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	Table 4.1  List of Commenters on the Chewelah Grazing Complex Reauthorization project.

	
	Commenter  Name or Source
	Date Received
	Description*

	1
	Larry Sweat
	2007_01_12
	L1

	2
	Wayne Pond
	2007_03_29
	L2

	3
	Larry Sweat
	2007_06
	L3

	4
	Jerry Clines, US FWS
	2008_02_19
	C1

	5
	Jeff Young
	2008_03_24
	C2

	6
	Paul Moore
	2008_03_28
	E1

	7
	Linda Krieger-Sweat
	2008_04
	L4

	8
	Robert Darnielle
	2008_04_22
	L5

	9
	Ted Carlson, Stimson Lumber
	2008_04_23
	E3

	12
	Ted Carlson, Stimson Lumber
	2008_04_25
	C3

	13
	William H. Scheibner
	2008_04_28
	E2

	14
	Don Dashiell, Stevens County Cattlemen’s Association
	2008_05_09
	L6

	15
	Stevens County Public Lands Advisory Council
	2008_07_25
	C4


*L=letter received, E=email received, C=conversation summary
	Table 4.2  Summary of issues identified in comments on the Chewelah Grazing Complex Reauthorization project.

	Preliminary comments

As presented by the commenter or summarized in conversations
	Group
	Source
	Clarified Comment Statement or Issue Disposition
	Identified 

Issue? 
	Measures/Design Elements

	“The meadows in this allotment are old homesteads and should be kept in meadow for both historical and aesthetic reasons.”
	Visuals,

Heritage
	L2
	Supporting statement for meadow retention.


	No
	

	“I would  like to see a burning rotation to minimize brush, weeds and encroachment…Regular weed control of spraying needs to be done here to help control the current weed problems.”
	Noxious Weeds
	L2
	The Colville National Forest currently operates under the Regional Weed EIS (2005).  Changes to this document are outside the scope of this project.
	No
	

	Concern over fencing allowing cattle to get onto the Little Pend Oreille National Wildlife Refuge, specifically along Slide Creek and Drummond Creek.
	Range
	C1, L2, L3
	Concern over status of infrastructure is shared by the Forest Service and has resulted in part with the development of the proposed action.  Because this concern is not about an effect caused by the proposed action, it is not a significant issue.
	No
	

	“:the most important thing by far is the fence along the game range.  That is the one deciding factor on whether or not it is feasible to continue grazing on this allotment.”
	
	
	
	
	

	Concerned with fencing and cattle guards in Deer Mountain pasture. 
	
	
	
	
	

	“The fences in the Brunt Valley area are in bad shape since the recent logging operation . and I am thinking more of the drift fences to keep cattle form coming down into the valley.”
	
	
	
	
	

	Concern over ability to continue to use 4-wheelers to maintain pastures.
	Transportation
	L3
	Determining the use of 4 wheelers is out side the scope of this project.
	No
	

	Concern over any potential changes to vehicle access in the planning area.
	Transportation
	C2
	There will be no changes to the current road maintenance and condition statuses due to the proposed action. 
	No
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Supports the proposal.
	
	L1, L2, L3, C2, E1, E2, L4, L6
	Supportive comments.
	No
	

	“I feel that the water quality has went down on Wilson Creek (Trb. of  S Fork Chewelah ck.) due to the lost of beaver and dams about 15 years ago.”
	Hydrology
	E1
	Because this concern is not about an effect caused by the proposed action, it is not a significant issue.
	No
	

	“…I believe cattle grazing to be a very supportive action to reaching a working solution to the suppression of unwanted undergrowth.”
	Fire and Fuels
	E1, L4
	Supportive comments.
	No
	

	“ Cattle are a useful tool in the management of resources and fire prevention.”
	
	
	
	
	

	“In addition, grazing helps to keep the grasses clipped down in the meadows, thus, helping to reduce the fire danger.”
	
	
	
	
	

	“…we are concerned that cattle from your proposed action could be a contributory factor that may adversely impact public resources if continued to be allowed to roam onto our property. There are fish streams that originate on our property, as well as numerous perennial and annual waters, which flow directly into other fish bearing waters down stream from our ownership.”
	Hydrology,

Range
	E3, C3
	Concern that incidental grazing on inholdings will impact water quality and fish habitat within and outside the privately owned land.  
	Yes
	The effects on downstream and National Forest System lands/resources resulting from Forest Service-authorized cattle grazing on private inholdings will be evaluated and disclosed in the EA.

	Supports multi-use activities
	Recreation
	L4, L5
	Changes to recreation use are outside the scope of this project.
	No
	

	“It (cattle grazing) also, supports the public’s right to use the land and their way of life.”
	Sociology
	L4
	Supportive comment.
	No
	

	Want to see grazing continue in the county  because of its economic importance.
	Economics
	C4
	Supportive comment.
	No
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