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�APPENDIX A

IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES, CONCERNS, AND OPPORTUNITIES



PROCESS

A Notice of Intent to prepare a Land and Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Colville National Forest was published in the Federal Register in October, 1979.

Identification of the issues, concerns and opportunities (ICO’s) began by reviewing administrative appeals and past public responses to existing land management plans and project proposals, and by identifying management concerns from Colville National Forest employees.  As a result of this effort, 23 tentative issue statements were mailed to the public in January, 1980, together with announcements of issue identification workshops.  During the response period for the proposed Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the public had an opportunity to attend workshops in four local communities (Colville, Newport, Republic, and Spokane), respond with written comments, and respond verbally through the use of a toll-free telephone.  A total of 77 people attended the workshops.  In addition, 195 citizens responded to the tentative issue statements presented in the Forest Plan Report issued in January, 1980.

During the issue identification process, individual comments from all sources (responses to Forest Plan Reports, public workshops, telephone conversations, and contacts with other agencies) were evaluated through a two-step process.  The first step, accomplished by the interdisciplinary team, consisted of screening each individual comment to determine if it could be addressed in forest planning.  The following criteria were used to make this determination:

Is the potential issue within the authority of the Forest Service to resolve, or is resolution within the scope of another agency?  For example, establishment of big game hunting seasons is under the authority of the Washington State Game Commission and cannot be resolved by forest planning.

Is the potential issue already addressed by law or regulation?  An example is the protection of threatened and endangered wildlife.  The Endangered Species Act requires that the Forest Service protect threatened and endangered species.

Is the potential issue of a nature that higher levels of the Forest Service must resolve it?  An example is the establishment of criteria for the evaluation of wilderness characteristics. 

Is the potential issue of a nature that changing Forest Service land management direction will affect it or will it affect Forest Service land management direction?  An example is the issue of utilizing inexperienced personnel for field work.  A change in Forest Service land management direction, as it relates to forest planning, would not affect this issue.

Is the potential issue of a nature that it could be more effectively and appropriately dealt with by methods other than forest planning?  An example would be the issue of a specific fence location.  This type of project would best be resolved by a site specific project analysis.

Is the potential issue of a nature that it addresses the process aspects of forest planning rather than the criteria and analysis?  An example is the issue that public involvement is of questionable value and the Forest Service should make the decision.  This type of issue concerns the process aspects of forest planning and cannot be addressed because the process is set by laws, rules, and regulations.



All comments that could be addressed and resolved through forest planning were then grouped into similar topic areas.  It was possible, and frequently occurred, for one comment to be included in several topic areas.  Most of the comments submitted by the public were facets or sub-issues of the original issue statement; however, three potential issues surfaced that were not originally identified.  These were genetic variety, use of herbicides, and management of unroaded areas.

In the second step of the evaluation process, each topic area was scoped by the interdisciplinary team to determine if it was significant and should be analyzed through forest planning.  The criteria of scope, duration, and intensity were used to determine significance and are described as follows:

Scope is measured in terms of geographic location and how widespread the interest is in the issue.  Geographic location refers to the degree to which the potential issue is perceived to be dispersed throughout the Forest.  For example, is the issue geographically dispersed throughout the Forest or is it confined to an isolated location?  Widespread interest focused on the Forest’s perception of the location of the interest.  For example, is the issue one of local, state-wide or national interest?

Duration reflected whether or not the potential issue would continue to grow in importance and demand a resolution.  Some issues were determined to be of a short-term nature that would be resolved through normal management procedures and therefore would not be addressed in forest planning.

Intensity was defined by the level of activity surrounding the potential issue and the number of interests involved in or affected by the resolution.  The level of activity focused on the extent or amount of communication, based on past experience, associated with the issue.  Number of interests involved was based on the number of interest groups and individuals that raised the issue and the number of users that could be affected by resolution of the issue.



Following the scoping process, issue statements were prepared that were intended to incorporate the essence of the public comments.  This effort resulted in the modification of the tentative issue statements that were originally sent to the public in January, 1980.  The issues and concerns identified as a result of the screening and scoping process were distributed to the public through a Forest Plan Report in April, 1981.  The purpose of this Forest Plan Report was to display the evaluation criteria utilized in the issue identification process and to display the disposition of the issues.  Since the publication of this Forest Plan Report, additional Forest Plan Reports have been distributed.  The purposes of these Forest Plan Reports were to solicit input into various stages of the forest planning process and to determine if the issues had changed over time.  In addition, numerous meetings have been held with interested individuals, organizations, and agencies for the same purposes.





PUBLIC ISSUES





Based on the screening and scoping process, the following issues, concerns and opportunities were developed:

1.	Social and Economic Conditions - This issue is concerned with the effect that forest management activities may have on adjoining communities and people.



2.	Logging Methods - This issue focuses on the types and locations of logging systems to be used.  Included are alternative logging systems (tractor, cable, etc.) and the environmental effects of using these systems.



3.	Silvicultural Treatments - This issue addresses harvest prescriptions (such as regeneration and intermediate cutting), the intensity of cultural treatments and associated environmental effects.



4.	Scheduling and Amounts of Timber Products - This issue addresses the ability of the Forest to produce timber on a sustained yield basis.



5.	Reforestation - Reforestation is mandated by the National Forest Management Act.  However, this issue focuses on the means by which reforestation will be accomplished.



6.	Wood Utilization - This issue focuses on decreasing the amount of unused waste from timber harvesting, improving aesthetics, and maintaining soil productivity.



7.	Control of Undesirable Insects, Disease, and Vegetation - This issue addresses whether or not pesticides should continue to be used to control unwanted insects, disease, and vegetation.  It addresses what methods should be used, where they should be used and the environmental effects of their use.



8.	Role of Fire in Forest Management - This issue addresses the suppression of wildfire and the use of fire as a management tool.



9.	Recreation Experiences - This issue focuses on the amount, location, and types of recreation opportunities that should be provided and includes opportunities for all types of dispersed, developed, motorized, and non-motorized recreation.



10.	Visual Quality - This issue addresses visual quality and the effects of management activities on achieving visual quality.



11.	Trails - This issue focuses on the amount, location, maintenance, and management of Forest trails.  Types of uses, including off-road vehicles, are considered a part of this issue.



12.	Special Areas - This issue focuses on non-classified areas which have special characteristics such as ecological, geological, and educational features.



13.	Wood as an Energy Source - This issue addresses the availability and management direction for wood residue as an energy source.



14.	Unroaded Areas - This issue addresses how the existing unroaded areas will be managed while considering a variety of resource uses and activities.



15.	Roads - This issue addresses forest access and road management.  Included is the amount, location, and maintenance of roads.



16.	Minerals - This issue focuses on the supply of locatable and salable mineral resources and the environmental effects of mining.



17.	Land Ownership - This issue addresses the direction for the land acquisition and/or land exchange programs and the environmental effects of such actions.



18.	Air Quality - This issue addresses the effects of Forest Service management activities on air quality.



19.	Domestic Livestock Grazing - This issue focuses on domestic grazing, permit levels, wildlife and domestic grazing conflicts, and management of the range resource.



20.	Water Resource Management - This issue addresses effects of forest management activities on quantity and quality of water.



21.	Wildlife Habitat Management - This issue includes habitat management for both game and non-game species of fish and wildlife, including threatened and endangered wildlife species.



22.	Cooperative Management - This issue focuses on the conflicts and opportunities between land management objectives and activities on National Forest lands and those of other adjacent landowners.  In addition, this issue addresses the complimentary relationship between those goods and services provided by the Forest Service and those provided by the private sector.





MANAGEMENT CONCERNS

The identified management concerns are as follows:

1.	Provide goods and services efficiently.



2.	Provide timber and wood fiber.



3.	Manage and utilize range resources and improve range grazing.



4.	Manage fire to improve and protect resources.



5.	Protect resources from disease, pests, and similar threats.



6.	Enhance water quality and quantity.



7.	Adjust land ownership as needed to support resource management goals.



8.	Provide various recreation opportunities.



9.	Maintain or improve fish and wildlife habitats.



10.	Improve critical and essential habitats of threatened or endangered plant and animal species.



11.	Assess probabilities of mineral exploration and development for immediate and future needs, and consider non-renewable resources in the management of renewable natural resources.



12.	Construct, operate, and maintain transportation facilities.



13.	Identify, protect, and enhance visual quality.



14.	Minimize adverse environmental impacts to transportation corridors that are caused by the proliferation of separate rights-of-way.



15.	Discover, manage, protect, and interpret cultural resource values which are qualified or may qualify for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.



16.	Identify typical examples of important botanic, aquatic, and geologic types, and protect them through establishment of Research Natural Areas.



17.	Provide for various wilderness management options.



18.	Determine management of the Colville National Forest’s large acreage of unmerchantable timber stands in the 50-60 year age class.



19.	Meet all assigned Forest and Rangeland Resources Planning Act (RPA) targets simultaneously.







OPPORTUNITIES

The Colville National Forest has the opportunity to:

1.	Increase timber growth and harvest through intensive management and timber harvest scheduling, particularly with the large acreage of unmerchantable, stagnated stands that currently exist.



2.	Make forest wood residues, remaining after timber harvest and stand conversion projects, available as an energy source for either private or commercial use.



3.	Meet energy demands using mineral deposits that exist on the Forest and provide for mineral development while protecting other resource uses and values.



4.	Maintain or improve habitat for old-growth dependent wildlife.



5.	Identify those habitats critical to threatened or endangered species and maintain or improve those habitats.  



6.	Increase timber harvest levels through the use of pesticides.



7.	Use integrated pest management methods for some insect, disease, and vegetation control.



8.	Maintain or enhance the existing landscapes on the Forest.



9.	Develop and implement alternatives that minimize the need for additional road construction.



10.	Identify areas where land ownership consolidation will improve resource management and reduce administrative costs.



11.	Improve management and utilization of the range resource while providing a balance between livestock and wildlife use.



12.	Regulate timber harvesting to decrease impacts on water quality and quantity.



13.	Provide for a wide variety of recreation opportunities ranging from primitive to developed.



14.	Increase timber growth and harvest through the use of genetically superior tree seed.



15.	Maintain and add to the network of Research Natural Areas on the Forest.



16.	Maintain or improve habitat for fish and wildlife.



After the major issues were identified, concerns and opportunities, planning problems (planning questions) were developed into problem statements by grouping similar issues, concerns and opportunities that appeared to deal with the same facet of forest management.

The purpose of developing problem statements was two-fold:  (1) to identify the problem that needs to be addressed or resolved, and (2) to assure that alternatives are formulated which address real problems and, conversely, that all real problems are addressed.

The Selected Planning Problems section of this Appendix displays the problem statements and their disposition in the planning process.  The following chart displays the planning problems identified after grouping the issues, concerns and opportunities (the displayed numbers refer to the number of the issue, concern or opportunity previously discussed).

�



PLANNING PROBLEM�ISSUE(S)�CONCERN(S)�OPPORTUNITY(S)��What will be the social and economic effects upon the local people? �1�1���How should the existing roadless areas be managed�14�   17 �13��How will a variety of recreation opportunities be provided? �9, 11�9, 19�13��How much timber should be harvested?�2,3,4,5,6�2,18,19 �1, 6, 14��How will wildlife populations be maintained?�21  �9, 19  �4, 16��How will threatened and endangered species habitat be managed?    �21�10, 19 �5��How should the visual resource be managed?�10 �13, 19 �8��How should the road system be managed?�15�12 �9��What is the appropriate level of livestock grazing?   �19�3, 19�11��How can the Forest help meet the identified needs for the Research Natural Area program?�12�16�15��How will mineral resource activities be managed?�16 �11�3��How can demands for wood as an energy source be met? �6, 13��2��How can a continuing source of clean water be provided? 20�6�12���What would be the management direction for the land adjustment program? �17, 22 �7�10��What areas should be dedicated to utility corridors? ��14���How will air quality be protected? �18����How should chemicals be used in the management of forest resources?  �7�8�6, 7��How will fire be managed?�8 �4���How will historical and archaeological resources be protected? ��15���How will protection be provided to the Kettle River so as not to preclude its designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act?� �New Issue���

�

Throughout the planning process, attempts have been made to recognize new issues as they surfaced.  The Wild and Scenic Rivers issue was added during 1985.  The issues, concerns and opportunities reflected in the planning problems in this Appendix are the most current and complete. 







CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS



Efforts were made to initiate and maintain close coordination with other governmental agencies, Indian tribes, local citizens, and special interest groups throughout the forest planning process.  Several internal meetings were held with other National Forest and Forest Service Regional Office personnel.

A primary method of informing the public of forest planning efforts and soliciting public response was through the use of Forest Plan Reports.  These reports were mailed during critical planning steps to individuals and agencies listed on the Forest Plan mailing list.  During the issue, concern, and opportunity identification phase a toll-free telephone number was installed to expand the planning team’s availability to the public.

In addition to the Forest Plan Report mailings, informational meetings were conducted with local service organizations, county commissioners, special interest groups and private landowners.  One-to-one discussions with interested individuals also occurred throughout the planning process.

To ensure involvement and coordination, attempts were made to contact other governmental agencies and Indian tribes.  The purpose of these contacts was four-fold:  (1) to discuss the forest planning process, (2) to identify additional issues that should be recognized, (3) to identify any existing or on-going plans that should be considered, and (4) to establish any necessary coordination procedures.

The following table displays the contacts that were made with other governmental agencies and the major topics discussed prior to the release of the draft forest plan.

�

                                       TABLE A-1

                                       CONTACTS WITH GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES



GOVERNMENTAL AGENCY�MAJOR TOPIC(S) DISCUSSED��Soil Conservation Service�Long-range plan for private lands.��Geological Survey�Stream flows.  Water resource development.��Bonneville Power Administration  �Management of access roads and use of off-road vehicles along power corridors.  Corridor vegetation control.��Bureau of Mines�Lands being withdrawn from mineral entry.��National Park Service�Restrictions, such as off-road vehicle controls, could shift use to National Forest.  Management plan for Coulee Dam area.��Fish and Wildlife Service�National wetlands inventory.  Threatened and endangered species.��Bureau of Land Management�Coordination of off-road vehicle planning.  Management Framework Plan.��Washington Department of Ecology.  �Water rights.  Water uses.��Washington Department of Fisheries �Anadromous fisheries.��Washington Department of Natural Resources  �Coordination of Forest Management Practices Statewide Programmatic Environmental Statement.��Washington Department of Transportation  �Availability of road rock sources.  New roads that access state transportation system.��Washington Department of Wildlife  �Deer and elk habitat.  Amount of vehicle access on National Forest.  Lynx habitat.��Washington Natural Heritage Program   �Research Natural Area.  Threatened and endangered and sensitive plants.��Stevens County Office of Planning �Fire risk in outlying developments.  New access routes and subsequent developments along these routes.  Water quantity and quality.��Pend Oreille County Planning Department �Visuals.  Land acquisition program.��Ferry County Planning Department  �Comprehensive county plan.��Tri-County Economic Development District �Multiple use management.  Economic development.  Rural quality of life.  Availability of firewood.  Intermingled land ownership.��



�

Indian Tribes

Colville�Indian trust lands.  Fish and wildlife resources.  Water quality.  (The Colville Confederated Tribes were also contacted regarding possible location of sites of religious significance to the Tribe under the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978.)��Kalispel�Acquisition of 10,241 acres of National Forest for tribal purposes.  (The Kalispel Tribe has been involved in the development of a forest planning alternative for those lands they would like to acquire.)��Spokane�Deer and elk winter range (particularly associated with herds that winter on the Spokane Indian Reservation).   Protection of sites that have religious significance to the Tribe��.

The following is a list of contacts made during the review period for the proposed Plan and DEIS (September 18, 1987 - December 18, 1987) through public meetings, Colville National Forest employee orientations, presentations to organizations, media briefings and interviews, legislative meetings, and news releases:



Public Meetings:���Spokane Falls Community College, Spokane  �October 19, 1987��Mt. Baker/Snoqualmie NF headquarters, Seattle �October 21, 1987��Kettle Falls High School, Kettle Falls �October 26, 1987��Kiwanis Hall, Republic�October 27, 1987��Selkirk High School, Ione�October 28, 1987��P.U.D. Building, Newport�October 29, 1987��Community Center, Colville�November 5, 1987��Employee Orientations:���S.O. and Colville District       �September 21, 22, 23, 1987��Newport District�September 24, 1987��Kettle Falls District�September 25, 1987��Sullivan Lake District�September 28, 1987��Republic District�September 29, 1987��Curlew JCCC�September 30, 1987��



Media Briefings:

Colville, Spokane, Newport, Republic, Chewelah, and Seattle



�

Forest Plan presentations to Organizations/Individuals:���Wilderness Society  �September 17, 1987��National Forest Products Association�September 18, 1987��Public Land User’s Coalition�September 24, 1987��Hecla Mining Company�September 24, 1987��Tri-County Economic Development District  �September 19, 1987��Soil Conservation Service�October 1, 1987��Colville Chamber of Commerce�October 5, 1987��Public Land User’s Society, Seattle �October 6, 1987��Colville Community College�October 8, 1987��Colville Soroptomist Club�October 8, 1987��49 Degrees North                �October 20, 1987��Seattle Conservation Group�October 20, 1987��Sierra Club�October 28, 1987��Republic Chamber of Commerce�October 1987��Kettle Range Conservation Group�October 1987��Earth First!�October 1987��Wa. Native Plant Society, Spokane�October 27, 1987��Dave Newman, “Spokesman-Review”�November 4, 1987��WA State Minerals Council, Ellensburg � November 7, 1987��Metalines Chamber of Commerce�November 12, 1987��Stevens County Cattleman’s Association  �November 14, 1987��Newport Chamber of Commerce�November 17, 1987��Kettle Falls Chamber of Commerce�November 18, 1987��Washington Pilots Association�November 18, 1987��Spokane Chamber of Commerce�November 19, 1987��Winter Knights Snowmobile Club �November 19, 1987��Colville NF Conservation Coalition�November 19, 1987��North Pend Oreille Lions�November 19, 1987��Inland Empire Backcountry Horsemen�November 24, 1987��Washington State Department of Ecology  �December 3, 1987��Chewelah Chamber of Commerce�December 7, 1987��Kiwanis�December 9, 1987��Rotary Club�December 9, 1987��Onion Creek Interest Group�December 9, 1987��

Legislative contacts (8), radio contacts (15), television interviews (4), newspaper articles (93) in six papers.

Fliers (2) were printed by two interest groups.

�

REVIEW OF PLANS





Agency and Indian Tribal Plans were discussed with respective representatives.  Plans which were reviewed are grouped below by Federal, state, or local governmental agency, Indian tribes, private landowner, and interest groups.  The urban nature of most comprehensive plans tend to complement the Forest’s plans to manage and protect resources.  Apparent conflicts, where they exist, are noted in the following with the Forest’s attempt at resolution.





FEDERAL PLANS



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan.

Recovery Plan for Peregine Falcon (Pacific Population).

Selkirk Mountain Caribou Management/Recovery Plan.

Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery Plan.

Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Plan.

Bonneville Power Administration - Boundary-Spokane/Colville Valley Support Project.

Pacific Northwest River Basins Commission - Review of Power Planning in the Pacific Northwest.

Bureau of Indian Affairs/Geological Survey - Mount Tolman Project.

Bonneville Power Administration - Pacific Northwest Long Range East-West Energy Corridor Study.

USDI, Bureau of Land Management - Resource Management Plan.







STATE PLANS

Washington Department of Wildlife - Strategies for Washington’s Wildlife

Region One Draft Operational Plan Wildlife Programs 1983-1989

Washington Department of Natural Resources - Forest Land Management Program.

Proposed Oil and Gas Leasing Program.

Washington Forest Resource Plan.

Natural Heritage Plan.

Washington Department of Ecology/Pend Oreille County PUD #1 - Sullivan Creek Hydroelectric Project.







LOCAL GOVERNMENT PLANS



Stevens County - The Washington Water Power Wood-Fired Generating Plant

Comprehensive Plan





INDIAN TRIBES



Colville Confederated Tribes - The Colville Indians, through the Antoine Decision, have hunting and fishing rights on what is called the “North Half” of the Indian Reservation (that portion of the Colville National Forest in Ferry County).  The Tribe is concerned about wildlife habitat management and water quality and quantity.  In addition, the Tribe is concerned about cultural and religious sites located on the Forest.  These concerns are addressed through varying land allocations and standards and guidelines.

Kalispel Tribe - The Kalispel Tribe is seeking the acquisition of approximately 10,241 acres of National Forest land for expansion of their reservation to provide a land base of sufficient size which could economically support agricultural or grazing ventures.  As Congressional action is required for such an acquisition, this concern cannot be resolved in the forest planning process.

Spokane Tribe - The Spokane Tribe is primarily concerned about the cultural and religious sites located on the Forest.  This concern is addressed through standards and guidelines that have been prepared to provide for the continued protection of such sites.



Plans of private organizations and landowners were reviewed if available.  Telephone and meeting discussions occurred throughout the planning process relating to complementary and conflicting issues.





PRIVATE LANDOWNER/INDUSTRY PLANS



Private landowner/industry plans generally consisted of development of land intermingled with the National Forest lands.  Specific industry plans for large portions of their lands were generally unavailable.  Assumptions concerning the development of private lands were made and are displayed in the cumulative effects analysis.





INTEREST GROUP PLANS



Interest groups generally did not have specific plans, but rather, positions on specific issues.  These positions are reflected throughout the analysis with specific focus on alternatives and standards and guidelines.

Additional details concerning the identification of issues to be considered in forest planning are available in the planning records at the Forest Supervisor’s Office in Colville, Washington.







SELECTED PLANNING PROBLEMS



This section is divided into two major parts.  The first part displays those issues that were deferred for resolution outside forest planning.  The second part displays those planning problems developed from the ICO’s that will be addressed by forest planning.  





ISSUES DEFERRED FOR RESOLUTION OUTSIDE FOREST PLANNING



During the identification process, some ICO’s were raised that are best addressed through means other than forest planning.  These are as follows:



Wilderness Designation



This concern generally focused on the designation of some of the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation II (RARE II) roadless areas as Wilderness, particularly portions of the Kettle Range area.  The Washington State Wilderness Act of 1984 states that “review and evaluation or reference shall be deemed for the purposes of the initial land management plans.....to be adequate consideration of the suitability of such lands for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System and the Department of Agriculture shall not be required to review the wilderness option prior to the revisions of the plans...”  A decision made at the Regional Office level precludes the consideration of additional Wilderness in alternatives by Forest EIS’s.



Forest Service Personnel Management and Use of People



This concern is outside the scope of forest planning and is best addressed through existing administrative procedures.  The concern is recognized however, and personnel requirements needed to implement the Forest Plan will be considered as a part of alternative budgets.



High Forest Service Administrative Costs



Most of the comments received were directed at getting more funds to the ground.  This concern is outside the scope of forest planning and is best addressed through the Forest’s existing administrative and budgeting procedures.  Economic efficiency of each alternative will be considered and reported in forest planning.



Special Uses



Response ranged from not allowing any special uses to providing for a wide range of special uses on National Forest land.  It is not reasonably possible to make a determination on all types of special uses in the Forest Plan.  Although some special uses may be considered, most special uses are best addressed at the project level within the management direction established by the Forest Plan.



Genetic Variety



Most comments received were directed toward the maintenance of genetic reservoirs or diversified gene pools.  Although this concern cannot be directly addressed in forest planning due to technological limitations, it will be indirectly addressed through the diversity provisions of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) regulations.



ISSUES DROPPED OR COMBINED AFTER RECONSIDERATION OF SIGNIFICANCE



According to the National Environmental Action Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the Council on Environmental Quality Implementation Regulations for NEPA, selected issues must be of widespread public interest.  Several of the planning problems, mentioned earlier, have been dropped from detailed consideration in the planning process for a variety of reasons.  The ICO’s dropped from detailed consideration are:

1.	How will mineral resource activities be managed?



Reason for deletion - This issue is really a part of other issues that deal with access management.  Allocations to certain prescriptions either encourage or discourage easier mineral access.  Therefore, discussions of access for minerals management were added to the roadless, timber harvest level, and threatened and endangered species issues.  Land allocation to either roadless or threatened and endangered species would tend to discourage mineral access, whereas allocation to timber management would encourage mineral access.  Mineral exploration and development rights are guaranteed to U.S. citizens under the 1872 U.S. Mining Law.  The degree of control over these activities by the Forest Service is limited.

2.	How can the demands for wood as an energy source be met?



Reason for deletion - This issue was added to the timber harvest level issue because it is a sub-facet of that issue.

3.	What should be the management direction for the land adjustment program?



Reason for deletion - This issue was not of widespread public interest and was not likely to vary by alternative.

4.	What areas should be dedicated to utility corridors?



Reason for deletion - This issue was not of widespread public interest.

5.	How will air quality be protected?



Reason for deletion - The nearest Class I airshed to the Colville National Forest is the Pasayten Wilderness, located on the Okanogan National Forest.  The Pasayten Wilderness is located approximately 50 miles west of the western boundary of the Colville National Forest.  Therefore, management activities are not likely to affect the quality of the air in that airshed.

In addition, all burning activities must conform to the Washington State Smoke Management Standards as administered by the Washington State Department of Ecology.  Compliance with these standards protects existing air quality.

6.	How will fire be managed?



Reason for deletion - This issue was not of widespread public interest. 

This planning problem was mainly a management concern.  The Forest Leadership Team decided that it was not a significant issue. 

7.	How will protection be provided to the Kettle River so as not to preclude it’s designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act?



Reason for deletion - This became a non-issue because protection of the small section of the Kettle River located on National Forest lands will be provided for in all alternatives.  Future designation will not be precluded under any alternative.

8.	How should chemicals be used in the management of Forest resources?



Reason for deletion - Recent litigation has resulted in a curtailment of all chemical use on National Forest land until the Region performs a “worst case analysis” in conjunction with a court order.  The use of chemicals will be considered on a case-by-case basis in conformance with the Regional Vegetation Management EIS.

9.	How can the Forest help meet the identified needs for the Research Natural Area (RNA) program?



Reason for deletion - This became a non-issue because of predominantly positive response by the public.  The majority of comments supported retention of the existing RNA’s and the development of additional RNA’s as needed.  RNA’s will be provided for in all alternatives.



�PLANNING PROBLEMS TO BE ADDRESSED BY FOREST PLANNING



Following are the major planning problems that will be addressed by the formulation of alternatives or the development of standards and guidelines.  These planning problems are groupings of issues, concerns, and opportunities and have been updated based on public comment on the DEIS.







ISSUE:	HOW CAN THE FOREST INFLUENCE COMMUNITY ECONOMICS?



Situation:

The Colville National Forest is within Ferry, Stevens and Pend Oreille Counties, comprising some 6,085 square miles.  The 1980 Bureau of Census survey placed the population at 43,370, making the Tri-County Area one of the most sparsely populated in the state.

More than 80 percent of the Tri-County Area is forested.  The lumber and wood products industry contributes about 60 percent of the employment in manufacturing.  Other significant manufacturing industries are metals in Stevens County and cement and electronics in Pend Oreille County.  Ferry County also has an important mining component.  Agriculture, while not as important as in other areas of Eastern Washington, does generate a sizeable amount of self-employment.

The commercial forest land of the Colville National Forest plays an important role in the economic activity of the Tri-County Area.  Seventeen percent of the total commercial forest land in Stevens County is located on the Colville National Forest, 36 percent in Ferry County, and 59 percent in Pend Oreille County.  The total annual harvest for the Tri-County Area is approximately 355 million board feet of which the Colville National Forest contributes about 90 to 100 million board feet.

Timber harvest from the Forest produces substantial revenues for the governments of Ferry, Stevens, and Pend Oreille Counties because 25 percent of National Forest receipts are paid to the counties in lieu of taxes.  These funds are to be used for schools and roads.  The annual payments vary depending upon the rate of timber harvest, but ranged from $1.6 million to nearly $2.8 million for fiscal years 1977 to 1980.  Payments to the three counties in fiscal year 1984 was nearly $1.8 million.  In some years these payments may make up as much as 40 percent of a county’s budget.





Relation to Other Issues



The economy and lifestyles of many local and regional people and businesses are tied to management of the Colville National Forest.  The local economy is largely commodity based 

�with a strong reliance upon the forest products industry and supporting industries for employment.  Many people are concerned that any decrease in the income producing resources will result in a loss of jobs.  Comments on the DEIS confirmed that this is basically a jobs and income issue in the local area.

Both permanent residents and tourists are attracted to the area because of its recreational opportunities such as hunting, fishing, snow skiing, and snowmobiling.  Many people feel that opportunities are present to broaden or diversify the economic base through an emphasis on non-commodity resources such as unroaded recreation and wildlife.

Equally important is the lifestyle that the local residents enjoy.  Many residents, whether they have migrated into the area or are long-time residents, enjoy the rural lifestyle and recreational opportunities that a sparsely populated area provides.  

This issue is at the heart of all other issues.  The way that all other issues are treated will have a bearing on the social and economic effects to 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.

After analysis of public responses to the DEIS, several new issues or “sub-issues” surfaced that included concerns about:  (1) the need for a “per-acre” present net value analysis of nonmarket forest amenities; (2) jobs and payments to counties that can alleviate economic stress; (3) gauging the effects of alternatives on future employment against past employment data; and (4) making up the differences for shortfalls in timber harvest on private lands.





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



Situation:

The Wilderness Act of 1964 established a National Wilderness Preservation System and a process by which lands could be classified as Wilderness.  The Forest Service Chief, in 1972, initiated the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE) to determine which roadless National Forest lands were suitable for management as Wilderness.  Due to dissatisfaction of both advocates and opponents of Wilderness, implementation of the RARE decision was delayed through a series of administrative appeals and lawsuits.  RARE II was initiated in 1977 to resolve the original RARE conflicts but the ensuing Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was found to be insufficient by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.  Through the implementation regulations for the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), the Administration subsequently decided to address deficiencies of the FEIS in individual Forest Plans.  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 and released certain other National Forest System lands for availability for nonwilderness uses during preparation of these initial land management plans.

�As a result of the Washington State Wilderness Act of 1984, the Salmo-Priest Wilderness was created on the Colville National Forest.  The Washington State Wilderness Act states that areas not designated as Wilderness “....shall be managed for multiple use in accordance with land management plans...”.   At present, management activities in the inventoried roadless areas are continuing under the direction of existing Multiple Use Plans or Land Management Plans.  

The Forest contains 18 inventoried roadless areas comprising approximately 179,637 acres.  Each roadless area contains a variety of resource values and subsequently can be used for a variety of purposes.  Strong sentiment remains for retaining the undeveloped character of some of the roadless areas.  Conversely, other interests would like to see the areas developed for their commodity outputs such as timber production.  Specific areas of widespread public interest are Profanity, Twin Sisters, Bald Snow, Abercrombie-Hooknose, Thirteenmile, and those portions of the original Salmo-Priest roadless area that were not designated as Wilderness.

Public comments on the roadless issue were divided between those who favored roadless areas and those who felt there were enough roadless areas.  Comments ranged from those who thought roads should be obliterated to create more roadless areas to those who thought all roadless areas should be harvested.

Those respondents who favored protection of roadless areas seemed to prefer that all or nearly all of the remaining roadless lands be managed for unroaded recreation.  

Many respondents wanted protection of roadless areas due to their amenity values, including protection of streams, wildlife and fish habitat, threatened and endangered species habitat, scenic values of old growth, exceptional recreation opportunities, and riparian zones.  These respondents felt that amenity values were much more important than the timber values.  Some comments supported roadless areas because the demand for them is increasing, and because once a roadless area is developed, it is an irreversible commitment of resources which has had no economic analysis.  Some respondents supported land exchanges that would acquire or protect roadless areas.

Some individuals felt that the Forest Plan should re-address the need for roadless areas because statements in the draft documents were inaccurate and misleading.  Other individuals felt that the importance of roadless areas in general, and some roadless areas in particular, were underestimated.

A large number of respondents supported specific roadless areas—mostly Abercrombie-Hooknose, Salmo B, and Thirteenmile.  Some respondents felt that the draft documents underestimated the values or were inconsistent or incorrect in the evaluation of a particular roadless area.

Some respondents felt that the plan proposed a piecemeal harvest of roadless areas; some roadless areas could be harvested while other areas could be left uncut.  Some respondents proposed harvesting roadless areas by helicopter or closing roads after entry.

�Many of those opposing complete protection of roadless areas did so because they felt roadless areas limited access for fire, recreation use, and forest management.  Some felt that roadless areas concentrated too many users in roaded areas, thereby increasing impacts in those areas.  Many felt that the timber value and its relation to jobs and the economy were much more important than the amenities provided by the roadless areas.

Some who commented stated the DEIS violated the law because it did not evaluate a range of development for roadless acreage from 0% to 100%.  They felt the draft plan also violates NFMA’s requirement to develop a proper transportation system because roadless areas should be managed for multiple uses.  They stated that the intent of P.L. 98-339 was to make it unnecessary to create buffer zones for wilderness areas, adding that the planning team was biased and violated the law because it seemed to assume it was impossible to produce timber without conflicting with sound environmental management principles.



Relation to Other Issues



At issue is whether or not roadless areas, or portions of them, should remain roadless.

This issue is related to the other issues because roadless areas contain a variety of resource values, and therefore a number of management options exist for each roadless area.  Some could be managed in a roadless condition to provide for such opportunities as roadless dispersed recreation, wildlife habitat and water quality.  Others could be managed to provide for development of resources such as timber, minerals, or motorized recreation, which would require roading to realize these opportunities.  Managing an area for roadless opportunities directly affects the ease of access for mineral exploration and development activities.  Conversely, managing a roadless area for timber production opens the area to road building, allowing easier access to the mineral resource.





ISSUE:	HOW MUCH TIMBER SHOULD THE FOREST HARVEST?



Situation:

Timber harvest is the largest management activity on the Forest and has been important since early times.  The Forest’s stands of timber still continue to be in demand for lumber production.  Interest is increasing in the use of this timber as wood fiber for energy production and other fiber or chip industries.  Logging residue is in increasing demand for firewood.

Large wildfires during the 1920’s and 1930’s have shaped many of the timber stands that exist today.  Of the 1,013,000 acres of forested land, approximately 430,000 acres are occupied with 50 to 60 year old stands.  Many of these stands, without management, will not produce sawlog sized trees within the next few decades. 

�Based on the current Timber Management Plan the Forest can annually sell 115.4 million board feet, although the annual volume sold over the past five years (1982-1986) has ranged from about 75 to 120 million board feet.  The volume sold greatly affects the local economy in terms of payments to the counties and employment.  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 firewood provided on the Forest is directly related to the amount of timber harvested, precommercially thinned, or cut for stand conversions.  Personal and commercial firewood cutting has increased dramatically as a result of the fuel shortages of the 1970’s.  Approximately 7,500 personal firewood permits were sold in 1983 and 5,600 in 1984.  The Washington Water Power Company recently constructed a wood-fired electrical generating plant in Kettle Falls.  There has also been interest by other parties to construct similar types of plants.  The Kettle Falls plant, at the present time, primarily utilizes lumber mill residues for operation.  However, if other similar plants were developed, it is expected that the Forest would play a significant role in providing wood for these plants.  The demand for personal and commercial uses of wood as an energy source is expected to remain high.

In addition to its use in an unprocessed form as an energy source, wood fiber is also used to produce fabricated wood products such as chipboard and wood pellets.  A new fiber-using mill has been built in Valley, WA and another mill is under construction in Usk, WA.  Providing these mills with a sustained supply of wood fiber is one component of this issue.

Through activities such as timber harvesting, precommercial thinning and stand conversions, the Colville National Forest is capable of providing wood for energy production, and for fabricated wood products with the majority being supplied through the utilization of logging residues.  However, to do so is not without problems or conflicts.

Other important aspects of this issue include harvest schedules, silvicultural systems, timber management intensities, and logging methods.

Concerns about a projected shortfall in the allowable sale quantity (ASQ) during the second decade of the Forest Plan were revealed by review of public input to the DEIS.

The shortfall is in part due to an expected decline in timber harvesting by the private sector during that decade.  It is also due to planned reductions in timber harvesting in certain management areas for maintenance of wildlife habitat, old growth, and roadless conditions.

According to some respondents, the Colville National Forest should make up for that shortfall by raising its ASQ for the decade.

A major message from the public about the Colville National Forest’s timber harvesting methods, was that more uneven-age management should be applied to reduce impacts on other forest amenities (such as water quality, visual quality, wildlife habitat, and soil stability).  Uneven-age management was also promoted as a means of maintaining forest stand and gene pools.  Many respondents wanted longer rotations.

�Below-cost timber sales and high costs of road developments were also expressed as a concern.

Some of the public criticized the timber data base, requesting the removal of under-productive stands (eg. “dog-hair” lodegepole pine) from the harvest base.

There was concern expressed about the quality and quantity of firewood.



Relation to Other Issues



With a relatively large amount of land suitable for the production of timber, the Forest has the potential to supply a substantial volume of timber products, particularly if the large acreage of overstocked, non-merchantable stands can be brought under management.  Opportunities are also present to increase growth through intensive timber management techniques such as genetic tree improvement, thinnings, and planting.  The thrust of this issue is what timber harvest level is appropriate for the Colville National Forest?

Lands capable of producing timber also have the capability to produce other resources and provide for other uses.  This issue is directly linked to many of the other issues.  Timber management and associated activities, such as road construction and logging slash disposal, generally affect other resources and uses to a greater degree than any other resource management activity that occurs on National Forest land.  Timber management directly affects wildlife habitat and populations, water quality and quantity, scenic beauty, recreation, soil, forage for domestic livestock, and access for mineral exploration and development.  Timber management within an area usually results in the construction of a high density road system which benefits mineral exploration and development and some types of recreation, but which may be detrimental to wildlife, water quality, and other types of recreation.  The amount, location, and scheduling of timber management activities have both short- and long-term implications on other resources and uses of the Colville National Forest.  The demand for timber products has been accompanied by increasing demands for other resources and uses.  Consequently, conflicts have developed between those interests concerned with timber production and those interests concerned with other resources.

Availability of firewood is a major concern.  Most individuals that obtain firewood for their own use have limited resources, usually a chainsaw and pickup truck, and consequently can only operate on relatively flat terrain immediately adjacent to roads.  This places increased impacts on these areas due to the concentrated use and usually results in a reduction of wildlife habitat in the form of standing snags and logs.  To allow adequate time for these individuals to obtain their firewood may require that roads remain open to travel for longer periods of time.  These actions may consequently result in a delay of meeting other resource objectives such as reducing wildlife harassment and timely reforestation of harvested timber stands.  The consumption of this firewood in home heating units can also contribute to the degradation of air quality.

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



Situation:

Development of the recreation resource on National Forest lands generally had its beginning with campground construction by the Civilian Conservation Corps in the 1930’s.  In the more recent past, legislation such as the Wilderness Act of 1964, the Land and Water Conservation Act of 1964, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 and the National Trails System Act of 1968 have further defined and expanded the role of the Forest Service with regards to the recreation resource.

The Forest is presently providing a wide variety of recreation opportunities ranging from primitive types of recreation, as in the Salmo-Priest Wilderness, to highly developed campgrounds with “all the comforts of home.”

Generally, recreation use on National Forest land is classified in one of two categories:  developed use and dispersed use.  Developed use is facility oriented and is associated with improved sites such as campgrounds, boating, and picnicking areas.  Dispersed recreation is use that occurs away from facility oriented sites such as hunting, backpacking, pleasure driving, and snowmobiling.

Total recreation use on the Forest is estimated to be about 1,000,000 recreation visitor days (RVD’s).  One RVD consists of 12 hours of recreation use.  Of this amount, dispersed recreation accounts for approximately 66 percent.  The reason for such a high amount of dispersed recreation is that a significant portion of the Forest is roaded.  Most dispersed activity occurs adjacent to or on these roads in pursuit of recreation activities such as auto travel, gathering firewood, hunting, and berry picking.

Total recreation use on the Forest is continuing to increase.  It is estimated that for the next eight to ten years an annual increase of one to two percent will occur.  Long-range use projections also indicate that an annual increase of one to two percent can be expected.  Winter sports such as cross-country skiing and snowmobiling is the fastest growing recreation activity and is expected to increase at an annual rate of four to five percent.

Increased emphasis on hiking trail construction, protection maintenance, snowmobile access, facilities for the handicapped, and the expansion of 49 Degrees North Ski Area were some of the specific issues identified during the review process.

Public concern was expressed regarding closing the Sullivan Lake Airstrip to provide additional camping space at the Sullivan Lake Campground. 

Protection of the water & scenic quality of the Bead Lake Area was also identified as an important need.

�Many felt that there is a great potential to improve cash flow into the Tri-County Area with increased emphasis on recreation values.

Overall, most respondents felt there is a need for more recreation on the Forest with accompanying, specific, long-term plans.  On the other hand, many felt that the impacts of increased recreation on big game populations would be unacceptable and would create a need for an objective monitoring system to appraise resource damage.

Additional horse and off-road vehicle (ORV) trails, and rock-gathering opportunities were also sited as needs.



Relation to Other Issues



As recreation use increases on the Forest, so will the conflicts.  These conflicts will generally be one of two types:  conflicts between recreation user groups and conflicts between recreation use and other resource uses.

Many recreationists use the same facilities.  For example, horsemen and hikers both make use of the trail system, snowmobilers and cross-country skiers also use some of the same facilities.  As these uses increase, the conflicts between user groups sharing the same facilities will become more apparent.  In addition, some people want more developed recreation while others want more dispersed recreation.

Conflicts between recreational use of the Forest and the needs for other resources is also expected to increase in the future.  Many lands capable of providing recreation are also capable of producing other resources.  This conflict is especially evident where the land is suited for primitive types of recreation and can also produce timber.  As a result, conflicts have developed between those interests desiring a primitive recreation experience and those desiring that an area be developed for commodity resources.





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



Situation:

Management of wildlife habitats on National Forest lands is the responsibility of the Forest Service.  The Washington State Department of Wildlife has responsibility for managing wildlife populations within the State.  Through continued and close cooperation, the divided but equally important responsibilities of the two agencies ensures that all wildlife needs are met.

The Colville National Forest contains approximately 28 percent of the land base and 34 percent of the commercial forest land within the Tri-County Area.  Consequently, management of the Forest has the potential to significantly affect wildlife habitats and populations.

�The Colville National Forest contains a wide variety of wildlife and fish species.  The diverse habitat needs of these species requires that a diverse ecosystem be maintained.  For example, some species require large tracts of one single plant community, whereas other species require a diversity of plant communities.  In addition, some species require areas of limited or no disturbance while other species benefit from the effects of management activities.  Because of the variety of species and their individual habitat needs, wildlife management is one of the most complex issues on the Forest.

Wildlife associated recreation, both consumptive and non-consumptive, is a very important use of the Colville National Forest.  Approximately 66 percent or 640,500 recreation visitor days of the total recreation use on the Forest consists of dispersed recreation with about eight percent of this being associated with big game hunting.  The projection for Washington in 1980 was that 1.35 days of non-consumptive use (wildlife observation and photography) occurs for each day of consumptive use (hunting).  It is expected that both uses of the wildlife resource will continue to increase.

The major issues of public concern include:

old growth as an ecosystem, its definition and importance, 

the value of the barred owl as an indicator species,

the need for more road closures for wildlife,

increases in caribou habitat and deer winter range,

protection of riparian areas,

impacts of sediment on fisheries and monitoring from baseline sediment levels,

dispersion distance between marten habitats,

management requirements,

species habitat diversity,

range and wildlife conflicts,

snag management, and

the use of the Habitat Capability Index





Relation to Other Issues



Management of the wildlife resource is a major issue.  Relationships between wildlife needs and management of other resource values and uses of the Forest are complex and often conflicting.   This issue is directly related to timber harvesting, road construction and access,  and range management because management of these issues may have an affect on wildlife habitats and populations.  All activities that alter the vegetation affect the habitat and the wildlife species that use it. 

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



Situation:

Threatened and endangered species known to inhabit the Forest include grizzly bear, bald eagle, and woodland caribou.  The gray wolf, an endangered species, has been found on the Forest in the past, but sightings have not been confirmed since 1950.

The bald eagle winters along the Columbia, Kettle and Pend Oreille Rivers.  No nests have been found on the Forest although three nest sites are known to be within 30 miles of the National Forest boundary.

The endangered caribou utilizes the old-growth spruce-fir forests in northern Idaho, northeastern Washington and southern British Columbia and constitutes the last remaining population in the contiguous 48 states.  This herd of about 30 animals spends most of its time in British Columbia.  The Colville National Forest has over 40,000 acres of habitat suitable for the woodland caribou.

The threatened grizzly bear primarily occupies the area east of the Pend Oreille River on the Colville and Idaho Panhandle National Forests.  Presently the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan recognizes three grizzly bear management units on the Colville National Forest.  Management for the grizzly bear requires that at least 70 square miles of suitable habitat, secluded from high human activities, be maintained within each grizzly bear management unit.

After public comment review, Colville National Forest wildlife and fisheries biologists found that the most respondents were asking for stricter standards and guidelines for the maintenance of threatened and endangered (T & E) wildlife species.

Most recommended that the Forest move from a “protection” oriented approach into a direct management mode—offering suggestions for increased habitat acreage over what exists in present recovery plans.

Reduction in open-road densities was promoted to minimize impacts on grizzly bear and caribou.

A few respondents wanted to see the return of the gray wolf to the Colville National Forest, an adjunct to the existing recovery plan.

The public requested special consideration of riparian areas, through changes in intensity and amount of timber harvesting.

Concerns about the amount of habitat for T & E species, such as the grizzly bear, wolf, bald eagle, and peregrine falcon included suggestions for better monitoring plans, prohibition of ORV/snowmobile use, protection against wildfire, limitations to logging, and road closures.

�Relation to Other Issues



At issue is how to manage the habitats for threatened and endangered species on the Colville National Forest in order to insure their continued existence.

Management of the habitats for threatened and endangered species is one of the most complex issues on the Forest.  The public, Forest Service, and other governmental agencies are concerned that these species be protected as provided for by the Endangered Species Act.

As with the wildlife issue, this issue is related to most other issues, particularly the timber harvest and transportation issues.  Management of habitat for threatened or endangered species greatly reduces the amount of road access provided within an area.  Less access results in difficulty of exploring for or developing the minerals resource.





ISSUE:	HOW SHOULD THE FOREST MANAGE THE VISUAL RESOURCE?



Situation:

Large wildfires of the 1920’s and 1930’s and past management activities such as timber harvesting have created a variety of landscapes on the forest.  Forty percent of the forest can be seen from roads, trails or other high use areas.  Roughly 80 percent of the forest has the appearance of a natural or near natural landscape with limited effects of management activities.

Maintenance of the visual resource is particularly important in those areas that receive concentrations of public use.  Of specific importance are the visual corridors along State Highway 20 (North Cascades Highway), Sullivan Creek Road, Aladdin Highway, and British Columbia Highway 3.  Also of concern is visual management adjacent to recreation facilities such as campgrounds and the area viewed from the Salmo-Priest Wilderness.

Of equal concern is the enhancement of other areas to achieve visual resource objectives.  The past wildfires, for example, have created large areas where little diversity is present in the landscape and an opportunity exists to enhance visual quality.

For the past several years, visual management techniques have been applied to the Forest’s management activities.  These techniques have allowed for the maintenance or enhancement of scenic qualities that the public has come to expect.

The public’s responses to visual resources were almost entirely in favor of maintaining or improving scenic quality.  Those in favor advocated use of uneven-age management in place of clearcutting, visual buffer strips, reductions in cattle grazing, logging restrictions, scenic viewshed and corridor plans, and old growth to preserve visual quality.

�Those who disagreed felt there is too much protection of scenic quality and that visual buffer zones are a means only to “expand” the wilderness areas.



Relation to Other Issues



Concern has been expressed that as management activities such as timber harvesting continue they will directly affect the scenic quality of the Forest.  Central to this issue is the determination of which areas should be emphasized for visual resource management.

The visual resource issue is related to many of the other issues.  The recreational values of the Forest are related to its scenic beauty.  Views from lakes, campgrounds, and roads can affect the experience of the recreationist because many people prefer to view natural appearing landscapes rather than landscapes where management activities are dominant.

Management activities such as timber harvesting can be used to enhance or rehabilitate areas where needed to meet objectives of visual quality.





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



Situation:  

All water originating on the Colville National Forest eventually flows into the Columbia River.  Major drainages include the Pend Oreille, Colville, Kettle and Sanpoil rivers.  Aside from these four major drainages about 7,505 miles of stream are present on National Forest land.  Year-round streams account for approximately 1,312 miles of this total.

Annual water production from National Forest land is estimated to be 981,000 acre feet.

The Water Resources Council projects that consumptive use of water in the Columbia - North Pacific Region will double between 1965 and 2020.

It is estimated that about 95 percent of the annual production rate (932,000 acre feet) is generally of excellent quality and meets State of Washington water quality standards for Class “AA Extraordinary” Water.

Forest Service management activities can affect the water resource.  Such activities can also influence water quantity, but the opportunities are somewhat limited.  Vegetation removal or modification through timber harvest can increase the short-term water yield from an area as well as the timing of water release.  

The public’s response to water quality in the Colville National Forest can be summarized as follows:  “Protect water quality and fish.”

�A strong message to protect riparian areas, streams, rivers, and lakes from damage due to timber harvesting, grazing, and road-building was expressed by the public.

The public expressed concern for preservation of water quality in specific areas such as Bead Lake. 

To stem the loss of water quality, some suggested that grazing be banned.  Others wanted retention of ¼ mile-wide filter strips of vegetation.   Most suggested use of uneven-age harvesting methods or prohibition of logging and road building in riparian areas.

The protection of municipal supply watersheds was of particular importance to the public.



Relation to Other Issues



Three municipal supply watersheds, where the Forest Service controls all or part of the drainage, provide domestic water to the communities of Metaline Falls, Orient, and Ione.  Other major uses of water are for recreation and sports fish production.  Wildlife and domestic livestock also use the water as it flows through forage areas.  An industrial operation in the Metaline Falls area and several family-sized domestic water systems use water originating on National Forest lands.  The most important local downstream water use is domestic water supply and fish habitat. 

Forest Service management activities have great potential to influence water quality.  The greatest influence is through timber harvest and road construction, although livestock grazing, road maintenance, and recreation activities also influence water quality.





ISSUE:	HOW WILL HISTORICAL AND ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES BE PROTECTED?



Situation:

Cultural history on the Colville National Forest dates back as far as 1800.  Indian tribes lived primarily along the Columbia, Pend Oreille, and Kettle Rivers and ventured onto the Forest for seasonal hunting and berry gathering.  The first documented visit to the area by a non-Indian was in 1811 when David Thompson came up the Pend Oreille River as far as Tiger.

Types of prehistoric sites most commonly found on the Forest are trails, isolated housepits, and rock cairns.  Other types of prehistoric values expected to be found in forested areas are cambium-stripped pines, peeled cedars, petroglyphs, pictographs, rock shelters, and lithic scatters.  The most common historic sites, which are the most abundant cultural resources on the Forest, are log cabins.  Other historic sites are mines, trails, wagon roads, sheep camps, and lookouts.  As of January, 1983, 365 cultural sites had been recorded.  Of these, 329 are historic, 19 are prehistoric 

�and 8 are undetermined as to age.  Sixteen of these sites have been determined eligible to the National Register of Historic Places.  It is anticipated that many sites currently in non-eligible status may, in the future, be changed to eligible status as the Forest’s data base is increased.  

Several area Indian tribes express an over-powering sentiment that the Forest Service is not protecting public lands from the destruction they see from roads and timber harvesting...that it is not preserving traditional and spiritual grounds.

Protection and enhancement of huckleberry fields and other native plant areas was identified as a new issue by the tribes.



Relation to Other Issues



Cultural resources are an issue because the public generally expresses a desire to adequately protect these sites.  In addition to the inventory and protection of cultural sites, opportunities are present to enhance some of these sites through interpretation.

The concern with this issue is that developmental activities such as road construction and timber harvesting have the potential to unknowingly destroy cultural resources without the opportunity to gather important cultural information.  Conversely, cultural inventories conducted prior to ground disturbing activities provide the opportunity to identify additional cultural sites.





ISSUE:	WHAT IS THE APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF LIVESTOCK GRAZING?



Situation:

The Colville National Forest presently supports nearly 14,000 head of grazing livestock.  This represents approximately 25 percent of the grazing which occurs 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. 

Prior to public review, the issue of range management was dropped from detailed consideration because of the feeling that it was not of widespread public interest.

Over-all, comments from the public about grazing livestock on public lands ranged from advocating its elimination to increasing levels of Animal Unit Months (AUM’s) above the present level.

�Opinions were expressed in opposition to “welfare” ranching (allowing individuals to graze domestic livestock on public lands at taxpayers’ expense).  Those in opposition proposed increasing grazing fees to mitigate the negative environmental effects.



Relation to Other Issues:



Management of the grazing resource requires close coordination with other resources on the Forest.  There is public concern that domestic livestock competes with wildlife for available forage and alters wildlife habitat.  There is also concern regarding negative impacts of grazing on sensitive and riparian vegetation and water quality.  Movement of livestock along Forest roads may contribute to the spread of noxious weeds.  It was felt by some that there is potential to improve the economic situation of local ranchers by increasing levels of AUM’s.





ISSUE:	HOW WILL THE ROAD SYSTEM BE MANAGED?



Situation:

Prior to public review, the issue of road system management was dropped from detailed consideration because of the feeling that it was not of widespread public interest.

The Forest has 3,575 miles of existing roads which are interconnected with the county, state, and federal road systems.  About 674 miles of arterial and collector roads and 2,901 miles of local roads are presently under Forest jurisdiction.  Most arterial and collector roads are safe for passenger car travel at speeds less than 25 miles per hour.  Most local roads are suitable for high clearance vehicles and low speed travel.

The Forest Development Transportation System, consisting of any roads under the Forest’s jurisdiction, is not classified as a public road system.  For this reason, it can provide management alternatives not available to state and local agencies responsible for road networks.  Principal among these alternatives is the Forest’s authority to regulate or restrict use of Forest development roads.

After analyzing responses, several concerns were raised that included a need for the Colville National Forest to assess the economic needs and potential impacts of roads and the need for scheduled road closures to minimize impacts on wildlife and other forest amenities.  The public was also concerned about high road construction costs.

�Relation to Other Issues:



Development of road systems on the Forest may have direct or indirect effects on other resources.  Road systems provide increased access for timber harvest, grazing, and mineral exploration and development.  Development of these resources, in turn, affects the economy of local communities.

Roads can be either beneficial or detrimental to the recreation resource.  For example, roads provide increased access for fishing, driving, viewing wildlife, and woodcutting, while conversely reducing unroaded recreation opportunities.

There is concern regarding effects of road development on fish and wildlife. 

Road densities affect habitat carrying capacity for big game and seclusion habitat required for some threatened and endangered species.  Stream crossings have the potential to limit fish movement.  Firewood cutting along roads reduces the number of available snags for wildlife.

Road construction is the major soil disturbing activity on the Forest.  There is concern about the effects of road construction on water quality.  Road construction activities have the potential to disturb or destroy previously unknown cultural resources or to increase the risk of vandalism to identified cultural resources due to improved access to sites.  Conversely, cultural resources inventories conducted prior to road construction may reveal new resource sites.





ISSUES WHICH VARY SIGNIFICANTLY BETWEEN ALTERNATIVES



Issues may be addressed in forest planning through alternative formulation or the development of standards and guidelines.  Those issues resolved through development of alternatives are generally associated with land allocations.  Those issues associated with development of standards and guidelines generally do not vary by alternative, although each alternative may have a different effect on the issue.  Some issues will be resolved through both alternatives and standards and guidelines.

Issues which vary significantly and quantified indicators of responsiveness are shown in Table A-2.

�

                                       TABLE A-2

                                       RESOLUTION OF ISSUES



ISSUE�RESOLUTION��1.�What will be the social and economic effects upon the local people?  This is quantified by the revenues to counties and the changes in the number of jobs as compared to current direction.��2.�How should the existing roadless areas be managed?  This is measured by the acres remaining in a roadless condition.��3.�How much timber should be harvested?  This is quantified by the volume of timber offered.��4.�How will a variety of recreation experiences be provided?  This is quantified by RVD’s and acres of opportunity available.��5.�How will wildlife populations be insured?  For deer and elk, this is quantified by numbers of animals.��6.�How will the visual resource be managed?  This is quantified by acres of viewsheds maintained or enhanced.��7.�How will a continuing source of clean water be provided?  This is quantified through base-line monitoring of water quality (State Class “AA standards) and expressed by water yields (thousand acre feet) and improved watershed condition (acres).��8.�How will cultural, historical, and archeological resources be protected?  This is quantified by acreage inventoried and protected.��9.�What is the appropriate level of livestock grazing?  This is quantified by number of animal unit months of permitted livestock grazing.��10.�How will the road system be managed?  This is quantified by miles of open road per surface mile (road density).��
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