CHAPTER I

 PURPOSE AND NEED



INTRODUCTION



The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) documents the analysis of alternative ways to manage the land and resources of the Colville National Forest.  It accompanies the Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan or Plan) for the Colville National Forest.  The Forest Plan will guide the future management of the Forest's resources.  An Environmental Impact Statement is required because the Forest Plan is a major Federal action with a significant effect on the quality of the human environment.



This FEIS presents ten alternatives for management of  resources to provide a multiple use, sustained yield flow of goods and services from National Forest System lands.  It describes the environment which would be affected and the environmental consequences of implementing each alternative.  Each alternative presents a different way to address public issues and management concerns, provides for the use and protection of natural resources, and meets legislative requirements.  Each alternative displays a different mix of goods and services that could be provided by the Colville National Forest.



The purpose of the FEIS is to provide decision makers with an environmental disclosure sufficiently detailed to make a reasoned choice among alternatives, and to aid in the selection of management direction for the Forest.  Equally important, the document provides information to the public.  The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) encouraged public participation and comment in addition to providing information.  Based upon this public participation, changes were made to the DEIS.  A summary of the major changes between the DEIS and FEIS can be found in this Chapter on page I-20 to I-25. 



Based on public comment on the DEIS and the analysis in this FEIS, the Forest has identified a preferred alternative.  A Record of Decision, accompanying this FEIS, will state the rationale for this decision. The Preferred Alternative is the basis for the  Forest Plan.  The purpose of the Forest Plan is to provide for multiple use and a sustained yield of goods and services in a way that maximizes long-term and net public benefits (described in detail in Chapter II) in an environmentally sound manner.  The Plan establishes management direction and associated objectives for the next 10 to 15 years, (the planning period) and projects expected future condition to the year 2030 (the planning horizon).



A Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was published in the Federal Register on October 25, l979.  Revised Notices of Intent were published in the Federal Register on August 21, 1980; March 19, 1985; and February 12, 1986.  The Notice of Availability of the DEIS and proposed Forest Plan was published in the Federal Register on September 18, 1987.



The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (regulations as stated in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1500) and the Council on Environmental Quality require preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement disclosing a wide range of alternatives.  This is necessary in order to implement the provisions of The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) of 1976 (36 CFR 219).  For purposes of disclosure under the National Environmental Policy Act, this FEIS and the accompanying Forest Plan are treated as combined documents.



The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act (RPA) of 1974 as ammended by the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) requires preparation of the Forest Plan.



The Forest will continue to conduct environmental analyses for individual projects.  These analyses will deal with issues relating to specific projects and project areas and will be in accord with the direction in the Forest Plan.  In this sense, the Forest Plan is programmatic with other environmental analyses and documents tiering to it.



In the back of this FEIS is a list of acronyms and glossary of terms used in this document and the Forest Plan.  Following the Acronyms and Glossary is an index to help the reader locate where various subjects are discussed.  Also, the front of each document contains a complete Table of Contents, List of Tables and List of Figures.



PLANNING PROCESS



The Forest Service has a three-level, integrated planning process as required by RPA, NFMA, and related implemention regulations cited earlier.



At the national level, the RPA Program establishes long range resource objectives based on the present and anticipated resource supply and demand and a national perspective of issues, concerns, and opportunities.  The Washington Office then distributes a portion of each national resource objective to each of the nine Forest Service Regions in the nation.



At the Regional level, a Regional Guide is developed based on a regional perspective of issues, concerns, and opportunities.  The Regional Guide displays the tentative distribution of the 1980 RPA Program to each National Forest and establishes regional management standards and guidelines.  The "Regional Guide for the Pacific Northwest Region" of May, 1984, provides this direction for the Colville National Forest.



At the local, National Forest, level, a Forest Plan is prepared based on a local perspective of issues, concerns, and opportunities.  The Environmental Impact Statement for this Forest Plan considers a range of resource objectives as alternatives.  One or more of these alternatives must meet or exceed the current RPA Program resource objectives displayed in the Regional Guide.  The study of the outputs and effects of the alternatives provides valuable information to the regional and national programs regarding Forest capabilities and programs.



The planning process provides interaction between different planning levels.  Information from the Forest flows up to the national level, is incorporated in the RPA Program, and then flows back to the Forest level.  The information the National Forests provide regarding resource capabilities and demands is incorporated in the RPA Assessment and Program.  Congress uses the RPA Program as an aid to determine appropriation and authorization of the agency's annual budget.  Since allocations in the annual budget have a major effect on forest management activities, the annual budget ultimately determines many of the Forest's actual outputs.  Through the planning process, however, the annual budget can be responsive to the needs and capabilities of the Forest.



The RPA Program is updated every five years.  The Forest Plan must be reviewed every five years and revised at least every 15 years.  The Forest Supervisor may choose to revise it whenever conditions change significantly, or when changes in the RPA Program significantly affect Forest programs.  This process ensures that the Forest Plan is responsive to changing conditions.  The Forest Plan and FEIS display outputs and environmental effects for five decades (planning horizon) to indicate the long term effects of management under the Forest Plan.



Future environmental analyses conducted for individual projects will refer to the FEIS and associated documents, rather than repeat information.  This process is known as "tiering."  The environmental documents for specific projects will concentrate on issues unique to those projects, but will be "tiered" to this FEIS and Forest Plan; they will incorporate, by reference, the direction in those documents.



Other EIS's are under preparation ("Managing Competing and Unwanted Vegetation", DEIS, 1987) or could be initiated (supplement to the Regional Guide) that could influence the Forest Plan.  This type of higher level programmatic EIS will be accommodated through appropriate amendment or revision of the Forest Plan.



PLANNING STEPS





The planning steps specified in the National Forest Management Act implemention regulations and the environmental analysis process specified in the Council on Environmental Quality implemention regulations were used in developing this FEIS and the accompanying Forest Plan.  The planning steps are:



	1.	Identify issues, concerns, and opportunities.  What are the concerns of the public and the Forest Service managers?



	2.	Prepare planning criteria.  These are the rules used to approach the planning task.



	3.	Collect resource inventory data and information.   What and how much is out there?



	4.	Analyze the management situation.  What is the Forest's capability to produce various resources and is there a need to change existing management direction?



	5.	Formulate alternatives.  What are different ways to manage the Forest in response to the issues and in an environmentally sound manner?



	6.	Estimate the effects of alternatives.  What changes in the physical, biological, social, and economic environment are anticipated as the result of implementing any one of the proposed alternatives?



	7.	Evaluate alternatives.  What are the net economic benefits, goods, and services that would be provided by each alternative and how does each alternative respond to the issues?



	8.	Recommend a preferred alternative.  Which alternative provides the greatest public benefits while responding effectively to the issues?



	9.	Implement the Forest Plan.  How will we conduct management activities under the approved FEIS and Forest Plan?



	10.	Monitor and evaluate management activities.  Are we meeting the objectives of the Forest Plan and are we in compliance with established direction?





The DEIS and the proposed Forest Plan were circulated for review and comment. 

 Some planning steps were repeated to respond to public comment.  Public involvement activities are documented in Appendix L - Public Comment and Response.  Appendix L includes a review of public participation activities, a summary of comments received, a list of DEIS commentors, public comments, and Forest Service responses to comments.



The Regional Forester used this FEIS to make a decision regarding approval of the Forest Plan.  This decision is documented in the Record of Decision which accompanies this Forest Plan and FEIS.  The approved Plan will not become effective until at least 30 days after publication of the notice of availability of the FEIS in the Federal Register.  As soon as practicable after approval of the Plan (generally within three years), the Forest Supervisor will ensure that, subject to valid existing rights, all outstanding and future permits, contracts, cooperative agreements, and other instruments for occupancy and use of affected lands are consistent with the Plan.



PLANNING RECORDS





All of the documents and files that chronicle the Colville National Forest's planning process are available for review at the Forest Supervisor's Office, 695 South Main, Colville, Washington 99114.  These documents and files, or "planning records", contain the detailed information used in developing the FEIS and the Forest Plan.  They include such things as timber land suitability studies; process material for recreation, wildlife, range, and vegetative diversity; and timber yield table development.  The FEIS, the appendices to the FEIS, and the Forest Plan refer back to these documents and files.



Regional direction for topics such as management requirements is available at the USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region, 319 Southwest Pine Street, Post Office Box 3623, Portland, Oregon 97208.







OTHER MANAGEMENT PLANS 





The Forest will update or revise existing land and resource management plans to comply with the Forest Plan or will terminate those plans which the Forest Plan supersedes.  Table I-1 shows the disposition of existing management plans.  Appropriated budgets may alter the schedule of implementation of the Forest Plan.  In addition, all permits, contracts, and other instruments for the use and occupancy of National Forest System lands and resources will be modified as needed to comply with the Forest Plan as soon as possible (generally within three years).



TABLE I-1



EXISTING PLANS THAT WOULD BE AFFECTED BY THE FOREST PLAN 



PLAN TITLE�SUPERSEDED�TO BE UPDATED/ REVISED 1/��1965 Timber Management Plan�X���1978 Kettle Range Land Management Plan�X���1972 Snyder Hill Land Management Plan�X���1977 East Deer Creek Land Management Plan�X���1974 Canadian Face Land Management Plan�X���1979 Tonasket Land Management Plan�X���1978 Kettle Range Fire Management Plan�X���1984 Salmo-Priest Interim Wilderness Management Plan�X���Forest and District Multiple Use Plans�X���Kaniksu N.F. Multiple Use Plan and 1973 Timber Management Plan�X���Interim Road Management Plan�X���Existing Special Use Permits (case-by-case basis)�X�X��Range Allotment Plans��X��1984 Off Road Vehicle Use Management Plan��X��



� TABLE I-1 (continued)



PLAN TITLE�SUPERSEDED�TO BE UPDATED/ REVISED 1/��Tree Improvement Plan��X��Research Natural Area Establishment Reports�   �X��Land Adjustment Plan��X��Statewide Comprehensive Wildlife Plan��X��Area Transportation and Harvest Plans��X��

1/ These existing plans will be examined and updated or revised as necessary to be brought into conformance with the Forest Plan, or simply incorporated into the Forest Plan if no change is needed.



NO CHANGE ALTERNATIVE





The No Change Alternative was developed in response to decisions made regarding Appeal No. 1588, initiated by the Northwest Forest Resource Council on May 19, 1986. The appeal centered on a decision by the Regional Forester to require inclusion of Management Requirements in the No Action Alternative for each Forest Plan.  The substance of the appeal was that a "true no-action alternative representing current management plans" was not included in Forest Plan EIS's. The No Change alternative is designed to represent the existing Timber Management Plan, and consequently does not comply with all provisions of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and regulations promulgated by the Secretary of Agriculture to implement NFMA. 







MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS





An analysis examining alternative ways of meeting the management requirements (MR's) in developing the alternatives was done.  The analysis was in response to Appeal No. 1770, filed by the Northwest Forest Resource Council on September 18, 1986.  The appeal centered on direction from the Regional Forester to incorporate MR's into Forest Plan alternatives.  Of particular interest to the appellants were the effects of alternative ways of meeting management requirements for wildlife, riparian, and dispersion of harvest on timber harvest levels.  Appellants requested that the appropriateness of the MR's be examined through the environmental analysis process.  The MR analysis done in the DEIS was intended to address an issue raised by the appellants, namely that the MR's are based on uncertain information.  Appendix K has been revised since the DEIS, and now analyzes MR's, identified through public response, that may affect allowable sale quantity or present net value by more than two percent.







FOREST OVERVIEW



This overview introduces the reader to the Colville National Forest.  Chapter III, "The Affected Environment", contains a more detailed description of the Forest.



The Colville National Forest is located in the extreme northeast corner of Washington State and borders Canada to the north and Idaho to the east.  The Okanogan National Forest lies to the west, the Idaho Panhandle National Forests to the east, and the Colville Indian Reservation to the south of the Forest.  The following page displays a vicinity map of the Colville National Forest.



The Forest lies within Pend Oreille, Stevens, and Ferry Counties and consists of 1,096,020 acres.  (All acreages displayed in this FEIS were derived from R2MAP, a computerized grid mapping system, and may vary slightly from actual.)  These three counties are more sparsely populated than counties on the west side of Washington State and are predominantly rural.  The tri-county area suffers from generally high unemployment and low income.  The lumber and wood products industries dominate the economic scene.  Lincoln and Spokane Counties to the south, though not immediately adjacent to the Forest, are within the Forest's area of influence.  If these two counties are included, the area of influence of the Forest is fairly populous, accounting for almost ten percent of the total state population.  Major communities immediately adjacent to the Forest include Chewelah, Colville, Ione, Kettle Falls, Metaline, Metaline Falls, Newport, Northport, Orient, and Republic.



The Newport Ranger District is still part of the Kaniksu National Forest, but has been administered by the Colville National Forest since l974.  Throughout this document the terms "Colville National Forest" and "Forest" refer both to the Colville and that portion of the Kaniksu National Forest administered by the Colville National Forest.



Three major river drainages run north and south through the Forest; the Sanpoil-Curlew River Valleys, the Kettle-Colville-Columbia River Valleys, and the Pend Oreille River Valley.  Topography is varied, ranging from rounded mountain slopes at lower elevations to high peaks and basins above 7,300 feet.



Although a wide variety of resources exist, water, wildlife, fish, vegetation, and dispersed recreation are considered the principal resources of the Forest.  On the pages following the vicinity map is a brief discussion of each of those resources.



�Vicinity map of forest

�WATER





Water quality and protection of mountain watersheds are important management concerns for many reasons.  Streams originating on the Forest supply domestic water to several local communities as well as to many family-size water systems.  An industrial operation in the Metaline Falls area uses water from the Forest.  Finally, many species of wildlife and fish as well as domestic livestock depend on water in Forest streams or originating from sources on the Forest.







WILDLIFE & FISH





The Colville National Forest supports a wide variety of wildlife.  It is considered one of the best deer hunting areas with the largest white-tailed deer population in the State.  Mule deer, elk, moose, and bighorn sheep are also hunted on the Forest.  Mountain goats inhabit the Forest but are not currently hunted here.  Some other wildlife of interest include black bear, cougar, bobcat, lynx, hoary marmot, northern bog lemming, pika, golden eagle, osprey, turkey-vulture, and four species of chickadee:  boreal, chestnut-back, mountain and black-capped.  Rare sightings are made of wolverine, fisher, red fox, yellow shafted (common) flicker, the threatened grizzly bear and the endangered caribou, gray wolf and peregrine falcon.  Bald eagles, list as threatened in Oregon and Washington, winter along the major rivers with a few nesting in the vicinity, although no nesting has been known to occur on the Forest.  Other unique and interesting biota occur on the Forest, including at least 29 sensitive plant species (see Appendix F) and several invertebrates, some not previously documented for Washington State.  Interesting invertebrates include the freshwater jellyfish (Craspedacusta sowerbyi), and the large mantled slug (Magnipelta mycophaga), previously known only in Montana and the Bitteroot Divide on the Idaho/Montana border.







VEGETATION





Vegetation on the Colville National Forest is diverse. A  mosaic of different tree and shrub species and of size and age conditions exists.  Over 90% of the Forest is forested.  Tree species include western red cedar and western hemlock on wet sites, subalpine fir and whitebark pine on cold sites and high elevations, and open ponderosa pine stands on hot, dry sites.  Old-growth ecosystems are present.  Nonforest types include meadows, marshes, shrubfields, and alpine vegetation.



Twelve species of commercially harvested trees occur on the Forest.  Forest products range from posts and poles to large sawlogs.  The Forest sold 121.6 million board feet and harvested 116.7 million board feet of timber in 1987.



The most outstanding feature of the timber on the Colville is the number of acres covered by 50 to 80 year old trees.  Most of these stands are the result of large wildfires which burned over half of the Forest between 1910 and 1936.  Many of these burned areas have developed into overcrowded stands of small trees which are growing slowly and have little timber value at present.  







RECREATION





Dispersed recreation refers to recreation activities which occur outside of developed campgrounds and designated recreation areas.  About two-thirds of all recreation use on the Colville National Forest is dispersed recreation such as hunting, camping, picnicking, and fishing.



The Forest includes a designated wilderness of approximately 30,000 acres.  The Salmo-Priest Wilderness in the extreme northeastern corner of the Forest, includes grizzly bear and caribou habitat.  The Salmo-Priest Wilderness is popular for hiking and wildlife observation.







ISSUES, CONCERNS AND OPPORTUNITIES



The Colville National Forest consists of ecosystems which can be managed for different mixes of outputs, uses, and environmental conditions.  Different people and groups prefer to see the Forest managed to emphasize different levels of these three elements.  Managing to emphasize one results in changes to another.  Tradeoffs are necessary, but the challenge of forest planning is to find a mix of resource emphases that is agreeable to as many individuals or groups as possible, while still maintaining the quality of the environment.



In order to do this, we must know what the public wants from the Forest, as well as what the Forest's capabilities are.  To this end, we identify issues, concerns, and opportunities (ICO's).  A public issue is any subject of widespread public interest relating to management of forest resources.  Some examples might be water quality in a municipal watershed, old-growth timber stands, and management of roadless areas.  A management concern, identified by Forest Service personnel, is an issue, problem, or condition that can potentially limit the way the resources are managed.  A good example is the mountain pine beetle infestation in overstocked stands of lodgepole pine.  A resource opportunity is a proposed activity that presents an opportunity to improve or maintain a current desirable condition.







IDENTIFICATION OF ICO'S





The issue identification phase of forest planning began on the Colville National Forest in October, 1979.



At that time the Forest Interdisciplinary Team compiled a preliminary set of issues based upon information from previous planning efforts, administrative appeals, and discussions with Forest employees.  After an internal review, the Colville National Forest mailed these issues to individuals, government agencies, adjacent landowners, Indian tribes and organizations for their comments and additions.



Comments were solicited through workshops, meetings with groups and coalitions, and by telephone.  A toll-free telephone number was temporarily used by the Forest to expedite the gathering of public opinions.  



Following the response period, the Interdisciplinary Team analyzed the comments and developed a revised set of issues.  Appendix A contains additional information on how these issues were collected, evaluated, and selected for inclusion in the planning analysis.  Appendix A also describes which issues were added, deleted or modified as a result of the response period.



The issues then became the basis for development of the alternatives in the DEIS and the foundation for the identification of the Preferred Alternative in the Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan.



The public then responded again to the Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan, during the DEIS response period, with additional issues, concerns, and opportunities.  These comments ranged from personal likes and dislikes to very technical recommendations.



The Forest received nearly 5,000 responses--52,000 comments--from the public about its Proposed Land and Resource Management Plan, DEIS and Appendices.  These comments were interpreted, coded, and organized by resource subject or topic for response by Forest resource specialists and land managers.  Appendix L (FEIS) details the process used to categorize comments and a breakdown of the numbers of comments by topic.  This Appendix also contains all of the letters from agencies and elected officials and comments from the public along with corresponding responses.



The comments and recommendations helped resource planners to make needed changes to the environmental documents.  These changes included revisions in the text for better clarification.  They also included shifts in land management direction.



Through public input, and as a result of changes in policy and procedures, some of the issues identified in the DEIS were modified.  Others were added or deleted.  These then became the basis for the alternatives in the FEIS and the foundation for the identification of the Preferred Alternative.  



Three issues--threatened and endangered species, watersheds, and historical and archaeological resources--do not vary significantly among alternatives in the FEIS.  Various laws and regulations govern the management of these resources to ensure their conditions do not fall below a prescribed standard. 

 They are described as issues because of their importance and the potential of activities proposed under each alternative to affect them differently.  Based upon the effects, different levels of protection are necessary.



The following is the most current and complete list addressed in forest planning:







ISSUE:	HOW CAN THE FOREST INFLUENCE COMMUNITY ECONOMICS?





Many local people depend on the Forest for their livelihood in one way or another.  Some work in the forest products industry and many choose to live here because of the types of recreational opportunities available in the Forest.  The people living here, whether they work in the Forest or enjoy the Forest in their leisure time, or both, have an interest in how the Forest is managed.



The local economy is largely commodity-based with a strong reliance on the forest products industry and supporting industries for employment.  The lumber and wood products manufacturing industry accounts for approximately 60 percent of the employment.  Many people are concerned that any decrease in the income-producing resources will result in a loss of jobs.



Timber harvest from the Colville National Forest produces revenues for the governments of Ferry, Stevens and Pend Oreille Counties; 25 percent of National Forest receipts are paid to the counties in lieu of taxes. These funds are used for schools and roads.  The management strategy proposed in the Land and Resource Management Plan, particularly as it concerns timber harvest levels, will have a direct effect on the income to the three counties.



Both residents and visitors are attracted to the area because of its recreational opportunities such as hunting, fishing, skiing and snowmobiling. 

 Many people feel that opportunities exist to broaden or diversify the economic base through an emphasis on these non-commodity resources, such as unroaded recreation and wildlife.  There is also a concern that other management activities such as road development could infringe upon these non-commodity values.



This issue is at the heart of all other issues.  The way in which other issues are addressed and the decisions made on how to manage each resource will ultimately have an effect on the local people.  Rapid, substantial changes in the management of the Forest could cause significant changes in the social and economic well-being of the local residents.



This issue also concerns the use of timber harvested from the Colville National Forest to offset reductions in timber harvest from private lands in an effort to alleviate economic stress in the timber industry.  It also concerns the present net values of forestland for both marketable and non-marketable resources.  It involves the careful analysis of alternative effects on future employment and payments to the Tri-County Area from the sale of timber and other commodities.



ISSUE:	HOW SHOULD THE FOREST MANAGE THE EXISTING ROADLESS AREAS?





The Forest Service initiated the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation studies in 1972 and 1977 to determine which unroaded National Forest System lands were suitable for management as wilderness.  The Washington State Wilderness Act of 1984 subsequently designated certain lands of the Colville National Forest as a component of the National Wilderness Preservation System (the Salmo-Priest Wilderness) and released other lands, making them available for non-wilderness uses.  This issue centers on how those remaining roadless areas should be managed.



The Forest contains 18 roadless areas, comprising approximately 179,637 acres.  Each roadless area contains a variety of resource values.  Strong sentiment remains for retaining the undeveloped character of some of the roadless areas.  Other interest groups would like to see the areas developed for commodity outputs such as timber.  Specific roadless areas of extensive public interest are Profanity, Twin Sisters, Bald Snow and Thirteen Mile (collectively known as the Kettle Crest), Abercrombie-Hooknose, and portions of the original Salmo-Priest Roadless Area that were not designated wilderness.



Many people feel that maintaining an area in a roadless condition would provide opportunities for more primitive recreation experiences, wildlife habitat, natural scenic beauty, and a potential for higher water quality.  Those who would like to see more areas left roadless emphasize that the more land that is developed, the more urgent is the need to retain some in a natural state for future generations.  Many believe that the recreation, wildlife and research values of these areas have been historically underestimated.



This issue is closely related to the timber issue, as many roadless areas can be harvested.  People who believe there are enough wilderness areas and lands set aside to maintain old-growth and scenic conditions argue that maintaining roadless conditions will further diminish timber supplies.



Many people advocate maintaining or adding area to the existing roadless forest resource of the Colville National Forest.  To some, the contiguity of these areas is important (maintaining and managing contiguous boundaries through land acquisition and designation of landholdings).  







ISSUE:	HOW MUCH TIMBER SHOULD THE FOREST HARVEST?





Timber management is the activity which affects the largest area and probably the most resources on the Forest.  This issue affects the  greatest number of interest groups.



It is a question important to those who would like to see the timber resource developed and used to provide jobs and to those who would like to see the timber resource left alone to provide a more natural-appearing forest and opportunities for primitive recreation experiences.



Those wishing to see the timber resource developed and used to provide jobs proposed an annual allowable sale quantity (ASQ) of 150 MMBF (million board feet).  On the other hand, those wanting a more natural-appearing forest proposed an ASQ of 85 MMBF.



The Forest's timber stands are in demand for lumber production.  An emerging part of this issue relates to the recent accelerated timber harvesting that is occurring on some private timberlands within the area.  This harvesting may result in a decreased capacity of these private lands to supply timber in future decades, thus increasing demand for timber from the National Forest System lands.



In 1984, the Colville National Forest contributed approximately $1.8 million in payments to Ferry, Stevens, and Pend Oreille Counties.  The majority of these funds originated through receipts generated by the timber sale program. 

 The amount of timber harvested on the National Forest thus becomes an economic issue to the three affected counties.



Interest in using wood fiber from the National Forest for energy production and for fabricated wood products (chipboard, wood pellets, etc.,) is increasing.   New fiber-using mills are being or have been constructed in Usk, Valley, and Kettle Falls, WA.  Providing these mills with a sustained supply of wood fiber is a major component of this issue.



Demand is increasing for logging residue for firewood.  The amount of firewood provided on the Forest is directly related to the amount of timber harvested, precommercially thinned or cut for stand conversions.



At the same time demand is increasing for the Forest's timber, demand is also increasing for opportunities for primitive recreation experiences.  There is also a great demand for providing different kinds of wildlife habitat, some of which requires old-growth stand conditions.  The demands for these non-commodity values are increasing as are the demands on timber resources.



The overstocked timber stands, resulting from large wildfires in the 1920's and 1930's are a serious management concern.  A large area of the Forest is comprised of 50-60 year-old timber stands resulting from those fires and is so dense the trees will not reach a merchantable size within a reasonable period of time.  The low vigor and high mortality of these stands increase the risk of damage from insects, disease and wildfire.



The Forest has the potential to supply a substantial volume of timber.  Intensive timber management techniques such as genetic tree improvement, thinning, and planting could increase the timber growth rate.  All of these activities affect resources such as primitive recreation, wildlife habitat and water quality.  It is not simply a case of managing all suitable timberlands for that purpose.  Instead, a balance which reflects public interests and is environmentally sound, must be found between timber production and those resources affected by timber management.  At the heart of this issue is determination of what harvest level and harvest method is appropriate for the Colville National Forest.



Providing for a natural-appearing forest is a concern as well as providing economic benefits by timber harvesting.  Many respondents recommended uneven-aged management, or selective harvesting, as a viable alternative to clear cutting.  Others feel that there is an opportunity to develop alternatives with even-aged management, especially clearcutting, that can accomplish necessary silvicultural treatments without major negative impacts on scenic quality, wildlife habitat, water quality and soil stability.  







ISSUE:	HOW CAN THE FOREST PROVIDE A VARIETY OF RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES?





Recreation on the Colville National Forest is an issue because people enjoy different types which may conflict with each other, and also because other resource management can conflict with recreational experiences.  As recreation use increases on the Forest, so will the conflicts between recreation and other resource uses.



The Forest provides a wide variety of recreation opportunities ranging from primitive-type experiences (Salmo-Priest Wilderness) to highly developed campgrounds, boat docks and picnic areas.



Many recreationists on the Colville National Forest use the same facilities.  For example, horseback riders and hikers use the same trails system as do snowmobilers and cross-country skiers.  As these uses increase, the conflicts between user groups sharing the same facilities become more frequent.  Some recreationists want more developed recreation opportunities while others prefer to have more opportunities for dispersed recreation and for getting away from the influence of civilization.



The public expressed a need for more recreation opportunities, specifically for trails, trail access, off-road vehicle (ORV) routes, and facilities for handicapped and elderly people.  The recreation issue includes concerns and opinions about protection and development of site-specific recreation opportunities such as 49 Degrees North Ski Hill and Bead Lake.  The Colville National Forest was also asked to respond to public concerns about closing the Sullivan Lake Airstrip to provide additional camping space at the Sullivan Lake Campground.



Another issue identified through public response is the competitiveness of the recreation industry.  Can it, through development and the right kind of management, compete against traditional consumptive uses to generate equivalent income to the Tri-County Area.







ISSUE:	HOW SHOULD THE FOREST MAINTAIN WILDLIFE AND FISH POPULATIONS?





The public is interested in wildlife and fish on the Colville National Forest for recreation purposes and because they are concerned about the growing lists of threatened, endangered and extinct species world-wide caused by human activities.



Fish and wildlife provide a variety of recreation uses.  Traditional consumptive uses, such as hunting and fishing, generated concern for maintaining and increasing habitat and populations of game species.  Non-consumptive uses, such as photography, wildlife observation and nature study,  are increasing and cause concern for maintaining habitats for all wildlife and a full spectrum of natural biotic communities.



The public expressed concern that certain natural environments are being reduced by human activities thereby limiting habitats for a number of plant and animal species.  As habitats are reduced, the populations of species dependent upon them decline until they are no longer able to sustain themselves.  A population which is not able to grow given sufficient habitat, or one which can not recover from adverse effects, is no longer viable.



The Colville National Forest has been asked to respond to concerns expressed by the public about the protection of riparian areas and the effects of roads on fisheries, in particular how they relate to levels of sediment in streams.



Approximately 66 percent (684,200 recreation visitor days) of the total recreation use on the Colville National Forest is dispersed recreation which includes consumptive and non-consumptive fish and wildlife uses.  An estimated 1.35 days of non-consumptive use occurred for each day of consumptive use (hunting) of wildlife in the State of Washington in 1980.  While all fish and wildlife related recreation is expected to increase in the future, this trend is currently greatest in fishing and non-consumptive uses.



Public concern was voiced regarding the effects of road management on both wildlife and the ability of humans to access areas for consumptive or non-consumptive wildlife use.



Because of the wide variety of species found on the Colville National Forest and their individual habitat needs, wildlife management is one of the most complex issues faced.



Timber harvesting and road construction can potentially degrade or improve habitat.  Recreation use can also affect wildlife by infringing on habitats or by increasing the risk of human conflict with wildlife.  The public is concerned with conflicts that arise when wildlife habitat is also used as range.  The issue becomes one of balancing these uses with protection and management of diverse wildlife habitats.



Many people are interested in management direction proposed for specific wildlife habitats such as deer and elk winter range, marten habitat, and old-growth habitat.  There is concern about snag management, habitat management for sensitive plant and animal species, and the use of old-growth indicator species and the Habitat Capability Index.



�



ISSUE:	HOW SHOULD THE FOREST MANAGE THREATENED AND ENDANGERED WILDLIFE HABITAT?





Threatened and endangered species on the Forest include the grizzly bear, bald eagle and caribou.  The gray wolf and peregrine falcon are occasional visitors to the Forest, but no resident populations have been found.



The very nature of the threatened and endangered status determines why this is a critical issue.  If we do not adequately protect these species and their habitat, they could indeed become extinct.  In this sense, threatened and endangered species are "non-renewable" resources.



The issue is how to manage habitats for these threatened and endangered species to insure their continued existence.  Other management activities, such as timber harvesting, road construction, and range management all have potential to disturb habitat for threatened and endangered species.  For example, management for the grizzly bear requires 70 square miles of suitable habitat with a low level of human activity within each grizzly bear management unit.  This does not preclude managing other resources in these areas, but does make scheduling the management of those activities more critical.



Recreation use can also have an effect on wildlife, infringing on habitat or increasing the risk of human-wildlife conflict.  While the chance to see a caribou, grizzly bear or eagle draws people to the Forest, carelessness or chance can present a danger to both the animal and the human.



The public expressed its concerns about threatened and endangered species' habitat through requests for more seclusion habitat for grizzly bear and caribou, expansion of the caribou recovery area, more restriction on timber management within the caribou habitat and better protection against wildfire in critical caribou habitat.  Most people support road access management and limiting the construction of new roads to provide seclusion habitat, including greater restrictions on ORV and snowmobile use in threatened and endangered species' habitat.  A greater emphasis on management for the bald eagle is also a concern, with public support for better inventories of nesting, roosting, and winter feeding habitat.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service supports increasing the management of potential eagle nesting sites from 1 to 4 on the Forest.







ISSUE:	HOW SHOULD THE FOREST MANAGE THE VISUAL RESOURCE?





The aesthetic quality of the Forest is an important issue that many take for granted.  People living near the Forest and those traveling through it expect to see pleasing views of a natural forest environment.  For the past several years, the Forest has applied visual management techniques to all timber management activities.  These techniques have allowed for the maintenance or enhancement of scenic qualities that the public has come to expect.



Both natural events (such as wildfires) and human-caused activities (such as timber harvesting, especially clearcutting) have created a diverse forest landscape.  Forty percent of that landscape can be seen from major roads, trails or other high use areas.  Approximately 80 percent of the Forest has the appearance of a natural or near-natural landscape.



Maintenance of the visual resource is particularly important in those areas that receive concentrations of public use.  Visual corridors along State Highway 20 (North Cascades Highway), Sullivan Creek Road, Aladdin Highway and British Columbia Highway 3 are such areas.  Views from lakes (Bead Lake), campgrounds, and other recreation areas are also critical.  Many people prefer to view natural-appearing landscapes rather than landscapes where management activities are apparent.



There is concern about the land seen from the Salmo-Priest Wilderness.  Inside the Wilderness boundary, the landscapes are natural.  But, it is also important that the area outside the Wilderness viewed from within the Wilderness appears natural.  Some people have expressed

 a concern that maintaining semi-primitive, non-motorized areas adjacent to Wilderness is like creating "buffers."  They are afraid that too much land has already been allocated to wilderness use and that these perceived buffers are an attempt to close more land to commercial timber harvesting and motorized recreation use.



The public expressed concern about how timber management activities directly affect the scenic quality of the Forest especially regarding clearcutting.  The effect is negative when recently harvested ground is visible to the Forest visitor.  It can also be positive when timber management is used to enhance a landscape.  In order to address this issue properly, the Forest must determine which areas to emphasize for visual resource management.







ISSUE:	HOW CAN THE FOREST PROVIDE A CONTINUING SOURCE OF CLEAN WATER?





Those depending on water originating on the Forest include communities or individuals with municipal or domestic water supplies, recreationists in developed campgrounds, and in the general forest, many species of fish and wildlife, and domestic livestock.



Municipal supply watersheds partially or totally within the National Forest boundary, provide domestic water to the communities of Metaline Falls, Orient and Ione.  The most important downstream water use is electric power generation from numerous Columbia River dams.  Locally, however, the greatest use is domestic water supply and fish habitat.



The Colville National Forest was asked to respond to public concern about preserving the water quality of Bead Lake.



 	Land management activities, especially timber harvest, grazing, and associated road construction, have the potential to affect clean water by introducing sediment or other pollutants into streams and by temporarily raising the temperature of the water, thus affecting fisheries.  The effects of these activities will be mitigated through Forest-wide standards and guidelines and Best Management Practices.  There is public concern about the strength and effectiveness of these standards and guidelines for protecting water resources.



Since prevention of water contamination is more cost effective than water treatment or cleanup, upstream land management activities must incorporate measures to prevent contamination and maintain a clean supply of water.



A comprehensive water quality monitoring plan has been identified as needed during implementation of the plan.







�ISSUE: 	HOW SHOULD THE FOREST PROTECT HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES?





Historical and archaeological resources (cultural resources) are evidence of the influence of humans on the land; they are non-renewable.  If our management activities inadvertently disturb or destroy these resources, the information they contain is irretrievable.  This fact alone makes this an important issue.



Cultural resources are also an issue because the public expresses a desire to adequately protect prehistoric and historic sites.  Humans have inhabited the northeastern corner of Washington for at least 9,000 years (Chance, 1985).  Several Indian tribes claim portions of the Forest as their traditional, ancestral territory and are understandably concerned about how forest management activities affect lands and resources.  The Indian tribes have expressed their concern for the protection of traditional-use sites (those used to gather medicinal plants, berries, herbs, etc.,).  Many of the residents of the Tri-County area have ancestors who were among the first settlers.  Some of the original homesteads are still standing.



It is important to these groups and many others that these cultural resources be inventoried and protected.  Some have pointed out the opportunity to enhance and manage the resources for interpretive values.



Road construction and timber harvest, while providing the opportunity to discover cultural resources, also have the potential to inadvertently destroy them before important cultural information can be gathered.  Road construction also provides increased access to sites.  While this can increase opportunities for interpretation programs, it also increases the risk of vandalism.







ISSUE:	WHAT IS THE APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF LIVESTOCK GRAZING?





The ranching industry in the Tri-County Area consists of both full-time and part-time operations.  It has changed over the past several decades to include more part-time ranchers who graze livestock in order to pursue a preferred life style and to supplement income from other employment.



The Colville National Forest presently supports nearly 14,000 head of grazing livestock--nearly 25 percent of that in the Tri-County Area.  Most grazing occurs on the Republic and Kettle Falls Districts.  Demand for permitted grazing on the Colville National Forest has been increasing and exceeds the Forest's ability to supply forage under current management direction.



The public's concern about potential negative impacts upon riparian vegetation, water quality, conflicts with wildlife, and the spread of noxious weeds has increased with the environmental movement even though range conditions are at or near the highest level in history.



�Ranchers' concerns embrace the desire to improve their own economic situation by increasing permitted numbers and improving their overall position in the industry.  On the other hand, those less sympathetic to the ranching industry complain that low grazing fees are nothing but government subsidies to ranchers and that the fees should be similar to those on private lands.







ISSUE:	HOW WILL THE ROAD SYSTEM BE MANAGED?





The issue of effects of transportation system development upon wildlife and other amenities has been a primary concern expressed by the public, elected officials, and other agencies throughout the public response period.



Some individuals and groups want the Colville National Forest to minimize road construction in order to avoid environmental damage, and to exclude roads from sensitive areas.  They do not want to replace trails with roads and feel that roads that are not needed after logging should be closed and revegetated.



Recreationists and commercial users of the Forest feel the Colville National Forest should manage roads to maximize opportunities for snowmobiling and timber harvest, with seasonal restrictions for sensitive wildlife areas during times of critical use. 



Seasonal road closures, to protect wildlife habitat and provide a broad range of hunting and other recreation experiences, were widely supported by the general public.



The public was critical of "below-cost" timber sales on the Colville National Forest and attributed the problem to high road costs.







CHANGES BETWEEN DRAFT AND FINAL



The public responded to the DEIS and proposed Plan with additional issues, concerns, and opportunities.  



The Forest took a serious look at every comment and organized them into similar categories.  The Colville National Forest Leadership Team and specialists analyzed the comments, and each responded to those which posed issues, concerns, and opportunities.



Through the process of responding to public comments on the DEIS, many changes were made to the EIS and Plan.  By incorporating the public opinions, ideas and concepts, the Plan has been made more responsive in meeting the needs of the people who are interested in the future of the Forest.



The major changes in analysis methods, data and information, standards and guidelines, and alternatives are summarized by issue on the following pages (all changes are a result of public review and comment on the DEIS):







CHANGES ON THE ISSUE OF THE ECONOMIES OF LOCAL COMMUNITIES





Based on new information, the Colville National Forest revised its analysis and display of the effects of each alternative on jobs in the Tri-County Area.  The revision compares the future effects of each alternative against real job trends in the past as well as against Alternative A (no-change alternative).



The Forest revised its economic models to use more recent economic data.  The new model, which allows for a more comprehensive analysis of the effects of tourism, and other resource outputs, has generated better estimates of jobs, income, and costs and benefits for comparison of alternatives.







CHANGES ON THE ISSUE OF ROADLESS AREAS





Based upon public support of roadless areas, new information has been incorporated into the modified alternatives presented in the FEIS that projects this interest, particularly in Thirteenmile Roadless Area (which now comprises its own management area, Management Area 3B--11,967 acres in Alternative G-M (G-Modified).



Roadless areas in Alternative D-M (D-Modified) have 61,000 acres remaining undeveloped, Alternative I-M (I-Modified) reduced the acreage of roadless areas remaining in undeveloped management areas by 21,000 to 116,000, and an additional 7,000 acres has been added to the Abercrombie-Hooknose Roadless Area in Alternative G-M.



Management of several roadless areas has been coordinated with the Okanogan National Forest (Jackson Creek, Bodie, Clackamas).



Standards and Guidelines address the role of land exchange in the management of roadless areas.



Roadless acreages have been corrected from several data displays of the DEIS and included in the Plan.  







CHANGES ON THE ISSUE OF TIMBER HARVEST





The use of uneven-age forest stand management has been expanded in the FEIS due to public comment.  Along with a greater emphasis on uneven-age management is a reduction in clearcutting.



Uneven-age management is the predominate system used in Management Area 3, in the modified alternatives.  Management Areas 5 and 6 will use both even-age and uneven-age management in the modified alternatives.  



In line with the use of uneven-age management, riparian zones in Class I-III streams will be be treated in the future using only single-tree selection harvest methods or no harvest in the modified alternatives.



 	The Forest has also increased emphasis on firewood, reanalyzed the below-cost timber sale issue, and incorporated information obtained from the new Timber Sale Program Information Reporting System.  The FORPLAN model was also modified to address uneven-age management and more accurately represent tree growth on the Forest.



The allowable sale quantity of modified alternatives and some of the other alternatives has been ajusted.







CHANGES ON THE ISSUE OF RECREATION





The FEIS now includes provisions for increased semi-primitive, non-motorized recreation opportunities.  



The modified alternatives call for more trail construction and maintenance.  Several trail projects have been added along with projected plans for trail loops and trailhead facilities.  Constraints on new trail construction, reconstruction and maintenance have been eliminated and more consideration has been given to preserving existing trails and future trail development.  Trails that were dropped from the system in the past will be evaluated for possible inclusion in the system.



The Sullivan Lake Airstrip will continue to be managed as an airstrip and plans to convert the airstrip into a drive-in camping facility have been dropped in all modified alternatives.



Bead Lake has been mapped as Management Area 3 (recreation emphasis) in recognition of its recreation value.



The management area surrounding 49 Degrees North ski hill has been enlarged to allow for the expansion proposed in the ski area's master plan.



Flowery Trail was changed from Management Area 5 (visual emphasis) to Management Area 3A (recreation emphasis) to reflect a recreation emphasis.



The FEIS calls for an upgrade of developed facilities to meet current user needs and desires.  This includes more facilities for the handicapped and use of barrier-free designs.







CHANGES ON THE ISSUE OF FISH AND WILDLIFE





The public made many comments about wildlife and fisheries.



�One main concern was the management of old growth forest stands.  In order to provide better understanding of the effects of each alternative on old growth, the Forest improved its table in Chapter II, which shows the acreage of existing old growth forest for easy comparison of alternatives.



The barred owl will continue to be a factor in determining the size and distribution of old growth forest as most wildlife management agencies and specialists agree that it is the best available indicator species for old growth in this area.  The emphasis on old growth and its importance in the forest ecosystem has been strengthened in the plan.



In response to comments and new information, area was added to the deer and elk winter range inventory, and the definition of winter thermal cover for deer was changed to include an average tree height of 40 feet.  Also, open  road density standards were changed to .4 miles per square mile in mule deer winter range in Ferry County for modified alternatives.



Standards and guidelines have been rewritten for all alternatives to close all single-purpose, Surface Level D roads and other newly constructed roads after use.



New standards and guidelines have been developed for the modified alternatives for streamside management units, fisheries and riparian areas.



A discussion is now included in the FEIS regarding the impact of sediment on resident trout and the projected effects of each alternative on sedimentation of streams and lakes.  Timber harvesting will be limited to uneven-age management, or single-tree selective cutting, in riparian and streamside management units in Alternatives D-M and G-M, and would be prohibited in Alternative I-M.



The term "minimum management requirement" has been changed to "management requirement" in the FEIS and Plan to better reflect the intent of wildlife management by the Colville National Forest.



As a result of re-examination of marten habitat on the Forest, it was found that the range of marten extends throughout the planning area.  Appropriate habitat areas of adequate spacing and size were established across the Forest (2-2.5 miles) to provide for marten as well as northern three-toed woodpecker requirements for Alternatives C, E, D-M, G-M, and I-M.  All other alternatives remained unchanged from the DEIS.



The Forest has changed its FORPLAN model to better handle mature and old growth stands, assigning them from minimum level management to extended rotations.



Standards and guidelines for snag management have been improved to provide for consistency throughout the Forest.  A minimum of 60 percent of the population of primary cavity nesters will be maintained within land areas that are generally no larger than normal harvest unit size.



Diversity of vegetative species, age classes, and size classes will be specifically managed for in Management Areas 5, 6 and 8 to satisfy wildlife objectives.

�CHANGES ON THE ISSUE OF THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND SENSITIVE SPECIES





Concerns about the future welfare of caribou, lynx, wolf, and grizzly bear populations prompted many changes in the Colville National Forest EIS.



New studies of the Selkirk Mountain Caribou are ongoing (Proposed Plan, and DEIS).  The revised guidelines for caribou habitat management have been incorporated into management direction for all alternatives and includes all of the currently inventoried caribou habitat within the mapped boundaries in the Caribou Recovery Plan (see Forestwide Standards and Guidelines of the Plan).



Appendix F now shows the relationship between the indicator Franklin's grouse and the Canada lynx.  Standards and guidelines have been revised to reduce road densities in the grouse's habitat to augment the development of lynx populations.



The wolf recovery plan does not include any land on the Colville National Forest.  However, management for grizzly bear and caribou will also provide benefits for wolves that occasionally enter the Forest.  The wolf is still protected as an Endangered Species.



The FEIS now includes a discussion of sensitive plants, documentation of how the Habitat Capability Index was developed, and the rationale used to minimize range impacts on wildlife.







CHANGES ON THE ISSUE OF THE VISUAL RESOURCE





The FEIS has been changed to more accurately reflect the visual outputs for each alternative.



Uneven-age harvest methods will be used in the Tacoma Creek/Calispell Creek areas for all of Management Area 3 and the foreground and middle ground of Management Areas 5 and 6.







CHANGES ON THE ISSUE OF CLEAN WATER





Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines have been rewritten for Alternative D-M and G-M to require uneven-age timber management in all stream classes I, II and III and riparian areas.  Trees in these areas will be retained to provide for stream stability, fish habitat, and control of stream temperatures.  Alternative I-M prohibits removal of any trees from riparian areas.



Standards and Guidelines have also been modified to meet the intent of the Washington State Forest Practices Timber, Fish and Wildlife Agreement which allows for a variety of treatments for the maintenance and enhancement of riparian resources.



Regionally, Best Management Practices have been established for activities that may affect water quality.  They are discussed in Appendix G of the FEIS.



A water quality monitoring system has been improved.



A stream monitoring program will be implemented for all of Bead Lake's perennial tributaries and baseline data will be established prior to any ground-disturbing activity that might impact these streams.



Threemile Creek will be managed as a Class II Streamside Management Unit (SMU) with no road building occuring across any of its prennial portions.



North Fork of Sullivan Creek will be managed as Management Area 11 and the stream itself as a Class I SMU.







CHANGES ON THE ISSUE OF LIVESTOCK GRAZING





Alternative G-M (the Preferred Alternative) has increased the number of animal unit months to be permitted.  Grazing outputs are displayed in Table II-4 of the FEIS.  Forestwide Standards and Guidelines have been improved to increase protection of riparian areas and native vegetation and provide better control of noxious weeds in the modified alternatives.







CHANGES ON THE ISSUE OF ROAD SYSTEMS





Road standards and associated costs have been lowered from those used in the Proposed Plan.  These reductions were done in response to strong public opinion for reducing timber sale and road costs.



A new road closure policy to close all new, single-purpose timber sale roads (unless a thorough analysis provides the rationale to keep them open) is now included in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines.  The previous policy allowed roads to remain open unless there was a need for closure.



The new policy will maintain the approximate, existing open-road density across the Forest.















                                     I-�










