaries has been revised to clarify the program and add references to threatened, endangered, and sensitive plants.



471-10	CONCERN ABOUT EFFECTS OF GRAZING ON SENSITIVE PLANTS

The DEIS (IV:42) correctly recognizes that range management has the potential to affect threatened and endangered and sensitive plant species especially in wet areas or open grassland habitats, where grazing is more concentrated and the sensitive plants could be trampled or grazed.  Additional negative impacts of grazing include soil compaction, soil exposure (vegetation removal), alteration of plant (and therefore animal) composition of native communities, and introduction of noxious weeds.

A rare plant inventory is needed to determine the locations of sensitive plant species so that destruction and habitat degradation due to grazing can be prevented.  Known populations should be protected from the detrimental impacts of grazing.

RESPONSE:  Livestock use, when properly managed, does not cause soil compaction, excessive soil exposure, alteration of community composition, or introduction of noxious weeds.  The Forestwide Standards and Guidelines for Range states that range allotment plans will be integrated with needs associated with use and values present in the area.  Special consideration will be given to threatened, endangered, and sensitive species.  Some soil exposure is expected to occur, but will be limited to the levels as described in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines for Riparian, e.g., 5%.  It is the responsibility of the Colville National Forest to see that the ranges are properly managed to prevent negative impacts from occurring.  The Forestwide Standards and Guidelines define action that will be taken to provide for proper resource management.  See the final Plan, Forestwide Standards and Guidelines for Range and Riparian.  

Monitoring of threatened, endangered, and sensitive plants has been included in the final Plan.  Surveys of sensitive plant populations will determine the condition and trend of the populations.



471-12	STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES FOR NATIVE PLANT COMMUNITIES

The final Plan should include specific standards and guidelines for protecting and preserving the diversity of native plant communities existing on the Colville.  These guidelines should address the protection of native plant communities and habitats, as well as the protection of listed species.  Guidelines listed in the Forestwide S&G’s are far too vague and non-specific and address only listed species.  A comprehensive program should be instituted to survey and census all representative plant habitats on the Colville National Forest, and specific steps listed to assure their protection in an undisturbed state, including the exclusion of livestock animals.  Fragile plant habitats, such as bogs, wet meadows, talus and cliff slopes, marshes, seeps, and springs should receive specific management protection across the range of land use prescriptions.  The Colville National Forest should provide a comprehensive inventory of the distribution, extent and health of all specific plant community types on the Forest.

RESPONSE:  Separate standards and guidelines for native plant communities were not deemed necessary because diversity of native plant communities will be maintained by implementing the other standards and guidelines and the various management prescriptions.  Old-growth habitat should take into account all known ecosystem functions, not just management indicator species.  These habitats will be maintained in a natural state and represent a variety of plant communities.  Other habitat types will be preserved by management areas not allowing timber harvest, i.e., old-growth habitat (Management Area 1), research natural areas (Management Area 4), wilderness (Management Area  9), semi-primitive motorized and non-motorized recreation (Management Areas 10 and 11).  Communities which require some disturbance will have prescriptions which allow timber harvesting. The Forestwide Standard and Guideline in the Wildlife section (number 4) provides protection for other unique habitat components not covered by the management indicator species.  For sensitive plants, see reply to 470-9.  Also see reply to 471-10 for concerns related to livestock grazing (See Plan Chapter 4).

An inventory of community types has been completed and presented in Forested Plant Associations of the Colville National Forest, Draft (Williams, 1985).



471-13	DEVELOP AN ISSUE FOR THE TREATMENT OF NATIVE PLANTS AND A LIST OF INFORMATION NEEDS FOR NATIVE PLANTS

The Colville National Forest should develop an official management issue for the treatment of native plants.  Native plants are a key issue on the Colville National Forest, and their management should not be merely implied under other issues.  Further, the Threatened and Endangered Wildlife “issue” should be expanded to include listed sensitive plant species.

The Forest should develop a clear list of “information needs” concerning native plants to be included in that section of the Forest Plan.  Only sensitive species needs are presently listed, despite numerous enormous gaps in our knowledge of the flora of the Colville National Forest and the effects of management practices on that flora.

RESPONSE:  Native plants were not added as a issue in the FEIS.  The issue for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species has been revised.

See reply to 471-12 for a discussion of native plant communities.



471-16	CONCERNS REGARDING MANAGEMENT AND DISCUSSION OF NATIVE PLANTS AND LISTED SPECIES

The Forest should develop a clear and detailed plan of specific monitoring and mitigation procedures for the maintenance of native plant diversity, community structure, and rare and endemic plant species.  None is presently listed in the proposed monitoring program.  The Forest should provide among its Monitoring Actions (Plan, Table 5.1) for monitoring the Forest’s success in protecting native species, native ecosystems, special areas, water, and soils from the detrimental impacts of grazing. The Forest should develop management and recovery plans for all listed species and state protections for the habitats of all listed species.

Discussion of the cumulative effects of the vegetation program (DEIS page IV-46ff) should also discuss the disruption and decline of native plant community structure and integrity due to timber harvest, roading, grazing, and motorized recreation—all activities that can cause invasion of noxious weeds and/or ground disturbance.

More detailed information is needed in the FEIS regarding environmental effects of the final Plan on native plants.  Extremely little of such information is available in the DEIS—a major weakness of that document.

RESPONSE:  Monitoring for native plant communities and diversity was not deemed necessary because diversity of native plant communities will be maintained by implementing the other standards and guidelines and the various management prescriptions.  See reply to 471-12.  A monitoring plan for sensitive plants has been included in the final Plan, Chapter 5.

Management and recovery plans exist for species listed as threatened or endangered and are referenced in the FEIS and Plan.  

For a discussion of the impacts of grazing see reply to 471-10.  The discussion concerning the cumulative effects on vegetation has been revised.  See FEIS Chapter IV, Vegetation.



471-18	DISCUSS EFFECTS ON NOXIOUS WEED INTRODUCTIONS ON NATIVE PLANTS

Provide a discussion of the effects of noxious weed introductions on native plants, including the role of domestic livestock in such introductions.  The proposed Vegetation Management program, including the control of noxious weeds, needs further clarification.  A list of species to be treated should be provided, and no native species should occur on that list.  While we strongly support efforts to eradicate true noxious weeds, we  agree with the statement on DEIS p. III-29, “Preventing noxious weed establishment is best accomplished by maintaining a healthy native vegetation cover through preventing or managing the activity which causes the introduction of the noxious weeds.”

RESPONSE:  The discussion concerning noxious weeds in the FEIS Chapter III has been rewritten.  The discussion of noxious weeds in the FEIS Chapter IV has been revised.



471-19	STRENGTHEN GUIDELINES FOR PRESERVATION OF LISTED SPECIES

Strengthen and clarify Colville National Forest guidelines for preservation of listed species.  Only the most general statement of policy is included in the draft Plan (page 4-37).  Will the Colville National Forest abide by Region 6 guidelines for the management of listed species?  You should say so and indicate the details of those guidelines in the Plan.  What sort of procedures will be followed in protecting listed species?  Who will establish and determine the priorities involved?  Will the priorities be those of the species involved or the political priorities of the sites and projects in question?  How will inventories be carried out?  How will populations of listed species be monitored and assured continued existence on the Colville National Forest?

A thorough field census should be prepared by competent botanists for all project areas prior to project approval.  This is the only manner in which it can reasonably be assured that sensitive plant species will not be adversely affected by the project in question.

RESPONSE:  The standards and guidelines concerning sensitive species were not changed since it is felt that the existing guidelines will protect these species.  The habitat of species listed as sensitive will be protected.  This is also Region 6 policy (FSM 2670.3).  Implementing Region 6 policy is not a matter of choice since the Colville National Forest is part of Region 6.  

Procedures for protecting listed species are given in the standards and guidelines of the Plan.  Direction is also given here to evaluate habitats during project level planning.  Sensitive plant surveys were completed in 1979, 1980, and 1985 by Colville National Forest personnel.  Other agencies and the Natural Heritage Program have also surveyed the area for sensitive plants.  An inventory of community types has been completed and presented in Forested Plant Associations of the Colville National Forest, Draft, Williams, 1985.  These surveys will be used as the basis for establishing priorities for surveys of habitat during project level planning.  See Plan Chapter 4, Forestwide Standards and Guidelines.

The Monitoring Plan has been revised to include sensitive species.  See Chapter 5 of the Plan.



471-21	DEVELOP GUIDELINES TO REGULATE COLLECTION OF NATIVE PLANTS AND THEIR SEED

The plan should also propose a clear and specific set of prescriptions for monitoring and regulating the collection of native plants and their seed on public lands.  

RESPONSE:  The collection of native plants and their seed is controlled by Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2710 and 2720 requiring a special use permit.  The collection of sensitive species is covered by FSM 2670 which allows these plants and their seed to be collected only for scientific or educational purposes or for conservation and propagation of the species.  This also requires a special use permit (36 CFR 261.1a).



471-22	DEVELOP GUIDELINES FOR THE POTENTIAL USE OF CHEMICAL HERBICIDES

Should the use of chemical herbicides again become legal on the Colville National Forest, a careful set of application guidelines and monitoring safeguards should be implemented to assure that a minimum of non-target, native plants species are affected incidentally.  Broadcast application of all biocides should only be employed in the last resort, due to the high potential for destruction of non-target species and contamination of water supplies.  Application areas should be field checked prior to application to determine the presence or absence of any sensitive species.

RESPONSE:  A Regional Vegetative Management EIS is currently being completed addressing the issue of control of unwanted vegetation.  A variety of control methods are being considered, including biological and chemical herbicides.  This document will direct the activities of the Colville and other National Forests in Region 6 concerning this item.



471-23	FOREST SHOULD MAKE IT A MATTER OF POLICY TO USE SENSITIVE SPECIES LISTS MAINTAINED BY THE WASHINGTON NATURAL HERITAGE PROGRAM

Sensitive plant species should, by policy, be managed in cooperation with the Washington Natural Heritage Program.  The Colville National Forest should respect and utilize the lists maintained by the WNHP and provide special management for all species listed by the program as endangered, threatened or sensitive.  Recent changes to the Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species List have rendered it incomplete and potentially inadequate to the task of protecting species that are in jeopardy.

RESPONSE:  A Forestwide Standard and Guideline is in the Plan which requires that sensitive species lists be maintained and kept current with State and Forest Service Regional lists.  See Plan, Chapter 4, Wildlife.



471-25	CHANGE WORDING IN SECTIONS CONCERNING THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND SENSITIVE PLANTS IN THE FEIS AND PLAN

The discussion of T, E and S plants should be moved from the section on Vegetation and added to TE&S species section. It would be an improvement to have separate standards and guidelines for threatened, endangered and sensitive plants and animals rather than lumping them together as a few scattered items within fish and wildlife.  Item 5 (r:35) should begin with, “Endangered and threatened animal species” because the discussion does not include plants.

Item 6 (r:37) should include the Forest’s obligation to conduct an active inventory to assist in maintaining and updating lists of sensitive plant and animals species.  The Forest is responsible for the inventory effort and for submitting results to the Regional Office and appropriate State agencies (DNR-Washington Natural Heritage Program for plants; WDW-Nongame Program for animals).

RESPONSE:  The discussion on Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Plants has been moved to Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species Section in the FEIS, Chapters III and IV.

The standards and guidelines for threatened, endangered, and sensitive will be located as in the draft Plan.  The statement “Endangered and threatened species...” remains as in the draft Plan though it applies to only animals.  The Colville National Forest has no known threatened or endangered plants.

The Forestwide Standard and Guideline requires that lists of sensitive plants be maintained and updated as new information is collected.  It also requires that pertinent information be submitted to the appropriate agency for inclusion in the data base.  See Plan, Forestwide Standards and Guidelines, Wildlife.



471-26	CHANGE REFERENCE TO WASHINGTON NATURAL HERITAGE PLAN

Under Plans and Policies of Other Agencies (III:46), substitute the following paragraphs as a more meaningful statement of other agency plans and Forest cooperation:

The Washington Natural Heritage Plan is updated, by law, every two years.  For this reason it will be most accurate to omit any reference to a Plan date (the current plan is 1987, not 1985 as show on page III-46) and to refer simply to the most current update of the Washington Natural Heritage Plan.

RESPONSE:  Changes in the reference to the Washington Natural Heritage Plan have been made.  See the FEIS, Chapter III, Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive.



SUBJECT AREA #480

CHANGES AND OMISSIONS







480-6 	CHANGES IN WINTER RANGE MANAGEMENT AREAS ON THE REPUBLIC DISTRICT RECOMMENDED

The Southwest slope of Little Vulcan Mountain is MA 8, but the northeast  boundary lies along the general tree line, excluding needed cover.  The boundary should be moved to the northeast to include more closed canopy old-growth for winter cover.  Extensive past clearcutting makes this proposed change important.

The Kettle River Valley north of Curlew should be MA 6.

Management Area 8 should be extended from Herrin Creek Road (T37N, R33E) towards the north into Lambert Creek drainage and from the North Fork of Day Creek over the ridge into the South Fork of Lone Ranch Drainage.

Bodie Mountain and the ridge top running north along the Forest boundary should also be Management Area 8.

RESPONSE:  Changes have been included in winter range management areas (Management Areas 6 and 8) across the forest.  Additional winter range on Vulcan Mountain was included in the FEIS, Alternative G-M.  See the map of the Alternative G-M for new management areas boundaries.  

For the Kettle River Valley north of Curlew, changes from the DEIS management area allocations were not made.  These areas were not inventoried as visually sensitive based on the Visual Quality Objectives Map.  The acreages allocated to timber and winter range in this area also were not changed based on the wildlife inventory map.

Recommended changes in management area allocations in the NF of Day Creek and the Bodie Mountain area were not made.  These were not on the current inventory of deer winter range.  These areas will be monitored for winter deer use.


























