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Issues, Concerns and Opportunities

Identification Process

The first formal public involvement effort began with the

filing of a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register, Octo

ber 10, 1979. To initiate the planning process, a prelimi

nary list of issues and criteria was presented at a public

meeting in Alturas, California, on November 15, 1979; 26

people attended.

The following received the list and were invited to

identify issues to be addressed in the Forest Plan:

— Local governments

— Indian tribal leaders within Modoc, Siskiyou, Lassen

Counties in California, and Lake and Klamath Coun

ties in Oregon

— Adjacent landowners

- Individuals and organizations on the Forest mailing

list

Thirty-eight respondents proposed additional issues,

identified public demands, and suggested conflict reso

lutions.

In winter of 1980, the Forest and the Alturas Resource

Area of the Susanville District of the Bureau of Land

Management (BLM) developed a uniform firewood pol

icy. On March 17-24, 1980, four workshops were held;

105 local residents attended one or more sessions. Nu

merous issues surfaced. Some were resolved by the pol

icy; the remaining were added to the Forest issues for

resolution in the Forest Plan.

The Interdisciplinary (ID) Team applied screening cri

teria to potential issues extracted from the public re

sponses. Issues passing the screening criteria were

addressed during the Forest planning process. The

screening criteria are listed below:

1) The issue can be resolved with existing Forest Super

visor authority.

2) The issue affects or is affected by Forest Service

activities.

3) The issue cannot be readily resolved by other parties.

4) The issue cannot be best resolved through

Forest Service programs and actions.

5) Within the ten-year life of the Plan, no acu'oi

result in irreversible effects.

6) State-of-the-art knowledge and technology alloi

complete or substantial resolution of this issue a

a positive course of action for full resolution.

In January 1981, the Forest and Alturas Resource

of the BLM (which was conducting in a similar pla

process) jointly released a list of Forest- and Area

issues for public review. Almost 700 agencies, indivit

and organizations on Forest and BLM mailing lists

invited to review the issues in depth and check for

sions. The issues were slightly modified as a res‘

public comments. In April 1982, BLM issues

dropped from the Forest-wide set of issues becaus

Alturas Resource Area had accelerated its planning

cess.

Notice of a public hearing on the Big Valley Fe

Sustained-Yield Unit was filed in the May 28, 1982

of the Federal Register, and subsequent legal m

were published in local newspapers. Nineteen 0

people attending the Adin hearing on June 24 tesl

The Forest received fourteen letters and one pc

with 106 signatures during the formal public com

period. All comments were analyzed in the mannel

viously described.

The final set of Forest issues, as approved by th

gional Forester in November 1983, appears in GM]

ofthis document. The planning records contain all |:

comments, hearing documents, and additional da

the process used to summarize public responses.

Consultation With Others

In addition to the formal scoping activities, va

agencies, Indian tribes, local officials and others

contacted individually by members of the LD. Team

the Forest Management Staff.

The following were contacted by personal lettc

telephone to explain the Forest planning process

invite comment on the issues:
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Susanville District, Bureau of Land Management

US Fish and Wildlife Service

Lava Beds National Monument

Modoc Refuge

Soil Conservation Service

CA Dept of Forestry

Modoc Co. Board of Supervisors

Siskiyou Co. Board of Supervisors

Klamath Co. Board of Commissioners

Pit River Tribal Council

Modoc Co. Chamber of Commerce

Modoc Co. Road Dept

Canby 4WD

Modoc Co. Farm Bureau

Jefferson Assoc.

Modoc Co. Cattlemen's Assn

Modoc Co. Ski Club

Modoc C0. Gem and Minerals Society

Modoc Larger Parish (Blue Lake Camp)

Sierra Pacific Industries

Surprise Valley Lumber

NorCalNeva RCD

CA Dept of Fish&Game

CA Dept Water Resources

Lassen Co. Board of Supervisors

Lake Co. Board of Supervisors

Lake Co. Board of Commissioners

Pit River Home and Ag. Coop Assn

Modoc Co. Ag Commission

Calandor Pine Corp.

Edgerton Lumber

Modoc Co. Garden Club

Main Industries

Modoc Co. Historical Society

Modoc Co. Sportsmen

Modoc Grazin Advisory Board

Pacific Power ' Light

Surprise Valley Electric

Modoc Co. Senior Citizens

In addition, other consultation activities occurred.

BLM, Alturas Resource Area of the Susanville District

-frequent meetings and telephone contacts between 1980

and 198310 insure close coordination throughout the

planningprocess.

California Fish and Game

-frequent meetings to share information and data on

habitat areas, forage production etc.

Tribal communities consisting of the Ft. Bidwell Indian

Community, Pit River Home & Ag Coop Association,

Klamath Tribal Council, Pit River Tribal Council

—letters and telephone contacts between January and

March I984 to seek comments on the document "Cul

tural Resource Overview: Modoc National Forest,”

which addresses the Forest cultural resources planning

issues. No concern was expressed.

Northern California County Supervisors Association

(NCCSA) consisting of county representatives from nine

northern counties

- meetinglune 1981 toprovide status information the the

Northeastem Califomia Forestplans.

Northeast Zone Forests consisting of the Lassen,

Plumas, Mendocino, Modoc National Forests

—frequent meetings and telephone contacts between

March 1981 and 1984 toprovide a consistent approach

in dealing with prescriptions, standards andguidelines,

etc.

US. Air Force

—several meetings and telephone contacts between Jan

uary 1983 and 1985 to discuss the location andimpacts

on the installation ofthe Over the Horizon-Backscatter

Radar System (OTH-B).

US. Fish and Wildlife Service

- briefing on the planning process and discussion of

issues that would be addresed. At their request, we did

not initiateformal consultation with the USFWS. They

felt that consultation onprogrammatic documents such

as the EIS and Plan was not appropriate.

Western Timber Association (WTA)

- meeting October 1982 to provide an overview ofplan

ning process and timber data; meeting April 1983 to

review FORPLAN, benchmarks and initial alterna

tives;field trip to the LongBell area to discuss sivicultu

ral options on low-yield timber sites.

Mother Lode Chapter, Sierra Club

—informal meetings February 1982 and May 1984 to

discuss monitoring, juniper management, and Road

less Area Review and Evaluation (RARE) areas.

Fremont National Forest

-meeting April 1984 with both planning stafi organiza~

tions to share similarities and differences in ap

proaches, followed by numerous telephone contacts

between resource specialists.

Initiated with a Notice of Intent to reevaluate road~

less areas, the Forest held an open house daily between

July 25 and August 12, 1983, in Alturas to discuss and

gather information about roadless areas; three people

signed the register. A newsletter was mailed to 366

individuals, agencies, and organizations on the Forest

mailing list to invite comment; eight letters were re

ceived. Issues were extracted and analyzed. Informa

tion supplied by individuals was incorporated into the

Forest data base.
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The Selected Issues, Concerns, and

Opportunities

Chapter 1, contains the final set of issues derived from

the scoping process. They are listed below with their

facets. Chapter 2, Table 2-24 displays treatment of the

issues by each alternative. Chapter 2 also discusses the

relationship of the issues to the benchmarks, the use of

issues in formulating alternatives, and the impact of issue

response on present net value (PNV) and other economic

indicators. Chapter 3 gives the background necessary to

understand the issues, and Chapter 4 describes the envi

ronmental consequences of responding to each issue.

All issues were addressed in the Forest planning pro

cess; none were deferred.

  

What direction will be provided for the inventory, man

agement, and interpretation of cultural resources?

Facets of the Issue:

— How will NativeAmerican heritage concemsbeaccom

modated in land use and resource allocations?

- Where and to what extent will other land uses be mod

(lied to protect the cultural resource base and to en

hance public appreciation of its value?

  

How will management provide for diversity of plant and

animal communities so that diversity is at least as great as

that which presently exists?

  

I

How will Forest management contribute to the federal

policy of achieving national energy self~sufficiency?

  

How and where will the transportation and communi

cation system be managed and maintained?

Facets of the Issue:

-How will the road network be managed to provide

public access for firewood gathering while protecting

against resource damages?

— Under what conditions will roads be rehabilitated or

obliterated?

- How and where will borrow and agregate sources be

designated, and what provisions will be made for site

restoration ?

— How will the Forest manage existing, and identify po

tential, electronic sites?

-How will the Forest manage existing and new rights-of

way (utility corridors, roads, and trails)?

— Howcan transportation system coordination with other

agencies be improved?

—Are there opportunities to upgrade access for resource

management andpublic use?

  

naéefiicjhi

Howwill fire be managed to protect and improve Forest

resources?

Facets of the Issue:

— What will be the fire suppression direction in specific

management areas?

- Where and to what extent willprescribedfire be usedfor

fuels reduction, wildlife habitat and forage improve

ment, or other vegetative manipulation?

- What can be done to improve coordination with other

federal, State, and localfire protection agencies as well

as adjacent owners?

  

How and where will firewood be managed?

Facets of the Issue:

- Howand where willjuniper, oak, andmahogany wood

lands be managed toprovidefirewood and othergoods

and services?

- How will wildlife and range needs and culturalresource

protection be considered in firewood management?

—How will the firewood resource be distributed among

free, commercial, and industrial users?

—How will the administration (including law enforce

ment) offirewood management be handled?

— What utilization standards andslash treatment require

ments will be established?

  

What will be the priorities for adjustments in land own

ership to meet public demand and to support resource

management goals and administrative needs?
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Facets of the Issue:

- Which federal lands should be transferred to State or

private ownership to meet local community needs or to

facilitate Forest administration?

- Which private and State lands should be transferred to

federal ownership to support national or regionalgoals

or to facilitate Forest administration ?

- What methods of acquisition and disposal should be

used in land adjustments?

- What will be thepriorityforreviewing existing withdraw

als ?

  

How will mineral areas be managed?

Facets of the Issue:

—How will leasable and common variety minerals be

managed?

- How will the surface resources associated with local

able minerals be managed?

— What priorities and guidelines will be established for

supporting the exploration, development, and manage

ment ofenergy minerals (includinggeothemial, oil, and

gas)?

How will Forest pests be controlled?

Under what conditions will pesticides be used?

  

What will be the level of range use and development?

Facets of the Issue:

- How will the Forest distribute forage among livestock,

wildlife, and wild horses while continuing to maintain

or improve the ecological condition ofthe land?

- Where and to what extent will livestock graze in wilder

ness areas ?

— What will be the direction for wild horse management?

- What criteria will be usedfor detemiining grazing sea

sons, range suitabilityforlivestock, and range condition

goals?

Recreation

What recreation opportunities will be provided?

Facets of the Issue:

- How will demands for future recreation development

(e.g., campgrounds, trailheads, picnic grounds, etc.) be

handled?

— How will public demandsfor winter sports opportuni

ties be met?

—How will dispersed recreation be managed outside of

wilderness areas?

—How will the Forest manage existing trails, and what

new opportunities will be provided in the future?

- Where will off-road vehicles be permitted and how will

their use be managed?

— What opportunities will be provided to increase public

understanding of the environment and the Forest's

management activities?

- How will recreation use be managed within the South

Warner Wilderness?

—Are there unique areas on the Forest that should be

nominated for inclusion in the National Registry of

Natural Landmarks ?

  

What amounts, methods, and locations of timber har

vest and other silvicultural activities will be practiced?

Facets of the lssue:

— On which lands and to what intensity will timber be

managed?

—How and where will cleancutting be applied (e.g., eon

flguration, dispersion, size)?

— What direction will be given for reforestation (e.g.,

under what conditions will plantations be grazed or

vegetative competition controlled; how will potential

impacts on deer be considered in bntsh conversion;

what direction will begivenfor maintaining tree species

diversity)?

- How will the following considerations influence rota

tion length ?

o Vegetative diversity.

0 Tree size and its effects on wildlife, aesthetics,

wood products, and energy el'liciency.

0 Biological potential.

0 Socio-economics.

— Underwhatconditions willuneven-age management be

practiced? ‘
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— If departures from the Base Sale Schedule are neces

sary, how will they be implemented over time to reduce

impacts on community stability?

- What programs will be initiated to maximize wood

utilization .7

— How will the Big Valley Federal Sustained-Yield Unit

be managed?

- Whatpriority will be given to salvage operations?

- How and where will silvicultural practices be used to

maintain oldgrowth standsfor dependent wildlife spe

cies, as well as for aesthetics and habitat diversity?

  

How will the effects of management be considered in

relation to community stability?

Facets of the Issue:

- What are the measures ofcommunitystability, andhow

will they be used in evaluation ?

— What will be the effects of management on the local

economy (e.g., employment, receipts to the counties)?

-How will the local cultural lij'estyle be considered in

relation to other socio-economic factors?

  

How will the visual resource be managed to protect the

scenic quality of the Forest?

Facets of the Issue:

- How will special scenic areas, including major travel

corridors, riparian zones, recreation sites, and areas

with wilderness characteristics, be managed topreserve

or enhance their visual character?

- How will the Forest be managed to maintain long-term

visual resource quality?

- What opportunities exist to improve or enhance the

visual quality of areas that have been adversely im

pacted in thepast?

  

How will watersheds be managed to maintain or en

hance water quantity, water quality, and soil productiv

ity?

Facets of the Issue:

-How and where will water sources be developed and

protected?

— What priority will be placed on water quality/water

quantity?

— When managing water use, how will on- and off-site

needs be prioritizedfor thefollowing?

0 Stock watering.

0 Road watering.

0 Human consumption.

0 Irrigation.

0 Recreation.

0 Wildlife needs (including wetlands).

0 Industrial uses.

0 In-stream flow.

— Whatpriority will begiven to the restoration ofdegraded

watersheds?

- How will potential water supplies for the management

ofthe Forest be identified?

- What are the roles of soil, geology, and water in deter

mining land capabilities and constraints on manage

ment activities?

— Can the Forestmorefully implement BestManagement

Practices for the protection of water quality and soil

productivity?

— To what extent will soil and water be monitored?

  

What will be the management direction for wetland and

riparian habitats?

Facets of the Issue:

— What will be the direction forfuture wetland improve

ment projects when considering livestock grazing de

mands, upland wildlife habitat needs, fish manage

ment, andprojectfunding?

— What will be the vegetative community standards for

wetland and riparian habitats, incorporating fish and

wildlife needs, aesthetics, and diversity?
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Where, what kind, and how much habitat will be pro

vided for fish and wildlife species?

Facets of the Issue:

— What will be the population goalsfor selectedfish and

wildlife species?

-How and where will priority be given to deer habitat

management relative to timber management activities

(i.e., harvesting, reforestation, including brush conver

sion and burn rehabilitation, rotation length, and thin

nings)?

— How and where willpriority be given to wildlife habitat

management, particularly for deer, pronghom, sage

grouse, and wateq'owl, relative to range and otherman

agement activities ?

-How and to what extent should a cooperative monitor

ing and information exchange program be established

with the Caltfomia Department ofFish and Game?

- What are the opportunities to improve wildlife policy

administration?

— How willfisheries habitat be improved?

—How and where will snags be managed in forest and

woodlands?

-How willhabitats be maintainedorimprovedforthreat

ened, endangered, and sensitiveplant and animal spe

cies?
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Appendix B

The Modeling and Analysis Process 

1. Introduction

This appendix presents a technical discussion of the

analysis process and models used to formulate alternative

Forest management plans. The information supplements

the broader and less technical descriptions in the body of

this EIS. The appendix describes basic assumptions,

model components and inputs, modeling rules and meth

ods, and modeling constraints along with their rationale

and impacts. See Chapter 2.8. for a description of the

overall process, Chapter 2.C. for the results of the bench

mark analysis, and Chapter 2.E. for results of the alter

natives.

Because many management activities could be ap

plied to the various land types of the Forest, mathemati

cal models were needed to conduct the analysis portion

of the planning process. FORPLAN is the primary mod

eling tool which ensures that land allocations and output

schedules for benchmarks and alternatives meet the ob

jective and constraints in the most cost efficient manner.

FORPLAN is also used for accounting work and gener

ates summary reports for the tables in the EIS.

Although FORPLAN was used for most of the analy

sis, its functions are limited. Additional models were

needed to generate input data for FORPLAN and inter

pret output data from FORPLAN. A timber growth and

harvest (RAMPREP) model determines timber yield

estimates for various timber strata. The FIREPLAN sys

tcm simulates the fire management organization, activi

ties, and estimates costs that efficiently achieve the

program direction for each alternative. An economic

model, IMPLAN, was used to estimate the impacts on

local area employment and income associated with

changes in the levels of Forest outputs. Several Wildlife

and Fish Habitat Capability Models (e.g., deer, marten)

were used to estimate effects on wildlife and fish popula

tions from changes in Forest vegetation. The potential for

water yield increases from vegetative manipulation was

estimated with a water yield model. These models and

others used in the planning process are further described

in Section 4 of this appendix.

Models serve as approximations to the “real world.”

They cannot be expected to predict with absolute cer

tainty the consequences of implementing any alternative.

Theycan provide valuable insight into the potential range

ofeffects across a set of alternatives, and provide a means

of ranking one course of action relative to another.

Therefore, the modeling efforts included in the planning

process are intended to provide a basis for comparison

rather than a definitive set of consequences from alter

native Forest management actions.

2. ’lhe Forest Planning Model (FORPLAN)

A. Overview

FORPLAN (Johnson 1982, Gilbert et al. 1984) is a

specialized matrix generator and report writer for a stan

dard linear programming algorithm (FMPS). FMPS is

the acronym for functional mathematical programming

subsystem, the linear programming code residing on the

UNIVAC 1100 series computer at Fort Collins, Colo

rado. Linear programming is a standard mathematical

technique for solving simultaneous linear equations sub

ject to a set of constraints and an objective function.

Linear equations are expressed mathematically as:

Maximize: z = c1,x1+c2,r2+...cnxn (ObjectiveFunction)

a11x1+a13x3+...a1nxn Sbl

az1x1+aggx1+...a3nxn sbg (Constraint Set)

am1x1+amzrz+...amn sbm

x1xg,...xn 20

These mathematical expressions can also be shown in

the following matrix:

Subject to:
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Column

i=2

Column

i=1

Objective function C1X1 CgXz

m2

C3X3

Rowi = l (Timber) 111m 0 013m 2 171

mm — b2Rowi = 2 (Land) allxl a22X2

Rowi = m 0mm flmZXZ

In the FORPLAN formulation, the linear equations

(rows) represent constraints, (limitations) such as re

source production functions, costs, and acreages. For

example, row 1 might represent timber production; row

2, total cost; and row M, acres burned by wildfire. The

columns (i=1,n) represent the activities (prescriptions)

which can occur over time on specific units of land called

analysis areas (represented byxj). Theaij ’s in the matrix

are the production, cost, or resource coefficients associ

ated with each prescription/analysis area combination.

The bi ’s are the right-hand side constraints representing

exact amounts ( =) or upper ( < ) or lower ( > ) constraint

levels that must be met. In the example above, if row 1

represents timber production, then the constraint -

a11x1+a1zx2+a13x3 +a1nxn2b1

requires the total amount of timber produced from all

prescriptions and analysis areas to be greater than or

equal to the amount in.

The Modoc National Forest FORPLAN Version ll

model represents the production functions, costs, values,

and resource supplies unique to the Forest in the math

ematical format described above. By altering the objec

tive function and constraint set, the model generates

estimates of costs, benefits, outputs, activities, and land

allocations for each alternative or benchmark.

The Forest used two versions ofthe FORPLAN model

to conduct the necessary analysis of alternatives. The

original model (referred to as the DEIS model) was built

with FORPLAN Version II Release 13 model code.

After the draft Forest Plan was released, an enhanced

version of the model code, Release 14, was made avail

able. Public comments expressed concern and criticism

over certain aspects of the DEIS model. Improved capa

bilities of the new code gave the Forest the opportunity

to restructure the model in response to these comments.

The revised model was used to analyze the effects of
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alternatives which evolved from the period of public

review.

The new FORPLAN code provided a means of incor

porating the loss of growth and yield from plantation

mortality into the modeling process. Plantation failures

occur for a variety of reasons including marginal contract

planting, inclusions of shallow rocky soils, incomplete

capture of the site, occasional poor stock, and animal

damage. The ten percent rate of plantation failure on the

Modoc was implicitly modeled using the new code. Sim

ilarly, the high percentage of plantation burning on the

Forest was also captured in the revised model. A linkage

was established between the incremental costs of fire

prevention and the degree of plantation loss through

wildfire. This allowed the economic efficiency criteria of

the model to determine the optimal level for the fire

program.

Revisions to the FORPLAN code enabled the same

timber management practices to be simulated with less

input. The more efficient model could be solved in a

much less time, which resulted in significant savings on

computer processing charges.

Comparability between the two models was achieved

by replicating the coefficients and constraints of the draft

model during the revision process. Of course, some mod

ifications were necessary to convert to the new code and

significant differences are highlighted in this appendix.

Primarily, the changes relate to the geographic scope of

the model which was revised to generate Forest-wide

results instead of associating outputs with individual

management areas.

lnterdisciplinaryteam input to the FORPLAN model

included identifying:

- activities applicable to the Forest lands;

— activities that could be modeled in FORPLAN;

- land types to which each activity could be applied;
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- costs, outputs, and benefit values which would result

from applying each activity to each land type;

- compatibility of activities on the same land area.

The resulting matrices include all management activ

ities which can be modeled, as well as their costs, outputs,

and benefits.

After the models were built, test runs were made to

see if solutions were reasonable, and to make calibra

tions. Constraint sets were developed and tested to rep

resent minimum management requirements (MMRs),

minimum implementation requirements (MIRs), and

specific land allocations and output schedules for indi

vidual alternatives. An iterative process was used to for

mulate these constraint sets prior to making final

FORPLAN runs for benchmarks and alternatives. (See

Section 3A. of this appendix.)

Depending on the objective function and constraint

set for each benchmark and alternative, the FORPLAN

solution represents the most cost-efficient mix of land

allocations, outputs, costs, benefits and activities. Alter

natives were examined and evaluated for:

- trade-offs among economic, social, and environmen~

tal effects;

- differences in costs and benefits for both priced and

non-priced objectives, and the effect on present net

value;

— responsiveness to public issues and management con

cerns; and

— net public benefit, which is a combination ofPNV and

qualitative Forest resource benefits.

Post~FORPLAN analysis included the following

tasks:

— determining impacts on the local economy using the

IMPLAN model;

— determiningwhether district personnel could reason

ably implement alternatives in the field; and

— selecting as the preferred alternative that which pro

vides the greatest net public benefit.

B. Land Units

Forest planners overlaid five maps to delineate funda

mental land units for planning:

- administrative boundaries;

- vegetative classification;

- watershed boundaries;

— visual attributes; and

- soil composition.

The area intersections of these five layers provided a

set of capability areas representing the smallest units of

land for which comparable data exists on a Forest-wide

basis. All land within a capability area is homogeneous in

its ability to produce resource outputs and in its produc

tion limitations. The final set ofcapability area maps were

computerized through WRIS (Wildland Resource Infor

mation System)1 to calculate the individual polygon acre

ages and to tag each area identified for the Modoc total

Forest data base. The 23,000 capability areas identified

for the Modoc total 1.633 million acres. Although the

Forest actually contains 1.651 million acres, the differ

ence of 12,000 acres (0.7%) is not significant at this level

of analysis.

The Forest ID Team identified 49 physical, biological

and administrative attributes for each capability area to

help analyze resource opportunities and public issues.

These data were stored by capability area in a computer

ized data base (Shimamoto and Merrihew 1982, Modoc

National Forest 1983). Capability area information is now

easily retrieved, sorted, aggregated and analyzed by dis

trict and 8.0. personnel using Oracle, a data base man~

agement system residing on the Data General MV8000.

It is not practical to use individual capability areas in

FORPLAN because of their small size and immense

number. The use of such a large number of land units

would be cumbersome and expensive, and would exceed

the matrix size limitations of the program. Therefore, the

representation of land units in a FORPLAN model is

accomplished by grouping many capability areas into

large analysis areas. Analysis areas for FORPLAN were

developed by selectively aggregating Forest capability

areas based on physical, biological and administrative

attributes.

Forest issues and concerns influenced analysis area

definition. It was important to include attributes that have

a significant effect on production capability and costs.

For instance, the selection of timber-related attributes to

include in FORPLAN was guided by such factors as

forest type, condition class, site class, slope, and accessi

bility; these factors are the largest determinants of timber

yield and cost.

I Developed at the Pacific Southwest Forest and Range Experimental Station

by Robert M. Russell, David A. Sharpnnck, and Elliot L Amidon.
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Level identifiers were used to characterize

FORPLAN analysis areas with attribute combinations

representative of the management situation on the For

est. A total of six unique categories of attributes can be

defined in the FORPLAN model (TABLE B-l).

Level One, “Forest and Program Areas”, was used to

differentiate timber regulation in FORPLAN between

the Big Valley Federal Sustained-Yield Unit and the rest

of the Forest. Although the entire Forest was modeled as

a whole, the Big Valley Unit presents a distinct and

contrasting difference to the rest of the Forest with re

spect to standing timber inventory, growing stock, and

growth conditions. Unique timber yield tables were de

veloped for both areas of the Forest.

FORPLAN analysis areas generally represent actual

land units on the Forest but for certain purposes

“dummy” analysis areas may be included. Such analysis

areas are modeling constructs only and simply provide an

accounting mechanism for the costs and benefits associ

ated with Forest-wide programs and general administra

tion. These “dummy” analysis areas were also delineated

with a Level One identifier.

The Level Two identifier, “Economic Zones”, was

used to represent transportation system development

needs and to analyze cost-benefit questions related to

development versus non-development of roadless areas

on the Forest. Rangeland allotments were included in the

DEIS model as a Level Two.

The Level Three identifier, “Timber Suitability”, was

used to determine what range of timber intensities could

be applied to each analysis area based on suitability for

regeneration.

The Level Four and Five identifiers, “Forest Type and

Condition Class”, were structured in accordance with the

RAMPREP yield tables used in FORPLAN. A unique

set of cost/financial tables was also used with selected

combinations of these identifiers.

The Level Six identifier, “Land Class”, was used to

separate low productivity land (less than 20 cu. ft.) from

other timberlands.

The DEIS model contained 492 Analysis Areas, 20 of

which were dummy analysis areas. They relate to the

Forest in the following manner:

District Timber AA Other AA Total AA

81

57

41 78

64 56 120

237 235 472

Dummy Analysis Areas 20

  

In addition to analysis areas, the DEIS model con

tained zones which defined portions of analysis areas

contained within a geographic unit. Allotment zones

were used to estimate forage yield, investment dollars for

range structural improvements, and dispersed recreation

capacity.

No geographic specifications were necessary as the

analysis areas were stratified on Forest-wide attributes.

This simplified the model structure considerably and was

a key factor in reducing the cost of computer processing

for the analysis.

District rangers delineated 22 geographically contig

uous management areas which they could administer

easily. In selecting the management areas, they used these

criteria:

- similar vegetation and topography;

—similar management objectives, situations, and is

sues;

— undivided timber compartments;

—logical units of land large enough for projects and

outputs;

— existing transportation system.

Management Areas are displayed in the Forest Plan,

Chapter 4.

The desire to maintain the geographic identity of ca~

pability areas in the DEIS model limited aggregation.

Capability areas were not aggregated past the manage

ment area in which they were located, thus allowing

constraints and reporting at the management area level.

Although management areas were not retained in the

revised FORPLAN model, they will be used as a means

ofdisaggrcgating FORPLAN outputs from the Preferred

Alternative to the ranger district level for Plan implemen

tation.
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'lable B-l. Level Identifiers Used in FORPIAN

.

Issues 5’ Forest [CO & Pro. FOREST Forest-wide Activity outputs (Area = Forest)

gram Areas

_BVFSYU Big Valley Federal Sustained-Yield Unit

FIR-PR FFP Fire Program — Forestwide

  

  

XWILDN XW Existing Wilderness

RGN-PR Range Program — Improvements

WLF-PR WP Wildlife Program — Improvements

REC-PR RC Recreation Program - Improvements

DESIGN Designated-Classified Areas— Not Wilderness ‘

  

GENFOR GF General Forest — Open Allocation

Not one of the above (Null)

  

 

NOTE: DEIS Model included codes for 22 management areas at this level

,

_
_
_m

Not one of the above (Null)
  

NOTE: DEIS Model included codes for 87 range allotments at this level.

Code '

M2
_ M1
_ c?

_
_

  

Name

Suitability & Type of AA REGEN2

MILES

  

  

CAPCTY '

CCSWTH T1 Lands Suitable for CC-SW-TH-UE

T2 Lands Suitable for CC-SW-UECCSW
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Table B-1 - continued  

SW-UE T3

[T1

SS-THN T9

Level 4

Forest Type, Vegetation Type

Code

MC

Name

MC

PPJP

w'1'] w
'11

LP

GRASS GR

FR&T RT

Level 5

Condition Class or Structure

2 Oame

RGN-PL PL

P1

DJ'0

(‘D

3?

i»Q 36

4G

aQ aG

UNSTKG NS

EXT-AR EX

POT-AR PT

Lands Suitable for SW-UE

Lands Suitable for UE-Extensive Managemen

Only

Lands Suitable for Sanitation Salvage

Not one of the above (Null)

Mixed Conifer Type

Ponderosa-Jeffrey Pine Type

Red Fir Type

Lodgepole Pine Type

Grass-Rangeland

Forest Roads and Trails Management

Not one of the above (Null)

Descri tion

Regeneration Plantations

Plantation Less 10 Yrs — Disp Opening

Plantation Greater 10 Yrs— Disp not Opening

Small Sawtimber < 40% Crown Closure

 

Small Sawtimber > 40% Crown Closure

Large Sawtimber < 40% Crown Closure

Large Sawtimber > 40% Crown Closure

Large Sawtimber in Multi-Store Stands

Nonstocked Suitable Timber Lands

Existing Sites or Areas

Potential Sites or Areas

Not one of the above (Null)

 
N

‘I"._A.-.-4!AcIr
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Table B-1 - continued

m

Land Classes, Slope & Site Classes SITE-4

SITE-3

C. Prescriptions

A prescription consists of a set of management prac

tices and a schedule for their application. Depending on

site-specific management objectives, any one of several

prescriptions could be applied to a single analysis area.

Considering the number of possible combinations ofpre

scriptions, timing, and analysis areas, finding the most

efficient distribution of management practices is a com

plexproblem. With the use ofa computerized model such

as FORPLAN, an optimal solution can quickly be deter

mined. The speed of the solution allows several alterna

tives to be developed and analyzed, effectively increasing

the scope of the planning effort.

It is important to recognize the difference between

management prescriptions and FORPLAN prescriptions.

Management prescriptions provide direction for manag

ing resources to produce goods and services and meet

specific goals and objectives. They outline management

practices, time schedules, and standards and guidelines

for specific areas of the Forest. Management prescrip

tions and Standards and Guidelines meet the require

ments outlined in 36 CFR 219.27. Management

prescriptions are listed it Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan

and are summarized in Chapter 2 of the EIS.

Prescriptions used in FORPLAN were derived from

mangement prescriptions developed by the Forest's in

terdisciplinary (ID) team. They are the FORPLAN

model equivalent for the sets of activities which could

Occur on analysis areas. They are generic activities in that

they are written independently of the standards and

guidelines needed to fit activities to site specific condi

tions. Members of the ID team quantified the outputs,

costs, and benefits that would result from the application

of a management prescription to a given analysis area or

unit of land. This process provided the information

LS

Dunning Site Class ’4’

Dunning Site Class ’3’

Dunning Site Class ’2’

Less than 20 Cu Ft Lands- Reg II or Less

Not one of the above (Null)

  

needed to complete a set of yield and economic tables

used to calculate the cost and benefit of each FORPLAN

prescription/analysis area combination.

FORPLAN prescriptions were developed to allow for

a full range of management activities on analysis areas. A

minimum mangement FORPLAN prescription was in

cluded for each analysis area to allow choice of no active

management. Other prescriptions represented various

levels of intensity. This provided maximum flexibility in

modeling the management situation in that either inten

sive or non-intensive mangement practices could be allo

cated to any land unit. The range of prescriptions

available for each analysis area was constrained only by

technical feasibility.

FORPLAN prescriptions consist of two levels: man

agement emphasis (ME) and management intensity

(Ml). Many prescriptions can be represented by one

mangement emphasis and several mangement intensities.

For example, under the TF-FUL timber emphasis, even

aged management produces high timber yields. Open

ings are the largest permitted under the timber

dispersion constraint and the landscape visual quality is

modified. Tied to this management emphasis are man

agement intensities which vary in silvicultural treatment

and the use and timing of commercial thinning. The

descriptions below summarize the FORPLAN manage

ment emphases abbreviated in Table 3-2. This table

shows the relationship between FORPLAN prescrip

tions and management prescriptions.

  

This prescription applies to all lands for which no

chargeable timber volume is scheduled. Management

objectives either preclude timber production or are so

restrictive that sivicultural objectives cannot be met. Ex
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amples are non-capable, unavailable, and unsuitable

lands; wilderness and research natural areas (RNAs);

cultural and developed recreation sites; and threatened

and endangered species (T&E) habitats (which includes

habitat provision for the piliated Woodpecker).

i2) mantras ld' Objectives

(TM-MR0) "

  

This prescription includes suitable timberlands where

management objectives are such that minimal timber

yields are scheduled. Average rotation age is 200 years.

Timber outputs are regulated as a separate, non

interchangeable component of the allowable sale quan

tity (ASQ). Stand maintenance and harvest on low

productivity timberlands are included in this prescrip

tion. Examples of other possible applications of this pre

scription include management of visual retention zones

and riparian areas.

  ielilObjcctives I i

This prescription includes suitable timberlands where

management objectives allow for even-aged and uneven

aged systems but not at full yields. Rotations vary from 70

to 160 years with the average rotation of 125 years. This

prescription represents harvest regimes on lands desig

nated to meet nontimber objectives. Emphasizing other

resources results in a mean rotation longer than optimum

from a timber production standpoint. Examples of lands

included in this prescription are visual partial retention

zones and semi-primitive motorized recreation areas.

iii-run Yield Objectives

  

This prescription includes suitable timberlands where

management objectives allow for even-aged and un

evenaged systems with full timber yields. Average rota

tion varies from 70 to 90 years. Outputs from other

resources may be generated on lands assigned to this

prescription but nontimber objectives do not constrain

timber production.

(5); Wit???l'sééalsssrsstiiitiwoman

This prescription is used to establish a dummy analysis

area as a proxy for the wilderness recreation program. In

  

  

this case, the analysis area serves to track budget costs for

alternative program levels as represented by a range of

management intensities.

<61 Existing Duster?“ swam sires. (X112): . '

This prescription is used in conjuction with a dummy

analysis area. The analysis area was included to track

costs associated with providing different levels of quality

at existing developed recreation sites.

This prescription is used in conjunction with a dummy

analysis area. The analysis area was included to track

costs associated with expanding the developed recre

ation program and constructing new sites.

('8) Rungei-Management Maintenance i

This prescription includes rangelands where allot

ments are managed with minimum investments in struc

tural improvements and administration. Permits are

issued, fees collected, livestock controlled, and resource

damage prevented. Existing improvements are main

tained.

(9) Range-lylanagcment Extensive (LC).

This prescription includes rangelands where allot

ments are managed to improve ecological conditions to

at least a satisfactory level. Fencing, water developments,

and improved grazing systems are used to obtain rela

tively uniform livestock distribution and forage utiliza

tion. Approximately one-half the total desired structural

improvements are implemeted. Existing improvements

are maintained.

(l0) Range-Management intensive (LD).

This prescription includes rangelands where allot

ments are managed intensively for uniform livestock dis

tribution and high forage production. Existing structural

improvements are maintained and all desired additional

improvements are built.
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Table B-2. Management Prescriptions—FORPLAN Prescription Linkage

 

 

  

Management . FORPLAN Management Intensity

Emphasis

is scheduled but outputs from other resources, such a

M N

TU-UNS [MAINTS]

dispersed recreation and forage, are produced.

Wilderness TU_UNS MN This prescription applies to timber management in the

Management [MAINTS] wilderness area. No timber harvest is scheduled.

LS The wilderness is managed to provide low standard ser

[LOWSTD] vice.

SD The wilderness is managed to provide standard service

[FULSTD] '

RH Rehabilitation of wilderness rescreation sites from low t

[REHABT] high.

XX .

[XX-CAP]

. . . . This prescription applies to timber management in area
semi-Primitiv . . . .. . .
N on _ M o t o rizc ' MN designated for semi-primitive non-motorized recreation

. TU-UNS [MAINTS] No timber harvest is scheduled but outputs from othe

resources such as dispersed recreation and forage, are

produced.

XDVREC

(Existing devel These prescriptions apply to management of the developed recreatio

oped recre program.

SD

[FULSTD]

LS

[LOWSTD]

- Rehabilitation of existing sites from low to standard leve

  

  

This prescription may be applied to all suitable timber

lands (both > 20 and < 20 cu. ft. lands). No timber harvest

    

  

These prescriptions apply to recreation management in the wildernes

area

  

  

  

Developed

Recreation
  

Manage sites at low standard of service.

w

zI

[REHABT] of service.

XX .
[XXCAP] Excess capacity.

NC
[NCONST] New site Construction.

Manage sites at full standard of service.
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Table B-2 - continued

This co-emphasis prescription produces timber whil

maintaining visual retention qualities. Timber is har

vested by small clearcuts (5 acres or less) or selectio

harvesting.

  

  

Visual Retention TM-MRG
  

[STMANT]

This prescription applies to designated areas includin

Research Natural Areas (RNAs), Special Interest Area

(SlAs) and National Natural Landmarks (NNLs). N

timber harvests are scheduled, although outputs fro

other resources are produced.

  

MN

[MAINT]

  

Special Areas TU-UNS

This prescription applies to bald eagle habitat in all tim
  

 

 

sizztsgi'emem TU-UNS PSLINT] berlands. No timber harvest is scheduled although out

puts from other resources are produced.

I- _
  

  

No options for management intensity are included in th

revised FORPLAN model. Six levels of management in

tensity were included in the DEIS model and represente

options for non-structural range improvements. Although

this level of detail was not incorporated in the revise

model, the Range-Forage Management Prescription ex

plicitly provides for vegetative manipulation and is not

[-NULL-]

‘ precluded by the generalized model structure.

cc

[CC-HAR]

sw

[SW-HAR]

4E

[ > 40I~IAR]

  

  

  

Timber is clear-cut to produce near optimal yields. Exist

ing stands receive final harvest only. All merchantabl

commercial trees within the stand are removed.

  

  

Shelterwood cutting is used to produce near optimal

yields. Shelterwood cutting involves two steps: 1) a seer

step designed to open the canopy and create space fo

new trees, and 2) overstory removal designed to remov

all merchantable trees after completing the seed step.

  

Even-aged harvest on slopes greater than 40%. Existin 3

stands receive final harvest only. All merchantable com

mercial trees within the stand are removed.
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Table B-2 - continued

Second stage (overstory removal) of a two-step shelter

wood process. Existing stand condition resulted fro

application of seed step and all merchantable trees are

removed to complete the shelterwood harvest pattern.

 

 

  

[2S-HAR]

  

Even-aged harvest of existing stands after the fifth de

cade. This prescription represents both shelterwood an

clear-cut management intensities. It serves to reduce th

size of the model by limiting the columns required for th

out-periods of the planning horizon. Existing plantation.

receive a release treatment, a precommercial thin, and -

final harvest.

  

Within plantations, the existing stand receives a release

treatment, a precommercial thin, and up to three entrie

for commercial thinning before final harvest.

  

  ET

[ET-I-IAR]

PF

  

An existing plantation fails before it reaches three de

cades of age. The site is prepared and replanted to estab

lish a fully stocked stand. This prescription accounts for

the loss of growth and additional expense resulting from

plantation failure.

  

  

[PLFAIL]

An existing plantation burns before it reaches three de

cades of age. The site is prepared and replanted to estab

lish a fully stocked stand. This prescription accounts fo

the loss of growth and additional expenses incurred from

BR

[PL-BRN]

plantations destroyed by wildfire.

-_—Ree-moms

ET

[ET-HAR]

EA

[EA-HAR]

PF

[PLFAIL]

  

  

[PL-BRN]

Existing Stands

  

Reduced yields occur due to longer than optimal rota

tions from a timber management perspective. Partial

retention is the visual quality objective. Managemen

intensities are the same as described above for both

existing and regenerated stands.

  

[CC-BAR]
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Table B-2 - continued

sw

[SW-HAR]

4E

[ > 40-HAR

EA

[EA-HAR]

ET

[ET-HAR]

PF

[PLFAIL]

BR

[PL-BRN]

-_-Rwmdswnds

ET

I Timber-Forage TF-FUL FEFQRG]

TD

[T-FORG]

Uneven-Aged

Timber

 

  

  

forage. Following a final harvest, site preparation meth

ods are modified to maintain more browse, grasses, an it

forbs than would be expected under practices to opti

mize timber yields. Timber yields are reduced, but mor

forage is produced. Modification is the visual quali

objective.
  

  

This presciption is the same as TF-FUL/TD rotation

are longer than optimal from a timber managemen

  

  

Timber is harvested in clearcuts of < 5 acres or by singl -

tree selection. Yields are about 70% ofgrowth, which i ~

considerably below optimal timber yields. This pre

scription is a choice for existing and regenerated stand

on >20 cu. ft. timberlands.
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Table B-2 - continued

Timber Manage

ment on Low Pro SM

ductivity Land

(< 20 cu. ft. Timber

Riparian Area Man SM

agement

[STMANT]

[STMANT]

Timber is harvested on lands producing < 20 cu. ft. pe

acres per year at the culmination of mean annual incre

ment. Although the full range of sivicultural practice

will be used to harvest 5% of the current inventor

volume, the method selected for use is subject to 1) th

objectives of each management area, 2) the needs 0

each stand, 3) the expectation that these lands will not

be managed for maximum timber production or regen

erated by clear-cutting.

This co-emphasis prescription produces timber whil

maintaining the integrity and quality of riparian areas.

Timber is harvested by single-tree selection only in

well-stocked stands.

Note: The Draft model included a separate prescription for riparian

areas in <20 cu. ft. timberlands [MAINT]. The revised model col

lapses all riparian areas together and limits total harvest to 5% of th

existing inventory. This should allow ample margin for site-specifi

conditions to dictate actual harvest locations and methods.

D. Time Periods

A planning horizon of 160 years is used to ensure

sustained yields of goods and services. For display pur

poses only five decades are shown. In the model, outputs

are totals or averages for 10-year periods. Note that the

Plan is applicable for only 10-15 years (the planning

period) and is subject to revision.

Because of the discount rate, PNV is significant for

only 12 time periods. Therefore, when PNV is the objec

tive function of the run, modeling efficiency is increased

by maximizing its value over only 12 of 16 decades.

E. Outputs

Each prescription/analysis area combination in the

FORPLAN solution produces one or many outputs.

From a modeling perspective, there are three ways an

output may be generated:

- Time-dependent relationship—- the output level de

pends on the prescription that is applied to the anal

 

ysis area and the point in time relative to the begin

ning of the planning horizon.

—Age-dependent relationship- the output level de

pends on the age of the vegetation associated with the

analysis area to which the prescription is applied.

—Sequence-dependent relationship-a secondary out

put is produced as a function of a primary output

generated through the one of the methods above.

Table B-3 summarizes outputs generated within and

outside the FORPLAN model and their associated unit

of measure. Following is a brief discussion of how output

coefficients used in the analysis process were developed.

Detailed information is available in the Forest planning

records.

Other information can be obtained from data files

generated by FORPLAN using the FORPLAN report

writer to summarize variables of interest. These items of

information are not discussed below but were available

to ID team members to help interpret FORPLAN results

for the EIS and Plan.
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Table B-3. Outputs.

  

  
  

Outputs generated by

the FORPLAN model:

Outputs generated outside

the FORPLAN model:

“
Recreation Opponunity Spectrum RVD and l’AO'I‘r by Class

m m

Animal numbers/Acre/Milc

Other Fish and Wildlife Population ~ Animal numbers/Pounds

Property Linc Location

  

  

 
 

  

  

 
 

   
 

Othcr Threatened and Endangere

Species

 
 

  

  

  

  

  

 
 

Research Natural Areas

 
   

Human Resources

  
 
 

 
 

Fuels Treatment

Trail Construction/RcconstructionD

Dams and Reservoirs Number by Type

m

1 After revision, these acrenges were modeled as land

allocations rather than FORPLAN outputs.

2 Acres of habitat improvement and forage allocation have

been estimated outside the revised model using a process

similar to that incorporated in the DEIS model.

3 Revised model capability only.

3 Recreation Visitor Day

'’ Animal Unit Month

  

  

 
 

 
 

  

  

  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  

  

Recreation Opportunity Spectrumlm

Dispersed Recreation

llunting Related RVDS

Wilderness Recreation m

Visual Quality Objectives] _

Visual Alteration Acres Effectively Altered

Available Forage m

Big Game Forage2 M

Livestock Forage2 m

Wildlife Habitat Seral Stages m

Bald Eagle Habitatl D

Wildlife and Fish Use m

Decr Habitat improvement: _

Wetland Habitat improvementzD

M
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Outputs Generated Within the FORPLAN Model

  

Recreation Visitor Days (RVDs) for each developed

recreation site are based on:

— persons-at-one-time (PAOT) capacity,

— season of use,

— pattern of weekday to weekend use, and

— average length of time in site.

The following formula is used to calculate RVDs:

RVD = PAOT x Season Days x Pattern of Use x Length of Time

 
in Site

12

when PAOT : number of individuals who can physically

occupy the SIR: at one time

Season Days = number of days the site is open

a factor to account for differences in

weekday and weekend use
Pattern of Use

numbcrof hours in site (assumed to be 24

Length of Time honm)

Forecasts ofrecreation use through the year 2030 were

used to project the Forest's developed recreation use.

Forecasts are based on population growth, past recre

ation use trends, disposable income, leisure time, and

available energy supplies. The Analysis of the Manage

ment Situation For Recreation in the Forest planning

records provides more details.

Recreatioii opportunity/shanghai

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) is a land

classification system describing a continuum of outdoor

recreation activities available within various environmen

tal settings. The five classes on the Forest are:

— semi-primitive non-motorized - wilderness

— semi-primitive non-motorized

- semi-primitive motorized

— roaded natural

— rural

Because few acres are in the rural ROS class, it was

combined with roaded natural.

The number of ROS acres in each class depends on

lhetheme of the alternative and the desired management

objective for different parts of the Forest. The area man

aged for semi-primitive non-motorized-wilderness is

assigned to the wilderness prescription; semi-primitive

  

non-motorized recreation areas are assigned to a pre

scription designed for this management; semi-primitive

motorized areas may be assigned to any one of several

prescriptions which meet partial retention visual objec

tives; and roaded natural and rural areas may be assigned

any one ofnumerous prescriptions. Procedures are based

on the Forest Service “ROS User’s Guide”, FSM 2331.47

and 2353.4, R-S Supplement #122, 10/80.

biéié’r'sé'qjliééiiiiim

RVDs for dispersed recreation are based on ROS

classifications. Each ROS class has a unique per acre

PAOT coefficient. The more developed and accessible

the category is, the larger its PAOT coefficient. RVDs

are derived from PAOT figures as are RVDs for devel

oped recreation. The Forest has excess capacity in each

ROS class compared to existing use.

Projections for dispersed recreation use were derived

from the same source as developed recreation. By 2030,

overall projected use probably will not exceed 25% of

capacity. Because supply exceeds demand, no value is

given to excess RVD capacity.

HhhiiheReIaWd'Recreation

Outputs for hunting-related RVDs are directly re

lated to outputs generated for big game hunting WFUDs.

They are separate from dispersed recreation RVDs dis

cussed above. According to Forest recreation informa

tion, for every Wildlife and Fish User-Day (WFUD)

spent big game hunting, the recreationist spends twice

that time camping (2 RVDs).

  

“thieves... was .

Physical carrying capacity in the South Warner Wil~

derness is principally determined by campsite availability

and proximity to sensitive resource areas. Other elements

such as water quality and trails often influence carrying

capacity, but are currently non-limiting factors. Campsite

solitude is one of the major components affecting social

carrying capacity and is the limiting factor in most of the

Wilderness.

As population growth occurs, Wilderness use is pro

jected to increase steadily and reach full capacity by 2030.

To calculate overnight capacity, the maximum number

of campsites is multiplied by 3.6 PAOT per campsite.

Total PAOTs are converted to RVDs using the same

methodology described for developed and dispersed rec

reation. To calculate day-use capacity, PAOTs for vari

ous day-use areas are converted to RVDs.

  

  

  

Modeling andAnalysis Process B-IS



ViiiatQwiitilpbjécfiws

  

Visual quality objectives (VQOs) represent the suit

ability of various parts of the Forest to be managed for a

range of visual quality. The five objectives used on the

Forest are: preservation, retention, partial retention,

modification, and maximum modification. The South

Warner Wilderness and Special Areas are always man

aged for a VQO ofpreservation. Other areas are assigned

different objectives. Acceptable levels of disturbance de

pend on the theme of the alternative.

visiwjawaiqt;

  

Coefficients were developed to depict the number of

regenerated harvest acres that could be treated in any

one decade before violating visual resource objectives.

These coefficients were derived from the EFFALT (ef

fective alteration) concept. This approach is based on the

assumption that what was once a visually homogeneous

background will appear altered to the casual observer.

After a timber harvest, the alteration remains until the

trees grow to a height and color which blends in with

surrounding vegetation. A decay function reflects the

decline in the severity of visual impacts over time.

For each visual quality objective, a constraint was

included in FORPLAN to limit the number of acres that

would appear to be visually altered. in the DEIS model,

the timber policy dispersion constraint was modeled in

conjunction with V005 and linked to the EFFALT decay

function. Thisjoint constraint limited the acres harvested

in each management area.

The close association between dispersion and VQO

requirements was retained in the revised model, and a

similar decay function was used. Because management

areas are not delineated in the revised model, VQO and

dispersion constraints apply to total Forest regulated

acres and inventory. Regional coefficients were derived

from a perspective plot analysis conducted in Region 5

and used to develop a new decay function during the

FORPLAN revision process. Coefficients were linked to

constraints in the revised model to simulate management

of Forest-wide visual resources.

Timber harvest in areas managed for marginal yields

(TM-MRG) was limited to 5% of inventory per decade

(Retention VQO). In areas managed for reduced timber

yields (TR-PR), harvest was limited to 15% of inventory

with average effective alteration not to exceed 15% over

a two-decade period (Partial Retention VQO). Under a

timber emphasis of TF-FUL (full yields), harvest was

limited to 20% of inventory with average effective alter

ation not to exceed 30% over a two-decade period (Mod

ification VQO). (See section 4 for more information

about the EFFALT model and the coefficients used in

the DEIS model.)

Available Forage

The amount of forage eaten by livestock, wildlife, and

wild horses is expressed in animal unit months (AUMs).

Available forage is determined for permanent

rangelands, seedings, and timberlands on each allotment.

Estimates of forage production on permanent

rangelands are based on local Soil Conservation Service

(SCS) range sites, which represents common combina

tions of vegetation and soils. Potential range site forage

production is used with site-specific condition data to

determine the average useable amount of forage for each

allotment. District range conservationists determined

forage production from non-native seedings for each

allotment. They estimated timberland forage based on

their experience in managing grazing activities and on

timberland plantation sampling.

Forage production on permanent rangelands im

proves over time if ecological condition improves. im

proved ecological condition is built into yield tables for

each prescription.

in contrast to permanent rangeland, timberlands

(transitory range) provide palatable forage for a limited

time. Transitory range can exist for several years or sev

eral decades, depending on the harvest method and the

cultural practices applied when establishing a new stand

of trees. Eventually the forest canopy closes enough to

either prevent growth or reduce the palatability of herba

ceous species. Forest range and wildlife specialists esti

mated forage production for transitory range after an

extensive literature review.

The DElS model included a set of constraints to allo

cate forage for production of big game AUMs or live

stock AUMs. Big game AUMs were estimated to have a

benefit value equivalent to that of big game wildlife user

days. Livestock AUMs were evaluated at the average

amount that ranchers would be willing to pay for Forest

grazing permits. Considering the large differential in

benefit values, the economically efficient FORPLAN so

lution resulted in allocation of forage to big game AUMs

until the capacity of wildlife user-days was exceeded.

Forage allocation constraints were not incorporated into

the revised model. Allocation of available forage between

livestock and wildlife AUMs is conducted subsequent to

the FORPLAN analysis in compliance with range allot

ment strategies and deer herd management goals.
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the habitat successional time line shown below. Succes

sional changes for red fir occur one decade earlier in all

  

Wildlife habitat seral stages were modeled to estimate seral stages except 1X. Lodgepole pine seral stage 2X is

the effects of harvest patterns on habitat diversity. Diver~ 20-50 ygars; scral Stage 3c is 60 years; and Sara] Stage 4C

sity insures viable wildlife populations over time. Seral is 70 ycars and 01d“,

stage changes for eastside pine and mixed conifer follow

  

Definition

  

‘ Grass/forb/seedling stage consists of annual and perennial grasses and forbs with

1X or without scattered shrubs. It may also be a conifer plantation in which the trees 10 (1)

are < 1 inch at DBI-I.

  

  

Shrub/sapling/pole stage consists of mixed or pure stands in the 1-10.9 inch DBI-I 50 (2 to 5)

range.
 

 

  

Medium tree size (small sawtimber) of mixed or pure stands in the 11 to 24.9 inch

3A range. Total tree canopy cover is from 0 to 39%. Stands commonly support a 130 (6 to 13)

substantial shrub layer.

  

  

Medium tree size (small sawtimber) of mixed or pure stands in the 11- to 24.9-inch
range. Total tree canopy cover is 40% or greater. Shrub layer density is variable. 130 (6 to 13)3B&C

  

Large tree (medium and large sawtimber) corresponding roughly to the mature

4A and overmature classification. DBH is generally greater than 24 inches. Total tree 180 (14 to 18)

canopy cover is 0-39%. Stands 180 commonly support a substantial shrub layer.

  

Large tree (medium and large sawtimber) corresponding roughly to the mature

4B&C and overmature classification. DBH is generally greater than 24 inches. Total tree 180 (14 to 18) ,

canopy cover is 40% or greater. Shrub 180 layer density is varible.

  

  

This is the specific component of the large tree stage that is older and overmature

4A-older1 with a total tree canopy cover of40% or less. The stands should show evidence of 190 (19 +)

decadence.

  

  

This is the specific component of the large tree stage that is older and overmature

4C-olderl with a total tree canopy cover of70% or greater. The stands should show evidence 190 (19 +)

of decadence.

C

Strata label 6G is called 4A based on the overstory. When the overstory is removed, the habitat type changes to 2X an I

eventually grows to 3Cand 4C.
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The output for bald eagle habitat is an acre counter

for timberlands allocated to the raptor management pre

scription in FORPLAN. Rangeland acres are not as

signed in the model but are later identified through the

Forest data base. Bald eagle habitat was a fixed acreage

allocation in the revised model.

  

One wildlife and fish user-day (WFUD) equals 12

hours of recreation activities associated with fishing,

hunting, or wildlife enjoyment. The number of WFUDs

generated by the Forest is correlated with 1) population

of local communities, 2) habitat capability to support

populations of fish and wildlife species, and 3) California

Department of Fish and Game harvest strategies, partic

ularly quotas which may limit participation. Changes in

numbers of WFUDs relative to human population

changes are based on published recreation participation

studies. Habitat capability changes as a result of direct

habitat improvements and induced habitat improve

ments from other resource activities. We assumed that

State harvest regulations would follow the wildlife popu

lation trends.

Estimates ofbig game huntingWFUDs were based on

State and US Fish and Wildlife Service statistics for

number of hunting tags issued, hunter success, and time

spent afield. Forest Service Recreation Information

Management (RIM) data were also used.

Estimates of small and upland game hunting WFUDs

and nongame/nonconsumptive use WFUDs were also

based on State and US Fish and Wildlife Service statis

ties, as well as RIM data. WFUDs increase over time

based on human population change and the amount of

direct habitat improvement initiated.

Estimates of Waterfowl hunting WFUDs were based

on the supply of habitat from Forest wetlands. State, US

Fish and Wildlife Service, and Forest Service RIM data

were again used.

Estimates of cold- and warm-water fishing WFUDs

were based on the ability of available habitat to support

various numbers of fish. WFUDs change over time in

relation to human population change and direct and

induced habitat improvements.

   

This output is another acre counter for FORPLAN for

the number of direct habitat improvements selected for

deer. When wildlife rejuvenation prescriptions are se

  

  

lected in the model, this output tracks the number of

acres allocated.

Wildlife management plans for habitat improvements

will be adhered to although such improvements have not

been included in the revised model.

Wflliihil Habitat. lrniiioremsat i

As with deer habitat improvement, this output is an

acre counter in FORPLAN for the acres allocated to the

wetland prescription.

Wildlife management plans for habitat improvements

will be adhered to although such improvements have not

been included in the revised model.

  

Sawtimber outputs were derived from timber yield

tables. These tables are based on existing volume, age and

basal area information collected from 15 strata during the

1980 timber inventory. Data concerning basal area

growth and volume yield equations, Dunning site classes,

maximum basal area for each site index, and indices for

height were used as input to RAMPREP (Resource

Allocation Method-Preparation), a computer program.

RAMPREP calculates potential yields from a stand

under various thinning and clearcut harvest regimes for

both existing and regenerated stands. (See Section 4 for

more information about RAMPREP.)

Long-Term Sustained'Yield

  

Long-term sustained yield (LTSY) is based on timber

volume from regenerated stands. LTSY is the sum of

timber volume by prescription, divided by the age of final

harvest (rotation age).

  

‘Standing Volume

Average standing volume is based on the average

uncut volume during the planning horizon from lands

managed for timber production.

  

imberlruemory ‘

Timber inventory is the sum of the average volume per

acre of each strata and prescription multiplied by the

strata acres. The calculation occurs each decade.

  

Reforestation 1

The reforestation output is an acre counter in

FORPLAN used to add the number of acres from harvest

prescriptions requiring regeneration.
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Til-1,1,3...

Timber stand improvement (T51) is an acre counter

in FORPLAN used for tracking acres of release and

precommercial thinning. In the same decadewhen regen

eration harvest occurs, release TS] is counted. In the

following decade precommercial thinning TS] is

counted.

Silvicultural practices are calculated by summing the

acres of each analysis area/prescription combination

used in the solution of the alternative.

 

Current water yields were determined from data col

lected at gaging stations operated by the California De

partment of Water Resources and the US Geological

Survey located on or near the Forest. Estimates for in

creased water yield were based on a series of water

balance equations using HYSED, a water resource anal

ysis model. Depending on location, elevation, and the

method of timber harvest, new runoff from these areas is

added to the background level. (See Section 4 of this

appendix for more information.)

We? “~51...

Impacts from timber harvesting and road construc

tion, and unsatisfactory range condition are factors used

to determine equivalent roaded acres, a measure of the

relative amount of disturbance in the watershed. The

maximum allowable disturbance for each watershed is

estimated from soil sensitivity information that includes

soil depth, slope stability, erosion hazard rating, and

water runoff potential.

The goal is to prevent disturbance to a watershed

beyond its threshold. Threshold is the level of distur

bance (measured in percent of equivalent roaded acres)

beyond which irreversible cumulative watershed impacts

occur.

Wildfire ’

Burned acres, costs, and net value change for each fire

program option are based on output from the FIRE

PLAN Initial Attack Assessment Model, version 2.

FORPLAN adjusts these outputs based on the schedul

ing of other activities that affect fire hazard. Coefficients

used to adjust outputs are developed by testingthe effects

of fuel model changes in the FIREPLAN model. Activi

ties that trigger changes are timber harvests that result in

  

  

  

  

  

plantations and prescribed burning for range and wildlife

habitat improvement. (See Section 4 for more informa

tion on FIREPLAN.)

  

Miles of road construction and reconstruction are

based on the historical relationship of roads constructed

or reconstructed to the volume of timber harvested. With

road access essentially intact, approximately two-thirds

of the road work will be reconstruction. Road construc

tion and reconstruction are divided between appropri

ated dollars and purchaser road credit.

  

Forest Service road maintenance miles are the result

ofthe miles of road currently on the Forest Development

Road (FDR) System, plus miles of new roads con

structed, minus obliterated roads.

Outputs Generated Outside the FORPLAN Model

  

QnblértiiéiiiSbééthi

Distribution of RVDs for each ROS class is based on

historic use. Recreation RVDs and hunter-related RVDs

are included in the distribution among ROS classes.

Distribution of PAOTs is based on acres in each ROS

class multiplied by capacity coefficients. Capacity coeffi

cients are based on a formula in the ROS handbook and

include such factors as ratio of weekday to weekend use,

length of stay, and length of managed season.

Off-highway Vehicle Areas (gcres Miles)

  

Areas open to off-highway vehicles vary by the theme

of the alternative. Some areas are closed to OHVs for

other resource management, or because terrain and veg

etation do not accommodate OHVs, or both. Closed

areas include Wilderness, special interest areas, SPNM

areas, riparian areas, and bald eagle nesting or roosting

areas. Because most of the Forest is relatively flat, about

70% of the unrestricted acres are useable by OI-IVs.

Ground conditions that functionally exclude OHVs in

clude steep slopes, boulder fields, lava reefs, and thick

vegetation.

The number of miles of roads and trails open or closed

to OHVs does not change between alternatives. Al

though no roads and trails are specifically designated for

OHV use, over 2,000 miles of low-standard roads are

suitable for OHV use.
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The visual quality index is a quantified rating of the

future visual condition ofthe Forest. It is an index of acres

disturbed by various management activities, taking into

account visual condition class and variety class.

  

The number of active peregrine falcon nests is derived

from the Peregrine Falcon Recovery Plan. Each Forest

is assigned a recovery target by the Region.

Habitat for Modoc suckers represents the miles of

stream in high and medium habitat capability. Habitat

assessment is based on the habitat capability model for

this species.

Population numbers for bighorn sheep represent the

amount ofavailable habitat allocated to sheep under each

alternative. Populations are based on estimated carrying

capacities of various habitat.

  

Animal numbers and habitat capability coefficients

for management indicator species are based on the hab

itat suitability of various vegetative types or stream con

ditions. Other factors such as cover and habitat needs

were also considered in deriving numbers. Descriptive

habitat capability models were used and are described in

Section 4.

After forage allocations were made, deer population

estimates were calculated using a simple conversion fac

tor for each herd. Each herd has a specific AUM need

per deer based on the amount of seasonal range and

seasonal forage requirements (Appendix L).

A deer habitat capability model was used to assess

deer populations. This model and deer numbers helped

determine improvements needed and biological carrying

capacity.

  

Older wildlife habitat seral stages are assumed to

provide the minimum habitat necessary to maintain via

ble populations of pine marten. However, additional in

formation about marten indicated that solely reserving

older seral stages, without providing larger areas and a

spatial linkage, might not be adequate management. The

Forest identified an alternate approach to be used for

some alternatives based on developing a distribution of

territories. Tentative territories were established based

on the Region 5 furbearer literature review. The purpose

of establishing territories was three-fold:

— to determine approximate locations of territories;

— to determine the effects of these territories on timber

management objectives; and

— to develop recommendations for pine marten habitat

distribution on the Forest.

The Forest’s Land Management Planning data base

was used as a level for establishing territories. In this way,

specific polygons could be identified and used to develop

FORPLAN runs.

The following assumptions were made in delineating

territories at this level:

- Habitat would be managed at the moderate habitat

capability level, per the R5 literature review for pine

marten.

— All components of the habitat would be met within an

area of at least 1,900 acres.

— Territories would be distributed so that adjacent ter

ritories would be within three miles of each other. If

habitat suitability precluded territory distribution at

this level, then territories would be placed in accor

dance with available habitat.

— Within each territory, 35% of the territory would be

managed as 46 stands, and 45% would be managed

as 3G stands. lf sufficient 4G stands were not avail

able, then 36 stands would be substituted for 4G

stands.

- Red fir, white fir, mixed conifer and lodgepole pine

were all considered suitable vegetation communities

for pine marten.

— Suitable habitats that were withdrawn for other pur

poses (e.g., designated raptor habitats) were used

where feasible to meet marten habitat requirements.

Likewise, where lodgepole pine was available, it was

also used as a component of marten habitats.

- Travel corridors were not modeled. Sufficient habitat

should exist along riparian areas and unmanaged

stands to provide travel corridor opportunities.

A total of 18 territories were identified on the Forest:

4 on the Doublehead Ranger District, 5 on the Big Valley

Ranger District, and 9 on the Warner Mountain Ranger

District. An additional 3 territories were considered: 1

on the Doublehead Ranger District, and 2 on the; Warner

Mountain Ranger District. But they were tentatively

dropped because of their close proximity to other terri

tories, or marginal characteristics of the habitat.

The Forest recommended managing pine marten ter

ritories on the Big Valley Ranger District for pileated

woodpeckers for the following reasons:
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— Most of the territories on the Big Valley District are

at lower elevations and may not be important for

martens.

- These territories are isolated from other marten ter

ritories by large acreages of unsuitable habitat.

- Most of the area has been rendered unsuitable for

marten by past logging practices.

  

Snag numbers are based on a model using snag mor

tality and recruitment to calculate changing snag densi

ties. (See Section 4 for more information on the snag

habitat capability model.)

*Iriiii']

With the exception of deer and wetland habitat im

provements which were generated from within the DEIS

FORPLAN model, other habitat improvements vary by

alternative.

  

Cordwood output is based on the historic use of fire

wood projected over time according to Modoc County

population trends.

Water Q6511 v

Total acre-feet currently meeting State water quality

objectives is based on a watershed and stream analysis,

Table 3-18. Water quality improvement over the next .

three to live decades will be related to the following:

-watershed improvements occurring in the first two

decades;

- structural range improvements occurring in allot

ments with streams that currently do not meet State

water quality objectives;

— the amount of grazing occurring in the first decade in

each alternative; and

-recovery time for riparian vegetation after proper

grazing is established.

At a minimum, watershed improvements are made on

areas with water quality problems or loss in soil produc

tivity. The rate of watershed improvement depends on

the theme of the alternative.

  

  

  

  

Operating plan outputs are estimated from the num

ber of plans reviewed in the past.

  

Acres withdrawn are based on acres in Wilderness,

Research Natural Areas, Special Interest Areas, and

other mineral withdrawals.

Xi'fifsifio.

  

Total acreage is based on historical levels. The num—

ber of acres is the same for all alternatives, except the

Reduced Budget Alternative.

   

The number of RNAs is determined from the theme

of the alternative.

  

ll‘lm8ltll¢$°“l;§e§

Numbers of human resource program enrollees are

estimated from historical levels.

  

Three kinds of fuel treatment are reported: fire-re

lated, timber-related, and treatment for other resources.

Fire-related treatment is based on the theme of the alter

native. Timbered-related treatment is based on the tim

ber harvest acres requiring fuel hazard reduction or site

preparation. The other resource category includes pre

scribed burning to meet other resource objectives.

ilbéiijbbliterhfi'dn
  

Road obliteration varies from decade to decade and

does not depend on the theme of the alternative (Table

8-4).

Table B-4. Miles of Obliterated Roads by

Decade.

Decade

1 2 3 4 5

Miles per Decade 111 93 52 52 52

  

Average per Year 11.1 9.3 5.2 5.2 5.2

Total Miles for Fifty Years = 360
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Trail construction or reconstruction varies with the

theme of the alternative.

  

Numbers of dams and reservoirs are based on histor

ical levels with no change between alternatives.

  

Numbers of administrative sites are based on histori

cal levels with no change between alternatives.

F. Economics in FORPLAN

Economic-effieiency is central to the Forest planning

process in general and FORPLAN in particular. In this

document, economic factors are discussed in:

ChapterZ Alternative Development Process Com

parison of Alternatives

Chapter 3 Economic and Social Environment Vari

ous sections of the Resource Environ

ment-Firewood, Range, Recreation,

Timber, Wilderness, and Wildlife and

Fish

Chapter 4 Economic Consequences

Appendix C Economic Efficiency Analysis

Most of the economic-efficiency analysis is conducted

using the FORPLAN model. For a discussion of the

impacts of alternatives on PNV and a discussion of the

trade-offs and opportunity costs, see Chapter 2, Compar

ison of Alternatives.

Demand Cut-Offs

Demand cut-offs for valuing RVDs and WFUDs are

based on historical use and population growth in the area

serviced by the Forest. Benefit values are applied only

when Forest users create a demand for the output. When

outputs exceed demand, no value is given.

Cut-offs for Wilderness recreation and recreation as

sociated with wildlife and fish are determined separately

from other dispersed recreation. More specific informa

tion is available for these categories, thus providing a

better estimate of the demand cut-off (Table B-S).
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Table B-5. Demand Cut-offs.

Dispersed Recreation

Public Developed Recreation

Private Developed Recreation

Wilderness Recreation

Big Game Hunting

Small and Upland Game Hunting

Waterfowl Hunting

Fishing

Nonconsumptive Use

Dollar Values A discount rate of4% is used to determine the present

net value (PNV) of future benefits and costs. This rate

All dollar values are in 1982 dollars. Factors, based on approximates the long-term cost of capital in the private

rates of inflation, are used to adjust values from other sector as measured by the return on AAA corporate

years to 1982 (Table 8-6). bonds after adjustment for inflation.

Table B6. DollarValue Adjustment Factors.
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Table B-7. Price Trends for Activities and Outputs.

Timber Price Increase

Range Price

Recreation, Wildlife, Fish

Price trends for all activities were derived from evalu

ations and studies contained in the Final Environmental

Impact Statement prepared for the 1985 RPA Program

Plan (Table B-27A of that document).

Costs

All costs are estimates from accounting records and

the experience of project managers. Costs for applying

multiple resource prescriptions are built into economic

tables in FORPLAN. Costs associated with timber, graz

ing, roads, wildlife, fish, dispersed recreation, developed

recreation, fire, soils and watershed, and general admin

istration are included.

Costs are checked for reasonableness by comparing

the 1st decade budget for the CUR alternative against

actual expenditures for FY 1982. Costs deviated less than

5%. This deviation is within acceptable standards of

reliability for Forest planning. All costs are analyzed in

the FORPLAN model. Specific cost data are in the For

est planning records.

Fixed costs, which represent 30% ($3.8 million) of

current budget costs, are minimum level costs associated

with the minimum level benchmark. All costs above min

imum level are treated as variable costs. (See Chapter 2,

  

Economic and Tradeoff Analysis, for more information

on fixed, capital investment, and operation and mainte

nance costs.)

Benefits

Priced outputs are divided into categories. The first

category includes outputs with an established market

price. These outputs are livestock range forage, timber,

and developed recreation. The second category includes

outputs with an assigned price, based on travel cost and

contingent value studies. These outputs are wildlife and

fish-related recreation, other dispersed recreation op~

portunities, and water. Although livestock forage and

developed recreation have market prices, assigned values

have also been determined for these outputs and are used

in FORPLAN.

The dollar values for outputs used to calculate PNV

in the FORPLAN model are the assigned values that

consumers would be willing to pay for Forest outputs,

whether or not such prices are actually collected by the

Federal government. At present, the Forest Service pro

vides most Forest outputs either at no charge to consum

ers or less than the willingness-to-pay price (Table 8-8).
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Table B-8. Output Benefit Values (1982 Dollars)

Recreation

Dispersed (std) RVD

Dispersed (low) RVD

Hunting-related (low) RVD

Developed (std) RVD

Developed (low) RVD

Wilderness (std) RVD

Wilderness (low) RVD

Livestock

Wildlife 8: Fish

Big Game WFUD

Small & Upland Game WFUD

Waterfowl WFUD

Non-game

Fishing

Big Game

Timber (lst decade)

Existing Timber

Mixed Conifer

Strata

Modeling andAnalysis Process 3.25



Table B-8. Output Benefit Values (1982 Dollars) (oont’d.)

Ponderosa Pine

Strata 3G

3?

4G

4P

66

PL

Non-stocked

Red Fir

Strata

Lodgepole

< 20 cu.ft timber

Regenerated Timber

Mixed Conifer

Diameter < 15"

15-17"

17-19”

19-21"

21-23"

23-25"

25-27“

27-29"

29-36"
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'lhble B-8. Output Benefit Values (1982 Dollars) (OOIIt’dJ

Ponderosa Pine

Diameter < 15"

15-17"

17-19"

19-21”

21-73"

23-25"

25-27"

27-29"

29-36"

Red Fir

Diameter

Lodgepole

Diameter
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Table B-8. Output Benefit Values (1982 Dollars) (cont’d.)

Water

Acre-feet

1 Harvest at culmination of mean annual increment.

Benefit values of outputs are computed by multiplying

the amount by the willingness-to-pay price. Outputs

above estimated demand are not valued. All benefits are

calculated in the FORPLAN model.

For outputs used off-site, benefits are based on the

value of the outputs as they leave the land or production

site. For outputs used on-site, benefits are valued when

use takes place. However, in cases where it is easier to

derive values after the output leaves the production site,

costs incurred and profits earned after the output leaves

the site are deducted from the values at later production

stages.

RVD and WFUD values are the estimated average

amount that recreationists are willing to pay at the site.

These values are based on a survey of travel cost and

contingent value recreation studies conducted by the

Forest Service for the 1985 Resource Planning Act eval

uations.

Big game forage value is based on the relationship of

recreational hunting, deer numbers, and deer forage

needs. Recreation reports for the 1984 season, informa

tion from the California Department of Fish and Game,

and literature on forage requirements were used to esti

mate the value.

Livestock forage value is the average amount that

Modoc National Forest permittees are willing to pay for

grazing on the Forest as estimated from ranch livestock

budgets developed by the USDA Economic Research

Service.

Timber values are average timber receipts per MBF

harvested for 1984-1988, expressed in constant 1982 dol

lars. Receipts for 1984-1986 are from the annual collec

tion statement. Receipts for 1987-1988 are from the

timber sale program information reporting system

(TSPIRS).

Water value is the estimated amount that water users

are willing to pay for water at the point of use, less storage

and delivery costs incurred to get the water from National

Forest streams and rivers to the user. The value is based

on the marginal value of water for irrigation.

Those resources most sensitive to average willingness

to-pay values are range AUMs, big game WFUDs, and

MCF of ponderosa pine and mixed conifer. Sensitivity is

based on the production of one resource over another

due to differences in the average willingness to pay.

Most of the forage produced in FORPLAN can be

allocated to range or wildlife. Allocation of this common

pool of forage is based on the value of a big game WFUD

and that of a range AUM. One AUM allocated to deer

produces one big game WFUD. Because a big game

WFUD has a higher average willingness-to-pay value,

FORPLAN will allocate forage to deer until the demand

capacity for big game WFUDs is met or another con

straint on deer numbers becomes binding. At this point,
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the model allocates forage to livestock. Consequently,

FORPLAN is very sensitive to the average willingness

to-pay values for a range AUM and a big game WFUD

in the allocation of forage.

FORPLAN is less sensitive to the average willingness

to-pay value of ponderosa pine and mixed conifer be

cause of differences in volume per acre ofthe two species.

Although mixed conifer has a lower value than ponderosa

pine, FORPLAN harvests more mixed conifer because

the volume per acre is higher than pine. In order to attain

the same volume as one acre of mixed conifer, more than

one acre ofpine must be harvested. The cost ofharvesting

pine on a per volume basis increases. When costs of

harvest are considered, the net value of mixed conifer is

higher than ponderosa pine. The interaction of volume

per acre and price of a species lessens the sensitivity of

the model to the price of mixed conifer and ponderosa

pine.
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3. Constraints Used in FORPLAN

Constraints are quantifiable limits placed on the

FORPLAN model to assure that only reasonable

amounts of resources are used, outputs are produced,

and prescription allocations are made. In linear pro

gramming analysis, constraints override the objective

function. Therefore, where a predetermined level of out

put, minimum physical condition, or allocation is entered

as a constraint, it is always achieved (or no feasible

solution is found). Output levels and other desired effects

entered as constraints are implicitly assumed to contrib

ute more to public benefits than their cost of production

plus the foregone public benefits of any outputs or other

effects they replace in the solution. For this reason, the

interdisciplinary team tried to formulate constraints that

meet objectives with the lowest cost and least effect on

other outputs. in most cases this meant formulating and

testing several sets of constraints to determine the most

cost effective set (in terms of PNV) that would meet the

objectives. Six categories of constraints are available:

Technological Constraints - needed to ensure tech

nical implementability of the results. They are applied to

all benchmarks and alternatives.

Minimum Management Requirements (MMRs)—

constraints used to meet minimum management require

ments or management standards. Procedures for

defining the MMRs are specified by the Pacific South

west Region. MMRs are applied to all benchmarks and

alternatives, but are not applied to the FLW (uncon

strained maximum PNV assigned with i'low/LTSY con

straints) or the MLV (minimum level of management)

FORPLAN runs.

MMRs come from 36 CFR 219.27 and generally rep

resent requirements beyond the Forest Service’s author

ity to change. They are based on statutes and regulations,

in contrast to manual direction or agency policy. MMRs

are absolute minimum constraints and are needed for

consistency of analysis between Forests.

Timber Policy Constraints-constraints which en

sure that timber harvest meets sustained yield, culmina

tion of mean annual increment, and dispersion

requirements. Some examples of timber policy con

straints are: rotation length and culmination of mean

annual increment (CMAl); and requirements for timber

harvest scheduling, sustained yield, harvest flow, and

dispersion.

Minimum Implementation Requirements (MlRs)—

constraints which ensure that alternatives are minimally

acceptable and implementable on the ground. Proce

dures for defining MIRs are specified by the Region.

They are within agency control; but little discretionary

control exists regarding their application at the Forest

level. MIRs do not apply to benchmarks, but are applied

to all alternatives.

Forest Constraints Common To All Altematives

constraints which assure that alternatives can be imple

mented at the local level. They are based on local (rather

than Regional) conditions. Forest constraints are not

applied to benchmarks, but are applied to all alternatives

except the constrained economically efficient (CEE) al

ternative. On the Modoc, none are used.

Forest Constraints That Vary Between Alternatives —

constraints unique to individual alternatives. They are

applied to meet the themes of alternatives.

The following is a discussion of modeling rules and

impacts associated with the various constraints intro

duced above.

A. Technological Constraints

Lodgepole Thinning

Thinning in lodgepole pine is limited to 1,000 acres per

decade (15,620 acres of lodgepole pine grow on two

ranger districts).

RAM-PREP yield tables project thinning volume

from lodgepole before mortality occurs. On this Forest,

bark beetles are killing many lodgepole stands; timber is

no longer available as thinning volume. A limit of 1,000

acres per decade is an estimate of thinning volume avail

able.

This constraints was not needed in the revised model.

The lower value of lodgepole pine was sufficient for

limiting thinning in this species.

manages

Acres designated as wilderness, special interest areas

(SlAs), or research natural areas (RNAs) are constant

throughout all benchmarks and alternatives. Areas suit~

able for raptor or riparian management are pre-allocated

and constant for all alternatives and all benchmarks

meeting MMRs. These areas are allocated to prescrip

tions which protect and manage their special attributes.
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The following are fixed acreages in FORPLAN:

Wilderness

Special Areas (SIAs and RNA)

Raptor Management

Riparian Area Management

  

Potential deer population estimates for the Forest are

based on the long-term biological capability of the land

to produce optimum habitat conditions. A deer habitat

capability computer program modeled optimal vegeta

tion conditions. The model assumes other factors which

lower habitat suitability (such as water, roads, and forage

competition) are not a problem. After forage needs were

determined, reflecting the use on the Forest by potential

deer numbers, they were used as ceilings in the DEIS

model for purposes of forage allocation. This function

was not included in the revised model so these constraint

values were unnecessary.

Deer Herd Population Forage (AUMs)

Interstate 13,800

Glass Mountain 9,600

Warner Mountain 12,800

Adin 9,900

  

These constraints prevent valuation of RVDs and

WFUDs exceeding projected demand. Limits are set for

each time period for dispersed recreation and WFUDs.

Ceilings also limit new recreation site construction until

demand exceeds present capacity.

B. Minimum Management Requirements

Quantitative and linear attributes of FORPLAN pre

clude the modeling of selected MMRs. Some are not

modeled because their size and effects are small and

local, rendering them immeasurable. We assumed they

would have little effect on the FORPLAN solution. Re

gardless of whether they are modeled, all MMRs are

incorporated into the standards and guidelines of the

Forest Plan and will be applied in the implementation of

any alternative.

  

National forest lands are stratified into: (1) lands suit

able for timber production; and (2) lands not suitable for

timber production.

Suitable lands:

- are forested and currently producing or capable of

producing industrial wood;

— are not withdrawn by Congress, the Secretary of Ag

riculture, or the Chief;

- are capable of timber production without irreversible

damage to soils, productivity, or watershed condi

tions;

— are capable of meeting Regional stocking levels

within 5 years after final harvest; and

- offer adequate information to project responses to

timber management activities.

Timberlands producing more than 20 cubic feet per

acre (>20 timberlands) are included in one group of

analysis areas for which several appropriate prescrip

tions are available. The prescriptions include various

regeneration methods, including group selection, clear

cutting, and shelterwood methods. The last two methods

may use intermediate harvests and have rotation options

beginning with culmination of mean annual increment

(generally 70 years). Some timber prescriptions have

been modified to enhance threatened and endangered

species habitat, to protect riparian areas, and to improve

transitory forage production. Approximately 435,000

acres of suitable timberlands fall into the category of > 20

timberlands.

Less productive but suitable timberlands, growing

< 20 cubic feet per acre ( < 20 timberlands), are grouped

in separate analysis areas totalling 184,000 acres and are

given a limited range of prescriptions. Only one timber

management prescription is used in FORPLAN, al

though a full range of silvicultural practices will be used

on the ground. The associated yield for this FORPLAN

prescription is assumed to be 5% ofthe existing inventory

volume per decade, and is treated as a separate, non-in

terchangeable component of the allowable sale quantity.

Actual harvest implementation is subject to the objec

tives of the management area, the needs of each stand,

and the expectation that these lands cannot and will not

be managed for full timber production.
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Lands unsuitable for timber management are not pro

vided with timber prescriptions options. Appendix 0

discusses timber suitability criteria.

Limiting the land base to those acres now available,

and which have a reasonable chance of successful refor

estation, defines the acres that are available for schedul

ing harvesting, reforestation, and thinning.

Approximately 619,000 acres are available for sustained

yields of timber.

  

The Forest provides habitat for three threatened and

endangered (T & E) species: bald eagle, peregrine fal

con, and Modoc sucker. Objectives for the species are:

— to protect and improve habitat in resource manage

ment and fire suppression activities;

— to prevent the destruction or degradation of habitat

considered critical for T & E species.

—to provide high and medium capability habitat as

defined in habitat capability models, sufficient for

recovery of T & E species.

Bald Eagle

About 52,100 acres are allocated to raptor manage

ment as habitat for bald eagle nesting and winter roosting.

Of this total, 11,900 acres are > 20 timberlands and 6,800

acres are < 20 timberlands. The remaining area includes

permanent rangeland, wetlands, and water. Approxi

mately 600 acres overlap with riparian areas discussed

below.

In the DEIS model, the Raptor Management Pre

scription provides for a continual supply of large trees in

stands with open canopies. An additional 1,000 acres of

wetlands are managed to maintain or enhance waterfowl

habitat. Waterfowl are prey for eagles.

Areas designated for raptor management have been

assigned the TU-UNS prescription in the revised model.

No timber harvest is scheduled for these areas. Wetland

habitat management strategies are developed without the

use of FORPLAN.

The Forest provides habitat for 7 active and 14 poten

tial nest territories, and three winter roost areas. The 14

potential nest territories meet the established level for

the Modoc National Forest (RO letter 2/85) pending

approval of the Pacific States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan.

Peregrine Falcon

The population recovery level established for the

Modoc in September 1980 is 3 pairs. Although potential

habitat for reintroduction is known, no acres are identi

fied in FORPLAN. This MMR is included in the Forest

wide Standards and Guidelines in the Forest Plan

(Chapter 4).

Modoc Sucker

The current population of the Modoc sucker is esti

mated at less than 5,000 fish in drainages on the Forest.

Forest objectives for the species are ( 1) to protect popu

lations and habitat in the five streams designated as

critical habitat; (2) to reintroduce Modoc suckers into

two other drainages within their historical range; and (3)

to enhance habitat in the five current and two potential

streams to achieve medium to high habitat capability.

Viable Populations 5: Fish find Wildlife.

This MMR provides fish and wildlife habitat to main

tain viable populations. A viable population has enough

appropriately distributed reproductive individuals to en

sure its continued existence.

  

Goshawks

The minimum number of goshawk pairs needed to

maintain population viability is 73. The territory for each

pair must contain at least 50 acres of habitat to provide

suitable conditions for the nest stand and an alternate

nest stand. In high capability habitat, 50 acres is a suitable

nest grove; in medium capability habitat, 80 acres is the

minimum size. An average of 65 acres per pair provides

habitat for 67 pairs outside of the South Warner Wilder

ness area.

Distribution is provided by assigning each district a

minimum number of pairs (Warner Mountain-26, Big

Valley-21, Devil’s Garden— 15, and Doublehead- 11)

based on habitat capability. Distribution is not directly

modeled in FORPLAN. The diversity requirement for

old growth and the minimum viable population require

ment for distribution of habitat overlapped the goshawk

habitat requirement.

Snag-Dependent Wildlife Species

To sustain snag-dependent wildlife species on >20

timberlands, the Forest maintains and manages an aver

age of 1.5 snags per acre with the following specifications:

— 1.2 snags per acre 15-24 inches dbh and >20 feet

high;

— 0.3 snags per acre > 24 inches dbh and > 20 feet high.

Snag requirements are modeled in FORPLAN and

also included in the Forest-wide Standards and Guide

lines in the Plan (Chapter 4). Salvage and sanitation
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harvests do not occur in existing stands on a regular basis.

Timber yields in existing eastside pine stands are reduced

to accommodate snag requirements. Stands are thinned

every other decade instead of each decade.

On < 20 timberlands, the Forest provides, maintains,

and manages for an average of0.5 snags per acre, all snags

at > 24 inches dbh and > 20 feet high. This is not modeled

in FORPLAN; but we assumed adequate volume is avail

able to meet this snag requirement and provide a yield

equal to 5% of the existing inventory volume.

Wildlife Species Dependent on Dead and Down

Material

To maintain habitat for wildlife species dependent on

dead and down material, a minimum average of 1 down

log per acre (at least 20 inches in diameter at the large

end and 10 feet long or longer) is left after timber harvest

operations. This is not modeled in FORPLAN but is

included in Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines in the

Plan (Chapter 4).

Other Wildlife and Fish Species

To maintain viable populations for all other fish and

wildlife populations, habitat must be provided to support

at least a minimum number of reproductive individuals.

That habitat must be well distributed so that individuals

can interact with others.

Vegetative types and seral stages were included in the

model to ensure that the necessary acreage of suitable

habitat is provided. See MMRs for Diversity.

  

The following timber types and seral stages are used

to measure and monitor plant and animal community

diversity:

Eastside pine

Mixed Conifer

Red Fir

Hardwoods

Grass/forb/seedling stage (plantation)

Shrub/sapling/pole stage, 1-11" dbh

Small/medium trees, 11-24" dbh with

< 40% canopy cover

Small/medium trees, 11-24" dbh with

> 40% canopy cover

Large trees, > 24" dbh with < 40% can

opy cover

Large trees, >24" dbh with > 40% can

opy cover

The specific component of the large tree

stage that is older and overmature with

>24“ dbh and a canopy cover >40%.

The stands should show evidence of de

cadence.

4bc-older2

1 After 20 years this seral stage is not monitored.

2 4a and 4bc-older are combined as 5c in revbed modeL

Seral Stages (< 20 timberlands):

Grass/forb/seedling stage (plantations)

Shrub/sapling/pole stage, 1-11" dbh

Small/medium trees, 11-24" dbh with

< 40% canopy cover

Large trees, > 24" dbh with < 40% can

opy cover

The specific component of the large tree

stage that is older and overmature with

>24" dbh and a canopy cover <40%.

The stands should show evidence of de

cadence.

4a-older
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Hardwoods (black oak and aspen) are not modeled in

FORPLAN but direction for their management are in

cluded in the Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines in

the Plan (Chapter 4).

Five percent of each timber type/seral stage combina

tion is maintained. The following acres are required for

each seral stage within the respective timber type:

> 20 Cu.Ft. < 20 Cu.Ft.

Eastside Pine

Mixed Conifer

Red Fir

  

If a timber type/seral stage combination is below 5%,

the required amounts are met within the planning hori

zon.

Distribution of timber types and seral stages provides

an appropriate distribution of habitat to support viable

populations of all other wildlife and fish species not

specifically discussed in MMRs.

Management of old growth is a significant issue on the

Forest. in accordance with diversity requirements, a min

imum of 5% old growth in each forest type must be

provided within each management area. During the orig

inal data base development period, selected capability

areas displaying old-growth characteristics were identi

fied. For the DEIS model, acres of old growth on the

Forest were determined by a query of the Land Manage

ment Planning data base to identify and sort these capa

bility areas by forest type and management area. Harvest

of existing old growth was permitted in management

areas determined to be in excess of the 5% requirement.

As a consequence, FORPLAN results showed a decline

in the total level of old growth on the Forest for the first

four decades of the planning horizon. The seral stage

requirement of 5% old growth was met by the fifth de

cade in each management area.

A more conservative estimate of existing old-growth

acreage was used as a starting point in the revised model.

An average old-growth percentage for each strata type

was estimated by examination of sample plot data. Ap

plication of this percentage to the corresponding Forest

wide acreages indicated that the Forest as a whole was

deficit in the old-growth seral stage component for east

side pine. (Acres of old growth computed in this manner

resulted in the following estimates: 29,850 acres mixed

conifer, 42,000 acres eastside pine, and 4,450 acres red

fir). Consequently, the revised model was structured to

retain the existing old-growth component in eastside pine

and reserve additional acres of this species as they grew

into the older seral stages. Modeled in this way, the

old-growth component of eastside pine is depicted at a

starting level of 2% and remains constant until the fifth

decade when additional reserves meet the seral stage

criteria and the 5% requirement is met Forestwide.

The target number of acres for each forest type was

calculated as the sum of the required percentages for

each management area exclusive of the wilderness. In the

revised model, the target acreage for the old-growth

requirement was assigned to the TU-UNS FORPLAN

prescription and reserved from timber management. All

timberlands of the appropriate strata type were consid

ered eligible for purposes of meeting diversity require

ments. Thus, old-growth requirements were met in part

by regulated timberlands, raptor management areas,

marten habitat provision, and non-CAS timberland.

Riparian Areas

Riparian areas are managed under the principles of

multiple-use sustained yield while emphasizing protec

tion of riparian-dependent resources. As a minimum,

riparian areas are (a) areas within 100 feet horizontal

distance from the edge of standing bodies of water; (b)

areas a horizontal distance of 100 feet on each side of

perennial stream channels; and (c) all wetlands.

No practices or prescriptions are applied to riparian

areas that cause detrimental changes to water quality,

aquatic flora and fauna, hydrophytic vegetation, and ri

parian-dependent wildlife species. On suitable timber

lands, timber management is permitted, but timber yields

are treated as a separate, non-interchangeable compo

nent of the allowable sale quantity. On other lands, re

moving or altering vegetation is restricted to no more

than a 30% reduction in the potential ground cover that

would naturally occur.

The Forest has 19,000 acres of riparian areas. Of these

9,300 acres are modeled in FORPLAN and assigned to

the Riparian Area prescription. The remaining 9,700

acres are other riparian areas such as springs, seeps,

meadows and wetlands where Forest-wide Standards

and Guidelines direct management.
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Water and Soil Productivity

To conserve soil and water resources and prevent

significant or permanent impairment of soil productivity,

we use established cumulative watershed thresholds to

limit disturbance in individual watersheds. Threshold is

the level of disturbance (i.e., compaction of the water

shed soils and removal of vegetation) beyond which ir

rreversible cumulative watershed impacts may occur (see

Analysis of the Management Situation for Water).

'Ihble B-9. (himulative Watershed Thresholds

Cumulative watershed thresholds (in% of equivalent

roaded acres) from 42 watersheds are used to propor

tionately weight thresholds for each management area.

Thresholds are potentially limiting on six management

areas shown in Table B-9. After adjusting the thresholds

for fixed disturbances (e.g., roads), equivalent roaded

acres are calculated for each management area. The

constraint affects only timberlands.

Percent of Timberlands
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C. Timber Policy Constraints

Rotation Length and Culmination of Mean Annual

Increment

Generally, all even-aged stands scheduled for harvest

reach culmination of mean annual increment (CMAI) in

utilized cubic feet of merchantable size trees (13-inch

dbh and 50 feet high). Regenerated timber stands are

regarded as generally culminated in growth at the age

corresponding to 95% of the apparent culmination cal

Table B-lO. Rotation Lengths.

culated from the managed yield projections used in

FORPLAN.

Minimum ages are established for merchantability,

CMAl, and 95% of CMAI based on RAMPREP yield

tables for the major commercial timber types (Table

8-10).

The rotations included in the FORPLAN matrix rep

resent the range from CMAl to the end of the planning

horizon. This means stands have all possible rotation ages

from 70 years (CMAI) and greater.

Ages in Periods (10 years)

Merchantable

Eastside pine (Site 4)

without thinning

with thinning

Mixed conifer (Site 4)

without thinning

with thinning

Red fir (Site 3)

without thinning

with thinning

Lodgepole pine (Site 4)

without thinning

with thinning

CMAI 95% CMAI
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Sustained Yield Requirements

Forests will ensure a perpetual timber harvest at the

long-term sustained yield level by the end of the planning

horizon. That portion of the Forest managed under even

aged regimes should be generally regulated.

To meet this requirement, the sustained yield link and

the ending inventory constraint are used in FORPLAN.

The sustained yield link ensures that the allowable sale

quantity is at or below the long-term sustained yield of

timber in the last decade of the planning horizon. The

ending inventory constraint (the perpetual timber har

vest constraint) ensures the Forest contains as much

timber volume inventory in the last period as the Forest

would have on the average. Both constraints are based on

the FORPLAN prescriptions selected in the run.

Harvest Flow Requirements

A harvest flow constraint is included to maintain com

munity stability. it prevents wide fluctuations of timber

outputs from one decade to another. It is applied only in

alternatives that depart from nondeclining, even-flow

policy. Timber output after the first decade is not allowed

to fluctuate more than 15% from the previous decade.

Dispersion

The intent of the dispersion rule is to prevent regen

eration units which are still openings from being adjacent

to each other. Dispersion also strives to leave logical

harvest units between openings for future management.

An opening created by timber harvesting using even

aged harvesting methods will no longer be considered an

opening when the trees (determined by forest type and

site class) are 4.5 feet high and are free to grow. Based

on the Forest’s average site class, in 10 years the timber

dispersion standards are met. VQOs are met in an addi

tional five years. Section 4.3. of this appendix elaborates

on the discussion. For each management area in

FORPLAN, no more than 16% of the suitable timber

lands regenerated with even-aged managment will be

disturbed in any one decade.

For dispersion, and to meet the 90% growth goal by

2030, a minimum of 10,000 acres per decade of poorly

stocked stands must be harvested during the 1st and 2nd

decades.
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D. Minimum Implementation Requirements

Because of quantitative and linear assumptions of the

Forest model, not all MlRs are included. Some are not

modeled because their size and effects are small and

local, rendering them immeasurable. We assumed they

would have little effect on the FORPLAN solution. Re

gardless of whether they are modeled, all MlRs are

incorporated into the standards and guidelines of the

Forest Plan and will be applied in the implementation of

any alternative.

Sensitive Plants

Sensitive plant species are managed to ensure that

they are not threatened or endangered by Forest activi

ties.

This MIR is not modeled in FORPLAN because acre

ages are small (< 500 acres). It is included in the Forest

wide Standards and Guidelines in the Forest Plan

(Chapter 4).

Visual Resource

Requirements are placed on lands viewed from offic

ially designated California State and County scenic high

ways, as identified in the 1970 State Scenic Highway

Master Plan. This is achieved by maintaining foregrounds

and middlegrounds of the scenic corridors in partial

retention visual quality.

The highways involved on the Modoc include approx

imately 50 miles of State Highways 299 and 139. The

constraint affects 33,500 acres of > 20 cubic feet timber

lands and affects a total of 140,000 acres.

To model this MIR in FORPLAN, the effective alter

ation (EFFALT) constraint is used to limit the amount

of regeneration harvest to a cumulative impact of 15% at

one time. This cumulative impact uses a decay function

which models the amount of visual disturbance associ

ated with regeneration harvesting over time. EFFALT is

described in section 48 of this appendix

Operational Constraint

The limit refiects maximum technical and operational

capability to clearcut and reforest. A planting constraint

of 3,600 acres per year was included in the revised model.

E. Forest Constraints Common to all

Alternatives

Beyond constraints needed to meet MMRs, MlRs,

and timber policies, no other constraints are common to

all alternatives.
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4. The Analysis Process Using FORPLAN

Table B-ll illustrates the five phases of the analysis

process. FORPLAN runs are grouped by their phases in

the analysis process:

- Base analysis

— Benchmarks

- Sensitivity analysis

- Alternatives not considered in detail

— Alternatives considered in detail

Each phase, its purpose, and modelling specifications

used for each run within that phase are described below.

Table 8-11. Five Phases ofthe

FORPLANAnalysis Process.

. Base Analysis FLW, MMR, CEE

. Benchmarks MLV, FLW, MMR,

MKV, TBR, TBD,

RNG H20 , GAM ,

MMU

. Sensitivity Analysis SNG, DSP, VPD, TES,

PSK, RIP, WSD, NDY,

VQO

. Alternatives not

Considered in Detail

CEE, LBU, PRO,

RPA, MKT, TMB,

SLV, INDl, RSP,

MIX,PFD

. Alternatives

Considered in Detail

PRF, CUR, RPD,

IND, RBU, AMN

 

A. Base Analysis

Three FORPLAN runs are the foundation of the anal

ysis process. These base runs incrementally add manage

ment objectives required in all Forest alternatives and

thereby determine the opportunity costs of those objec

tives (Table B-12). The runs are FLW (Unconstrained

with Flow and Long-Term Sustained Yield Constraints),

MMR (Minimum Management Requirements), and

CEE (Constrained Economic Efficiency). FLW depicts

the most economically efficient Forest management with

out consideration of minimum management require

ments. MMR complies with minimum management and

timber policy requirements. CEE is similar to MMR, but

also complies with minimum implementation require

ments. Some of these runs are repeated in the discussion

of other phases of the analysis because they play roles in

several aspects of the process.
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Table B-12. Summary ofthe Base Analysis Runs.

Run Name

Fm
Role in Analysis Unconstrained Economic Add to FLW run Minimum Add to MMR run

Efficiency Management and Timber Minimum Implementation

Policy Requirements Requirements

‘ Timber Land Base All suitable lands All suitable lands All suitable lands

Modeling Specifications

Objective Function Maximize PNV With Maximize PNV With Maximize PNV With

Assigned Values Assigned Values Assigned Values

Timber Policy Constraints

CMAI

Harvest Flow

NDY

Sustained Yield

Dispersion

T & E Species

Diversity

Riparian Areas

Water & Soil

Scenic Highways
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B, Benchmarks Benchmarks are used as reference points for compar

ing alternatives. They explore resource potentials and the

scnchlflafks display Physical, Plological, and techfii' decision space within which change can or must occur.

cal_capablllues- The)’ a"? not limited by Forest Semcc Chapter 2 carries a complete discussion of benchmarks

policy or budget, discretionary constraints, spatial feasi- and results»

bility, or program and staffing requirements. They are

physically and technically, but not necessarily operation

ally, implementable.

(MLV) Minimum Level of Management (Backgrounds)

Description and Purpose:

  

  

MLV estimates outputs and costs of the backgrounds or residuals. MLV is an accounting analysis which determines

background outputs and fixed costs associated with maintaining the Modoc. It is used as a base to compare other

benchmarks and alternatives. It is not stewardship or custodial management. Because MLV is only an accounting

tool, the phase-in period that would be needed if minimum level were actually implemented is ignored.

  

Specifications:

  

Objective Function: Minimize cost for 12 decades.

Technological Constraints: Maximum deer forage is used.

  

3 MMR Constraints: They are not used.
  

Timber Policy Constraints: They are not used.

  

5 MIR Constraints: They are not used.
  

Only background or incidental outputs are allowed.Output Constraints:

Timber, range and developed recreation outputs are set or valued at zero.

  

Assumptions:

  

1 Vegetation follows natural succession. Habitat capability for fish and wildlife management indicator species

(MIS) requiring late seral stage habitat increase over time. Habitat capability for MIS requiring early seral

stage habitat decrease over time.

 
 

Facilities supporting ownership activities are maintained. All other facilities deteriorate.

  

State and County roads remain open, but most Forest roads are closed.

All public and private sector recreation facilities on the Forest are closed with no provisions for maintaining

them.

  

  

The fire organization is reduced. The Forest uses the actual FY 82 fire budget to determine the percentage of

detection (P03) and initial attack (P04) dollars. These costs are included in the total cost for this management

level.

  

Dispersed recreation use that cannot be discouraged or controlled occurs.

  

Dispersed recreation use management is limited to controlling excessive soil and water damage.

The overall dispersed recreation use, including incidental use of wilderness, is approximately 45% of the 1982

level.
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(FLW) Unconstrained MAX PNV Assigned with FLOW/LTSY Constraints

RVDs cost 3 cents each.

Minimal time is alloted to FERC coordination.

Cultural resources are managed primarily for protection (especially in conjunction with mineral management

or unauthorized recreation activities).

Description and Purpose:

FLW provides the economically efficient level of valued resources with the least constraints. Without MMRs, FLW

estimates the mix of resource uses and a schedule of outputs and costs that maximize PNV. It forms a base run for

evaluating MMRs. The appropriateness of harvest flow constraints is also tested.

Specifications:

1

(MMR) MAX PNV Assigned with MMR-NDY-CMA]

Objective Function:

Technological Constraints:

MMR Constraints:

Timber Policy Constraints:

MIR Constraints:

Economic Assumptions:

Description and Purpose:

Maximize PNV for 12 decades.

All apply.

All suitable timberlands are included. Other MMRs do not apply.

Minimum rotation is age at merchantability; sustained yield and harvest

fiow requirements are used; the dispersion contraint is not used.

They are not used.

Use assigned values, price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut-offs

for RVDs and WFUDs.

MMR shows the opportunity cost of MMRs taken collectively, and forms the base for evaluating constraints. This

benchmark estimates the mix of resource uses and a schedule of outputs and costs which will maximize PNV of those

outputs that are assigned a monetary value. Dollar values are based on actual or simulated market prices (willingness

to pay) for timber, recreation, range, water, fish and wildlife.

Specifications:

Objective Function:

Technological Constraints:

MMR Constraints:

Timber Policy Constraints:

MIR Constraints:

Maximize PNV for 12 decades.

All apply.

All apply.

Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of culmination of mean annual increment (CMAl).

Sustained yield, non-declining yield (NDY), and dispersion requirements

apply.

They are not used.
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6 Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values, price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut-offs

for RVDs and WFUDs.

(MKV) MAX PNV Market Values Only with MMR-NDY-CMAI

Description and Purpose:

MKV estimates the mix of resource uses and a schedule of outputs and costs which will maximize the PNV of those

outputs that have an estabished market price. Dollar values are based on actual or simulated market prices (willingness

to pay) for timber, range, and developed recreation. The same dollar values are used for market outputs as in other

runs. The values are removed for non-market resources.

Specifications:

1 Objective Function Maximize PNV for 12 decades. Only market values for timber, range, and

developed recreation are used.

2 Other Specifications: Same as for MMR run.

3 Although the objective function is to maximize PNV for market values, the FORPLAN report includes all as

signed values.

(TBR) MAX Timber for l DECADE with NDY-CMAI-MMR

Description and Purpose:

TBR defines the maximum timber output possible for the 1st decade under current policy and MMRs.

Specifications:

1 Objective Function: Maximize timber output for the 1st decade. A rollover is required to deter

mine the most economically efficient allocation and schedule which corre

sponds to the harvest levels for each of 5 decades in this run; maximize PNV

for 12 decades.

Technological Constraints: All apply.

MMR Constraints: All apply.

Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply. By

using the non-declining yield constraint, the 1st decade timber output is

maintained for 12 decades.

MIR Constraints: They are not used.

Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values with price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut

offs for RVDs and WFUDs.
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(TBD) MAX Timber for 1 Decade with CMAl-MMR Departure

Description and Purpose:

Define the maximum timber output possible for the 1st decade under current policy and MMRs, but without

non-declining yield.

Specifications:

1 Objective Function: Maximize timber output for the 1st decade. A rollover is required to deter

mine the most economically efficient allocation and schedule correspond

ing to timber harvest levels; maximize PNV for 12 decades.

Technological Constraints: All apply.

MMR Constraints: All apply.

Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal

to 95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield and dispersion requirements apply. The non-decline con

straint is removed for two decades to allow for an increase in timber in the

1st decade, followed by a drop in the 2nd decade. Non-declining yield is ap

plied after the 2nd decade.

MIR Constraints: They are not used.

Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values with price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut

offs for RVDs and WFUDs.

(RNG) MAX Range — Grazing for 5 Decades

Description and Purpose:

RNG defines the maximum capability of the Forest to provide commercial livestock grazing over the RPA planning

horizon, subject to MMRs.

Specifications:

1 Objective Function: Maximize livestock forage for 5 decades. A rollover is required to deter

mine the most economically efficient allocation and schedule which corre

sponds to the livestock forage levels for each of 5 decades in this run;

maximize PNV for 12 decades.

Technological Constraints: All apply.

MMR Constraints: All apply.

Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal

to 95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.

MIR Constraints: They are not used.

Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values with price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut

offs for RVDs and WFUDs. '
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("20) MAX Water Yield for 5 Decades

Description and Purpose:

  

H20defines the maximum capability ofthe Forest to provide water over the RPA planning horizon subject to minimum

management requirements.
  

Specifications:

1 Objective Function: Maximize water yield for 5 decades. A rollover is required to determine

the most economically efficient allocation and schedule corresponding to

the water yields for each of the 5 decades in this run; maximize PNV for 12

decades.

Technological Constraints: All apply.

  

3 MMR Constraints: All apply.

  

Timber Policy Constraints:

  

Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal

to 95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.

5 MIR Constraints: They are not used.

6 Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values with price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut

offs for RVDs and WFUDs.

(GAM) MAX Deer Forage for 5 Decades

Description and Purpose:
  

GAM defines the maximum capability of the Forest to provide deer forage over the RPA planning horizon, subject

to minimum management requirements.
  

Specifications:

    

1 Objective Function: Maximize deer forage for 5 decades. A rollover is required to determine

the most economically efficient allocation and schedule corresponding to

the deer forage levels for each of the 5 decades in this run; maximize PNV

for 12 decades.

  

Technological Constraints: All apply.

3 MMR Constraints: All apply.

Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal

to 95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.

    

5 MIR Constraints: They are not used.
  

Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values with price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut

offs for RVDs and WFUDs.
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(MMU) Maximize PNV Assigned with MMR-NDY-CMAI Forestwide

and in the Big Valley Federal Sustained-Yield Unit

Description and Purpose:

MMU is the same as MMR, but non-declining sustained yield is imposed on both the Forest as a whole and on the

Big Valley Federal Sustained-Yield Unit (BVFSYU).

Specifications:

Objective Function:

Technological Constraints: All apply.

MMR Constraints: All apply.

Timber Policy Constraints:

MIR Constraints:

Economic Assumptions:

They are not used.

Maximize PNV with assigned values for 12 decades.

Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply

Forestwide and to the BVFSYU.

Use assigned values, price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut-offs

 

for RVDs and WFUDs.

C. Sensitivity Analysis

Eleven FORPLAN runs were made to examine the

tradeoffs caused by each MMR and MIR. In each run a

single requirement was removed. When compared with

the run involving the full set of requirements, the differ

ence in present net value (PNV) reflects the opportunity

cost of achieving that management requirement. Trade

offs are revealed as changes in various commodity out

puts and in PNV.

A FORPLAN run (MMR) meeting MMRs served as

the basis for six runs. The SNG run shows the cost of

providing snags for viable populations ofsnag-dependent

wildlife species. DSP shows the cost of dispersing timber

regeneration units. VPD shows the cost of providing

habitat diversity for wildlife populations as approximated

by habitat for old-growth dependent species. TES shows

the cost of providing habitat for Threatened and Endan

gered species. RIP shows the cost of protecting perennial

stream riparian areas. WSD shows the cost of protecting

water and soils.

A FORPLAN run (CEE) meeting both MMRs and

MIRs served as the basis for evaluating the cost of man

aging State scenic highways at a visual quality objective

of partial retention.

For a detailed presentation of the marginal costs for

each major constraint on PNV, refer to Chapter 2, Sec

tion E, Present Net Value: Marginal Cost of Constraints.

Snags, dispersion, and old-growth habitat are the most

significant constraints affecting PNV. The snag con

straint accounts for 33% of the change in PNV. The

old-growth habitat constraint has the next most signifi~

cant impact, accounting for 14% of the difference in

PNV. Releasing the dispersion constraint changes PNV

by 12%. The significance of these three constraints on

PNV verifies the understocked conditions of many of our

Forest's timber stands.

Of less significance are the constraints for threatened

and endangered species (5%), protection of riparian

areas (< 1%), and watershed protection (< 1%). The

effect of releasing the non-declining yield constraint does

not change PNV. Protecting visual quality along scenic

highways is also insignificant (< 1%) to PNV.

D. Alternatives Not Considered in Detail

Based on the benchmark results and the Forest’s plan

ning issues (Appendix A), alternatives are defined, for

mulated and run. An alternative is eliminated from

further study because it does not respond well to the

issues, or because its results are similar to another alter

native considered in detail (Section E). For a more com

plete display of outputs and costs for these alternatives,

refer to Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered But Elimi

nated From Detailed Study.
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(CEE) Constrained Economic Efficiency

Description and Purpose:

This alternative is the most economically efficient mix of goods and services the Forest can provide while meeting

MMRs and MlRs. It shows the collective opportunity cost of MlRs and is a base run for evaluating constraints and

alternatives.

Specifications:

Objective Function: Maximize PNV for 12 periods.

Technological Constraints: All apply.

MMR Constraints: All apply.

Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.

MIR Constraints: All apply.

Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut

offs for RVDs and WFUDs.

Description and Purpose

LBU estimates future outputs and services if the 1982 budget were reduced by 25%.

Specifications:

Objective Function: Maximize PNV for 12 decades.

Technological Constraints: All apply.

MMR Constraints: All apply.

Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.

MIR Constraints: All apply.

Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut

offs for RVDs and WFUDs. To obtain a feasible solution, the model is solved

without the trends. The results, however, are presented with trends to allow

for real cost increases to timber-related activities.

Constraints Unique to the Budget is constrained for five decades to $7.2 million per year, 25% less than

Alternative: the 1982 budget.
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(PRO) High Productivity

Description and Purpose:

PRO determines the effects of meeting a high timber target. It produces other market outputs at the highest possible

level while meeting the assigned timber target. Non-market outputs are produced only at economically efficient levels,

consistent with the production of the market resources.

Specifications:

Objective Function: Maximize PNV for 12 decades.

Technological Constraints: All apply.

MMR Constraints: Only threatened and endangered species, and soil and water are protected.

Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield applies.

Non-declining yield is applied after the 6th decade. The harvest flow con

straint is used in decades 1-6 in order to meet a timber target of 95 MMBF in

the 2nd decade.

The dispersion requirement is not used.

MIR Constraints: They are not used.

Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand

cut-offs for RVDs and WFUDs.

Constraints Unique To The timber target for this alternative is to meet or exceed 95 MMBF by the

The Alternative: 2nd decade and 85 MMBF by the 5th decade. Given the timber production

levels in TBR and TBD benchmarks, the Forest cannot meet 95 MMBF

without modifying the specifications.

All MMRs, except those meeting statutory requirements (i.e.,,threatened and

endangered species and soil and water productivity), are released.

MIRs also are not used.

(RPA) RPA Base Sale Schedule

Description and Purpose:

RPA alternative attempts to respond to targets from the 1980 RPA Program by providing commodity and amenity

outputs established for the Modoc. Emphasis is placed on meeting range and timber targets set by the Program;

completing cultural resource inventories by 1995; maintaining recommended VQOs; managing for semi-primitive

recreation; and improving habitat for RPA wildlife and fish species. RPA directs the Forest to harvest 75 MMBF in

the 1st decade and 80 MMBF in the 5th. Given the results ofTBR, the Forest cannot meet '75 MMBF in the 1st decade

without a departure. RPA is run to develop a base sale schedule for a departure alternative, RPD.

Specifications:

1 Objective Function: Maximize PNV for 12 periods.

 

2 Technological Constraints: All apply.
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MMR Constraints:

Timber Policy Constraints:

MIR Constraints:

Economic Assumptions:

Constraints Unique to the

Alternative:

All apply.

Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.

All apply.

Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand

cut-offs for RVDs and WFUDs.

In conformance with the Big Valley Federal Sustained-Yield Unit policy,

timber harvest on the Unit must meet or exceed 11 MMBF in the 1st decade

under non-declining yield.

To meet RPA goals, range production must meet or exceed 117 MAUMs in

the 1st decade and 124 MAUMS in the 5th decade.

To maintain recommended V005 and semi-primitive experiences, visual

quality and semi-primitive recreation are managed at medium levels (Appen

dix Q). Visual retention or semi-primitive non-motorized prescriptions are

used on 33,000 acres of > 20 lands. Partial retention VQO constrains 110,000

acres of > 20 lands.

Because of RPA emphasis on wildlife habitat improvements, wetlands are

managed at a high level; 8,500 acres are developed and maintained.

(MKT) High Market Emphasis

Description and Purpose:

MKTemphasizes high output levels of market resources — timber, range, and developed recreation — with non-market

outputs at economically efficient levels.

Specifications:

Objective Function: Maximize PNV for 12 decades.

Technological Constraints: All apply.

MMR Constraints: All apply.

‘Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield and dispersion requirements apply.

Non-declining yield is applied after the 2nd decade.

MIR Constraints: All apply.

Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand

cut-offs for RVDs and WFUDs.
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7 Constraints Unique to the To ensure spatial feasibility during timber sale layout, timber harvest is limited

Alternative: by strata to a maximum of 15% disturbance for each decade.

To meet a timber goal of 70 MMBF in the 1st decade, harvest is allowed to

decline in the 2nd decade. The timber target to meet 80 MMBF in the 5th

decade is dropped.

Meet or exceed 131,600 AUMs for five decades to help support local livestock

industries.

(TMB) Timber Emphasis

Description and Purpose:

TMB emphasizes a moderate timber harvest level using only intensive regeneration methods. It produces the highest

yields possible on the acreage treated. Production of other resources in conjunction with timber is at low levels

commensurate with a timber-oriented theme.

Specifications:

Objective Function: Maximize PNV for 12 periods.

Technological Constraints: All apply.

MMR Constraints: All apply.

Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% 0f CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.

MIR Constraints: All apply.

Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand

cut-offs for RVDs and WFUDs.

Constraints Unique to the Meet or exceed the 1982 timber output of50 MMBFper year in the 1st decade.

Alternative: Yields for the BVFSYU must meet or exceed 11 MMBF per year with

non-declining yield for the planning horizon.

Commercial thinning in H6 is limited to 13,000 acres in the first and 2nd

decades to facilitate operational feasibility.

To emphasize full yield timber and reduce risk of regeneration failure, the

timber-forage prescription is limited to management areas (MAs) 53, 63, and

64. Harvest under this prescription is limited to 2,500 acres per decade for 12

decades.

Group selection harvest is not allowed due to an emphasis on full timber yield

prescriptions.

To ensure spatial feasibility during timber sale layout, timber harvest is limited

by strata to a maximum of 15% disturbance each decade.

Because timber production is emphasized, visual quality and semi-primitive

recreation are managed at low levels (Appendix Q). Visual retention is

assigned to 14,000 acres of >20 lands; and 106,000 acres of >20 lands are

managed for partial retention or semi-primitive motorized recreation.

In keeping with the theme of this alternative, wetlands are managed at a low

level; 6,100 acres are developed and maintained.
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(SLV) Silvicultural

Description and Purpose:

SLV implements highly intensive silvicultural systems, emphasizing thinning. As under TMB, production of other

resources in conjunction with timber are at low levels.

Specifications:

Objective Function: Maximize PNV for 12 periods.

Technological Constraints: All apply.

MMR Constraints: All apply.

Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.

MIR Constraints: All apply.

Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut-offs

for RVDs and WFUDs.

Constraints Unique to the As in TMB, SLV emphasizes full yield timber prescriptions and lowering

Alternative: regeneration failure. The timber-forage prescription is limited to MAs 53, 63,

and 64. Harvest under this prescription is limited to 2,500 acres per decade for

12 decades.

Thin 3G stands to promote growth.

Because thinning is emphasized, additional thinning outside of FORPLAN is

added to the costs and outputs generated.

To ensure spatial feasibility during timber sale layout, timber harvest is limited

by strata to a maximum of 15% disturbance each decade.

Because timber production is emphasized, visual quality and semi-primitive

recreation are managed at low levels (Appendix Q). Visual retention is as

signed to 14,000 acres of > 20 lands; and 106,000 acres of > 20 lands are

managed for partial retention or semi-primitive motorized recreation.

In keeping with the theme of the alternative, wetlands are managed at a low

level; 6,100 acres are developed and maintained.

(lNDl) High Timber Industry

Description and Purpose:

lNDl emphasizes high production of marketable timber. Like TMB and SLV, other resources are managed at low

levels compatible with timber production.

Specifications:

1 Objective Function: Maximize PNV for 12 periods.

2 Technological Constraints: All apply.

3 MMR Constraints: All apply.
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Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI. ,

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.

MIR Constraints: All apply.

Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand

cut-offs for RVDs and WFUDs.

Constraints Unique to the At least 40% of the timber harvest must come from eastside and lodgepole

Alternative: pine 1) to minimize reductions from the base year sale offering, and 2) to

provide marketable timber.

Because timber production is emphasized, meet or exceed the highest volume

possible with a species mix of at least 40% pine. Meet or exceed 11 MMBF

on the BVFSYU with non-declining yield, in compliance with the BVFSYU

policy.

To ensure spatial feasibility during timber sale layout, timber harvest is

limited by strata to a maximum of 15% disturbance each decade.

Because timber production is emphasized, visual quality and semi-primitive

recreation are managed at low levels (Appendix Q). Visual retention is

assigned to 14,000 acres of >20 lands; and 106,000 acres of >20 lands are

managed for partial retention or semi-primitive motorized recreation.

In keeping with the theme of the alternative, wetlands are managed at a low

level; 6,100 acres are developed and maintained.

(RSP) Ranger Special

Description and Purpose:

After examining the results of several alternatives, each district ranger responded to as many issues as possible. RSP

incorporates both commodity and amenity outputs.

Specifications:

1. Objective Function: Maximize PNV for 12 periods.

Technological Constraints: All apply.

MMR Constraints: All apply.

Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% 0f CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.

MIR Constraints: All apply.

Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand

cut-offs for RVDs and WFUDs.
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7 Constraints Unique to the Alter- Harvest on the BVFSYU must meet or exceed 8.5 MMBF in the 1st decade

native: with non-declining yield, in compliance with BVFSYU policy.

To spread the timber harvest over more of the Forest, harvest on the Warner

Mountain Ranger District must not exceed 15 MMBF in the 1st decade.

To comply with district rangers’ management desires, the following Manage

ment Area (MA) Prescriptions were limited as follows:

 

 

—MA 53 and 64-only timber-forage prescription applies to provide f0

hi her deer numbers.

— 52, 61, and 62-only even-aged prescription applies.

- MA 63, 65, 66, and 67-only uneven-aged prescription applies because 0

scattered timber stands. _ _ _ _

—All other MAs are open to any prescription with allocation based 0

economic efficiency.

To generate as much thinning as possible, additional thinning outside of

FORPLAN is added to costs and outputs generated.

To ensure spatial feasibility during timber sale layout, timber harvest is limited

by strata to a maximum of 15% disturbance each decade.

  

State deer herd goals are met for Interstate and Glass Mountain deer herds.

Warner Mountain and Adin deer herds are maintained at current popula

tions.

To maintain visual quality and recreation opportunities, visual quality and

semi-primitive recreation are managed at medium levels (Appendix Q).

Visual retention or semi-primitive non-motorized prescriptions are used on

33,000 acres of > 20 lands. Partial retention VQO constrains 110,000 acres of

> 20 lands.

In keeping with the theme of the alternative, wetlands are managed at a high

level; 8,500 acres are developed and maintained.

  

Because amenities are emphasized, specified allotments are managed to

improve water quality and riparian areas faster than under MMRs.

(MIX) Mixture of Commodity and Amenity Outputs

Description and Purpose:

  

MIX is the first attempt at the preferred alternative. It emphasizes a wide range of commodity and amenity outputs,

subject to a budget constraint. MIX draws from all alternatives, particularly RSP and CUR.

  

  

Specifications:

    

1 Objective Function: Maximize PNV for 12 periods.
  

Technological Constraints: All apply.

  

AWN

MMR Constraints: All apply.

Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.
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MIR Constraints: All apply.

Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand

cut-offs for RVDs and WFUDs.

Constraints Unique to the To reflect a realistic budget, it is limited to $11.5 million (1982 dollars) in the

Alternative: 1st decade.

To improve timber harvest distribution, harvest from the Warner Mountain

District is limited to 20 MMBF in the 1st decade.

To complywith BVFSYU policy, timber harvest from the BVFSYU must meet

or exceed 11 MMBF in the 1st decade and non-declining yield applies.

To avoid environmental damage from excessive vegetation alteration, range

non-structural improvements are limited to less than 500 acres per year.

Wildlife AUMs meet State deer herd goals, as agreed by the Forest Service

and CDFG.

Because amenities are emphasized, specified allotments are managed to

improve water quality and riparian areas faster than under MMRs.

In keeping with the theme of the alternative, visual quality and semi-primitive

recreation are managed at medium levels (Appendix Q). Visual retention or

semi-primitive non-motorized prescriptions are prescribed on 33,000 acres of

> 20 lands. Partial retention VQO constrains 110,000 acres of > 20 lands.

Because amenity resources are emphasized, wetlands are managed at a high

level; 8,500 acres are developed and maintained.

(PFD) Preferred with Departure

Description and Purpose:

PFD analyzes the effect on the Preferred Alternative (PRF) of a departure from non-declining yields in the decades

1 through 5. As in PRF, it emphasizes a mixture of commodity and amenity resources.

Specifications:

Objective Function: Maximize PNV for 12 periods.

Technological Constraints: All apply.

MMR Constraints: All apply.

Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield and dispersion requirements apply.

Harvest is allowed to [low in decade 1 through 5 but cannot fall more than

15% below the base sale schedule. Harvest must meet or exceed base sale

schedule by the 5th decade and non-declining yield applies till the end of the

planning horizon.

MIR Constraints: All apply.

Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand

cut-offs for RVDs and WFUDs.
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7 Constraints Unique to the In compliance with BVFSYU policy, timber harvest on the BVFSYU must

Alternative: meet or exceed 11 MMBF in the 1st decade and non-declining yield applies.

  

To minimize reductions from the base year sale offering, at least 30% of the

timber harvest must be eastside pine.

To avoid environmental damage from excessive vegetation alteration, non

structural range improvements are limited to 500 acres per year or less.

To balance forage allocation between livestock and wildlife, non-structural

deer habitat improvements must meet or exceed 400 acres per year.

To reduce risk of regeneration failure, timber harvest of mixed conifer under

the timber-forage prescription is limited to 250 acres per year for the 1st de

cade.

To reduce risk of regeneration failure while ensuring adequate deer forage,

no more than 60% of the eastside pine acres harvested are allocated to the

timber-forage prescription.

As agreed by Forest Service and CDFG, wildlife AUMs meet State deer herd

goals.

Because amenity resources are emphasized, specified allotments are man

aged to improve water quality and riparian areas faster than under MMRs.

To improve the visual resource and recreation opportunities, visual quality

and semi-primitive recreation are managed at medium levels (Appendix Q).

Visual retention or semi-primitive non-motorized prescriptions are allocated

on 33,000 acres of >20 lands. Partial retention VQO constrains 110,000 acres

of >20 lands.

In keeping with the theme of the alternative and to improve wildlife habitat

above MMR levels, wetlands are managed at a high level; 8,500 acres are de

veloped and maintained.

To maintain marten habitat, 7% old growth is retained in red fir and mixed

conifer in MA 61.

 

E. Alternatives Considered in Detail
For a more complete discussion of the resource program

This Section describes FORPLAN modeling Straw direction, the environment to be created, and displays of

gies used in developing alternatives. The information Outputs and costs for each altcmalive, refer to Chapter

presented here lists only those constraints that are mod- 2- Chapter 4 discusses the environmental consequences

eled in FORPLAN and describes how they are modeled. of the alternatives.
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(PRF) Preferred

Description and Purpose:

PRF responds to many resource demands by emphasizing a wide range of commodity and amenity outputs. Emphasis

is placed on:

-maintaining as high a sustainable level of timber sale offerings as possible commensurate with other resour -

emphases;

- harvesting timber using a mix of sivicultural practices, including uneven-aged management and even-aged manage

ment with retention of viable advance regeneration.

- implementing a fire program at the most cost efficient level;

- achieving an upward trend in snag numbers for eastside pine; and concentrating snag treatments on acres entere

for timber harvest; '

— maintaining recommended levels of visual quality;

- managing desired areas for semi-primitive recreation;

- protecting and enhancing habitat for various wildlife species that depend on early and late successional stages;

— meeting objectives for deer herd plans, providing livestock grazing for community stability, and producing forage i a

a cost-efficient manner;

— continuing Forest wetland development; and

— restoring degraded riparian habitat in high priority areas.

Other resources will be managed to complement these emphases.

Specifications:

Objective Function:

Technological Constraints:

MMR Constraints:

Timber Policy Constraints:

MIR Constraints:

Economic Assumptions:

Maximize TBR for 1 period followed by max PNV for 12 periods.

All apply.

All apply.

Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.

All apply.

Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut-offs

for RVDs and WFUDs.
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Constraints Unique to the Timber yields from the BVFSYU are non-declining and must meet or exceed

Alternative: 9 MMBF in the 1st decade.

To facilitate better management of pine marten, 18 territories are included in

this alternative and reserved from timber harvest prescriptions.

To represent advanced regeneration in ein'sting stands, 10% less planting is

required after a regeneration harvest.

Twelve percent of suitable timberlands on slopes greater than 40% must be

harvested annually for the first five decades. Ten percent of suitable lodgepole

pine stands must be harvested annually for the first three decades. These

requirements ensure that less economic timberlands will be regenerated in

proportion to the share of suitable inventory they represent.

To test uneven-aged sivicultural methods, test compartments were identified

for each District. These timberlands are assigned a group selection prescrip

tion.

To ensure regeneration of poorly stocked stands, a minimum of 10,000 acres

must be treated annually for the first three decades.

Timber harvest under the timber-forage prescription is limited to areas iden

tified as suitable for this prescription by the Management Team. Appropriate

locations were identified in Mgt. Areas 51, 53, 64 and throughout the Warner

Mountain Ranger District.

To comply with agreements between the Forest Service and CDFG, sufficient

AUMs are provided to meet State deer herd goals.

In keeping with the theme of the alternative, visual quality and semi-primitive

recreation are managed at medium levels (Appendix Q). Visual retention or

semi-primitive non-motorized prescriptions are allocated on 33,000 acres of

> 20 lands. Partial retention VQO constrains 110,000 acres of > 20 lands.

To enhance the distribution of wildlife habitat, old growth retention in red fir

and mixed conifer was increased to 7% in MA 61.

At a minimum, the current level of fire budget is needed for adequate planta

tion protection.

Regenerated acres are limited to 3,600 per year in the first five decades to

reduce negative impacts on recreation and wildlife and to improve water

quality standards at a faster rate than with MMRs alone.

(CUR) Current Management- No Action

Description and Purpose:

CUR continues current management policies and practices subject to maintaining expenses at the current level.

Emphasis is placed on:

- maintaining the current timber harvest level;

- maintaining forage for livestock as close to current level as possible;

- maintaining desired and acceptable levels of visual quality;

- managing desired areas for semi-primitive recreation;

- continuing Forest wetland development; and

- restoring degraded riparian habitat in high priority areas.

Other resources will be managed to complement these emphases.
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Specifications:

1 Objective Function: Maximize PNV for 12 decades.

Technological Constraints: All apply.

MMR Constraints: All apply.

Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.

MIR Constraints: All apply.

Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut-offs

for RVDs and WFUDs. To obtain a feasible solution, the model is solved

without the trends; but the results are presented with the trends to allow for

real cost increases to timber-related activities.

Constraints Unique to the The budget is constrained to the FY 1982 level of $9.6 million per year for all

Alternative: periods.

To comply with BVFSYU policy, timber yields must meet or exceed the base

year level of 50.4 MMBF. Harvest from the Unit must meet or exceed 11

MMBF under non-declining yield.

Livestock AUMs must meet or exceed 120 MAUMs to meet current permit

obligations.

To reflect current practices and to operate within a constrained budget,

non-structural range improvements are limited to 250 acres per year.

Because the budget is constrained, non-structural deer habitat improvements

are limited to 200 acres per year.

To reduce risk of regeneration failure and to reflect current practices, the

timber-forage prescription is limited to MAs 41, 53, 63, and 64. Timber harvest

from this prescription is limited to 2,500 acres for the 1st decade.

Specified allotments are managed to improve water quality and riparian areas

faster than under MMRs.

To reflect current practices, visual quality and semi-primitive recreation are

managed at medium levels (Appendix Q). Visual retention or semi-primitive

non-motorized prescriptions are allocated on 33,000 acres of > 20 lands.

Partial retention VQO constrains 110,000 acres of > 20 lands.

In keeping with current practices, wetlands are managed at a low level; 6,100

acres are developed and maintained.

(RPD) RPA with Departure I

Description and Purpose:

RPD attempts to meet targets from the 1980 RPA Program by providing commodity and amenity outputs established

for the Modoc. The departure alternative approaches as closely as possible the RPA timber target in the 1st decade.

The timber target in the 5th decade is not met. Emphasis is placed on:
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decade;

Specifications:

Objective Function:

  

Technological Constraints:

3 MMR Constraints:

Timber Policy Constraints:

5 MIR Constraints:

Economic Assumptions:

Constraints Unique to the

Alternative:

- increasing timber outputs above the current level by allowing a departure from the base sale schedule in the 1s

— allowing a reduction in timber outputs in the 2nd decade to no more than 15% below the base sale schedule;

- meeting range targets established by the RPA Program;

— completing cultural resource inventories by 1995;

- maintaining desired and acceptable levels of visual quality;

- managing desired areas for semi-primitive recreation;

— increasing habitat for wildlife, specifically mule deer and trout; and

- continuing Forest wetland developments.

Other resources will be managed to complement these emphases.

  

  

  

Maximize PNV for 12 periods.

  

All apply.

All apply.

  

Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield and dispersion requirements apply.

Harvest is allowed to flow in decades 1 through 5 but cannot fall more than

15% below the base sale schedule. l-larvest must meet or exceed base sale

schedule by the 5th decade and non-declining yield applies until the end of the

planning horizon.

All apply.

  

Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut-offs

for RVDs and WFUDs.

  

To achieve RPA timber goals, timber yields must meet or exceed 75 MMBF in

the 1st decade. On the BVFSYU, harvest must meet or exceed 11 MMBF in

the 1st decade and non-declining yield applies.

To meet current obligations and RPA goals, livestock AUMs must meet or

exceed 122.5 MAUMs in each of the first 4 decades, and 124 MAUMs in the

5th decade.

To maintain recommended V005 and semi-primitive recreation opportuni

ties, visual quality and semi-primitive recreation are managed at medium levels

(Appendix 0). Visual retention or semi-primitive non-motorized prescriptions

are used on 33,000 acres of >20 lands. Partial retention VQO constrains

110,000 acres of >20 lands.

Because wildlife is emphasized under the RPA, wetlands are managed at a high

level; 8,500 acres are developed and maintained.
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Description and Purpose:

IND provides high levels of timber and range outputs while preserving other resource values at low levels. Emphasis

is placed on:

- increasing timber outputs;

- minimizing the reduction in pine volume offered for sale in the 1st decade;

- maintaining or increasing forage for livestock at the current level for at least another decade;

— allowing reductions in recommended VQOs and semi-primitive recreation opportunities and from recommend

visual quality objectives;

— achieving an upward trend in snag numbers for eastside pine and concentrating snag treatments on acres entered f0

timber harvest;

— continuing Forest wetland development; and

- restoring degraded riparian habitat in high priority areas.

Other resources will be managed to complement these emphases.

Specifications:

Objective Function:

Technological Constraints:

MMR Constraints:

Timber Policy Constraints:

MIR Constraints:

Economic Assumptions:

Maximize TBR for 1 period followed by max PNV for 12 periods.

All apply.

All apply.

Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.

All apply.

Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut-offs

for RVDs and WFUDs.
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Constraints Unique to the To comply with the BVFSYU policy, timber harvest from the BVFSYU must

Alternative: meet or exceed 11 MMBF with non-declining yield.

To minimize reductions from the base year sales offering and to provide

marketable timber, at least 25% of the timber harvest must be eastside pine.

The timber-forage prescription is limited to MAs 41, 53, 63, and 64. Timber

harvest from this prescription is limited to 2,500 acres for the 1st decade. This

constraint reduces the risk of regeneration failure and promotes full timber

yields.

Twelve percent of suitable timberlands on slopes greater than 40% must be

harvested annually for the first five decades. Ten percent of suitable lodgepole

pine stands must be harvested annually for the first three decades. These

requirements ensure that less economic timberlands will be regenerated in

proportion to the share of suitable inventory they represent.

To represent advanced regeneration in existing stands, 10% less planting is

required after a regeneration harvest.

Because commodity resources are emphasized, visual quality and semi-primi

tive recreation are managed at low levels (Appendix 0). Visual retention is

assigned to 14,000 acres of >20 lands; and 106,000 acres of >20 lands are

managed for partial retention or semi-primitive motorized recreation.

(RBU) Reduced Budget

Description and Purpose:

RBU produces commodity and amenity outputs subject to a budget reduced to 75% of the current level. Emphasis is

placed on:

- providing timber outputs at the highest level permitted by the budget;

— providing timber outputs from the BVFSYU needed for community stability;

- providing livestock forage at a moderate level;

- allowing reductions in recommended visual quality objectives and semi-primitive recreation opportunities; and

- managing the Forest wetland program at a minimum level.

Other resources are managed to complement these emphases.

Specifications:

Objective Function: Maximize PNV for 12 periods.

Technological Constraints: All apply.

MMR Constraints: All apply.

Timber Policy Constraints: Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.

MIR Constraints: All apply.

 

Modeling andAnalysis Process B-61



Economic Assumptions: Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut-offs

for RVDs and WFUDs.

Constraints Unique to the To show effects of operating with a reduced budget, it is limited to $7.2 million

Alternative: for 5 decades.

Because reduced timber yields would negatively impact community stability,

harvest levels are as high as possible with the reduced budget. Timber yields

must meet or exceed 37 MMBF in the 1st decade. Yields from the BVFSYU

must meet or exceed 8.5 MMBF in the 1st decade with non-declining yield.

To fulfill local livestock grazing obligations as much as possible under a

reduced budget, livestock forage must meet or exceed 100 MAUMs in the 1st

decade.

Except for maintenance of old seedings, range non-structural improvements

are not done because the budget is limited.

Non-structural improvements for deer habitat are not done because the budget

is limited.

Recreation is managed at low standard levels because of the reduced budget.

Because the budget is reduced, visual quality and semi-primitive recreation are

managed at low levels (Appendix Q). Visual retention is assigned to 14,000

acres of >20 lands; and 106,000 acres of >20 lands are managed for partial

retention or semi-primitive motorized recreation.

Description and Purpose:

AMNresponds to amenity demands while providing for commodity outputs at cost-efficient levels. Emphasis is placed

on:

- maintaining a high level of visual quality;

— managing for extensive semi-primitive recreation;

- protecting and enhancing habitat for wildlife species dependent on late seral stages;

—‘ achieving an upward trend in snag numbers for eastside pine; and concentrating snag treatments on acres entere

for timber harvest;

- continuing Forest wetland development; and

— restoring degraded riparian habitat.

Other resources will be managed to complement these emphases.

Specifications:

1 Objective Function: Maximize PNV for 12 periods.

2 Technological Constraints: All apply.

MMR Constraints: All apply.
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Timber Policy Constraints:

MIR Constraints:

Economic Assumptions:

Constraints Unique to the

Alternative:

Minimum rotation: Use the full set of rotation ages greater than or equal to

95% of CMAI.

Sustained yield, non-declining yield, and dispersion requirements apply.

All apply.

Use assigned values, with price and cost trends for timber, and demand cut-offs

for RVDs and WFUDs.

Because wildlife habitat is emphasized, the amount of existing old growth

reserved for wildlife species increases to 10% in mixed conifer and red fir. Old

growth in eastside pine is insufficient to apply the constraint to that species.

Timber yields from the BVFSYU are non-declining.

To facilitate better management of pine marten, 18 territories are included in

this alternative and reserved from timber harvest prescriptions.

In keeping with the amenity emphasis of the alternative, 65% of the regulated

harvest in the first decade must be obtained by uneven-aged sivicultural

methods.

To represent advanced regeneration in existing stands, 10% less planting is

required after a regeneration harvest.

Regenerated acres are limited to 3,600 per year in the first five decades to

reduce negative impacts on recreation and wildlife and to improve water

quality standards at a faster rate than with MMRs alone.

Twelve percent of suitable timberlands on slopes greater than 40% must be

harvested annually for the first five decades. Ten percent of suitable lodgepole

pine stands must be harvested annually for the first three decades. These

requirements ensure that less economic timberlands will be regenerated in

proportion to the share of suitable inventory they represent.

To enhance visual quality and increase semi-primitive recreation opportuni

ties, visual quality and semi-primitive recreation are managed at high levels

(Appendix Q). Visual retention or semi-primitive non-motorized prescriptions

are allocated to 76,000 acres of > 20 lands. Partial retention VQO constrains

118,000 acres of > 20 lands for either partial retention timber management or

semi-primitive motorized recreation.
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Table B-13. FORPLAN Specifications for Alternatives.

FORPLAN Specifications PRF

Objective Function max TBR-l max PNV max PNV max TBR-l max PNV max PNV

Timber Policy:

CMAI

NDYl on Forest

NDY on BVFSYU

Departure

Dispersion

MMRs

MIRS

Budget (millions of $)

Timber (1st Decade)

Forest (MMBF)

BVFSYU (MMBF) > 9

% Pine —

Regeneration Acres < 3600/yr

Visual Quality and Semi- medium

Primitive Rec.2

Wetlands Management

(Acres)

Range:

MAUMs (1st decade)

MAUMs (5th decade)

Non-structural improve

ments (acres/year)

Deer:

Non-structural improve

ments (acres/year)
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Table 8-13. FORPLAN Specifications for Alternatives. (continued)

Timber-forage Rx limit to MAs

(1st decade) 51, 53, 64

Forage (MAUMs)3

Additional allotments man

aged at high level for water

quality 8: riparian improve

ments

Recreation

Close Allotments for Big

horn Sheep

limit to MAs

41, 53, 63, 64

with < 250

acres/yr har

vest

limit to MAs

41, 53, 63, 64

with < 250

acres/yr har

vest

yes

 

Old Growth above MMR 7% in MA

61; mixed

conifer &.

red fir

l non-declining yield

2 See Appendix Q for acres

3 See Appendix L for deer forage requirements.

4

Deer Herds:

Interstate deer herd:

10% in mixed

conifer & red

fir

9,840-l2,000 AUMs (decades l-5)

Glass Mtn. deer herd: 8,800-1S,360 AUMs (decades l-S)

Warner Min. deer herd: l0,800-l3,500 AUMs (decade 1);

l3,S00-l8,000 AUMs (decades z-s)

Min deer herd: 4,480-5,600 AUMs (decade 1);

5,600-8,400 AUMs (decades 2-5)
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5. Other Models

In addition to FORPLAN, other systematic models

were used in planning: FIREPLAN, EFFALT,

RAMPREP, a water yield model, IMPLAN, Wildlife

Habitat Relationships, and a snag habitat model. They

are described below.

A. Fire Management Analysis Process

(FIREPLAN)

The fire management analysis process includes four

levels ofanalysis and a series ofeight computer programs.

Of the four levels of analysis, only two (described below)

are used in the Forest planning process; the others affect

implementation and evaluation. The eight computer pro

grams are simulators and report writers used to define

the historical and current fire management situations and

to evaluate alternative fire management fuels, preven

tion, detection, and suppression programs. For a com

plete description of the fire management analysis

process, see FSH 5109.19 (National Fire Management

Planning and Analysis Handbook).

Fire Management Analysis Level I is an analysis of the

historical and current fire management situation using

fire and weather information, records of fire occur

rences, and fire behavior (number of fires, acres burned

by fire size and intensity). Some uses of Level I analysis

are:

- To display the general effectiveness and cost, includ

ing fire fighting funds (FFF), of the current fire man

agement program. This program cost may be used to

predict costs of a fire program that will not vary

significantly between prescriptions on a Forest-wide

basis;

— To develop organizations in response to alternatives

and prescriptions; and

—To identify areas for further analysis regarding pre

vention, suppression, and fuels management.

Fire Management Analysis Level II is an analysis of

various fire management program options (e.g., a sup

pression mix versus prevention), budget levels (costs),

and their effectiveness. This analysis is based on various

fuel models, suppression resources, and historical occur

rence patterns. Some uses of Level II analysis are:

—To evaluate fire program options appropriate for

alternatives;

- To provide resource outputs, value change, and pro

gram cost data to select the most efficient program

level; and,

.- To evaluate the effectiveness of fire program options

on a fixed budget.

Fire Management Analysis Levels 1 and Il provide the

following input for each alternative:

— Probable acres burned;

—Program costs reflecting various fire management

organizations; and

—Suppression costs reflecting organizational effi

crency.

FORPLAN determines:

— Acres burned;

— Suppression costs;

— Net value change for resources; and,

— Optimum organization and budget level by period.

B. Effective Alteration (EFFALT)

The EFFALT cumulative impact thresholds are used

in FORPLAN to limit timber harvesting activities and to

ensure landscape alterations do not exceed the levels

associated with desired visual quality objectives (VQOs).

Perspective plot computer simulations are the primary

tools for establishing these thresholds in the effective

alteration approach. These simulations were developed

by Northern California Forest Service Landscape Archi

tects.

The most critical and common situations modeled are

middleground landscapes with partial retention VQOs.

(Partial retention is the primary application of EFFALT

on the Modoc National Forest.) Topographic and timber

stand data are entered into the computer to simulate

current conditions. Varying rotation lengths and harvest

entry rates are tested by modeling all units into the per

spective plots. Simulations of altered landscapes are ex

amined to determine maximum limits of alteration

permissible under the individual VQOs.

Thus, the actual correlations of harvesting rates and

total effective alteration to VQOs are based on the pro

fessional judgement of Forest Service landscape archi

tects. For similar situations, these judgements are highly

consistent. They are further corroborated by field inspec

tion and aerial photos compared to existing visual condi~

tion (EVC) mapping.

Coefficients are developed to measure the visual im

pact of harvesting activities based on the amount of time

needed for a harvested area to visually recover. The

Forest silviculturist and landscape architect determine

the recovery period for timberlands. The average recov

ery period is 15 years for all timber types managed for
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modification VQO, while the average recovery is 21 years

(metered over a 30—year period) for all timber types

managed for partial retention VQO. Existing plantations

are assumed to have a 10-year impact in the 1st decade

of all alternatives.

VQOs for each alternative are developed and identi

fied in FORPLAN by the portion of each analysis area to

be managed under each VQO. Maximum modification is

not modeled in FORPLAN, because we assume that

other minimum management and implementation re

quirements are more binding and the model is insensitive

to this visual quality objective.

The timber policy dispersion constraint is modeled

through EFFALT to determine when a harvested area is

no longer considered an opening. The modification VQO

is modeled in conjunction with the dispersion constraint.

This joint constraint is approximated by limiting the har

vest of a management area to an average of 20% per

decade.

A decay function is also used, which means the severity

of the harvest opening decreases over time. The decay

function in this case is 100% in the 1st decade and 50%

in the 2nd decade following a harvest. This means that for

10 years following timber harvest, 100% of the harvest

area is considered an opening. Then, for 11-20 years

following harvest, only 50% of the harvest area is consid

ered an opening. The dispersion constraint is effectively

met 10 years after harvest. However, in order to meet

modification VQOs, 50% 0f the area requires an addi

tional 10 years.

Partial retention is similarly modeled with the follow

ing exceptions: a limit of 15% of a management area is

harvested per decade; and a decay function of 100% is

used in the 1st decade, 80% in the 2nd, and 30% in the

3rd following harvest.

Retention acres are not effectively altered because

less than 5% of growth is harvested per decade.

C. RAMPREP

RAMPREP (Resource Allocation Method-Prepara

tion) is a PSW Region Timber management model that

calculates projected timber yields for a stand under var

ious thinning and harvest regimes. Coefficients are based

on the Modoc National Forest 1980 timber inventory

data. For a detailed discussion of RAMPREP see The

Region Five Timber Inventory Process, July 1981.

D. Water Yields

Potential to increase existing water yields from the

Forest through manipulation ofvegetation is determined

using a method from Silvey and Rosgen’s (1980) I-IYSED

model. The model uses a series of water balance equa

tions considering precipitation and evapo-transpiration

to compute potential water yield increase. Through the

model we determined that only those areas receiving

more than 25 inches had potential to increase water yield.

Data from the analysis are in the Forest Planning Re

cords.

E. IMPLAN

IMPLAN is a system for developing local input-output

models from the US. Department of Commerce’s 1977

national input-output model and 1982 regional economic

data. Dollar impacts estimated with the system are ad

justed to real values using the Commerce Department’s

implicit price deflators for the gross national product.

The IMPLAN system is used to develop an input-out

put model of Modoc and Lassen Counties. Estimates of

historical expenditures by sector associated with Forest

outputs and Forest purchases from the local economy are

then used with IMPLAN to develop impact multipliers

and estimated income and employment impacts for each

alternative.

The theory and limitations ofinput-output analysis are

discussed in detail in EIS Chapter 4. Some basic assump

tions include:

- Historical transaction patterns associated with For

est outputs and purchases are sustained in the future.

—Transaction patterns (production functions) for in

dustries in the local economy are similar to those in

the national economy and are sustained in the future.

- Income and employment impacts occur in the same

time period as the underlying changes in Forest out

puts and purchases (no lagged effects are assumed).

In light of these assumptions, the estimated impacts

on employment and income by alternative have relatively

low reliability in absolute terms in future time periods.

However, estimates are reasonably accurate indicators of

relative changes between the alternatives in decade 1.
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F. Wildlife Habitat Relationships

The Wildlife Habitat Relationships (WHR) Program

describes vegetation types, successional stages of vegeta

tion types, and stand densities. lt rates the value of the

habitat for all vertebrate species that occur on the Forest.

The WHR Program consists of three levels of data and

analysis:

— Published materials or computerized data bases that

document vertebrate species status, life history, and

habitat preference and matrices of vegetation types,

successional stages, and their use by vertebrate spe

cies.

— Narrative habitat capability models which describe

detailed habitat requirements and rate vegetation

types, successional stages and other habitat factors by

high, medium and low habitat capability for each

individual species.

— Computer models which assign habitat capability val

ues for vegetation and other habitat factors and com

pute the relative value ofvarious habitat mixes and/or

estimated species populations resulting from re

source management or other activities.

WHR is used for preparing and analyzing the Forest

Plan in several ways:

Management Indicator Species (MlS) —a list of all

vertebrate species which occur on the Forest is compiled

using the WHR data base. The WHR habitat matrix for

seasonal habitat preference for the Northeast Interior

Zone is used to determine if habitat requirements for all

Forest wildlife species are covered by a MIS. Some spe

cies, such as deer or pronghorn, are selected because of

public issues. If special habitat requirements for one

group ofspecies are not represented by a MIS, the matrix

is used to develop a list of these species and a selection

is made. (The Wildlife Analysis of the Management Sit

uation in the Forest Planning records further documents

this process.)

Diversity- categories that measure changes in diver

sity are based on WHR successional stages. Decadal

timber ouputs are converted to WHR successional types.

This conversion is done in the FORPLAN model and

WHR successional stage outputs are derived directly

from FORPLAN. A minimum management requirement

to maintain 5% of each seral stage in each vegetation type

is a constraint in the FORPLAN model.

Analysis of the Management Situation (AMS) and

Prescription Development~narrative models which ex

press the quality of habitat at three levels (high, medium,

and low) for each MIS are used to document current

Forest conditions and future opportunities in the AMSs.

Current and potential population estimates are also de

rived using data from these models and through the aid

of computer models.

These models are used as the basis for Forest-wide

Standards and Guidelines to insure that viable popula

tions are maintained under the resource management

alternatives. The models are also used to develop pre

scriptions which ensure maintenance of viable popula

tions or, based on the theme of the prescription, enhance

habitat and improve populations of M18.

Outputs and Environmental Consequences- outputs

which show fish and wildlife populations or changes in

habitat capability are based on both narrative and com

puter models. These models are used outside

FORPLAN to assess effects of and measure differences

between alternatives. Habitat capability changes are used

as direct comparisons or converted to relative popula

tions before comparisons are made.

The following is a brief description of models used in

the planning process.

Fish And Wildlife Habitat Capability Models And

Special Habitat Criteria For The Northeast Zone Na

tional Forests — models in Shimamoto and Airola (1982)

describe habitat conditions associated with various pop

ulation levels of each species based on existing research,

studies and personal field knowledge. The models de

scribe in quantitative and qualitative terms the habitat

conditions for evaluating existing and projected habitat

resources. Vegetation types, successional stages, and

other habitat factors are used to describe desired condi

tions by ratings of high (highest species densities), me

dium (moderate densities and required for species

viability) and low (lowest species densities and not capa

ble of supporting a viable population).

Trout Habitat Capability Model — based on modifica

tions made by Camilleri and Shimamoto (1981) to a

model used by the Shasta-Trinity National Forest. Cur~

rent habitat capability is determined for stream, lake and

reservoir conditions. Stream surveys completed in 1979

document habitat factors (pool/riffie ratios, instream

cover, and erosion) for each stream reach. Values (0.0 to

1.0) are assigned to each habitat parameter for individual

reaches, and an arithmetic mean or habitat capability

index calculated. The indices are used to categorize

streams as high, medium and low habitat capability. With

the assistance of the CDFG, standing crop of trout are

assigned to each capability class, and total biomass for

the Forest is calculated. A similar process is used to

evaluate lakes and reservoirs.
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Modoc National Forest Deer Habitat Capability

Model-this computer model (Ross 1982) uses habitat

information (vegetation type, seral stage, soil type) from

the Forest data base to calculate current and potential

habitat capability for any portion of the Forest. Each

vegetation type (dominant and understory species and

seral stage) is rated on a scale of0 to 1 based on its relative

value (1 = highest value and 0 = no value) as forage and

cover for deer. Existing vegetation and expected changes

in vegetation are used to calculate forage and cover

indices. The cover index is used to adjust the forage index

because cover regulates the use and value for forage

within an area. The result is the habitat capability index

(l-lCl) for an area based on known or predicted vegeta

tion conditions. Other factors, such as roads, water, and

livestock, are used to adjust the HCI. They increase,

decrease or have no effect on the index. Potential habitat

capability (PHCI) for deer is based on soil type and the

highest value forage that a soil type can produce for deer.

Effects of a proposed resource management action can

be established from a change in the HCI from current.

The capability of an area to support deer can be mea

sured against PHCI to predict changes in deer popula

tions. Long-term carrying capacity of a range can be

predicted by assuming that peak historical deer popula

tion occurred when habitat is near PHCI, and then fitting

a curve to that population/PHCI point and the current

population HCI point. Deer herd ranges can be assessed

to determine which ones limit herd growth and where

habitat improvements should occur.

Pine Marten Model-a computer model based on

Spencer's work (1982) is used to calculate habitat capa

bility indices and project marten populations for the

Forest. The model is based on habitat preference and

use determined through field studies. Winter habitat

capability ratings are developed for each vegetation type

based on food, cover and den site requirements. The size

of cover and forage stands are used to assess juxtaposi

tion of forest and meadow habitats. The Forest data base

is the source for vegetation types, successional stages and

acres used by the model. The user supplies the percent

age of xeric versus mesic lodgepole pine stands; that

information determines the value of lodgepole stands as

marten habitat. Dead and down woody material could

not be used in the model because Forest-wide data is

unavailable for this habitat component.

The model calculated habitat capability indices and

the number of marten pairs for each management area

(MA) with potential marten habitat.

Region 5 Model-this model is based on the DY

NAST model which simulates vegetation management

and natural succession. It calculates habitat capability

indices for M15. The current model is a fourth generation

version with refinements made by Region 2, Region 5,

and the Modoc National Forest. Any number or combi

nation of vegetation types can be simulated. The user

supplies the number of timber harvest or management

periods and the acres of each vegetation type to be

treated per decade. The model harvests and regrows

these acres and simulates the composition of vegetation

and seral stages within the analyzed area. Each vegeta

tion type and seral stage has a value (0 to 1) for each M18.

The model calculates habitat capability for each MIS

selected and lists these by species for each decade simu

lated. The effect of an alternative on a MIS can then be

compared over time to assess the cumulative effects of

vegetation management on the species.

G. Snag Model

The number of snags and timber volumesneeded to

meet the MMR of 1.5 snags per acre is determined

through a snag model. The model is developed in two

stages: a snag life table, and volume projections. The first

stage models snag recruitment with and without salvage

using natural means, and topping and girdling green

trees. The model uses snag falling rates (life expectancy)

for each type of management, existing snag densities and

predicted natural mortality (snag recruitment) to deter

mine whether the MMR can be met under various man

agement options. Volumes of green trees needed to meet

the 1.5 snag density are also determined.

The second phase of the modeling process uses exist

ing acres of vegetation types and strata in each manage

ment area to calculate the total number of snags needed

to meet the MMR Forest-wide and within each MA.

Volume is estimated using a weighted average for the two

size classes of snags needed- 1.2 snags 15-24" dbh and

0.3 snags 24+“ dbh. Volumes needed under the pre

ferred method of topping green trees to meet numbers

by three decades are used. Volume reductions were cal

culated first by management area. When this proved too

difficult to use for yield table reductions, volumes were

recalculated by strata.
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Conceptual Background

Present net value (PNV) is the criterion used to

maximize net benefits in planning benchmarks and alter

natives for the Modoc National Forest. For each alterna

tive, PNV is the difference between the discounted value

of all priced outputs and all Forest Service management

and investment cost over the analysis period. The priced

outputs are those that are or can be exchanged in the

market place. They include the value of forage, the

stumpage value of timber, the value of commercial fish

in the stream, fur animals and other harvested miscella

neous products, the value of any increased water flow

quantities, the in-the-ground value of minerals, and all

recreation visitor days including those for wildlife, fish

ing and wilderness experiences.

The alternatives are designed and analyzed to achieve

their goals and objectives for priced outputs in a manner

that achieves the greatest excess in the value of priced

outputs in relation to their cost while meeting all speci

fied constraints and objectives for non-priced outputs.

The alternatives are also designed to achieve the speci

lied non-priced outputs and to meet constraints at the

least cost. Thus, the PNV of each alternative estimates

the value of the maximum attainable net benefits of

priced outputs. It is the value of priced benefits realized

in excess of all the Forest Service costs of producing

priced outputs and non-priced outputs and meeting man

agement constraints. PNV therefore is an estimate of the

market value of the current forest resources after all costs

of producing outputs and meeting constraints have been

subtracted from the value of the expected flow of priced

outputs.

Net public benefit is defined as the overall value to the

nation ofall outputs and positive effects (benefits) less all

the associated Forest Service inputs and negative effects

(costs) for producing those primary benefits whether

they can be quantitatively valued or not. Thus, net public

benefits conceptually are the sum of PNV plus the full

value of non-priced outputs. The full value of non-priced

AppendixC
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benefits is used because their cost ofproduction has been

accounted for in PNV. The non-priced benefits here

included are outputs such as threatened and endangered

species maintenance or enhancement, natural and scien

tific areas, cultural site reservations such as Indian reli

gious sites, and historical or anthropological sites, visual

quality in excess of full service day standards, diversity

objectives or air quality in excess of minimum manage

ment requirements. Minimum management require

ments in this context are standards that must be met in

the production of any or all outputs from the forest. The

minimum level therefore, is a cost of production in the

multiple use context.

There are also second level benefits or effects that are

also the concern of national forest policy and manage

ment. These include local income and job effects on

economic development of communities, net cost impacts

on taxpayers, price effects on consumers of forest prod

ucts and other producers of those products, payments to

communities in lieu of taxes, benefits to specific users of

national forest outputs who pay no fees or fees less than

the price of the valued outputs. All these are distributive

welfare effects of national forest production. All the

foregoing distributive effects and impacts have been the

object of national policy issues and discussions in both

the Administration and the Congress. Because they are

distributive effects, they are essentially questions of eq

uity rather than efficiency and they involve questions of

who should get benefits and who pays the costs. They

cannot be assessed in the context of the efficiency criteria

associated with the PNV and the net public benefit con

cepts.

EIS Presentation

The methodology, background, and results of the eco

nomic efficiency analysis that was conducted during the

planning process is presented throughout the EIS. As a

result, all of the major sections of the EIS including those

listed below must be read in order to get a complete

picture of the analysis that was conducted.

Economic Efficiency Analysis



Discussion of how economic efficiency analysis was Chapter 2, Alternative Development Process

used in the process of developing alternatives.

Outputs, total cost, and PNV for each of the bench- Chapter 2, Benchmarks

marks.

Results of the constraints analysis and a comparison of Chapter 2, Economic and Tradeoff Analysis

the alternatives in terms of PNV. This is the most com

prehensive summary of the analysis results in the DEIS.

Background information on economic conditions and Chapter 3, The Economic Environment

the resource supply-demand situation for the Forest.

How and why PNV of the alternatives differs. Chapter 2, Economic and Tradeoff Analysis, particu

larly Table 2-18, Summary Comparison of Economic

Effects

Technical details of the modeling and analysis process Appendix B, Modeling and Analysis Process

including a description of basic estimates and assump

tions on benefits, costs, and interest rates.
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Appendix D

Acreage Allocations by Management Prescriptions and Management Areas

Acre Allocations by Mgt. Rx and Mgt. Area D - I



PRF - Preferred Alternative
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PRF - Preferred Alternative (continued)
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CUR - Current Alternative
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0 0 3,526 0 0 0 5,450 1,368 0 0 0 T‘ be P I’
0 0 9,371 0 0 0 5,485 2,795 0 0 0 m m " mg’ m

6.012 7,201 7,200 4,880 60 414 13533 10507 3,453 794 64 120,704 u

0 203 0 179 19 0 0 0 25 0 0

34 92 0 50 0 o 0 0 61 0 0 1,755 RiparlanArcn 17

$80 245 0 46 4 0 o o 712 585 0 3,637
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RPD - Resource Planning Act (with departure) Alternative

B Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt.‘

prcscflpuon ripuon Area 41 Area4 Area 45 Area“ Area 1 Area 2 Area 4 Area

589 668 0 0 48 8 5 40913 885 1,551 2.1m

|

  

‘-v

. '8 8

S O 0

888

gb)

  

Minimnmnevei <20 0 3,318 0 6026 38 0 8,532 o

. - 103 332 1 20 3,710 1,910

lWilderness - Standard 0 0 0 0 70,385 0 o o 0 0 0

uWilderness - Low Standard 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0

20 1,666 1,041 1 77 1,896 0 422 0 228 0 1,150 o
Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized ‘ '5

1,519 589 2,123 4,201 0 1,839 0 392 0 1,042 90

uDev. Recreation - Standard 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

u Dev. Recreation - Low Standard 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

20 3,325 1,908 1 16 5,769 0 5 0 234 22 337 313
7 Visual Retention ' > '2 '356

913 1,516 619 1,777 0 2,187 0 54 0 506 476

ESpecial Areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

196 0 0 245 o 278 112 1,717 424 404 958

Raptor Management 121 0 0 349 0 65 430 952 17 757 999

@ 103 0 0 1,081 0 616 289 1,860 314 200 1,278

n Rangeland 0 783 o 548 0 2,660 205 383 3,175 370 3,601

n Range-Forage 15,610 19,063 11,389 27,560 0 21,694 17,126 16,059 15,534 24,646 32,316

E Even-Aged Timber 3,105 14,714 839 5,052 0 3,408 9,411 2,688 2,674 20,211 14,518

Timber-Visuals 2,957 6,719 1,279 5,998 0 3,383 1,455 2,029 565 10,328 1,813

R’ 3,598 5,829 454 5,673 0 7,936 539 3,112 696 3,405 5,598
Timber-Forage

m 1,350 5,398 271 3,584 0 957 3,404 1,321 1,946 5,724 5,262

aUneven-Aged Tlmber 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<20 Cu. Ft. Tlmber 1,654 9,009 1,908 8,136 0 338 28,023 3,472 2,900 6,164 17,663

> 20 684 473 310 1,340 0 73 0 147 0 270 159

17 Riparian Area < 20 181 164 60 556 0 341 0 44 0 83 89

E 329 228 114 271 o 391 0 47 o 32 53

  

 

§ Timber Acres only, range acres are in Prescriptions 10 and 11.

T PR = Partial Retention

t MOD = Modification

D _ 6 Acre Allocations by Mgt. Rx and Mgt. Area



  

RPD - Resource Planning Act (with departure) Alternative (continued)

M L M t. M t. M t. M t. M t. M t. M t. M t. M L

876 1 346 3 25 296 3484,347 45 1 2,206 3,002 1,196 0 21539

0 0 0 499 59 263 0 0 0 0 0 20,137 Mlnlmumbevel

4,533 157 32 232 1,623 1,031 1,233 2,037 -

  

  

O Q

Wlldemess - Standard

Wlld.- Low Standard

0

  

0

ooo ooo oooo

b

§0o oo oo :lco ooo oooo

oooo

0 II!0-!N9°
HF-l

3

u

  

1,934 433 0 ,
SPNM

0 0 251 0 40 14 0 0 ,

o 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 o name-16w 31¢ a

0 0 73 159 1,653 1,309 546 292 0 0 0 22,522 ,
Visual Retention 7

137 0 0 39 0 32 14 235 0 0

313 1,946 14 152 1579 310 2,665 0 22 0 45

915 1224 40 443 0 51 6 0 115 0 307 Raptor Management

9,959 3,430 254 2,056 472 0 760 0 1,615 4,136 4,927 m108,732 15,587 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 O 0 136,044 Rangeland

Q
H o0

5,276 20,119 15,179 0 0 11,434 27,188 45,288 200,128 31,506 767,381

3,310 3,155 25,997 5,532 8,170 13,640 11,860 3,192 1,922 96 0 153,494

0 420 4,146 1,283 4,234 5,288 7,863 938 0 70 0 60,768 Timber-Visuals 13

0 259 233 1,736 2,197 2,343 523 709 0 0 0 45,395
Timber-Forage

1,303 21,467 29,177 3,016 1,547 3,931 672 1,090 4,099 0 32 m

 

 

0 0 0 0 2,228 969 262 0 0 0 0 3,459 Uneven-Aged Timber

5,922 7,201 7,200 4,388 0 446 15,260 10,507 3,453 794 63 134,501 <20Cu. FL Timber

0 203 0 179 19 0 0 0 25 0 0 3 > 0

Riparian Area

I' .

34 92 0 50 0 0 0 0 61 0 0 1,755

580 245 0 46 4 0 0 0 712 585 0 3,637

IIHI
N

AEH!

Ian

\l
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IND - Industry Alternative

Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. .

~41 ~42 ~44 Am ~4- s
> 20 1,583 479 1,345 0 1,673 4,555 2,373 I 092 2,020 4,123

0 0 0 0 0

713 204 1,910

 

maria-a
,

O O O O ,8E O o O O O O

0

I03 332 50 0

MinimumLevel _'l\
EH

:7.a

O O

O0 2 5 8-

o

Wlldemess - Standard

  

    

Wlldemess - Low Standard

>20

  

Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized 5
II
8

O0

COCO OOOO

0°C

0006

CO CO 00

GOO COO

0000

Dev. Recreation - Standard

I

VAV2as N

as2°

Co OO O O

.N

N8

0

O0

0

N

No

A

2tie

to

ODev. Recreation - Low Standard

13

468 324

756 1,686 2,451 231

lsual Retention 5

1,260 1,802 1,353 X‘ o

v

u

OO2

04
_t

IQ 1,499 0

Special Areas 0 O O O O O o O O O O

245

349

78 112 1,717 424

430 952

958

  

H

\1

757A8 o o sRaptor Management 121

COO

a
  

4,369 17,382 4,053 28,108 0 21,572 9,766 8,699 7,667 20,540 7,426

11,241 2,464 7,336 0 0 2,782 7,565 7,922 11,042 7,982 28,491

4,419 14,653 1,267 4,371 0 3,738 4,314 2,335 364 20,571 15,013

13 3,805 3,707 1,408 9,329 0 6,067 1,102 1,358 3,270 7,225 1,889

  

  

2,132 5,708 1.210 6,030 0 4,988 0 2,322 123 5,466 5,137

r1 be -rm ' mg‘ 2088 9,790 as 4,448 0 2,656 5,715 1,402 1,915 7,074 3,207

m

  

 

 

  

Uneven-Aged Timber 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

<20 Cu. FL Timber 4,066 9,935 2,849 16,079 0 7,052 29,862 3,810 3,292 14,993 18,857

684 473 310 1,340 0 73 0 147 0 270 159

181 164 60 556 0 341 0 44 0 83 89

- 228 114 271 0 391 0 47 0 32 53

17 Riparian Area < 20

aVN0

La)0\O

§ Timber Acres only; range acres are in Prescriptions 10 and 11.

T PR = Partial Retention

* MOD = Modification
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IND - Industry Alternative (continued)

 

 

 

0 O915 1,224 40 448 51 6 O 115 307

9,959 3,430 2.54 2,056 472 0 760 0 1,615 4,186 4,927 33,430

Raptor Management

I 4

  

62,034 19,566 11,756 15,179 0 0 11,434 13,658 59 55,433 8,717 427,418 Rangeland

61,” 1,297 8,363 O 0 0 0 13,530 45,229 144,695 22,789 483,792 Range-Forage

Mgt. Mgt.‘ , Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt.
Area61 Area62 »‘ Are-6 Area“ Area“ Area67 TOTAL pméflpuonmscflpuon

1,206 1,223 2,262 440 3,729 2,410 4,147 1,465 227 327 0

0 o 0 o o o o o o 0 0 nMinimumbevel <20

433 157 32 232 1,628 1,031 1,233 o 0 0 2,037 m0 o 0 0 0 o o o 0 0 o m

0 0 0 o o o 0 0 0 0 0 m

o 0 73 163 1,643 1,333 531 292 0 0 0 , >20
Visual Retention

137 o o 39 o 32 14 235 0 0 0 3,359 <20

313 1,946 14 152 1.579 310 2,665 0 22 0 45

3,747 7,778 45,765 9,192 8,412 13,372 12,829 2,995 5,179 139 0 180,453 Even-Aged Timber

'Avaa

7

g

30 46 3,731 776 4,551 4,375 4,119 525 0 43 0 57,411 Timber-Visuals 13

0 0 1,037 1,371 3,045 3,125 2,433 915 0 0 0 45,547 Timber-Forage

1,011 17,702 3,155 5,269 333 6,009 746 1,227 910 0 32 75,449 m

0 0 7,933 0 0 0 o o 0 0 0 7,933 Uneven-Aged Timber

6,012 7201 7,200 5,133 59 749 15,274 10,507 3,453 794 63 167,245 <20 Cu. Ft. Timber

0 203 o 179 19 0 0 0 25 0 0 3,332

34 92 0 50 0 o o o 61 o 0 Riparian Area <20

530 245 0 46 4 0 0 o 712 53s 0 3,637 l' _

1,663,642  
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Prescription Description

MinimumLevel

Wilderness - Standard

ildemess - Low Standard

Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized ‘

Dev. Recreation - Standard

Dev. Recreation - Low Standard

Visual Retention 1

Special Areas

  

Raptor Management

Rangeland

ange-Forage

van-Aged Timber

U

  

RBU -

Z

i

FAv

>

VA

vA 88

A No

 

Mgt.

ea 41

0 1583

Reduced Budget Alternative

Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt.

Area 42 Area“ Area4 Area 45 Area46 Area 1 Area 2 Area 4 Area Area 5

0 673 875 531 8850 81 2,020 2,183

066 9,923 2,873 16,090 0 7,016 29,846 3,803 3,292 14,720 18,868

103 383 50 0 0 463 560 2,241 20 204 1,910

0 0 0 0 70,385 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0

o o 0 0 0 0 o o 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
o 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 o 0 0

o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0

2,206 756 1,686 2,451 0 2,388 0 231 22 351 313

1,042 1,260 1,802 1,353 0 1,499 0 54 0 468 324

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0

196 0 0 245 0 278 112 1,717 424 404 958

121 0 0 349 0 65 430 952 17 757 999

103 0 0 1,081 0 646 289 1,860 314 200 1,278

15,610 19,795 11,389 28,108 0 23,952 17,331 15,093 18,709 28,522 35,917

0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0

4,449 18,683 849 8,763 0 5,371 10,101 3,498 2,664 21577 16,722

Timber-Visuals

Timber-Forage

Uneven-Aged Timber

<20 Cu. Ft. Timber

17 Riparian Area

C<

A No

3,636 4,605

,819

,863

5,433

0 0

0 0

684 473

181 164

329 228

NN

‘g.5,099 906

1,274 3,207 0 3428 118 2194 254 1,949 741

1,626 9,183

4,314

0 6,092

0

24

4,541

2,411

1,122

209

2,750

9,991

6,787

6,101

3,646

0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

310 1,340 0 73 0 147 270 159

60 556 0 341 0 44 0 83 89

114 271 0 391 0 47 32 53

§ Timber Acres only; range acres are in Prescriptions 10 and 11.

1 PR = Partial Retention

1 MOD = Modification
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RBU - Reduced Budget Alternative (continued)

Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. MgL Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. TOTAL

Area 51 Area 52 Area 54 Area 5 Area 61 Area 62 a 64 Area 6 Area 65 Area 66 Area 67

903 292 3481,339 4,378 764 4,312 2,257 3,026 1,196

915 1,224 8 51 1

9,959 3,430 254 2,056 472 0 760 0 1,615 4,186

6 18,998 20,863 20,119 15,179 0 0 11,434 27,188 45,288 200,128

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3,288 9,994 50,845 9,446 2,703 13,647 13,667 3,668 2,571 139

0 2 1,646 1,709 4,735 3,352 2,206 217 0 49

0 46 2,220 1,144 6,293 4,312 4,948 1,223 0 0

1,831 15,249 4,816 4,399 2,682 6,088 425 885 3,455 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 203 0 179 19 0 0 0 7.5

34 92 0 50 0 0 0 0 61 0

Elm-“III!”

  

 

0

63

2.087
 

 

6,012 7,201 7,111 5,133 59 749 15,274 10,507 3,444 794

4,533 157 82 232 1,628 1,081 1,283 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 78 163 1,643 1,383 531 292 0 0 0

187 0 0 89 0 32 14 235 0 0 0

8i!) 0 0 0 570 13,218 0 0 0 0 0

818 14 152 1,579 310 2.665 0 4‘i
8 g . . o. C.‘13 . .

.

llllfiilillflfllfl

30

4,927

31,506

0

0

0

O

32

O

O

O

0

14,4

14,588

33,430

905129

202,645

35,322

d2

‘Ab2d

1,755

i».w88\lN

 

Prescription Description

MintmumLevei

Wilderness - Standard

Wlld.- Low Standard

(01z3
0

AV 8'5’

v. Rec. - Standard

v. Rec. - Low Std.

II

Visual Retention

I

IVtONCO

Special Areas

II

NO

Raptor Management

a.

‘No

Rangeland

Range-Forage

Even-Aged Timber

Timber-Visuals in
U

TimbebFornge

Uneven-Aged Timber

<20 Cu. Ft. Timber

Riparian Area

f-Av88
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AMN - Amenity Alternative

Mgt.

Area 41

M814 ‘M8!- M8!

Area 4 Area Area 5

Mgt.

Area 42

Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt.

Area44 Area4 Area 45 Area-46 Area I

Mgt.

Prescription Description Ana 2

> 20 2,406 9,434 711 1,222 0 800 3,268 2,144 3566 11,274 8543

MinlmumLevel < 20 0 O 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

M11,344 5,713 9,195 7,396 0 705 560 1,322 20 204 1,910

Wilderness - Standard 0 0 0 0 70,385 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 Wilderness - 1.64 Standard 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5 4,608 2,213 3,225 3,708 0 3539 0 865 1,343 1,849 77
Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized

2,457 1,812 2,777 6,830 0 2,952 0 516 596 1,249 420

Dev. Recreation - Standard 0 O 0 0 0 0 O 0 0OO OO

Q O O O O O O O 0Dev. Recreation - bow Standard

 

 

20 4,615 5,934 1,782 8.461 0 6 39 541 578 60 2,258 3,063
7 Visual Retention9 '5

1,388 3,717 1,075 3,197 0 2,787 1,831 205 23 2529 3,074

SpecialAreas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

>20 196 0 0 245 o 278 112 1,717 424 404 958

Raptor Management < 20 121 0 0 349 O 65 430 952 17 757 999

103 0 0 1,081 0 646 289 1,860 314 200 1,278

Rangeland 4,369 14,465 2,244 20,712 0 20,928 9,766 8,090 7,667 28,522 9,747

Even-Aged Timber 0 1,200 0 1,700 0 0 0 0 0 11,259 10,250

13 Timber-VLsuals 2,196 6,189 196 6599 0 2.984 1,399 3,486 1,293 8,226 4,073

1' R ' 1,095 7,674 391 5,084 0 3,942 10,239 1,474 262 1,867 1,838
Timber-Forage

m 1,095 3553 0 1,200 0 555 239 1,474 262 1,940 1,838

Uneven-Aged Timber 0 0 0 0 0 3,151 0 0 0 4,034 0

<20 Cu. Ft. Timber 1,263 5,666 799 7,405 0 2,812 28,031 3,143 2,673 11,683 15,687

H473 310 1,340 $9

181 164 556

114 271 0 391

9

8 O0

801

O0 8

CO

e

147 270

83

32

17 Riparian Area

is’ E O U!U47

_'-/\v88

O

  

 

§ Timber Acres only, range acres are in Prescriptions 10 and 11.

T PR = Partial Retention

t MOD = Modification

D _ 12 Acre Allocations by Mgt. Rx and Mgt. Area



 

AMN - Amenity Alternative (continued)

Mgt. Mgt. MgL Mgt. MgL MgL Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. Mgt. . . Mgt.

Area 5 Area 61 Area 62 - a 64 Area 6 Area 65 Area 66 Area 67 TOTAL Prescnp‘ion Dcscnp Rx

0 0 38 32 67,866

lion

  

1,638 3,699 4,362 1,669 4,610 6,164 1,935 9 - >.0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 nMinlmumLevel

4,533 157 82 232 1,628 1,081 1,283 0 0 0 2,087 49,4520 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 @Wilderness - Standard

0 0 53 484 1,934 438 85 0 19 12 0 mSPNM , >20

0 0 134 258 0 37 15 0 235 474 0 20,762 <20

0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Dev. Rec. - Standard

0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 nDev. Rec. - Low Std.

0 90 1,138 1,180 5,801 5,087 3.206 1,046 0 70 0 51,449 , >20
Visual Retention

456 36 15 263 9 114 168 1,087 0 o 0 21,974

O O O O

I"

0

pi

0 570 13,218 0 0 14,588 Special Areas

  

818 1,946 14 152 1579 310 2,665 0 22 0 45

915 1,224 40 448 0 5i 6 0 115 0 307 Raptor Management

9959 3,430 254 2,056 472 0 760 0 1,615 4,186 4,927 33,430 @

21,998 20,863 20,119 15,179 0 0 11,434 15,941 59 55,433 8,717 496,253 Rangeland

97,000 0 o o 0 0 0 11,247 45,229 144,695 22,789 376,441

0 3,149 435 0 0 2,800 0 0 0 0 0 mEven-Aged Timber 12

1,490 12570 6,225 1,356 3,549 4,737 5,453 972 0 43 0 73,036 Timber-Visuals 13

2,866 3,623 4,957 9,261 0 9,351 15,369 1,237 0 o m
Timber-Forage

0 3,623 23,941 3,761 0 2,097 697 4,164 4,362 0 0 m

0 0 22,900 0 6,324 0 0 0 0 0 0 36,409 Uneven-Aged Timber

5,743 7,165 7,051 4,706 50 630 15,105 9,655 3,218 320 63 132,868 <20 Cu. 181 Timber

0 203 0 179 19 0 0 0 7.5 0 0 3,882 >20

34 92 0 50 0 0 0 0 61 0 0 1,755 RiparianArea

EmflIuII-IIIIIE-I @
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within its boundaries, the Forest has 19 roadiess areas

totalling 201,600 acres. Figure E-l is a Forest-wide map

showing all roadiess areas. An individual map of each

roadiess area accompanies its description. Table E-l

AppendixE

Roadiess Areas
 

shows the management prescriptions which apply to

these areas by alternative. The map packet accompany

ing this document also shows roadiess areas by alterna

tive and management prescription.

Figure E-l. Modoc National Forest Roadiess Areas.
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Roadless Areas E-I



TableE-l.PrescriptionsforRoadlessAreasbyAlternativeandPercent.

BearCampFlat
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BigCanyon9
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303010

nominal12
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165511

131415nominal

gram"Fm“8,000498498498

1O21O2112

111nominal,

‘fil'gfl'agywmi"770770770171

_12,14,153012,14,153012,14,1530nominal12nominal
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Roadless Areas E-3



KnoxMountain

(05146)

MountBidwell

(A5706) (B5706)

TableE-l.PrescriptionsforRoadlessAreasbyAlternativeandPercent.

109010904

I12,14,15I012,14,15I01010

nominal16nominal16nominal12,14,153

I016nominal

nominal

10 12

13,14,15

16 4 10

13,14,15

11 12

13,14,15

16

90

nominal

10

nominal

40 60

nominal

35 55

nominal

5 5

12

13,14,15

16

13,14,15

11 12

13,14,15

16

nominal

10
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40
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60
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5511
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5

(cont’d)
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Roadless Areas E-5
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<< Bear Camp Flat

Bear Camp Flat adjoins the South Warner Wilder

ness. The terrain is gently sloping until it approaches the

Wilderness where it steepens sharply to the ridgetops

that form the boundary on the west, north, and east sides

of Bear Camp Flat.

Lodgepole pine, mahogany, and meadows dominate

the landscape.

Primary uses include hunting and cattle grazing. Cur

rent uses include livestock watering ponds and drift

fences, and approximately 6 miles of primitive road.

<< Big Canyon

Big Canyon is located in the central portion of the

Forest and is bisected by the Pit River. The terrain is

mountainous and extremely steep along the sides of the

river. Elevations range from 4,320 feet to 5,730 feet at the

summit of Noble Bluff to the west. The boundary is

irregular and ill-defined. Roads surround the area.

Big Canyon to the west is a long, arrow, moderately

sloped canyon, with scattered ponderosa pine with dense

pockets of timber at the head of the canyon. Pit River

Canyon is extremely steep, dominated by large rocky

outcrops. A major feature is Hanging Rock. The east side

of the canyon contains numerous steep sided draws

which contain scattered dense pockets of ponderosa

pine. The canyon walls are vegetated with sagebrush and

grass. Current uses include cattle grazing, hunting, and

fishing.

E-8 Roadless Areas



Burnt Lava Flow »

Burnt Lava Flow is located on the western portion of

the Forest and extends onto the Shasta-Trinity National

Forest. The configuration is generally oval with the

boundary following the lava flow.

The flow consists of a recent flow of jumbled, black

lava surrounding three large islands of timber on old

cinder cones that protrude above the flow as well as

several small islands of timber in depressions caused by

the lava dividing and flowing around them. The promi

nent feature is High Hole Crater at the north, a semi-bar

ren cinder cone rising 386 feet above the flow, with a

crater approximately 150 feet deep. Several ice caves are

located at the northern edge of the flow and other prob

ably exist in the largely unexplored interior region. There

is no water source.

Well-travelled roads are visible from most points

within the area.

The Burnt Lava Flow was withdrawn from mineral

entry in 1967, following its original classification as a

Virgin Area in 1957. On May 21, 1982, the area was

classified as a Geological Area by the Pacific Southwest

Regional Forester. This classification requires that the

area remain in as near natural condition as possible.

Callahan Flow »

The Callahan Flow is located in the northwestern

portion of the Forest and rests against the south and west

boundaries of the Lava Beds National Monument. The

configuration is long and narrow. The north, west, and

south boundaries meander along the Callahan Lava

Flow.

The topography is formed by two major lava flows and

is characterized by broken rough lava, gently flowing into

two wavy fan shapes. The oldest flow to the north is

extensively covered by native bunchgrass, while the

southern area is rugged and difficult to travel. No water

exists.

Current uses are principally cattle grazing, occasional

sightseeing, hunting, and educational and scientific

study.

Historic logging railroad grade parallels the southern

boundary.
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<< Crane Mountain

Crane Mountain is located in the northWarner Moun

tain range extending into Oregon on the Fremont Na

tional Forest. This discussion is confined to the 10%

portion in California. The south boundary parallels the

road north of Cave Lake and Lily Lake campgrounds.

The topography is steep and mountainous, ranging

from 5,000 feet along the west boundary to 7,000 feet at

the summit of an unnamed peak near the Oregon border.

Mixed conifer, white fir, juniper, lodgepole pine, and

mountain mahogany dominate the area.

Primary uses include a little cattle grazing and sight

seeing. Non-conforming uses include 2 miles of primitive

roads providing access into private property, and rem

nants of past gold mining activity.

<< Damon Butte

Damon Butte is located in the western portion of the

Forest. The area nestles between the Burlington North

ern Railroad to the west and State Highway 139 to the

cast. Beyond the boundary to the north and south pro

jects Timber Mountain and Damon Butte.

The terrain is defined by vast expansions of relatively

wavy rough lava. Large areas ofjuniper and sagebrush to

the north and established timber stands to the south

provide some variety.

Current uses include sheep grazing, hunting, and

wood gathering.
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Dobie Flat »

Dobie Flat is located in the western portion of the

Forest. The boundary runs parallel to the Southern Pa

cific Railroad and a SOO-KV poweriine on the east, and

the Burlington Northern Railroad (BNR) on the west.

The Lavas roadless area lies across the tracks to the west

of the BNR. The terrain consists of expansive areas of

fiat, broken, rough lava. Grasses interrupted by extensive

stands of sagebrush and juniper dominate the landscape.

The predominant feature ofthe area is Casuse Mountain,

a barren hill. The climate is generally windy year-round.

The topography provides little available refuge. Wild

fires are common.

Dry »

Dry is located in the central portion of the Warner

Mountain range, adjacent to the Forest boundary, and

north of the Parker Creek Road. Terrain is mountainous

and steep, ranging from 5,200 feet to 6,840 feet at the

summit of an unnamed peak east of Dry Creek Basin.

Vegetation consists of heavy timber in the canyons with

juniper on the ridges.

Primary uses include hunting and cattle grazing. Non

conforming uses include livestock ponds, scattered

throughout the area, and a fence which borders the pri

vate land to the north.

The area contains habitat for mule deer winter and

summer range, and fawning areas, as well as prarie falcon

nest sites.
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<< Hat Mountain

Hat Mountain is located at the extreme southern end

of the Warner Mountains adjacent to the Forest bound

ary. The terrain is generally mountainous, ranging from

7,000 feet to 8,700 feet at the summit of Hat Mountain.

Lodgepole pine and mixed conifers, mountain mahog

any, and grasses dominate the landscape.

Hunting and livestock grazing are primary uses. Non

conforming uses including livestock watering ponds, ap

proximately 27 miles of primitive road and 2.5 miles of

road providing logging truck access to a 730-acre com

mercial firewood cutting area.

Wildlife habitat consists of mule deer summer range

and fawning areas; existing and potential goshawk; po

tential for pileated Woodpecker, osprey, and prairie fal

con; and nesting and brood rearing sites for waterfowl.

<< Knox Mountain

Knox Mountain is located at the southern edge of the

Forest and straddles the Modoc-Lassen County line.

Sears Flat roadless area is located to the east. The west

boundary follows a ridge but the northwest and eastern

boundaries lack definition. Knox Mountain, the promi

nent feature runs north and south through the central

part. The eastern slopes of Knox Mountain are domi

nated with open stands of ponderosa pine. Wild fires are

typical. The western slopes of Knox Mountain are domi

nated with sagebrush and scattered young juniper with

large stands of mountain mahogany.

Primary uses of the area include hunting and cattle

grazing. Suitable wildlife habitat consists of summer

range for pronghorn, and winter and summer range for

mule deer with localized areas used for fawning.

E-12 Roadless Areas



Lavas »

Lavas is located in the western portion of the Forest.

The boundary runs parallel to the Lava Beds National

Monument on the west, and the BNR on the east. Dobie

Flat roadless area lies across the tracks to the east of the

BNR. The terrain consists of expansive areas of fiat,

broken, rough lava.

Grasses interrupted by extensive stands of sagebrush

and juniper dominate the landscape. The climate is gen

erally windy year-round. The topography provides little

available refuge. Wild fires are common.

Primary uses of the area are sheep grazing and big

game hunting. The area provides key winter range for

deer and pronghorn.

Mount Bidwell »

Mount Bidwell is located north of the Warner Moun

tain range extending into Oregon on the Fremont Na

tional Forest. This discussion is confined to the 72%

portion in California. This roadless area is bordered on

the east by the Forest boundary, and the road from Fort '

Bidwell to New Pine Creek forms most of the western ‘ . ‘U, i f;

%

boundary. About 620 acres of private land are located v s.

i ' we

is‘.

within the area.

Topography is generally mountainous and extremely \steep, ranging from 5,400 feet to 8,290 feet high at the

summit of Mount Bidwell, the dominant feature. Vege

tation consists of lodgepole pine and mixed conifer at

higher elevations, giving way to mountain mahogany,

aspen and willows and grasses at the lower elevations.

Primary uses include hunting and livestock grazing.

Non-conforming uses include fences and primitive roads.

Old mining cabins, related facilities, and mine tailings are

visible along the northwestern boundary.
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<< Mount Hoffman

Mount Hoffman is located in the western portion of

the Forest to the north and northeast of Medicine Lake

recreational complex. The area consists of two distinct

contrasting features — forested slopes ofMount Hoffman

to the west and Glass Mountain volcanic glass flow to the

east. The configuration is wide and narrow and generally

surrounded by primitive logging and mining roads. The

western portion extends into the Klamath National For

651.

The gentle slopes of Mount Hoffman sweep upward

rising to a peak of 7,913 feet where the surrounding area,

including Mount Shasta and Lassen Peak, can be viewed.

Over 5,000 acres of fir, lodgepole pine, and mixed conifer

cover the landscape in an unbroken pattern.

To the east, in stark contrast, is Glass Mountain which

is devoid of vegetation. Formed through the accumula

tion of three independent lava flows, the area displays a

great mass of volcanic extrusion and a wide variety of

obsidian, pumice and minerals. Glass Mountain is a

monolith reaching to 7,622 feet, the highest elevation of

any lava flow in the Medicine Lake Highlands. Visitation

to the area is generally confined to the exterior because

of the rough, rugged lava terrain. There is no water.

<< Mount Vida

Mount Vida is located on both sides of the main crest

in the north Warner Mountains. It is bordered on the west

by the Forest boundary and meanders in a southeasterly

direction. Its configuration is long and narrow, and its

boundary difficult to locate on the ground. The topogra

phy is mountainous with steep canyons. Elevations range

from 5,200 feet along the western boundary to 8,200 feet

at the summit of Mount Vida, the dominant feature.

Mount Vida provides an excellent vista of California,

Nevada, and Oregon.

Vegetation consists of scattered mixed conifer stands

at the higher elevations giving way to sage and grasses at

the lower elevations. Primary uses are cattle grazing and

hiking. Non-conforming uses include livestock water de

velopments and fences associated with grazing. The

Highgrade National Recreation Trail bisects the area in

a southwest to northeast direction, passing immediately

west of the Mount Vida summit.

Suitable habitat for bald eagles has been identified in

the area. Other habitat includes mule deer summer and

winter range, existing and potential habitat for goshawk,

and potential nesting sites for prairie falcon and pere

grine falcon. '
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Parsnip »
 

Parsnip is located in the southwest comer of the

Warner Mountain range adjacent to the Forest bound

ary. Blue Lake is located just east of the area, with West

Valley Reservoir to the west, outside the Forest bound

ary.

Terrain is gently sloping in the western portion, be

coming gradually steeper in the eastern portion with

elevations ranging from 5,000 feet to 7,000 feet. Vegeta

tion consists of mixed conifer at the higher elevations,

giving way to juniper and mahogany at the lower eleva

tions.

Primary uses include hunting and cattle grazing. Non

conforming uses include livestock ponds, trails, fences, a

water diversion ditch not currently in use, and four miles

of primitive roads.

.Portions of three cattle allotments, and one special use

pasture, exist within the area, producing approximately

650 AUMs annually.

Powley »

Powley is located in the north central portion of the

Warner Mountain range between Lake City Canyon on

the south and Heath Creek on the north. The area is

contiguous to the eastern boundary of the Forest. The

community of Lake City is located to the east in Surprise

Valley. The Lake City Canyon road separates this area

from the Soldier roadiess area to the south.

Situated on the eastern facing escarpment of the

Warner Mountains, Powley is mountainous and ex

tremely steep. Elevations range from 5,000 feet to 7,600

feet at the crest of the Warners.

Vegetation in the area consists of lodgepole pine,

mixed conifer, white fir, and ponderosa pine at the higher

elevations, giving way to bitterbrush, mahogany, sage,

and grasses at the lower elevations.

Primary use is limited by the steep terrain and consists

of hunting and cattle grazing. There are no physical

improvements within the area.
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<< Sears Flat
 

Sears Flat is located at the southeastern edge of the

Forest and straddles the Modocand Lassen County lines.

The Knox Mountain roadless area is positioned to the

west. Likely Mountain and a major ridge running north

and south dominate the eastern landscape.

The topography is characterized by moderate terrain

dominated by sage, juniper and mountain mahogany.

Several small pockets of ponderosa pine are located in

the western portion.

Primary use of the area is cattle grazing and big game

hunting.

Wildlife habitat consist of pronghorn summer range

and kidding grounds, and mule deer intermediate and

summer range.

<< Soldier
 

Soldier is located in the central portion of the Warner

Mountain range between Lake City Canyon on the north

and Highway 299 on the south. The area is contiguous to

the eastern boundary of the Forest. The communities of

Lake City and Cedarville are immediately east in Surprise

Valley. The Lake City Canyon road separates this area

from Powley roadless area to the north.

Situated on the eastern facing escarpment of the

Warner Mountains, Soldier is mountainous and ex

tremely steep. Elevations range from 5,000 feet to 8,270

feet at the summit of Bald Mountain.

Vegetation consists of lodgepole pine, mixed conifer,

white fir, and ponderosa pine at the higher elevations,

giving way to mountain mahogany, sage, and grasses at

the lower elevations.

Primary use is limited by the steep terrain and consists

of hunting and cattle grazing. There is evidence of past

logging on some of the lower slopes (abandoned road,

mill site, old stumps) but the area has almost returned to

a natural state. There are no other improvements existing

in the area. '
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Steele Swamp »

Steel Swamp is located east of Clear Lake Reservoir

approximately three miles south of the Oregon border. It

is a remote area, and seldom visited except for occasional

recreational hunting and livestock operations.

Most of the land is open; topography is flat. Regular

patterns of juniper and grass dominate the landscape.

The boundary is not well defined by topographic or

readily identifiable land features.

Wet meadows exist on about 30% 0f the area.

Current uses in the area include livestock watering

tanks, fences, an old telephone line right-of-way, and

approximately 15 miles of primitive road. The historic

Applegate Trail crosses the southwest portion.
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AppendixF

National Natural Landmark Analysis
 

This appendix summarizes the evaluation of the poten

tial National Natural Landmarks (NNLs) on the Forest.

NNLs are sites possessing exceptional values or qual

ities that illustrate or interpret the natural heritage of the

nation. The NNL program is a U. S. Department of

Interior, National Park Service (NPS) program based on

the authority of the Historic Sites Act of 1935. The

purposes of the NNL program are (1) to encourage the

preservation of sites illustrating the geological and eco

logical character of the United States, (2) enhance the

educational and scientific value of sites thus preserved,

and (3) to foster a greater concern for the conservation

of the nation’s heritage.

The NPS conducts theme studies to identify potential

sites that appear to meet the criteria for natural land

marks. Four general natural history themes are used to

select areas: (1) Landforms of the Present, (2) Geologi

cal History of the Earth, (3) Land Ecosystems, and (4)

Aquatic Ecosystems. Unlike Special Interest Areas, the

establishment of an NNL is not a Forest Service action;

the Forest Service may make recommendations. The

NPS accepts them and evaluates potential NNLs against

a list ofNNL criteria including feature excellence, viabil

ity, condition, inherent diversity, and education and re

search. Upon NPS recommendation, the Secretary of

the Interior can designate an NNL. Forest Service direc

tion identifies areas through the Forest Planning process

that will be recommended to the NPS as NNLs.

When an area is designated as an NNL, the Regional

Forester and Forest Supervisor take appropriate steps to

protect the important features. The Forest Service rc

tains full management prerogative. Provided the integ

rity of the NNL is protected, no restrictions are placed

on managing the site under the multiple-use concept.
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Introduction

Planning regulations in 36 CFR 219.19 direct forests to

maintain viable wildlife populations. Snags are important

for many wildlife species which forage or dwell in them

(Chapter 3, Section 24). The first step in snag manage

ment is determining the minimum number of snags nec

essary to sustain viable populations ofdependent species.

Following research and the experience of many forests,

Region 5 developed minimum management require

ments (MMRs) displayed in Chapter 4 Section E of the

Forest Plan:

1.5 snags/acre on > 20 timber land

0.5 snags/acre on < 20 timber land

This appendix reviews the opportunities and assump

tions used by the Forest to incorporate snag MMRs in

the modelling and management of the Forest. Detailed

information is available in the Snag Analysis of the Man

agement Situation in the Forest planning records.

This appendix reflects changes in snag modeling as

sumptions which were used to determine snag density

levels and management direction for the PRF, IND, and

AMN alternatives. Under the CUR, RPD, and RBU

alternatives, the assumptions used for modeling snags are

explained in the EIS, Appendix G.

Current Management Situation

The value of snags in forest ecosystems has not always

been apparent. For many years some people perceived

snags as lightning rods which attract and spread wildfires.

As a result, thousands of snags were cut to reduce fire

potential. Others felt snags were safety hazards along

roads and in timber harvest operations. Consequently,

snags were cut under the provisions of timber sale con

tracts as a safety measure. Because some regard standing

dead trees as a waste of a commercially valuable re

source, many green, insect-infested snags were harvested

in salvage sales.

In the early 1970’s, snag management on the Forest

progressed from non-existent to passive. Timber sale

contracts no longer required purchasers to fall snags

within a sale area. Fire crews have not cut them as winter

projects for 10-20 years. However, salvage sales and fire

wood cutting continued. With improved inventories to
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determine the extent of snag deficits, the need for active

management became apparent.

In 1980, snag cutting for firewood was prohibited on

all districts except within 200 feet of designated roads,

and in designated units on the Warner Mountain and

Doublehead Districts. In 1982, Forest initiated policy

that prohibited all snag cutting except in designated units

for lodgepole pine on the Warner Mountain and

Doublehead Districts. Since then, approximately 2.9

MMBF has been salvage logged on the Forest, almost 2.3

MMBF of which has come from the eastside pine vege

tation type. Without an inventory of pre-sale snag densi

ties a conflict between meeting snag MMRs and salvage

logging could exist. Timber sale contracts still require

removal of snags deemed safety hazards.

Transe'cts and other field evaluations by biologists

indicate that snag densities are generally adequate (1.4

to 3.0 snags/acre) in mixed conifer and red fir timber. But

densities are below standards (.2 to .6 per acre) in easts

ide pine. Low snag densities are the result of past harvest

practices such as intensive annual salvaging, selective

cutting and snag felling after harvest. Further, because

eastside pine has a higher value than other species, and

is easily accessible, timber operations have historically

concentrated in those stands. Eastside pine comprises

about 50% of commercial timber types on the Forest. The

deficit is more acute when the MMR of 1.5 snags/acre is

managed at the timber compartment level (as required

in MMRs, R5 LMP Direction).

Opportunities

Forest biologists reviewed literature on snags to deter~

mine opportunities for relieving the snag deficit (bibliog

raphy). From research and experience on the Forest, the

following opportunities were developed and evaluated.

Green Tree Recruitment - is the most widely practiced

method on the Forest for achieving minimum snag num

bers. Theoretically, enough trees are left in a harvest unit

to account for the difference between the existing snag

density and the snag MMR of 1.5/acre. For example, if

existing snag density is .5 snags/acre, 1.0 green trees/acre

should be left to equal 1.5. Historically, however, too few

green trees are retained in the harvest unit to meet min

imum snag density. Live culls and spike-top green trees
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are left, but the total number of snags is usually less than

1.5/acre.

Although this passive method of snag recruitment

does not increase snag density, if practiced fully it could

provide enough green trees which may eventually be

come snags. Green tree recruitment methods designed

to meet only existing snag density standards (1.5 snags

per acre) has several disadvantages:

— Green recruitment trees eventually will die, but at an

unknown rate. Therefore, predicting when or if min

imum snag levels will be met is impossible.

- If green recruitment trees and existing snags, both

susceptible to windthrow, are blown over, minimum

snag densities will never be met.

— If green recruitment trees are not permanently

marked as future snags and designated in stand re

cord cards, they may be cut during the next harvest

entry.

- Recruitment trees are not left in sufficient numbers

to account for snag densities over the rotation period.

Girdling - is an active method of recruitment to kill

green trees and increase snag density quickly. Bull (1986)

found that 13% of the trees girdled in her study area had

fallen within five years. However, about one-half of the

girdled trees fell over after ten years.

This method was used on the Forest one time and cost

approximately SS/tree. In 1985, 75 trees were girdled in a

snag deficient area of the Twin Springs Timber Sale

(Devil’s Garden District), and financed with KV funds.

Topping - is a recruitment method for removing the

tops of green trees by explosives or chain saw, and costs

approximately $30/tree. The remaining portion of the

tree dies naturally. Topping is the best method for in

creasing snag density because:

-Topped snags are resistent to windthrow. Over the

long term, fewer trees are required to maintain

MMRs.

—Topped trees die more slowly than snags recruited

through other methods.

- Volume in the topped portion of the tree can be sold,

which reduces costs.

—Topped trees will not be considered as crop trees

during the next harvest entry.

Topping was used within the Bonneville Power Ad

minstration Malin-Warner powerline right-of-way that

crosses the Doublehead and Devil's Garden Ranger Dis

tricts. Topping 250 green ponderosa pine trees was part

of the project’s mitigation plan to offset the loss of snags

and green trees during right-of-way clearing operations.

This project demonstrated a methodology for snag man

agement by which the Forest could actually meet MMRs.

No Salvage - If salvage sales were reduced or elimi

nated Forest-wide in snag deficient vegetation types,

snags would gradually increase. However, MMRs cannot

be met using this method alone. Another drawback to

natural mortality is that the distribution of snags cannot

be controlled. Some areas may have a biological excess

of snags (>5/acre), while others remain deficient. Fi

nally, the falling rate of natural snags is high. Bull (1986)

found that over one-half the natural snags in her study

area had fallen within five years.

Snag Modeling Assumptions - Treated Acres

The Forest analyzed several options for snag recruit

ment using a model based on the recruitment methods

described above. Based on our analysis, we feel the most

expedient means ofmeeting snag requirements is to man

age both snags and green recruitment trees on treated

acres to meet snag densities over an entire rotation.

Snags will be managed on treated acres with the goal

of leaving dead and green trees to insure that snag den

sities are met over the rotation period. Within treated

areas, snags and green trees are topped to meet the

existing MMRs (1.5 snags per acre). Green trees are

selected and identified as replacement snags. These are

topped to provide snags during the rotation. Outside of

the treated areas snags are not aggressively managed,

except in areas such as old-growth habitats and desig

nated territories for pileated woodpeckers, marten and

raptors.

The following assumptions were made relative to the

modeling snags on treated acres:

— On treated acres there will be no natural recruitment

of snags following harvest. Snags will be maintained

by the allocation of snags and green trees that will be

managed as future snags during the rotation period.

- For purposes of snag allocation, a 120-year rotation

will be assumed.

—Current snag guidelines in the plan will be met on

these acres. A minimum of 1.2 snags/acre in the 15-24"

and .3 snags/acre in the 24"+ size classes will be

managed.

Snag Management and Modelling



- The following snag falling rates were used (Bull and

Partridge 1985, Bull, pers. com., 1985, Conner et al.,

1984, Jensen, 1984, Bull,1983, Clemens, 1984, Ra

phael, 1980).

10 Years

20 Years

30 Years

  

- For modeling purposes, up to 6 snag/live tree combi

nations will be required per treated acres to maintain

1.5 snags per acre for 120 years (1.5 snags per 30 year

period). Depending on the current snag densities, the

number of snag/live tree combinations could be less

than this. For example, if 0.5 snags/acre exist on a

harvest site, these would be retained and 5.5

snags/live trees would be required.

- Natural recruitment of snags will be the method used

on untreated acres. Estimates are that these acres will

increase snag densities at the rate of 0.2 snags per

decade.

—Salvage harvest will not be done in snag deficient

areas.

Catastrophic events (fire, insects) were not consid

ered.

— The following approximate size classes of trees will

need to be retained to provide for 20" and 30" snags

during the rotation period. This assumes an aver

age growth rate of 1 inch in diameter per decade.

Present Size

to Produce a

Present Size

to Produce a

30" am

21

24"

1 This 20' dbh tree was added to account for some representa

tion of 30" trees during the time period when the plantation

trees are incapable of providing 30‘ trees.

  

Snag Modeling in FORPLAN

To determine volume required for managing snags at

MMR levels, land managers determined current Forest

wide snag densities by strata based on several years of

data from snag transects and limited surveys. Using these

densities, they calculated the weighted average snag den

sity for each strata.

We used current snag and replacement green tree

densities within each strata to estimate the volume re

quired for snag management. Existing eastside pine yield

tables were reduced to accommodate the snag require

ments.

We assumed that mixed conifer and red fir (currently

above minimum snag numbers) would meet MMRs; no

volume adjustments were made. We also assumed that no

topping would be done in these types because natural

mortality in existing stands would maintain snag num

bers.

The following volumes were used to meet snag densi

ties throughout the rotation period. This assumes growth

rates approximately 1" DBl-I/decade.

1.2 Snags Per Acre 0.3 Snags Per Acre

708 + 895 = 1,603 board feet per acre in snag and

recruitment trees.

‘ This 20" dbh tree was added to account for some representation

of 30" trees during the time period when the plantation trees are

incapable of providing 30" trees.
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- Ponderosa pine strata 3P and 4P have a constant .45

snags per acre. Ponderosa pine strata 3G, 4G, and 66

have a constant .55 snags per acre.

— We then calculated snag and recruitment tree equiv

alent volume per acre needed to meet 1.5 snags

trees/acre over the rotation period.

The ponderosa 3P and 4P strata need to be reduced

by .45 snags per acre as follows:

— 1,603 bf / 1.5 snags per acre = X/ 1.5 - 0.45

- X(vol in 1.05 snags per acre) = 1,122 bf / 6.1 cf/bf =

184 cf. This was rounded to 200 cf (2 cunits).

The ponderosa 3G, 4G, and 6G strata need to be

reduced by .55 snags per acre as follows:

- 1603 bf / 1.5 snags per acre = X/ 1.5 - 0.55

- X (vol in .95 snags per acre) = 1,015 bf / 6.1 cf/bf =

166 cf. This was rounded to 200 cf (2 cunits). Thus,

eastside pine yield tables were reduced by 400 cf (4

cunits) for our FORPLAN runs.
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AppendixH

Withdrawals

Forest Mineral Withdrawal v

Original

Acres

Hayden Hill Administration Site

Willow Creek Administration Site

Blue Lake Campground

Patterson Guard Station

Rush Creek Administration Site

Lava Ridge Administration Site

Happy Camp Lookout

Pit River Administration Site

Burnt Lava Flow Geological Area

Happy Camp Administration Site

Howard's Gulch Administration Site

Medicine Lake Recreation Area

Roadside Strip

Timber Mountain Administration Site

Dry Lake Administration Site

Plum Valley Administration Site

Blue Mountain Administration Site

Devil’s Garden Natural Area

Sugar Hill Administration Site

Buck Creek Ranger Station

Cave and Lily Lakes Recreation Area

Cave and Lily Lakes Administration Site

Crowder Fiat Ranger Station

Mahogany Ridge Administrative Site

Tulelake Administrative Site

South Warner Wilderness

Total

Withdrawals H - 1



Other A - enc Withdrawals

500-KV Transmission Line (USBR)

Boundary Dam & Reservoir (USBR)

Clear Lake Dam (USBR)

Klamath Project (USBR)

Total

Potential Withdrawals

Recreation Areas

Administrative Sites

Special Interest Areas

game: Land Status Atlas, 1985.

Minerals Analysis of the Management Situation, 1986.

Ash Creek Campground

Big Sage Campground

Cedar Pass Campground

Cedar Pass Ski Hill Area

Cottonwood Campground

Mill Creek Campground

Pepperdine Campground

Stough Reservoir

Upper and Lower Rush

Creek Cam ounds

Grouse Mountain Electronic Site

Harvey Jones Butte Electronic Site

Likely Mountain Electronic Site

Payne Peak Electronic Site

Red Shale Butte Electronic Site

Glass Mountain Glass Flow

Medicine Lake Glass Flow

(northern portion)

Dismal Swamp
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Appendix I

Management Strategies For Major Pests
 

Annosus Root Disease - Root rots kill individual trees

and clusters of trees, or weaken them until they succumb

to bark beetle attack. Fomes annosus, the most prevalent

root disease, effects almost all conifers in all major timber

types. However, the affect on the host and the resulting

damage differ among species. In pine, the fungus spreads

through the root system and eventually girdles the tree.

Infected pine trees die relatively quickly and are often

infested with bark beetles. The root system of true fir are

seldom attacked to the point of death. The disease is

generally confined to the heartwood and sapwood. The

host is generally not killed directly. Losses in true firs

from this disease are mainly the result of butt rot, in

creased susceptibility to insect attack, and increased

windthrow. Stump infection rate on timber sales on the

Modoc NF average 50% for stumps not treated with

borax and 4% for those treated with borax. Damage in a

stand usually appears as clusters of dead trees. Stand

growth and site productivity are reduced. The impact will

be lessened by applying borax to fresh-cut stumps in pine

stands, favoring resistant species, and reducing tree inju

ries during intermediate harvests. Since infected true fir

apparently cannot infect ponderosa pine, fir stands can

be regenerated with ponderosa pine with little risk of

infection, thereby favoring resistant species.

Black Stain - Ceratocystis wagnen' like Fomes is a root

disease. Black stain root disease is transmitted to the tree

host by root contact or insects. Attacking trees of all ages,

it infects the roots where it spreads throughout the sap

wood of the root system, root crown, and lower bole.

Infection of the root system visibly diminishes the tree

crown. Terminal growth is reduced, needles are shorter

and chlorotic, the number of needles produced and re

tained is reduced, and the host finally dies. All pines

tested are susceptible; white and red firs are resistant. On

the Forest,infected ponderosa and Jeffrey pine have been

found in the southern part of the Forest on about 17,000

acres. Harvesting infested trees and using resistant spe

cies can help prevent or control the disease.

Dwarf Mistletoes - Dwarf mistletoes infect all com

mercial conifers on the Forest except incense-cedar. The

main impact from mistletoe infection is loss ofgrowth and

decreased vigor, which increases susceptibility to death

by insects. Symptoms are swollen branches, witches’

brooms’1 and trunk swelling or cankers. Most species of

dwarf mistletoe have only one host. Western dwarf mis

tletoe attacks ponderosa and Jeffrey pine and is the most

damaging. Most mistletoe infection centers on the Forest

are of local incidence. The mistletoes can be controlled

through specific silvicultural treatments of stands, such

as clearcutting, removing infected individuals or groups

of trees, and branch or broom pruning.

Stem Decay -Stem decay (rot) causes significant wood

losses in the old-growth trees by destroying the heart

wood. Multiple entries into stands cause basal wounds on

residual trees, especially in true firs which are non-resin

ous and highly susceptible to decay. As old-growth stands

are regenerated and managed, the incidence of stem

decay may be reduced.

Pine Bark Beetles - Pine bark beetles often kill a tree

by girdling the cambium. An entire tree with dead, or

ange, or yellow needles is a frequent sign. Predominant

bark beetles on the Forest are the mountain, western and

Jeffrey pine beetles (Dendroctonus ponderosae, D.

brevicomis, and D. jefi'reyi, respectively). In general, bark

beetle problems are often associated with trees and

stands that have been weakened by some predisposing

agent or condition. Predisposing factors include root

diseases, mistletoes, drought, and competition from

overstocking. When many trees are stressed, bark beetle

populations increase and healthy trees may also be killed.

The best way to manage bark beetle infestation is by

prevention, such as promoting healthy stands, and reduc

ing predisposing conditions such as disease. When trees

are temporarily stressed, such as during fire or drought,

individual tree protection by chemicals may be war

ranted.

Pine bark beetles cause density-dependent mortality

in eastside pine stands. Ifthe stand density is maintained

below 80% of normal basal, appreciable damage can be

prevented in these stands.

1 An abnormally bushy, local growth of parts of the branch system, characterized by shortening of the intemodes and excessive

proliferation ('brooming").

Management Strategiesfor Major Pests I-I



Pine Engraver Beetles - lps spp. beetles kill the tops of

pines. Ips beetles usually breed in fresh green slash; but

when populations are abundant, they often attack stand

ing trees. Weakened trees are also more susceptible to

top-killing. Damage can be prevented by proper slash

disposal, by timing timber harvest activities to reduce the

amount of green slash available in the spring and early

summer, and by thinning dense young-growth stands to

help maintain their vigor.

Fir Engraver - Top-killed firs are evidence ofScolytus

beetles. This insect is common in white and red fir stands.

Associated tree mortality is usually caused by a combina

tion of stand and site conditions that predispose the host

to attack: overstocking, unsuitable site, annosus root

disease, and dwarf mistletoe. The fir engraver beetle may

infest the tops and scattered patches of cambium without

killing the host. The best control is prevention, i.e., main

taining proper stocking, favoring pine on pine sites, and

reducing diseases.

Douglas Fir Tussock Moth - On this Forest Orgyia

pseudotsugata infests white fir. The last outbreak on the

Forest occurred between 1963 and 1965 on the Big Valley

and Warner Mountain Ranger Districts, and affected

approximately 60,000 acres. Stands with the greatest po

tential for infestation are on ridgetops and upper slopes

at 5,000-6,000 feet, open, grown, and composed of 50

60% white fir mixed with pine and incense-cedar. The

Forest uses pheromone-baited traps in locations to mon

itor the moth population for predicting population trends

and possible defoliation. Biological and chemical insec

ticides are registered for control.

Modoc Budworm - The Modoc budworm,

Charistoneura vin'dis, is unique to the Modoc and Fre

mont National Forests and similar to the spruce

budworm. The host for this defoliator is white fir; it

attacks trees of all ages. The budworm causes loss of tree

growth. Death does not generally occur unless defolia

tion continues for 4-5 years, or the tree is already in a

weakened condition. Damage occurs to the current

year’s buds and needles. Budworm outbreaks have lasted

3-4 years. White fir in the Warner Mountains were defo

liated between 1959 and 1962. A larger outbreak, which

peaked in 1973 and declined rapidly in 1975, also in

cluded fir stands on Knox Mountain on the Big Valley

District. The most recent occurrence was observed in

1984 in the Warner Mountains. The infestation spread

in 1985 and involved most of the Warners. Monitoring

occurred during 1985 and 1986. The budworm popula

tion has since declined to endemic levels. Various strat

egies are being considered by the Forest Staff in

consultation with the Regional Pest Management Staff.

Stands susceptible to damage by the Modoc budworm

are shade-tolerant conifers; very dense and of low vigor;

multi-storied; physiologically mature; and grow on warm,

dry sites characterized by relatively warm, dry regional

climate. All these factors-except regional and site cli

mate — can be changed silviculturally to reduce the

stands’ susceptibility to the Modocbudworm. Even-aged

management of seral, shade-intolerant species will sub

stantially reduce stand susceptibility; all-aged manage

ment is appropriate when non-host species are

featured.Stands can be rated for susceptibility to Modoc

budworm damage using quantitative indeces for impor

tant stand and site factors. Silvicultural treatment pro

vides immediate and long-term benefits to treated stands;

Forest susceptibility will gradually decline as more stands

are treated.

— Successional Status: Generally, the most shade-toler

ant conifers are the most susceptible; stands with a

high proportion of shade-tolerant species tend to be

near climax and highly susceptible.

-Stand Density: As the density of host species in

creases, susceptibility also increases. Dispersing

budworm larvae are less likely to reach suitable sub

strate in open rather than in dense stands. Larvae that

fall to the ground are likely to starve , or even more

likely are eaten by predators.

-Stand Height-Class Structure: Defoiiation caused by

the Modoc budworm increases as the variation in

height, diameter, and age increases. The budworm

feeds first in the upper crowns oftrees and progresses

downward through them. Stands with multi-storied

crowns provide a convenient ladder effect that aids

the intensity of larval feeding through tree crowns.

- Tree andStand Vigor: Vigorous trees — those growing

rapidly-usually have more fully developed crowns

than slower growing trees. At a particular larval den

sity, vigorous trees have a lower density of larvae per

unit of foliage biomass, resulting in a lower percent

defoliation and less effect on fiber production. Vig

orous trees can, therefore, better withstand repeated

defoliation because their carbohydrate resources re

main higher.

—Matun'ty of Trees and Stands: Susceptibility of trees

and stands to the Modoc budworm usually increases

as stands mature. Small, young trees regenerated

through even-aged cutting methods are only slightly

susceptible. When stands are multi-storied with the

same seral tree species, smaller trees sustain the

greatest larval feeding damage, because the budworm

larvae feed downward through the crowns of trees

and tend to intensify their numbers in the lower strata

of the crown canopy as their season of feeding pro

gresses. Adult moths tend not to lay their eggs on
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small trees, which are poor targets for spring-dispers

ing larvae. Larvae which do land on small trees are in

greater danger of being eaten by ants, birds, spiders,

and other predators.

- ContinuityofHost Type: As the acreage ofsusceptible

host type increases, the susceptibility of stands within

or adjacent to that host type tends to increase. Large

acreages of mature budworm-infested forests tend to

produce large quantities of budworms, especially

during periods of budworm outbreak. These periods

of budworm outbreak are cyclic; they occur at about

ten-year intervals in the Warner Mountains of the

Forest and persist for 3-5 years.

- silvicultural Treatment to Recuce Stand Susceptibility

and Vulnerability: Many factors influencing stand sus

ceptibility to the Modoc budworm— species compo

sition, relative density of host to non-hosts, height,

structure, vigor, age, and the character of the sur

rounding forest-can be changed through silvicul

tural activities, thereby reducing the probability of

infestation. Stand hazard rating methods, such as

Wulf and Carlson's method, should be used to rate

stands’ relative susceptibility to budworm damage.

Treatment should be scheduled based on their rela

tive degree of susceptibility. Treatment priorities can

then be set, and managers can prescribe appropriate

treatments.

Tent Caterpillar - Western tent caterpillar

(Malacosoma calrfomicum) larvae feed on a variety of

range plants, incluying manzanita and various species of

ceanothus, as well as antelope bitterbrush (Purshia

tridentata). Bitterbrush is a valuable food source for do

mestic livestock and wildlife, particularly deer. Tent cat

erpillar outbreaks lasting 2-4 years have been recorded

on the Modoc periodically since the early 1940’s. The

most recent outbreak (1981-1984) affected approxi

mately 30,000 acres, primarily on the Devil's Garden and

Big Valley Ranger Districts. Mortality was observed as

scattered individual plants and in patches of less than an

acre to several acres. Most of the mortality occurred in

stands with many over-mature and decadent plants; rel

atively little feeding was evident on seedlings and young

plants. Management options include chemical and bio

logical insecticides and short-term adjustments to live

stock grazing patterns.

Animal Pests - Deer, pocket gophers, and porcupines

eat seedlings and small saplings, particularly in planta

tions. Currently the damage is localized. Where damage

from deer is heavy, such as in wintering areas, the Forest

uses vexar (plastic mesh) tubes to protect planted seed

lings. Porcupines are a particular nuisance because their

gnawing reduces tree growth and quality, and damages

signs and buildings. Pocket gophers pose the most serious

threat to entire plantations and associated timber man

agement objectives. Treatments include reducing gopher

habitat or placing poison in the burrows, or both. As more

plantations are established the gopher problem will in

crease and require more time and money for its control.

Ground squirrels and other rodents can damage

campground structures through their chewing and dig

ging behavior; they can also carry bubonic plague. The

Forest cooperates with appropriate State and local pub

lic health agencies in monitoring, reporting, and control

ling plague problems.
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Appendix J

Average Annual Water Yield for Watersheds, 1982

Watershed1

Twentyrnile Creek

Deep Creek

Goose Lake

N.F. Pit River

S.F. Pit River

Upper Pit River

Ash Creek

Egg Lake2

Big Valley

Juniper Creek

lslambone3

Lake Britton

Horse Creek

Willow Creek

Clear Lake

Lost River

Lower KlamathRiver3

Upper SurpriseValley

Lower SurpriseValley

Madeline Plains

1See Figure J-1.

. 2This watershed is a closed basin with little surface runoff.

3 This watershed has no surface runoff because of extremely porous volcanic soils.

Average Yield

034
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AppendixK

Wildlife and Fish on the Modoc National Forest
 

These lists represent species that arefound on

the Modoc National Forest, or whose rangesfall

within this general geographic area. {time Name

Goose Lake lamprey Lampetra tridentata ssp.

Pacific lamprey Lampetra tridentata

Pit-Klamath brook lam- Lampetra Iethophaga

Prey

Goose Lake redband Oncorhynchus mykiss ssp.

trout

rainbow trout Oncorhynchus mykiss

Lahontan cutthroat trout Oncorh nchus clarki

hens rawi

brown trout Salmo trutta

brook trout Salvelinus fontinalis

arctic grayling Thymallus arcticus

Pit River tui chub Gila bicolor ssp.

Klamath tui chub Gila bicolor bicolor

blue chub Gila 606M180

upper Pit California Hesperoleucus symmetri

roach cus nutmlus

hardhead Mylopharodon con

ocephalus

long-teed salamander Ambystoma macrodactylum

. Great Basin spadefoot Scaphiopus intermontanus

western toad Bufo boreas

i Pacific treefrog Hyla regilla

‘ spotted frog Rana pretiosa

leopard frog Rana pipiens

bullfrog Rana catesbeiana

3 rough-skinned newt Tan'cha granulosa

Scientific Name

northern alligator lizard Gemhonorus coeruleus

night snake Hypsiglena torquata

long-nosed leopard lizard Gambelia wislizenii

sagebrush lizard Sceloporus graciosus

western fence lizard Sceloporus occidentalis

side-blotched lizard Uta stansbun'ana

desert horned lizard Phrynosomaplatyrhinos

short-horned lizard Phrynosoma douglassi

western skink Eumeces skiltonianus

western whiptail Cnemidophorus tigris

rubber boa Chan'na bottae

striped whipsnake Masticophis taeniatus

racer Coluber constrictor

gopher snake Pitouphis melanoleucus

common kingsnake Lampropeltis getulus

western terrestrial garter Thamnophis elegans

snake

common garter snake Thamnophis sirtalis

western rattlesnake Crotalus viridis

Sacramento squawfish Ptychocheilus grandis

speckled dace Rhinichthys osculus

golden shiner Notemigonus crysoleucas

fathead minnow Pimephales promelas

Modoc sucker Catostomus microps

Sacramento sucker Catostomus occidentalis

60086 Lake Sucker Catostomus occidentalis

lacusansennus

Lost River sucker Deltistes luxatus

shortnose Sucker Chasmistes brevirostris

brown bullhead Ictalurus nebulosus

channel catfish Ictalurus punctatus

Sacramento perch Anchoplites interruptus

largemouth bass Micropterus salmor'des

bluegill Lepomis macrochirus

green sunfish Lepomis cyanellus

pumpkinseed Lepomis gibbosus

white crappie Pomoxis annularis

Pit sculpin Cottus pitensis

marbled sculpin Cottus klamathensis
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English Name

horned grebe

eared grebe

western grebe

pied-billed grebe

white pelican

double-crested eormo

rant

great blue heron

cattle egret

great egret

snowy egret

black-crowned night

heron

American bittern

white-faced ibis

whistling swan

Canada goose

white-fronted goose

snow goose

mallard

gadwall

pintail

green-winged teal

blue-winged teal

cinnamon teal

American wigeon

northern shoveler

redhead

ring-neck duck

canvasback

lesser scaup

common goldeneye

bufflehead

ruddy duck

hooded merganser

common merganser

turkey vulture

white-tailed kite

goshawk

sharp-shinned hawk

Cooper’s hawk

red-tailed hawk

Scientific Name

Podiceps aun'tus

Podiceps nigricollis

Aechmophorus 0c

cidentalis

Podilymbus podiceps

Pelecanus erythrorhynchos

Phalacrocorax auritus

Ardea herodias

Bubulcus ibis

Casmerodius albus

Egmtta thula

Nycticorax nycticorax

Botaurus Ientiginosus

Plegadis chihi

Olor columbianus

Branta canadensis

Anser albifrons

Chen caerulescens

Anas platyrhynchus

Anas strepera

Anas acuta

Anas crecca

Anas discors

Anas cyanoptera

Anas americana

Anas clypeata

Aylhya amen'cana

Aythya collan's

Aythya valisinen'a

Aythya ajfinis

Bucephala clangula

Bucephala albeola

Oxyura jamaicensis

Lophodytes cucullatus

Mergus merganser

Cathartes aura

Elanus leucurus

Accipitergentilis

Accipiter striatus

Accipiter cooper-ii

Buteojamaicensis

 

English Name

Swainson’s hawk

rough-legged hawk

ferruginous hawk

golden eagle

bald eagle

marsh hawk

osprey

prairie falcon

peregrene falcon

merlin

American kestrel

blue grouse

sage grouse

California quail

mountain quail

chukar

turkey

sandhill crane

Virginia rail

sora

American coot

snowy plover

killdeer

common snipe

long-billed curlew

spotted sandpiper

willet

American avocet

black-necked stilt

Wilson's phalarope

California gull

ring-billed gull

Franklin's gull

Forster’s tern

Caspian tern

black tern

band-tailed pigeon

rock dove

mourning dove

yellow-billed cuckoo

barn owl

BIRDS '

Scientlflc Name 1

Buteo swainsoni

Buteo lagopus

Buteo regalis

Aquila chrysaetos

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Circus cyaneus

Pandion haliaetus

Falco mexicanus

Falco peregrinus

Falco columban'us

Falco sparven'us

Dendragapus obscurus

Centmcereus

urophaszanus

Lophortyx califomicus

Oreortyxpictus

Alecton's chukar

Meleagris gallopavo

Grus canadensis

Rallus limicola

Porzana carolina

Fulica americana

Charadn'us alexandrinus

Charadrus vociferus

Capella gallinago

Nomem'us amen'canus

Actitis maculan'a

Cato tmphorus semi

pa matus

Recurvimstra americana

Himantopus mexicanus

Steganopus tricolor

Lams califomicus

Larus delawarensis

Larus pipixcan

Stema forsleri

Stema caspia

Chlidonias niger

Columbafasciala

Columba livia

Zenaida manroura

Coccyzus americanus

 

Tyto alba
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screech owl

flammulated owl

great horned owl

Pygmy 9W1

burrowing owl

long-cared owl

short-cared owl

saw-whet owl

poor-will

common nighthawk

Vaux’s swift

white-throated swift

rufous hummingbird

black-chinned humming

bird

calliope hummingbird

belted kingfisher

common flicker

pileated Woodpecker

acorn Woodpecker

Lewis’ Woodpecker

red breasted sapsucker

red-naped sapsucker

Williamson’s sapsucker

hairy Woodpecker

downy Woodpecker

Nuttall’s Woodpecker

white-headed wood

pecker

black-backed three-toed

Woodpecker

western kingbird

ash-throated flycatcher

Say‘s phoebe

willow flycatcher

l-lammond’s flycatcher

dusky flycatcher

gray flycatcher

western flycatcher

western wood pewee

olive-sided flycatcher

horned lark

Scientific Name

Otus asio

Otusflammeolus

Bubo virginianus

Glaucidium gnoma

Athene cuniculan'a

Asio otus

Asioflammeus

Aegolius acadicus

Phalaenoptilus nuttaIIii

Chordeiles minor

Chaetura vawa'

Aeronautes saxatalis

Selasphorus I'llfllS

Archilochus alexandri

SteIIula calliope

Megaceryle alcyon

Colaptes auratus

Dryocopus pileatus

Melanerpesformicivorus

Melanerpes Iewis

Sphyrapicus ruber

Sphyrapicus nuchalis

Sphyrapicus thyroideus

Picoides villosus

Picoides pubescens

Picoides nuttallii

Picoides albolarvatus

Picoides arcticus

Tyrannus verticalis

Myiarchus cinerascens

Sayomis saya

Empidonax traillii

Empidonax hammondii

Empidonax oberholsen'

Empidonax wrightii

Empidonax difiicilis

Contopus sordidulus

Nuttallomis borealis

Eremophila alpestris

English Name

violet-green swallow

tree swallow

bank swallow

rough-winged swallow

barn swallow

cliff swallow

gray jay

Steller’s jay

scrub jay

black-billed magpie

common raven

common crow

pinyon jay

Clark's nutcracker

mountain chickadee

plain titmouse

bushtit

white-breasted nuthatch

red-breasted nuthatch

pygmy nuthatch

brown creeper

wrentit

dipper

house wren

winter wren

Bewicks wren

marsh wren

canyon wren

rock wren

mockingbird

sage thrasher

American robin

varied thrush

hermit thrush

Swainson’s thrush

western bluebird

mountain bluebird

Townsend’s solitaire

blue-gray gnatcatcher

golden-crowned kinglet

ruby-crowned kinglet

Scientific"Name

Tachycineta thalassina

In'doprocne bicolor

Ripan'a ripan'a

Stelgidopteryx ruficollis

Hirundo rustica

Petrochelidon pyrrhonota

Pen'soreus canadensis

Cyandcitta steIIen'

Aphelocoma coemlescens

Pica pica

Corvus corax

Corvus brachyrhynchos

Gymnorhinus

cyanocephalus

Nucifraga columbiana

Parrus gambeli

Parus inomatus

Psaltn'parus minimus

Sitta carolinensis

Sitta canadensis

Sitta pygmaea

Cenhiafamilian's

Chamaeafasciata

Cinclus mexicanus

Troglodytes aedon

Troglodytes troglodytes

Thryomanes bewickii

Cistothorus palustn's

Catherpes mexicana

Salpinctes obsoletus

Mimuspolyglottos

Oreoscoptes montanus

Turdus migraton'us

Ixoreus naevius

Catharus guttatus

Cathams ustulatus

Sialia mexicana

Sialia cun-cuoides

Mysdestes townsendi

Polioptila caerulea

Regulus satrapa

Regulus calendula
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English Name

Bohemian waxwing

cedar waxwing

northern shrike

loggerhead shrike

starling

solitary vireo

warbling vireo

orange-crowned warbler

Nashville Warbler

yellow warbler

hermit warbler

yellow-rumped Warbler

black-throated gray war

bler

MacGillivray’s Warbler

common yellowthroat

yellow-breasted chat

Wilson's warbler

house sparrow

western meadowlark

yellow-headed blackbird

red-winged blackbird

tricolored blackbird

northern oriole

Brewer’s blackbird

brown-headed cowbird

western tanager

black-headed grosbeak

lazuli bunting

evening grosbeak

purple finch

Cassin’s finch

house finch

pine grosbeak

gray-crowned rosy finch

pine siskin

American goldfinch

lesser goldfinch

red crossbill

green-tailed towhee

rufous-sided towhee

Scientific Name

Bombycilla garrulus

Bombycilla cedrodrum

Lanius excubitor

Lanius ludovicianos

Stumus vulgaris

Vireo solitan'us

lfzreo gilvus

Venm'vora celata

Vermivora ruficapilla

Dendroica petechia

Dendroica occidentalis

Dendroica coronata

Dendroica nigrescens

Oporomis tolmiei

Cgeothlypis m'chas

Icteria virens

Wilsonia pusilla

Passer domesticus

Stumella neglecta

Xanthocephalus

xanthocephalus

Agelaius phocniceus

Agelaius tricolor

Ictems galbula

Euphagus cyanocephalus

Molothrus ater

Piranga ludoviciana

Pheucticus

melanocephalus

Passen'na amoena

Hesperiphona vesperrina

Carpodacus purpureus

Carpodacus cassinii

Carpodacus mexicanus

Pinicola enucleator

Leucosticle tephrocotis

Carduelispinus

Carduelis tristis

Carduelis psaltn'a

Loxia curvirostra

Pipilo chlorurus

Pipilo erythropthalmus

English Name

Savannah sparrow

vesper sparrow

lark sparrow

black-throated sparrow

sage sparrow

dark-eyed junco

tree sparrow

chipping sparrow

Brewer’s sparrow

Harris’sparrow

white-crowned sparrow

golden-crowned sparrow

fox sparrow

Lincoln’s sparrow

song sparrow

Scientific Name

Passerculus sandwichensis

Pooecetes gramineus

Chondestes grammacus

Amphispiza bilineata

Amphispiza belli

Junco hyemalis

Spizella arborea

Spizella passerina

Spizella breweri

Zonolrichia querula

Zonotn'chia leucophrys

Zonotrichia atricapilla

Passerclla iliaca

Melospiza lincolnii

Melospiza melodia

MAMMALS

English Name

vagrant shrew

water shrew

Trowbridge’s shrew

Merriam’s shrew

broad-footed mole

little brown myotis

Yuma myotis

long-cared myotis

fringed myotis

long-legged myotis

California myotis

small-footed myotis

silver-haired bat

big brown bat

red bat

hoary bat

Townsends big-cared bat

pallid bat

Brazilian free-tailed bat

pika

pygmy rabbit

Scientific Name

Sorex vagrans

Soraxpalusln's

Sorex trowbn'dgii

Sorex mem'ami

Scapanus latimanus

Myotis lucxjfugus

Myotis yumanensis

Myotis evotis

Myotis thysanodes

Myotis volans

Myolis calzlfomicus

Myotis leibii

Lasionycteris noctivagans

Eptesicusfuscus

Lasiurus borealls

Lasiurus cinereus

Plecotus townsendii

Antrozous pallidus

Tadarida brasilienses

Ochotona princeps

Sylvilagus idahde'nsis
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MAMMALS

English Name

Nuttall’s cottontail

snowshoe hare

white-tailed jack rabbit

black-tailed jack rabbit

least chipmunk

yellow-pine chipmunk

Allen’s chipmunk

yellow~bellied marmot

white-tailed antelope

squirrel

Townsend’s ground squir

rel

Belding’s ground squirrel

California ground squir

rel

golden-mantled ground

squirrel

western gray squirrel

Douglas squirrel

northern flying squirrel

Botta’s pocket gopher

northern pocket gopher

mountain pocket gopher

little pocket mouse

Great Basin pocket

mouse

dark kangaroo mouse

Ord’s kangaroo rat

chisel-toothed kangaroo

rat

Heerrnann’s kangaroo rat

beaver

western harvest mouse

deer mouse

canyon mouse

Scientific Name

Sylvilagus nuttallii

Lepus americanus

Lepus townsendii

Lepus califomicus

Eutamias minimus

Eutamias amoenus

Eutamias senex

Marmota flaviventn's

Ammospermophilus

Ieucurus

Spermophilus townsendii

Spennophilus beldingi

Spermophilus beecheyi

Spemzoplu'lus lareralus

Sciums griseus

Tamiasciurus douglasii

Glaucomys sabn'nus

771omomys bottae

Thomomys talpoides

Thomomys monticola

Perognatlms longimembris

Perognathus parvus

Microdipodops

megacephalus

Didpodomys ordii

Dipodomys microps

Dipodomys heermanni

Castor canadensis

Reithrodontomys

megalotis

Peromyscus maniculatus

Peromyscus crinitus

 

MAMMALS

English Name

brush mouse

pinon mouse

northern grasshopper

mouse

desert woodrat

dusky-footed woodrat

bushy-tailed woodrat

montane vole

long-tailed vole

sagebrush vole

muskrat

house mouse

western jumping mouse

porcupine

coyote

gray fox

black bear

raccoon

fisher

pine marten

ermine

long-tailed weasel

mink

wolverine

badger

western spotted skunk

striped skunk

river otter

mountain lion

bobcat

horse

elk (wapiti)

mule deer

pronghorn

Scientific Name

Peromyscus boyIii

Peromyscus truei

Onychomys leucogaster

Neotoma Iepida

Neotomafuscipes

Neotoma cinerea

Microtus montanus

Microtus Iongicaudus

Lagurus cunatus

Ondatra zibethicus

Mus musculus

Zapus princeps

Erelhizon dorsatiun

Cam's latrans

Urocyon cincrcoargenteus

Ursus americanus

Procyon lotor

Manespennanti

Martes amen'cana

Emustela erminea

Mustela frenata

Mustela vison

Gulo gulo

Taxidea taxus

Spilogale gracilis

Mephitis mephitis

Lutra canadensis

Felis concolor

Fells rufus

Equus equus

Cervus elaphus

Odocoileus hemionus

Antilocapra americana
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AppendixL

Mule Deer Forage Requirements
 

Introduction

During the early phases of Land Management Planning

on the Modoc National Forest, the allocation of forage

surfaced as a public issue. Cattle and sheep permittees

rely on forage from the Forest to seasonally graze live

stock, while manyForest users are interested in maintain

ing or increasing numbers of deer and pronghorn. In

addition, the Forest is required to maintain a herd of

about 305 wild horses. Therefore, the public is concerned

about the manner in which the

Forest allocates forage.

In the past, forage alloca

tions were generally deter

mined only on important deer

areas such as winter ranges.

The Interstate deer winter

range, for example, was seri

ously overgrazed by both cat

tle and deer during the 1940's

and 1950’s (Interstate Deer

Herd Technical Committee

1947). The Forest began allo- .

cating forage between cattle

and deer to bring utilization

within limits. Livestock num

bers were reduced and deer

harvest was increased.

Forage allocation on most

of the Forest was based on

range analyses which esti

mated forage production and livestock capacities. Orig

inal estimates of capacity have been adjusted on many

allotments to reflect use that can be supported by the soil

and vegetation. However, on numerous allotments for

age resources are already over-allocated to livestock, but

livestock numbers have riot been reduced. On other

allotments, livestock numbers have been reduced to

meet estimated forage production, but with no allow

ances for deer or other species. Few range analyses

considered the forage requirements of deer. It was gen

erally thought that because cattle were grazers and deer

 

were browsers, they seldom competed for the same

forage.

Studies (Dasmann 1949, Salwasser 1979, Bertram and

Ashcraft 1981, Walmo 1981) of deer forage require

ments over the last three decades have shown that the

diets of cattle and deer substantially overlap. Direct

competition can occur unless specific allocations are

made for deer. As deer consume large amounts of

grasses and forbs, so livestock use browse species such

as bitterbrush. This degree of

overlap is particularly signifi

cant in riparian zones, fawning

areas, migration routes, hold

ing areas, and winter ranges.

In order to clarify the issue

of forage allocation, the For

est converted the forage re

quirements of deer,

pronghorn, wild horses, cattle

and sheep to a common, mea~

surable unit - the Animal Unit

Month (AUM)1. Standardiz

ing forage requirements en

ables the Forest to estimate

total demand from the finite

capability of various vegeta

tion and soil productivity

types. It also allows the Forest

to estimate the effects on for

age utilization when livestock

numbers or seasons increase,

or when deer populations increase.

Cattle, sheep and horse forage requirements are well

known and documented. Although pronghorn and deer

forage requirements have been documented through

numerous studies, these requirements have not been

determined previously for Forest herds or individual

allotments.

Conversion of deer and pronghorn forage require

ments to AUMs which are comparable with livestock is

1 One AUM is equal to 1,000 pounds of air dry forage. If daily or monthly forage consumption rates of animals are known, direct compari

sons can be made between competing forage users.
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complicated because their diets do not completely over

lap; and many plant species eaten by deer or livestock

are not measured as part of the forage base. Variations

in diet must be considered when comparing deer and

pronghorn and livestock AUMs.

This appendix presents the rationale and methodol

ogy for converting deer forage requirements to AUMs

and comparing them to livestock requirements. (Prong

horn forage needs are presented in the Wildlife AMS in

the Forest planning records.)

Because of the broad scope of this analysis, the con

clusions drawn must be viewed in general terms. The

purpose of our forage allocation analysis is to identify

the potential for conflict between livestock and deer.

Further validation of the model and site-specific forage

allocations will be required at the allotment manage

ment planning level.

Site-specific data does not exist locally to make pre

cise predictions of forage availability and diet overlap.

The potential for forage conflicts between livestock and

deer takes the following into consideration:

- Deer forage selectivity. It may take much more than

a minimal forage allocation to insure that deer re

quirements are met. Although assumptions in the

model may be conservative, they should be used as a

safeguard to insure needs for deer are met.

-The model is viewed as a tool to compare relative

differences in alternatives, and the resulting impacts

on deer. Assumptions in any model are open to de

bate. The main purpose of the model was to identify

limiting factors for deer, and to show how each alter

native addresses this issue.

- Until a more refined model is developed that an

dergoes peer review, this model should be used as a

baseline approximation of deer forage needs.

— Specific forage allocation concerns will be addressed

at the allotment management plan level.

Methodology

The daily deer forage requirement was estimated

using several factors: (1) the average weight of an indi

vidual deer; (2) the average daily consumption of forage

for each season, expressed in percentage ofbody weight

and total pounds consumed; (3) the extent of dietary

overlap for each season converted to a daily forage

consumption rate expressed in pounds; and (4) the sea

sonal range of each allotment in order to apply the

specific consumption rate for the major season of use.

Average Deer Weight

The average weight of a mule deer is 163 pounds for

males and 130 pounds for females (bled carcass weight)

(Anderson 1981). Based on an average sex ratio of 20

bucks per 100 does, or 17% males and 83% females in

deer herds on the Forest, the average weight used in this

analysis is 135 pounds.

Total Daily Forage Consumption Rates

Daily forage consumption rates vary depending on

the condition of vegetation and seasonal needs. Studies

on forage intake indicate three trends in consumption:

(1) high intake during spring and summer due to succu

lent vegetation; (2) reduced intake during fall; and (3)

maintenance levels during winter. Brown (1961), Hill

(1966), Lyons (1968), and Short (1981) presented aver

age upper limits on forage consumption from five to

seven pounds (during spring and summer), or 4.5% of

bodyweight for an average 135-pound deer. The average

lower limit on forage consumption presented by these

authors was four pounds (during winter), or 3% of body

weight. Fall consumption rates were extrapolated to 4.7

pounds, or 3.5% of body weight.

Dietary Overlap and Adjusted Forage Consumption

Rates

Grasses, forbs and bitterbrush are important to the

diets of both livestock and deer. They are the only vege

tation types that were used to calculate total forage

production and livestock capacities on grazing allot

ments. Although deer and livestock consume other

shrubs, such as mountain mahogany, Prunus sp.,

Ceanothus sp., and snowberry, these plants were not

used to estimate total allotment capacities.

The extent of dietary overlap between cattle and deer

was based on studies of the Interstate herd by Salwasser

(1979) and Leach (1956) and on average diets from all

Rocky Mountain mule deer studies (Wallmo and

Regelin 1981). Salwasser (1979) found that on herd

ranges with limited or decadent browse species, grass

and forb vegetation comprised 85% overlap in the diet;

on ranges with young or abundant browse species, grass

and forb vegetation comprised only 45% of overlap in

the diet.

The finding compared favorably with the 65% grass

and forb component presented by Walimo and Regelin

(1981), which is an average of all mule deer ranges.

Based on these figures each deer requires three pounds

of forage on range with high quantities of young browse

plants and five pounds of forage on range with decadent,

low frequency or less palatable browse plants. However,

only two spring and summer range allotments on the
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Forest contain sufficient shrubs in suitable age classes to

use the three-pound forage rate. These allotments are

within the Scarface Burn.

On fall range, herbaceous material and bitterbrush

amount to 82% of the total forage consumed by deer

(Leach 1956), or four pounds per day. The remaining

18% of the diet is comprised of curlleaf mahogany,

squaw carpet, and snowbrush.

On winter ranges (January through March), grasses,

forbs, and bitterbrush comprise 70% of the diet, or three

pounds per day. Grasses (both dry and green) comprise

the majority of this overlap, with bitterbrush represent

ing only 10% of the diet. During winter, deer consume

large amounts ofjuniper and big sagebrush, and supple

ment with grasses. During severe winters with deep or

crusted snow, juniper and big sagebrush may be the sole

items in the diet; however, this represents a starvation

diet with heavy deer losses (Leach 1956).

Adjusted forage consumption rates indicate base for

age needs of 6.5 deer per AUM or .16 AUM per deer.

Seasonal Ranges on Each Allotment

The seasonal deer range for each allotment or portion

of each allotment was determined. Only Doublehead

and Devil’s Garden Districts had allotments clearly de

fined as either winter or fall deer ranges. Only where

seasonal use overlapped, deer occurrence and seasonal

use were proportioned.

Total deer numbers and months of use were multi

plied by the adjusted forage consumption rates for a

particular season of use to determine total deer AUM

needs for each herd. Population estimates for each deer

herd were determined from data provided by Doug

Thayer, CDFG. Population estimates are derived from

population models which utilize historical herd size,

buck/doe ratios, annual fawn production and recruit

ment, and mortality from hunting and natural causes.

Spring herd size was used in all population and AUM

calculations. On allotments or seasonal ranges encom

passing large parcels not administered by the Forest,

seasonal deer populations and use were reduced to only

that which occurs on the Forest.

After determining total AUM requirements for all

seasonal ranges of each deer herd, weighted average

AUM requirements for deer in each herd were estab

lished (Table L-l). AUM requirements were used to

model deer herd population trends and forage alloca

tions in FORPLAN.
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Table L - l. Forage Requirements and Deer Population Estimates on the Modoc National

Forest. (1983)

Deer Herd Season of Use Current Deer

Seasonal Range (Months) Numbers ‘'

interstate

Weslside

Fall Transition Range 2.0 (Nov-Dec)

12.0 (year-round)

Winter Range . (Jan-April)

Spring Transition (April-May)

Range

Eastside

Transition Range . (Nov-Dec and

April-May)

(year-round)

Winter Range . (Jan-April)

(year-round)

_ 8200“

' Doug Thayer, California Department of Fish and Game

Mike Ross, Modoc National Forest

Estimates made 12/29/82 and 1/6/83

b R = Resident; M = Migratory

‘ AUM = 1000 lbs. of grasses, forbs, and bitterbrush; 6.5 deer/AUM

d Total deer numbers
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Table L - 1. Forage Requirements and Deer Population Estimates on the Modoc National

Forest. (1983) (Continued)

- I =r-rvn...rc...l

Forage Needs
5 Season of Use ' 0 Forest Deer

Seasonal Range (Months) '

Glass Mountain

Summer Range 6.0 (June-Nov) 5500-1100 (pvt land)

= 4400 (M)

Transition Range 3.0 (Apr-May 5500 (M)

andNov-Dec)

Winter Range 3.0 (Jan-Mar)

Warner Mountain

Summer Range . 6500 + 700 (E. Lassen)

= 7200 (M)

Winter Range . 7200-3810 (pvt land)

Adin

Summer Range . 3000 + 1300(W.Lassen)

= 4300-1075 (pvt land)

= 3225 (M)

Winter Range . 4300-2580 (pvt land)

Total for a" De" "erds

' Doug Thayer, Califomia Department of Fish and Game

Mike Ross, Modoc National Forest

Estimates made 12/29/82 and 1/6/83

5 R = Resident; M = Migratory

‘ AUM = 1000 lbs. of grasses, forbs, and bitterbrush; 65 deer/AUM

d Total deer numbers
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Appendix M

Wildlife Habitat Relationship (WHR) Seral Stages
 

WHR Seral Age Group
Stage Code, Seralstage (Years) General Description

Plantations with tree seedlings and highly vari

crasslforblsacdlings able amounts of grasses, forbs and shrubs.

Mixed or pure stands of shrubs, tree saplings

1 to 11 inches DBH.
Shrub/sapling/pole

Trees in the 11-24"DBH size range; <40%

Small tree tree canopy, typically with a shrub understory.

Trees in the 11-24" DBH size range; >40%

tree canopy, typically with varying amounts of

shrub understory, lessening as canopy cover

age increases.

Small tree

. Mature stand of trees > 24"DBH; < 40% tree

Medium to large tree - -
canopy, typically Willi a shrub understory.

Mature stand of trees > 24" DBH; > 40% tree

canopy, typically with varying amounts of

shrub understory, lessening as canopy cover

age increases.

Medium to large tree

4 . 190-270 + Same as Above. canopy cover is 40-70%, and

bold growth Med'um to large "66 n .. the stand is older to provide old growth deca
( old growth ) dance

_ 190270 + Same as above, except canopy is >70%, and

400M growth Med'um to large tree 11 .. the stand is older to provide old growth deca
( old growth ) dance.
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Appendix N

Potential Special Interest Areas
 

Dismal Swamp Special

Interest Botanical Area

DismalSwamp is a riparian community complex located

in the northernWarner Mountains, near the Oregon state

line. Dismal Swamp will be evaluated for potential SIA

designation during Forest Plan implementation.

Biological Setting

Dismal Swamp is a high montane (7,000 feet) freshwa

ter marsh which drains via Dismal Creek into Big Valley,

Oregon. Woody vegetation of the area is characterized

by stands of aspen, lodgepole pine, and riparian shrubs,

including Salix lemmoni, SaIix eastwoodii, SaIix boot/iii,

Betula glandulosa, and Kalmia polifolia. Herbaceous ri

parian vegetation is dominated by stands of Veratrum

calij’omicum, Carex vesicaria, Carer aquatilis and others.

Several Holland vegetation types are represented, in

cluding Wet Montane Meadow, Aspen Riparian Forest,

zonal Riparian Forest, Great Basin Sagebrush Artemisia

tridentata vaseyana, and Transmontane Freshwater

Marsh. Lodgepole pine stands south of Dismal Swamp

are largely undisturbed. Much of the marsh area is inun

dated 4-5 inches deep during the summer months. Dismal

Swamp averages 7 feet of snow annually. A high water

table in the area is due largely to beaver activities.

Betula glandulosa

Betula glandulosa (bog birch) is a low-growing (1-2

meters) shrub in the birch family. The twigs are warty and

glandular, hence its name. Betula glandulosa is distrib

uted from Alaska through eastern Washington and Ore

gon. Its habitat is high elevation (>7,000 feet) stream

banks, and the margins of marshes, lakes and bogs. The

shrub is considered rare in California. The Warner

Mountains are probably the southernmost extension of

the shrub’s known range. Dismal Swamp contains unusu

ally vigorous specimens.

Sites on the National Register

of Historic Places

The following cultural resource sites are listed in the

National Register of Historic Places and are potential

candidates for Cultural Resource Special Interest Areas.

Anklin Village Archaeological Site

The Anklin Village archaeological site (FS-05-09-55

148; 4-Mod-678) is less than 10 acres and is situated about

five miles west of Canby in Modoc County.

Cultural and Historical Information

The site appears to have three clearly differentiated

areas of activity. Area 1, located in the northern portion

of the site, consists of five large rock ring structural

remains in a cluster, with five closely associated smaller

rock ring structures and two peripheral small rock ring

structures. In addition, the bulk of associated flake scat

ter (chipping evidence) is present around Area 1.

Area 2, in the central portion of the site, consists of

two small rock ring structures and one stacked rock cairn

(rock stack), with no associated flake scatter. Area 3, in

the southern area, consists of four hunting blinds. One is

constructed partly ofjuniper wood, which is very unusual

because of its state of preservation.

This site probably was a semi-permanent seasonal

village. The large rock ring structural remains may have

been foundations for a brush and/or thatch covered

wood-framed, half-dome house structure. The small as

sociated rock rings may represent foundations for stor

age huts or sweat houses. The four hunting blinds, near a

lava rim edge and removed from the main area of rock

rings, probably concealed individual hunters waiting for

game.
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Artifacts associated with the main cluster of rock rings

are evidence of such activities as stone tool manufactur

ing, butchering game, cooking and grinding plant food

between c. AD. 500 and the early 1800’s. The Astariwawi

band of the Pit River (Achomawi) Indians historically

occupied the area.

Geological and Biological Setting

Anklin Village is located on a westward-dipping slope

of the Devil’s Garden Lava Platform facing a downward

trough to the southwest. The site rests on Pleistocene

basalts which form a ten-foot bluff at its western margins.

It lies at the ecotone between juniper woodland and

juniper-pine forest. Vegetation includes juniper, pine,

sagebrush, rabbitbrush, epos, and annual bunch grasses.

A variety of wildlife is found in the area. An abundant

perennial spring of excellent quality flows nearby.

Black Cow Spring

The Black Cow Spring archaeological site (FS-05-09

55-115; 4-Mod-656) is less than 5 acres and is located

about six miles west of Canby in Modoc County.

Cultural and Historical Information

Black Cow Spring may have been a temporary camp

ing location associated with prehistoric hunting activities.

Physical evidence consists of a surface scatter ofobsidian

flakes and chipped stone tools, such as projectile (arrow

and dart) points, knives, a drill and utilized flakes (waste

flakes which show evidence of scraping or cutting). The

projectile point styles suggest a prehistoric occupation

and use of the site from c. AD. 500 to the early 1800's.

The Astariwawi band of the Pit River (Achomawi) Indi

ans historically occupied this area.

Geological and Biological Setting

Black Cow Spring is located on a westward-dipping

slope ofthe Devil’s Garden Lava Platform on a slight rise

formed by thin soils overlying Pleistocene basalts. The

site lies near the ecotone between juniper woodland and

juniper-pine forest. Vegetation includes juniper, pine,

sagebrush, rabbitbrush, epos, and annual grasses. A va

riety of wildlife is found in the area. A seasonal spring

flows nearby.

Cuppy Cave

Cuppy Cave archaeological site (FS-05-09-55-74; 4

Mod-357) is less than 5 acres and is located about 7 miles

WSW of Canby in Modoc County.

Cultural and Historical Information

Cuppy Cave is one of the few known caves containing

an archaeological deposit in this area of California, and

one of the few to have been scientifically investigated.

During the course of the archaeological investigation of

this site, a fire area with associated projectile points was

discovered. Burned wood samples were radiocarbon (C

14) dated to 1780 i 100 years Before Present (that is,

before AD. 1950, the date fixed as “Present" for the C-14

dating method), which is approximately AD. 170. If the

association of the arrow points with this feature is the

result of prehistoric activity, then the C-14 date of AD.

170 marks one ofthe earliest occurrences ofarrow points

and, by inference, uses of the bow and arrow in northern

California.

Cuppy Cave may represent a seasonally occupied

camping location used by the prehistoric ancestors of the

Astariwawi band of the Pit River (Achomawi) Indians.

Geological and Biological Setting

The cave area is situated in the Pit River canyon in a

semi-mountainous area of Tertiary pyroclastic and an

desitic rock, near a contact zone with the Devil's Garden

Lava Platform. Lying at the base of a ZOO-foot shear wall

of ignimbrite outcrop, the cave has one deep chamber

protruding nearly 60 feet into the cliff, with an overhang

rockshelter over 70 feet wide by about 16 feet deep. The

site lies in an ecotone of juniper woodland-coniferous

forest and riparian zones. Vegetation includes juniper,

pine, sagebrush, rabbitbrush, and annual grasses. A vari

ety of wildlife inhabits the area.

Mildred Ann Site

The Mildred Ann archaeological site (FS-05-09-55

109; 4-Mod-650) is less than 5 acres, and is located about

5 miles west of Canby in Modoc County.

Cultural and Historical Information

The Mildred Ann site may have been a temporary

habitation site where prehistoric people processed plant

food. It contains the remains of one possible pit house

(circular depression) and both ground- and chipped

stone tools. Ground-stone tools include a mortar, a mano

(a hand-grinding stone used on a metate) and several

millingstone (metate) fragments. Chipped-stone tools in

clude projectile point fragments, and scraping and cutt

ing tools, plus waste flakes created by making stone tools.

This site mayhave been used and occupied before c. AD.

500 until the early 1800’s. The Astariwawi band of the Pit

River (Achomawi) Indians historically occupied this

area.

Geological and Biological Setting

Mildred Ann site occupies a low knoll, projecting into

and overlooking an ephemeral spring. It lies on develop

ing soil derived in place from underlying Miocene basalts

on the southern edge of the Devil's Garden Lava Plat

form. The site lies in the ecotone between juniper wood
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land and juniper-pine forest. Vegetation includes juni

per, pine, sagebrush, rabbitbrush, epos and annual bunch

grasses. A variety ofwildlife inhabits the area. An ephem

eral spring is located adjacent to the site.

Seven Mile Flat Site

The Seven Mile Flat archaeological site (FS-05-09-55

123; 4-Mod-661) is less than 5 acres and is located about

8 miles NW of Canby in Modoc County.

Cultural and Historical Information

The Seven Mile Flat site may have been a seasonal

base camp (habitation) site associated with prehistoric

hunting and gathering activities. It contains the remains

of four faint rock rings, foundation stones for half-dome,

wood-frame temporary shelters. Additionally, there ap

pears to be one rock-lined fire pit or earth oven and

several bedrock millingstones. Chipped-stone tools in

clude projectile points and cutting and scraping tools,

plus waste flakes from making stone tools. Projectile

point styles indicate a time range from c. 2000 B.C. to the

early 1800's. The Astariwawi and/or Atwamsini bands of

the Pit River (Achomawi) Indians historically occupied

this area.

Geological and Biological Setting

Seven Mile Flat site lies on a partially exposed surface

of Miocene volcanic basalts on the northeastern margin

of a down-warped trough of the Devil's Garden Lava

Platform. A shallow rocky soil covers portions of the site.

The site is situated within an ecotone of the Great Basin

shrub-grass and juniper-pine forest. Vegetation includes

juniper, pine, mountain mahogany, sagebrush,

rabbitbrush, epos, and annual bunch grasses. An adja

cent flat contains an ephemeral spring and drainage for

a seasonal water source.

Skull Ridge

The Skull Ridge archaeological site (FS-05-09-55-124;

4-Mod-662) is less than 5 acres and is located about 6

miles west of Canby in Modoc County.

Cultural and Historical Information

The Skull Ridge site may have been a temporary hab

itation and food processing site associated with prehis

toric hunting and gathering. It contains the remains of

one house structure and a boulder metate, plus numerous

chipped stone artifacts. Projectile point fragments found

at the site suggest a date between c. AD. 500 to the early

1800’s. The Astariwawi band of the Pit River

(Achomawi) Indians historically occupied this area.

Geological and Biological Setting

The Skull Ridge site is located on a westward-dipping

slope of the Devil's Garden Lava Platform, on a slight rise

formed by thin soils overlying Pleistocene basalts. The

site lies near the ecotone betweenjuniper woodland and

juniper-pine forest. Vegetation includes juniper, pine,

sagebrush, rabbitbrush, epos, and annual grasses. A va

riety of wildlife inhabits the area. A seasonal spring flows

nearby.

Skull Spring

The Skull Spring archaeological site (FS-05-09-55-01

4-Mod-619) is less than 5 acres and is located about 6

miles west of Canby in Modoc County.

Cultural and Historical Information

The Skull Spring site may have been a temporary camp

site associated with prehistoric hunting activities. It con

tains some chipped stone tools and waste flakes from

their manufacture. The tools indicate prehistoric hunting

and gathering activities. These materials most likely rep

resent prehistoric use of the site dating back to at least

AD. 500. The Astariwawi band of the Pit River

(Achomawi) Indians historically occupied this area.

Geological and Biological Setting

Skull Spring site is located on a westward-dipping

slope ofthe Devil’s Garden Lava Platform, on a slight rise

formed by a thin, rocky soil deposit overlying Pleistocene

basalts. The site lies near the ecotone between juniper

woodland and juniper-pine forest. Vegetation includes

juniper, pine, sagebrush, rabbitbrush, epos, and annual

grasses. A variety of wildlife and a seasonal spring are

found in the area.
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Potentially rzligibléisnesi'i'io an; National

Register of Historic Places

Candidates for nomination to the National Register of

Historic Places and potential Cultural Resource Special

interest Areas are:

Big Sand Butte: Modoc War and Archaeological Dis

trict (4,160 acres)

This area of rough lava flows, dominated by the Big

Sand Butte cinder cone, was the scene of one Modoc

Indian and two U.8. Army encampments in May 1873,

dining the closing weeks of the Modoc War. Lava rock

fortifications still remain, as well as more 2111150 prehis

toric archaeological sites, spanning from at least 2000

BC. to the mid-1800's. The area is situated east of the SE

corner of the Lava Beds National Monument.

Fairchild Swamp Archaeological District (640 acres)

.This area contains more than 20 prehistoric archaeo

logical sites, including petroglyph (drawings peeked into

a rock face) panels. These sites date from c. 2000 BC. to

the mid-1800’s. Collectively, these archaeological sites

may yield valuable information on prehistoric life styles

adapted to a seasonal wetlands environment. This area is

located on the Devil’s Garden Ranger District about 25

miles NW of Alturas.

High Grade Mining District (maximum area 19,760

acres)

The District contains an estimated 200 locations with

cabins, stamp mills, mines, prospect pits, water ditches,

tailings, trash dumps and other evidence of Modoc

County's early 20th century Gold Rush. The mining ghost

towns of High Grade and Branley are also located in this

area. Mining activities occurred between 1906 and the

1930’s. The District lies high in the north Warner Moun

tains.

Battle of Dry Lake: Modoc War and Archaeological

District (1.830 acres - about 780 of which are private

land)

Also known as the Battle of Sorass Lake, this incident

took place during the early morning hours of May 1.0,

1873, when Modoc warriors attacked Captain

Hasbrnuck’s encampment. From this engagement the

Modocs retreated to the vicinity of Big Sand Butte. Also

within the District area are over 30 prehistoric archaeo

logical sites which date from c. 2000 BC. to the mid

1800’s.

Battle of Scorpion Point: Modoc War and Archaeolog

ical District (1,320 acres)

Scorpion Point was the site of an army encampment

April-May 1873, during the Modoc War. Nearby the

Modoc Indians attacked an army wagon train on May 7,

1873. Also within the general area are over 30 prehistoric

and historic archaeological sites, dating from c.2000 BC.

to the mid-1800's. This area is situated on the southern

shoreline of Tule Lake east of the Lava Beds National

Monument.

Captain Jack's Capture Site: Modoc War and Ar

chaeological District (960 acres)

At this location on Willow Creek, east of the Clear

Lake Reservoir, Modoc leader Captain Jack surren

dered on June 1, 1873, thus ending the Modoc War. A

small cave is the traditional last refuge of Captain Jack.

Over 20 prehistoric and historic archaeological sites in

the area date from c. 2000 BC. to the mid-1800’s.

Boles Creek Rock Art District (320 acres)

This canyon setting, east of Clear Lake Reservoir on

the Devil’s Garden Ranger District contains more than

100 individual panels of prehistoric petroglyphs. These

drawings are fairly typical of the prehistoric style known

as Great Basin. It contains primarily abstract geometric

and wavy designs with a few figures which resemble

humans and animals. This rock art style may date from c.

1000 BC. to AD. 1500, and was probably done by the

ancestors of the historic Modoc Indians.

Blue Mountain Obsidian Quarry (640 acres)

This site is located near the center of the Devil's

Garden Ranger District about 35 miles NW of Alturas.

it consists of a small cinder cone and obsidian vent, which

produced a unique obsidian with a grainy, bottle-glass

green appearance. it was used for making stone tools,

especially projectile points, for at least 5,000 years.

Quarry areas and remnants of prehistoric tool-making

activities are still visible.
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Appendix0

Identification of Lands Suitable for Timber Management

This appendix summarizes the process used to identify

capable, available, and suitable lands for timber manage

ment. For more detailed data and information refer to

“Timber Capability, Availability, and Suitability on the

ModocNational Forest”, “Timber Suitability”, and “Pro

cess Criteria: Delineation of Capability Areas and De

velopment of a Data Base Dictionary” in the Forest

planning files.

Timber Inventory Background

Color resource photographs (1:15,840) were used to

determine timber types — labels used to identify species,

size class, and density. Timber typing was limited to areas

with at least a 10% tree cover. Timber type delineations

were then planimetrically mapped on smaller scale

(1:24,000) quadrangle maps. For inventory purposes,

timber types were aggregated into timber strata com

posed of Regional type, size, and density. For example,

white fir, or white fir with a second species was aggre

gated into the Regional mixed conifer strata; and pon

derosa pine, or ponderosa pine and incense-cedar were

aggregated into the pine strata. The following table shows

how timber typing size and density labels were aggre

gated into Regional size and density classesl.

DENSITY

Not

Adequate

(N)

PLG

3G

3G

4G

4G

Good

(G)

PLG

  

“Sparse” and “poor” stocked stands were combined,

and “not adequate” and “good” stocked stands were

 

combined. Size classes 2 and 3 were combined and size

classes 4 and 5 were combined.

Regional strata were used to set up the sampling

scheme for the 1980 timber inventory.

Soil Resource Inventory and Soil Mapping

Units

The Soil Resource Inventory - Order 3 (SRI 3) iden

tifies soil mapping units (SMUs) generally larger than 40

acres. SMUs consist of unique combinations of soils and

proportions of soils. A single specific soil type can occur

in more than one SMU, but will not be in the same

combination or proportion with other soils in different

SMUs. Some SMUs composed of several soils have soils

which are similar in productive potential. Other SMUs

are composed of soils with varying productive potential.

All soils within an SMU are inclusions; that is, soils are

not distinct from one another, and locations of soils

cannot be determined within an SMU. Information exists

only on the proportions ofeach soil within an SMU. (This

non-site-specific situation is similar to the aggregating of

timber types into Regional strata.)

Availability

The South Warner Wilderness and the Burnt Lava

Flow Special Interest Area are legally or administratively

withdrawn land from timber production. All other tim

berlands are available for timber production.

Suitability

Two physical suitability tests complete the process of

identifying land suitable for timber productionlThe first

tests whether technology is available that will ensure

timber production, including harvesting, from the land

without irreversible resource damage to soil productivity

or watershed condition. The second tests whether rea

sonable assurance exists that such lands can be ade

quately restocked within 5 years after final harvest.

On the Modoc National Forest, no areas have been

identified that would be irreversibly damaged by timber

l Definitions of Regional type, size, and density labels are in R6 FSH 2409.21b Timber Management Plan Inventory Handbook.
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harvest, providing that Best Management Practices are

applied. Technologically, all available lands pass this first

test.

The criteria for determining adequate restocking and

guidelines for determining final harvest are found in FSM

1922.24(f):

When trees are cut to achieve timber production

objectives, the cuttings will be made in such a way as to

assure that lands can be adequatelyrestockedwithin five

years after final harvest. Research and experience indi

cate that the harvest and regeneration practices planned

can be expected to result in adequate restocking. Ade

quatc restocking means that the cut area will contain the

minimum number, size, distribution, and species com

position of regeneration as specified in regional silvicul

tural guides attached to the Forest Plan for each forest

type. Five years after final harvest means five years after

clearcutting, five years after final overstory removal in

shelterwood cutting, five years after the seed tree re

moval cut in seed tree cutting, or five years after selec

tion cutting.

The minimum number of trees per acre for adequate

restocking was established in the Regional Guide by

forest type as follows:

Ponderosa Pine

PonderosaPine

PonderosaPine

PonderosaPine

Red & White Fir

Mixed Conifer

  

The Forest identified 17,840 acres as land physically

unsuitable for adequate restocking 5 years after final

harvest. According to the soil inventory, 26,000 acres of

non-forested land was identified as potentially capable of

growing 20 cubic feet per acre. After field evaluation,

Forest timber staff found only 7,862 acres acceptable for

timber production. On the remaining 17,840 acres,

ground conditions showed no reasonable assurance of

tree stocking within five years.

Suitable timberland on this Forest (619,258 acres) is

separated into two categories:

Timberland Growing More Than 20 Cubic Feet Per

Acre Per Year (> 20 Lands)

This is land that can be managed for a full range of

silvicultural methods, either even-aged or uneven-aged

management. Harvests can be by group selection, clear

cut, shelterwood, thinning, or single-tree selection. Over

435,000 ares are available to full or modified timber

management. Full timber management prescriptions re

sult in optimum timber production in volume and value.

Modified timber management prescriptions are de

signed to meet other resource outputs together with

timber outputs and result in reduced timber yields.

Timberland Growing Less Than 20 Cubic Feet Per

Acre Per Year (< 20 Lands)

Less productive but suitable timberlands are managed

separately from > 20 lands. Over 184,000 acres oftimber

lands contain large amounts of rock and inclusions of

better soils. Inclusions are too small to be mapped. The

largest area is about 60,000 acres, located in the Long Bell

area. This area is composed of fractured lava reefs. Other

< 20 lands consist of a layer ofshallow soils with high rock

content over old lava flows. Limited timber management

is practiced on these lands. That means harvesting is

nominal, occurring when sufficient understory trees are

present to replace what is removed. If all lands are har

vested, estimated yield from < 20 lands is approximately

4 MMBF, equivalent to 5% of the inventory on this land

per decade.

Separating >20 lands from < 20 lands was based on

both soil and timber information. Since SMUs are larger

than timber types, vegetation within SMUs were used to

define inclusions of soils with different productive poten

tials. SMUs were ranked by their apparent productive

potential by the Soil Scientist. This ranking system sepa

rated sparsely stocked timber located on deep soils

(which could be more fully stocked) from sparsely

stocked timber located on shallow rocky soils (which are

as well stocked as possible).

SMUs are aggregations of 2-3 major soil types. The

Soil Scientist grouped SMUs into three productivity cat

egories. SMUs in Group 1 were productive soils. Group

2 SMUs were soil complexes with both productive and

less productive soils. Group 3 SMUs were soils of low

productive potential and distinguishable as shallow soils

not capable of producing > 20 cubic feet ofwood growth

per acre per year. The exception in group 3 was timber

strata with good stocking; these lands were considered

> 20 lands.
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Group 2 SMUs posed the most difficult to separate

>20 lands from <20 lands. Again, when stocking was

good (G), the land was considered >20 lands. Field

evaluations showed that some poorly stocked timber

lands, however, were a mixture of >20 lands and <20

lands. To correct this problem, the ratio of poor to

sparsely stocked stands was used to distinguish >20

lands from < 20 lands. Since poor and sparsely stocked

stands had been aggregated in the Forest data base, the

original timber type data was used to supply ratios for

each strata. The problem caused by aggregating the two

density classes was not discovered until after the Forest

data base was complete.

Note that full and modified timber management can

be applied only on >20 lands only, and limited timber

management can onlybe applied on < 20 lands. The < 20

lands are regulated separately, and outputs are not co

mingled with > 20 lands outputs.
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AppendixP

Major Silvicultural Systems and Their Application
 

INTRODUCTION

This appendix describes the major silvicultural systems

used in land management planning for the Modoc Na—

tional Forest, and the advantages and disadvantages of

each, considering both biological and managerial per

spectives. However, almost all of the information in this

paper also applies to selecting an appropriate silvicul

tural system for a particular stand.

Silvicultural systems are used to manage forest stands.

A silvicultural system is a planned sequence oftreatments

for controlling the species composition and structure of

the vegetation during the life of a stand. A stand is a

community of trees sufficiently uniform to be distinguish

able as a silvicultural or management unit. Typically,

stand sizes vary from 5 to over 30 acres on most forest

lands. However, pine stands on the Devil’s Garden Pla

teau tend to be larger.

Management objectives for stands typically are com

binations of forest products and amenities, e.g.: specific

amounts of livestock forage, water runoff, and wood

products; kinds of wildlife habitat; and specific scenic

view qualities. No single silvicultural system can produce

all desired combinations of products and amenities from

a particular stand, or from a national forest.

Forests are managed by using combinations ofsilvicul

tural systems to achieve the forest management objec

tives. All of the silvicultural systems discussed here are

used in the national forests in California. The combina

tions vary greatly, depending on the characteristics of

local forest ecosystems and differing management objec

tives.

Selection of the appropriate silvicultural systems oc

curs at both the national forest land management plan

ning level and ranger district project level. The forest’s

selection is based on a broad match of silvicultural sys

tems with the overall planning objectives and ecological

characteristics ofbroadly-defined land classes. Examples

of land classes are: areas capable, available and suitable

for growing commercial wood products; streamside man

agement zones; and raptor management areas. The

Modoc has further distinguished this land into and land

capable of greater than or less than 20 cu. ft. of wood

production per acre per year. At the ranger district,

project level selection of silvicultural systems is typically

made by a certified silviculturist. Choices are based on

matching the attributes of the silvicultural systems with

specific management objectives and the ecological char

acteristics for specific stands.

DESCRIPTIONS OF THE

SILVICULTURAL SYSTEMS

A silvicultural system for timber production typically

includes cutting trees, growing new trees, and controlling

competing plants. Cuttings are classified as regeneration

cuttings (those that help to replace stands), and interme

diate cuttings (those that maintain or improve the char

acter of existing stands).

Silvicultural systems are not just the creation of forest

ers; rather, they are adaptations of natural occurrences.

Nature makes “regeneration cuttings” by means of fire,

insects, disease, wind, and other phenomena; by remov

ing a single tree, a small group of trees, a stand, or

sometimes a whole forest.

Regeneration cuttings strongly influence stand char

acteristics and management options. Therefore, the 5

major silvicultural systems are named after them:

clearcutting, seed-tree, shelterwood, single-tree selec

tion, and group selection. Each of these systems includes

regeneration cuttings to establish new tree seedlings or

sprouts, and intermediate cuttings to develop the desired

stand characteristics, such as species composition, spa

tial distribution, and plant vigor.

The clearcutting, seed-tree, and shelterwood systems

are even-aged systems; which means that all of the trees

in the stand are approximately the same age for almost

all the life of the stand. The single-tree and group selec

tion systems are uneven-aged systems; the trees in the

stand differ markedly in age, with at least three major age

classes present. Uneven-aged stands have no beginning

or end points in time.

Even-aged Systems

Clearcutting is the harvesting, in one operation, of all

merchantable trees in a stand or a larger area to help

establish a new even-aged stand. The new stand may be

created by natural processes such as seeding from trees

in adjacent stands, or by sprouting from the stumps or

roots of the cut trees. The new stand can also be created

by people through broadcast scattering of seeds, or by
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planting seeds or seedlings. In California, and the Modoc

specifically, clearcut stands are usually regenerated by

planting seedlings.

Clearcutting does not necessarily mean that all unmer

chantable trees are removed. Where feasible, high-qual

ity unmerchantable trees are saved to become part of the

new stand. A 1987 survey showed that on gentle terrain

in the national forests on the western slope of the Sierra

Nevada mountains, high-quality unmerchantable trees

are being retained on an average of 10 and 20% of the

acres being regenerated to ponderosa pine, and to red fir

or white fir, respectively.

The clearcutting silvicultural system is illustrated in

Figure P-l.

The shelterwood system (shown in Figure P-2) re

quires leaving sufficient trees per acre (typically 10 to 20),

during the regeneration cutting, to provide an environ

ment that protects (shelters) the seedlings of a new even

aged stand. Protection may be needed from excessive

moisture stress or frosts in some forest areas. The new

stand can be created by the natural or artificial processes

described above.

Regeneration under shelterwoods by planting seed

lings is a common practice on national forest lands in the

Region and is planned on the Modoc. The shelterwood

trees are harvested following establishment of the seed

lings ofthe new even-aged stand. The shelterwood system

is the second-most commonly used even-aged system on

national forest lands in Region 5, after the clearcutting

system. The shelterwood system is most commonly used

in stands where red or white fir are to be regenerated.

The seed-tree system (shown in Figure P-3) leaves 3

to 10 good seed-producing trees per acre during the

regeneration cutting. These trees produce the seed

needed to establish a new even-aged stand. Following

seedling establishment, the seed trees are harvested. This

system has seldom been used for intensive timber man

agement on the national forest lands in Region 5. The

primary reasons were: frequent unreliability of natural

regeneration in the desired periods, invasion of cleared

lands by vegetation (particularly shrubs) undesirable for

full timber production, and the poor economics of har

vesting the few seed trees after natural seedlings were

established.

Uneven-aged Systems

In the single-tree selection system (shown in Figure

P-4), each tree is evaluated for its contribution to the

desired characteristics of the uneven-aged stand. Regen

eration and intermediate cuttings are usually done in one

operation. The desired seedlings or sprouts grow in the

spaces created by harvesting of individual trees.

Repeated selection cuttings, part of the single-tree

selection system, have been used frequently to manage

national forest lands, particularly in the Sierra Nevada

and Cascade Mountain Ranges. There has been a major

shift to using the clearcutting or shelterwood systems

over the last two decades. The primary reason is that the

selection cuttings caused significant understocking in

many stands, thereby reducing productivity. There are

many examples of poor selection cuttings in California

and on the Modoc (especially in ponderosa pine) under

the guise of the single-tree selection system. High quality,

large trees were cut, leaving inferior, small trees. Genetic

principles were ignored, and many stands were left un

derstocked, with slow-growing, small trees that are more

susceptible to attacks by insects and diseases. In these

situations, establishing a new even-aged stand typically is

the most efficient way of regaining desired productivity

levels and other stand qualities. The Timber AMS docu

ments some adverse effects of past selection cutting on

the Forest. Particularly troubling are many miles of skid

trails and lands that are never closed because they are

needed for frequesnt entries to the same stand.

The group selection system harvests trees in groups of

less than 5 acres. The openings created in the stand

resemble miniature clearcuts. The uneven-aged stand

consists of a mosaic of even-aged groups. Thus, the group

selection system uses the principles of even-aged systems

described above to manage much smaller units of land.

Currently, the group selection system is used less fre

quently than the single-tree selection system on the na

tional forest lands in Region 5.

Even-aged systems are more practical than uneven

aged systems for intensive management of wood prod

ucts. The reasons are explained in the section below on

“Managerial Contrasts Among Forests and Stands Man

aged by Various Silvicultural Systems.”

TIMBER YIELD AND REGULATION OF

FORESTS AND STANDS

Timber yield is the amount of wood that is harvested

periodically from a specified forest area. The maximum

yield allowed from a national forest for a planning period

(typically one decade), is called the allowable sale quan

tity. By federal law, the allowable sale quantity generally

cannot exceed the long-term, sustained capacity of that

forest to grow wood. Within each national forest, stands

are managed by silvicultural systems to achieve continu

ous production of the allowable sale quantity.

P-2 Major Silvicultural Systems



Figure P - 1. Clearcutting

Clearcutting. Part of a mature

stand is cut, removing all trees. A

new stand arises from seeds of

surrounding trees or from sprouts

sent up by roots or stumps.

Seedlings may also be planted or

seeds broadcast. When the new

trees are well on their way in the

unobstructed light of the clearing, a

neighboring stand of mature trees is

cut in turn. (The illustration is from

The Secret Life of the Forest by

Richard M. Ketehum, ©1970 by

American Heritage Press, and is

used with the permission of l‘I

do"—

McGraw-Hill Book Company and

"w’tl'm'"'

“Til-iii

q‘
the Society of American Foresters.)
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Shelterwood System. A mature

stand is partially cut, leaving some of

the better trees ofdesired species to

grow, cast seed, and provide shade

and perhaps other shelter for the

new stand. Usually more trees are

left per acre than in the seed-tree

system. These shelter trees will be

harvested after seedlings have

become established and no longer

need protection. (The illustration is

from The Secret Life ofthe Forest by

Richard M. Ketchum, ©1970 by

American Heritage Press, and is

used with the permission of

McGraw-Hill Book Company and

the Society of American Foresters.)
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Figure P - 3. Seed-Tree System

 

Seed-Tree System. The mature

stand is logged, but enough trees are

left to reseed the area. The seed

trees usually are large and valuable,

and may be harvested when they

have fulfilled their purpose. Like

clearcutting, the system favors

light-demanding species. (The

illustration is from The Secret Life of

the Forest by Richard M. Ketchum,

©1970 by American Heritage Press,

and is used with the permission of

McGraw-Hill Book Company and

the Society of American Foresters.)

Single-Tree Selection System. Cuts

are made more often than in other

systems, but since the entire stand is

never removed, appearances are

not much affected. Undesirable

trees are removed, overly dense

areas are thinned, and mature trees

are harvested during each cut.

Seedlings of shade-tolerant species

develop wherever they can find

room. The stand contains trees of

many ages. (The illustration is from

The Secret Life of the Forest by

Richard M. Kctchum, ©1970 by

American Heritage Press, and is

used with the permission of

McGraw-Hill Book Company and

the Society of American Foresters.)
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When this continuous production level is achieved, the

forest and stands are said to be “regulated”. Where the

single-tree selection or group selection silvicultural sys

tems are used, each regulated stand would produce ap

proximately the same yield from each harvest, which

would occur about every 20 years on the Modoc. The

period between entries has been extended from the 10

year cutting cycle commonly used on other forests in

Region 5 to account for lower site quality and slower

growth. By contrast, where the even-aged systems are

used, yields from each harvest in a regulated stand would

not be equal, but the average yield for the Forest would

be the same.

The conversion of wild stands to regulated stands in

many of California's forests has just begun. The goal of

regulation will take many decades to achieve. No major

forest in California has yet been regulated.

BIOLOGICAL CONTRASTS AMONG

FORESTS AND STANDS MANAGED BY

DIFFERENT SILVICULTURAL SYSTEMS 1

Appearance

Variation in 'Iree Age

A forest managed by even-aged silvicultural systems

consists of a mosaic of even-aged stands. Every age class

would be represented in a regulated forest, and each age

class would be represented by approximately the same

number of stands. A regulated forest managed by the

group selection system would resemble forests managed

by the even-aged silvicultural systems; except that the

even-aged components (groups) would be much smaller

and more numerous. By contrast, each stand in a regu

lated forest managed by the single-tree selection system

would have trees of many ages (perhaps all ages).

The oldest (or largest) trees in any managed forest

depend primarily on the management objectives, not on

the silvicultural systems. In particular, the amounts of

large- or old-growth to be produced or maintained de

pend more on the willingness to forego yields than on the

kinds of silvicultural systems used to manage stands.

Variation ‘in Developmental Stages

In the even-aged and group selection systems, all

stages of forest development are present in the forest;

1 The key biological contrasts are summarized in Table P-l.

includinggrasses, forbs, shrubs, tree seedlings, and larger

trees. Each stage is represented by entire stands or

groups. By contrast, in the single-tree selection system

the areas dominated by small plants such as grasses,

forbs, or shrubs are commonly very small (for example,

less than one one-hundredth of an acre), but they occur

somewhere in every stand. In a regulated forest, the total

area occupied by each stage should be about the same,

regardless of the silvicultural system.

Occurrence of'Shade-tolerant and lntoleranti’lants

Even-aged and group selection systems favor plants

that can be readily established and which grow well in full

sunlight (shade-intolerant plants). These include grasses,

most forbs and shrubs, and many of the most valuable

commercial tree species, such as ponderosa pine The

single-tree selection system favors plants that can be

readily established and grow well at low light levels

(shade-tolerant plants). Examples in California forests

are many ferns; few grasses, forbs, and shrubs; many

non-commercial hardwood tree species; and a few com

mercial conifer tree species, such as white fir and in

cease-cedar.

However, on forest lands (such as on the Modoc)

where lack of soil moisture or other soil conditions cause

low plant densities, shading by trees is greatly reduced.

There, shade-intolerant plants will persist if the single

tree selection system is used. However natural regenera

tion of conifers rarely occurs in these stands, or occurs

very slowly.

Diversity of Plant Species

Species diversity depends on the biological and phys

ical environments, how diversity is evaluated, and on how

the stands are managed under the various silvicultural

systems.

On moderate- to high-quality lands, stands managed

by the single-tree selection system shift toward shade-tol

erant species. In California, many stands and forests

which were previously dominated by commercially more

valuable pine and Douglas fir now have large components

of less valuable tan oak, madrone, or white fir. This

process could reduce tree species diversity in such

stands, compared with management by other silvicultural

systems. The shift toward more shade-tolerant species

also means that the species diversity of plants near the
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ground would eventually be lower in stands managed by

the single-tree selection system.

The species composition of commercial tree species

can increase or decrease during stand regeneration, de

pending on the environmental conditions, availability of

natural seed, selection of species to be planted, and the

success of the plantings. If artificial regeneration fails in

stands with mixed species, the diversity in the naturally

regenerated stand may be reduced significantly. Poten

tial seed trees ofsome species could have been harvested,

or only certain species (for example, white fir) could

regenerate naturally under the brush that rapidly occu

pies newly harvested areas.

If both artificial and natural regeneration fail, the

species diversity of commercial trees has been signifi

cantly reduced. The risk of a complete regeneration fail

ure is least for the'single-tree selection system. There is

high probability of successful natural regeneration of all

species where openings are small, seed sources are pres

ent, and ground environmental conditions are suitable

for tree seedling establishment. However, these factors

are not generally present on the Modoc. Many acres of

understocked pine on this Forest attest to the cumulative

effects of small regeneration failures after each selection

cut. The risk of loss of diversity in large openings can be

reduced by planting all appropriate species, or by desig

nating appropriate seed trees or shelterwood trees of

mixed species.

Vertical Diversity

The vertical diversity in stands managed by the even

aged or group selection systems can be quite limited.

Typically there is a single dominant layer of seedlings,

saplings, or larger trees. However, considerable diversity

exists in stands with larger trees because some trees are

taller and have fuller crowns than others. Full vertical

diversity still occurs over the forest, but not in each stand

or group. By contrast, in the single-tree selection system,

the vertical diversity within each stand should be much

greater. Seedlings, saplings, and trees in larger tree

classes should be seen from any point in the stand.

The Vigor

If the stands are well managed, tree and stand vigor

should be independent of silvicultural systems with three

exceptions. First, new seedlings in openings (particularly

shade-tolerant species such as red fir and white fir) are

heavily stressed by heat and lack of adequate water, until

they develop good root systems. These stresses often

cause heavy mortality (especially of natural seedlings, or

of low-quality or mishandled or poorly planted seedlings

from nurseries). Second, seedlings in openings are more

susceptible to damage or mortality from frosts, particu

larly at high-elevation sites. Where seedling mortality

(even of high-quality, properly handled and planted nur

sery seedlings) is expected to be excessive, use of the

single-tree selection, shelterwood, and group selection

(where groups are small) systems are favored. Third,

maintaining good vigor ofsmall shade-intolerant species,

such as ponderosa pine, can be very difficult in stands

managed by the single-tree selection system. To promote

vigor and growth of these trees, tree density may have to

be reduced, which can significantly reduce timber yields.

Many stands on national forest lands are severely

infected with certain root diseases or dwarf mistletoes. It

is very difficult and costly to maintain or improve tree

vigor and productivity there if the single-tree selection

system were used. These root diseases and dwarf mis

tletoes infect other trees more easily when this system is

used.

Genetic Resources

Conservation of Genes

Genetic diversity is virtually unaffected when natural

or artificial regeneration of commercial tree species is

successful. (Successful artificial regeneration means that

appropriate procedures are used during seed collection

to ensure a large genetic diversity in the collected seed.)

However, if regeneration of a particular species were to

fail repeatedly over broad areas, genetic diversity would

be reduced.

Quality of Genes

Where improperly applied, the single-tree selection

system can lead to “high-grading”, which in turn reduces

genetic quality for wood production. High grading is the

selective removal of the best trees (most rapidly growing,

largest, and most valuable for wood), so that most regen~

eration comes from seed produced by the lower-quality,

remaining trees.

The average genetic quality may be significantly low

ered in a stand managed by the single-tree selection

system, because of higher rates of inbreeding. Some for

est geneticists theorize that inbreeding should also in

crease under the shelterwood or seed-tree systems.

Nearby trees of the same species usually are closely

related, and they can pollinate each other. The natural

seedlings should be even more inbred. By contrast, arti

ficial regeneration or natural regeneration from edges of

large openings reduces the probability of significant in
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breeding. Large openings facilitate pollen movement

from more distant, less closely related trees.

Productivity

Scientific long-term comparisons ofwood production

using various silvicultural systems have not been made

anywhere in the world. This comparison will be possible

many decades from now at Blodgett Forest, a University

' Clear

Cutting

I able P - 1. Major Silvicultural Systems by Principal Biological Attributes

Appearance

Diversity of tree sizes in a stand:

—Vertical

—l-lorizontal

Number of openings in a forestlz

—Larger than 2 acres

—1/10th to 2 acres

—Smaller than 1/10th acre

Potential for conserving or improving plant

species diversity in a stand

Genetics

Resistance to inbreeding effects

Resistance to degradation by “high-grading”

Ell-ElII

Potential for conserving genes in a forest2

Productivity

Potential for producing biomass

ElDUE]

Cl is Good, Excellent, or Many

1 is Moderate or Few

I is Poor or None

of California research facility. Theoretically, the total

biological productivity (biomass) may be greatest for

stands managed by the single-tree selection system. This

is because of more continuous tree cover, compared to

the other systems. However, merchantable stand growth

and timber yields may not be higher for the single-tree

selection system. Merchantable yields are strongly influ

enced by managerial factors.

Group

Selection

Single-Tree

Selection

Shelter-wood 1E ;.

Ell-ElII Ell-ElII

ElEIEJEIDID.

ElE1“-“UUIIDE]

1 Exclusive of roads and natural opening such as meadows or rock outcrops.

2 Assumes all harvested species are planted successfully, or will regenerate naturally‘, otherwise "Poor".

3 Assumes no major fires; otherwise "Poor".
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MANAGERIAL CONTRASTS AMONG

FORESTS AND STANDS MANAGED BY

VARIOUS SILVICULTURAL SYSTEMS 1

Public Concerns

In the last two decades the clearcutting system and to

a lesser extent the shelterwood and seed-tree systems,

have generated controversy in the United States and

Europe.

At least six major concerns confront California for

ests:

—Clearcut areas are regarded as visually unattractive.

—The risks of significant soil erosion and loss of soil

productivity are thought to be much greater for the

clearcutting system.

—Regeneration of clearcut stands may be unreliable.

-The risks of significant genetic losses may be much

greater for the clearcutting system because new

stands may be monocultures.

—The use of chemical herbicides (strongly opposed by

some groups and individuals) may be much greater if

even-aged systems are used, particularly the

clearcutting system

—Artificial regeneration, particularly of even-aged

stands, may be too costly.

All of these undesirable effects can occur under any

silvicultural system. However, the risks of some are sig

nificantly different among certain systems. Concerns

about genetic losses were addressed earlier in the sec

tions on Diversity of plant species and Genetic Re

sources. The other five concerns are discussed in the

following sections on Effects on Scenic Quality, Risks of

Adverse Effects on Watersheds and Soils, Scientific

Knowledge Base, Management Experience, Need for

control of competing vegetation (including the use of

herbicides), and Treatment costs.

Other managerial aspects of the silvicultural systems

are also discussed in the sections below: risk of major

wildfires; risk of damage by insect, disease, or wildlife

pests; production of livestock forage; protection of cul

tural resources; administration of silvicultural projects;

timber harvesting effieiency; genetic improvements in

forests; and effects on fisheries and wildlife.

Effects on Scenic Quality

It is usually easier to create or maintain naturally-ap

pearing landscapes with uneven-aged systems rather

than even-aged systems. Uneven~aged systems are usu

ally less noticeable because they create less contrast and

are more flexible in design. However, long-term mainte

nance of natural appearing landscapes can be more dif

fieult under the uneven-aged systems, particularly for the

single-tree selection system, because the inevitable natu

ral wildfires are more difficult to control. (See the section

on Risk of Major Wildfires.)

Depending on circumstances, all silvicultural systems

may achieve visual quality objectives, whether the em

phasis is on wood production or natural-appearing land

scapes. Regeneration cutting in some situations can meet

retention or partial retention objectives; for example,

partial cuttings, such as shelterwood or single-tree selec

tion, or openings that emulate and blend with natural

conditions. Which alternatives are optimal, or even fea

sible, depend on factors such as location relative to the

viewer, slope steepness, and available topographic or

vegetative screening.

Risks of Adverse Effects on Watersheds and

Soils

These risks depend more on the characteristics of the

watershed and soils, and on the care and quality of work,

than on the kind of silvicultural system used. Adverse

effects associated with any silvicultural treatment can

usually be avoided or mitigated. The major possible ad

verse effects are erosion, sedimentation in waterways,

soil compaction, and loss of soil productivity through soil

or nutrient loss.

The risks of significant, cumulative erosion and sedi

mentation effects in watersheds usually depend more on

road quality and location than on silvicultural treatments.

The risk of significant erosion within stands depends

on how much protective vegetation and litter cover is

removed, as well as on road quality and location. This risk

is generally higher for the clearcutting system because

more cover is temporarily removed by clearcutting and

preparation for seedling establishment. The risk is least

for the single-tree selection system.

Extensive and frequent use of heavy machines can

cause significant soil compaction of some soils. The risk

of this occurring should not be different among silvicul

l The major managerial contrasts described in this section are summarized in Table P-2.
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tural systems. However, old roads, skid trails, and land

ings tend to remain without cover when used periodically

in selection systems.

The risk of soil nutrient losses is increased where

vegetation or litter is cleared or high intensity fires occur.

Again, the risk due to clearing vegetation or litter is

greater for the even-aged silvicultural systems. High in

tensity fires may occur in any stand if controlled fires are

used improperly. However, the risk of high intensity fires

is greater for the single-tree selection system because

crown wildfires are more likely. (See the section on Risk

of Major Wildfires.)

Scientific Knowledge Base

Knowledge is least for the single-tree selection system

for national forest lands in California.

Biological

Considerable research has been completed on the

biological foundations for all of the silvicultural systems.

Planting, natural regeneration, and genetic principles

have been extensively studied for all systems. Research is

more complete on early growth of young potential crop

trees and control of competing plants for the even-aged

and group selection systems. Similarly, stand growth

model research is more complete for the even-aged and

group selection systems. There are no major differences

in the knowledge base about intermediate cuttings or

about insect and disease pest management, among the

silvicultural systems.

Managerial Aspects

Research on the managerial aspects of California’s

forests has focused on the even-aged and group selection

systems. Only in the last decade have concerted efforts

been made to research the long-term practicality of the

single-tree selection system. Earlier studies were not

completed because of difficulties with controlling regen

eration of some desired species, controlling stocking, or

sustaining the desired stand structures and merchantable

yields. This resulted in strong recommendations against

the system by many forest research scientists. New inter

est has been generated by demands for continuous forest

cover, maintenance of an unmanaged appearance, and

an alternative to management by the even-aged systems.

However, several decades of management will be re

quired before analyses of overall effectiveness can be

made.

Research in the group selection system is also under

way in California. It too will require several decades of

treatments to achieve regulated stands.

Management Experience

Timber harvesting has occurred in California for over

140 years. However, experience with managing forests

with the goal of regulating potential yields, has been

limited to the last several decades. Regulation ofnational

forest lands has only involved the even-aged silvicultural

systems, particularly clearcutting. However, extensive ex

perience has been gained with all of the silvicultural

systems in managing certain stands.

Single-tree Selection

Most of the harvesting from national forests, including

the Modoc, and many private timber lands in California

has been selection cuttings of large trees. These cuttings

were typically made with no long-term plan for managing

the stands by the single-tree selection system. This system

can require cutting trees in all size classes during each

operation. Regeneration from natural seeding was usu

ally counted on. Also, growth of the young trees and the

uncut smaller mcrchantable trees was counted on to

offset the reduction in the forest inventory due to harvest

ing the largest trees. Unfortunately, repeated harvests of

the largest trees have often caused undesirable results:

understocked residual stands with lower quality, lower

value trees. These stands will have to be regenerated

using one of the even-aged silvicultural systems or the

group selection system, so as to re-establish full stocking

of desired species.

Group Selection

The group selection system was tried extensively on

national forest land in the Region about 20 years ago.

Small openings were made to encourage natural regen

eration, particularly of sugar and ponderosa pines. Spe

cial cutting guidelines were developed for different kinds

ofnaturally-occurring groups of trees. The system, called

Unit Area Control, failed for three reasons. First, the

many small groups of natural regeneration could not be

managed efficiently. They could not be monitored.

Needed subsequent treatments were not made. The

young trees did not grow well or died. Some groups could

not be treated due to the higher costs of treating small

areas. Second, the cutting guidelines could not be used

consistently. There was great difficulty in determining

which kinds of groups were actually present in the stand,

and the location of their boundaries. Third, many of the

small groups were unavoidably destroyed when large
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trees in adjacent groups were felled, or when logs were

moved out of the stand, in later harvesting projects. It is

particularly difficult and costly to save small groups of

trees on steep slopes from excessive damage during har

vesting or preparation of the site for successful establish

ment of tree seedlings.

Even-aged Systems

The oldest plantations on national forest lands in the

Region are about 60 years old and include some planta

tions on the Modoc. Commercial thinning is suitable now,

but subject to market conditions. Within 15-20 years,

these plantations can be harvest and replaced, thus com

pleting the cycle of an even-aged silvicultural system.

Extensive experience has been gained in the regenera—

tion, promotion of young tree growth, intermediate cutt

ing, and regeneration cutting treatments for even-aged

systems in all major timber types in the Region. Overall,

artificial regeneration following clearcutting has been

very reliable in ponderosa pine, Douglas fir, and Mixed

Conifer stands. Artificial regneration has been signifi

cantly less reliable in red or white fir stands. The primary

causes of planting failures are: (1) difficulties with con

sistantly producing high-quality seedlings in the nurs

eries, and (2) planting when the environmental

conditions are inappropriate. The shelterwood system

with natural or artificial regeneration is presently used in

red or white fir standswhere regeneration after clearcutt

ing is expected to be unreliable.

Wood Production

Need for control of competing vegetation (including

the use of herbicides)

Control ofcompeting vegetation is needed in all ofthe

silvicultural systems to ensure establishment and good

growth of tree seedlings or sprouts. Some have theorized

that less control is needed in the single-tree selection

system. Under this system tree cover is more continuous,

resulting in fewer competing grasses, forbs, and shrubs.

However, these competitors cause significant moisture

stress in the seedling and sapling potential crop trees (in

addition to the moisture stress caused by the larger trees),

thereby reducing their survival and growth. There is no

compelling theoretical basis for concluding that the need

for control of competing vegetation should be reduced if

the single-tree selection system were used. Certain com

monly-occurring, major competing plants can retain

good vigor when shaded by most conifers (such as man

zanita and squaw carpet). Using the single-tree selection

system would definitely not reduce the need for control

ling competition from such plants.

Frequency of control treatments varies by silvicultural

system. Treatments under the single-tree selection sys

tem could be needed somewhere in every stand as often

as every 5 to 10 years. Average treatment frequencies in

the other systems are much lower. In any even-aged

system, up to about three treatments could be needed in

the first ten years of a new stand. No additional treat

ments may be needed until the stand is regenerated —70

years or longer on the Modoc. Thus, the average period

between treatments would be greater than 20 years. Re

gardless of the silvicultural system used, the total acres

treated (and the total pounds of herbicide applied per

acre, if herbicides were used) should be about the same

over the long term.

The aerial application of herbicides (usually the most

cost-effective, and frequently the most controversial,

method of applying herbicides) could not be used in the

single-tree selection system. Depending on topography

and vegetation structure, it could also be impractical in

the group selection system.

'Ii'eatment Costs

The size of a treatment area is a major factor in

determining treatment costs and managerial feasibility.

Generally, costs per acre in intensively managed forests

are higher when the treatment units are smaller. There

fore, the even-aged systems are the most cost efficient,

and the group selection and the single-tree selection

system (in that order) are the least cost-efficient.

Regeneration by clearcutting is the most cost-efficient

among the even-aged systems. Sheltcrwood and seed tree

systems are less so, in that order. The removal of shelter

wood trees or seed-trees, after the seedlings are estab

lished, is a second cost not required in the clearcutting

system.

In theory, the total cost of natural regeneration should

be less than for artificial regeneration. The costs of seed

collection, nursery operations, seedling handling, and

planting are eliminated. However, these savings are often

offset by increases in pre-commercial thinning costs. Nat

ural regeneration can result in much greater densities of

trees than would be planted, or are dcsireablc, especially

in the red fir type. Also, unreliabile seed production by

many commercial tree species often delays natural regen

eration. This reduces wood productivity. When natural

regeneration is delayed, the sites are occupied by com

peting plants, the control of which can be costly. Overall,

artificial regeneration insures prompt reforestation of

preferred species at desirable densities. If natural regen
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eration is to be used, the shelterwood and seed-tree

systems are usually more cost-efficient than the uneven

aged systems. The reason is the economies of scale asso

ciated with larger treatment areas. Where artificial

regeneration is to be used, the clearcutting and shelter

wood systems are more cost-efficient, for the same rea

son.

Achieving Regulated Forests, While Maintaining

Forest 'limber Harvest Levels

Regulation can be accomplished most easily with the

even-aged or group selection silvicultural systems. There

are two critical disadvantages of the single-tree selection

system. First, foresters lack the detailed information

about trees needed for cutting on a stand-by-stand basis.

There are tens ofthousands ofstands on a typical national

forest in California, with up to ten thousand potential

crop trees per stand. Currently, inventory data needed

for the single-tree selection system are lacking for about

two-thirds of these stands. Second, in the Mediterranean

climate in California, large forest wildfires are inevitable.

Reforestation after these fires creates many new even

aged stands. It is very difficult to regulate a forest under

a single-tree selection system when substantial acreages

of unplanned even-aged stands occur.

Planning, Contracting, and‘ Record Keeping

Many small units used in uneven-aged systems are

ineffective and costly to operate and administer. if stands

in a typical ranger district on this Forest were managed

byuneven-aged systems, more than 11,000 separate areas

would have to be inventoried, planned for, treated, and

monitored at the rate of 10 acres per area. Even with

computers the management complexity would be exces

sive. Therefore, the extent to which uneven-aged man

agement systems are used for intensive timber

management will necessarily be limited.

Timber Harvesting

Five important aspects of timber harvesting are

strongly influenced by the choice among silvicultural sys

tems: (1) variability in sizes of harvested trees, (2) area to

be harvested, (3) complexityofthe harvesting treatments,

(4) the probability of causing significant damage to trees

to be left in the stand, and (5) the probability of causing

long-term root disease problems. The first three influ

ence harvesting efficiencies, and the other two affect the

vigor, tree stocking, and value of the residual stand.

There is wide size variation in trees harvested in each

operation under the single-tree selection system. This

reduces harvesting efficiency because logging equipment

is size-dependent. However, this disadvantage could be

insignificant in young-growth stands.

Harvesting in the single-tree selection system is much

less efficient than in other systems because more land

must be treated in each operation to harvest the desired

yield from the forest.

The complexity of harvesting treatments is also great

est in the single-tree selection system. Identifying which

trees to cut, determining where they are to be felled,

felling the trees in the designated areas, and removing the

trees or legs out of the stand without damaging the

residual trees can be difficult and costly. in the single-tree

selection system, cuttings occur as frequently as every

10-20 years. In the other systems, only the intermediate

cuttings are as complex. The regeneration cuttings in the

other systems are more straightforward operations.

Group selection and clearcutting are the most efficient.

Logging damage to trees left to grow in the stand is

typically greatest for the single-tree selection system. it is

difficult to selectively harvest trees in dense stands with

out damaging many residual trees, particularly on steep

slopes. Damaged trees are often infected bywood-decay

ing fungi that can persist in the soil for long periods, thus

retaining the capacity to infect new trees. The fungi

reduce the windfirmness, vigor, commercial value, and

stocking of residual trees. This characteristic is a partic

ular concern in developed recreation areas where selec

tion systems are often applied. Stands with red or white

fir have an especially high probability of being infected

with wood-decaying fungi when damaged.

Genetic improvements in Forests

Genetic improvements to increase timber growth, im

prove tree form and wood quality, or increase resistance

to disease and insect pests, depend primarily on planting

trees with desirable genetic characteristics. Therefore,

the potential for genetic improvement is greater for silvi

cultural systems that use artificial regeneration. The

clearcutting, group selection, and shelterwood systems

(if artificial regeneration is used) have the greatest po

tential for improving the genetic quality of forest trees.

The single-tree selection system, with its natural regen

eration and higher rates of inbreeding, has the least

potential.
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Risk of Major Wildfires

The even-aged systems (clearcutting in particular) are

best for reducing the risk of major wildfires because the

greater control of fuel distribution makes wildfire pre

vention and suppression easier and less costly. The sin

gle-tree selection system is least desirable because fires

burn intensely and are more difficult to control. Openings

which can serve as fuel breaks occur less frequently in

forests or stands managed by this system. Also, the mul

tiple tree layers create “ladders”, permitting ground fires

to spread into the crowns of the large trees. Crown fires

are more destructive and more difficult to control than

ground fires. Finally, the use of controlled fires to reduce

the risks of large wildfires is most difficult and costly in

the single-tree selection system. Since the 1940's, over

50,000 acres of plantations have been established after

such fires on the Forest.

Risk of Significant Pest Damage

Silvicultural treatments reduce risks by selecting ap

propriate tree species, by diversifying within and among

stands, and by maintaining tree vigor. Diversification

within stands is increased through use of multiple species

or uneven-aged silvicultural systems. Vigor is promoted

by preventing the trees and other plants from becoming

too dense. Competing plants also provide habitat for

animal pests such as pocket gophers and rabbits. Well

managed stands in all systems reduce the risk of signifi

cant pest damage. However, there are significant

exceptions.

Risk of significant insect or disease damage to trees

increases if the trees have been wounded. Many wounds

occur during silvicultural treatments. Accidental scar

ring can be caused by felling nearby trees, or by bumping

them with machines or logs moving through the forest.

Risk increases with frequency of stand treatments, par

ticularly cutting. Cutting frequency is much higher for the

single-tree selection system than for others, so the risk of

significant insect and disease damage is highest.

The Modoc budworm is a major defoliator present in

white fir on the Forest. Outbreaks have occurred about

every 10 years and are becoming more severe. The dense,

multi-layered stands of shade-tolerant white fir are the

primary precipitating factor. These conditions can be

reversed by an even-aged management system which can

bring greater diversity of species, age class, and density

than is capable with uneven-aged management.

Two serious diseases, dwarf mistletoes and some root

rots, can be difficult, costly and,in some cases, impossible

to control under selection systems. Damage from these

diseases is most easily controlled by managing entire

stands. Dwarfmistletoe plants can project seeds down on

trees within about 100 feet horizontally, thereby infecting

nearby susceptible species. Even-aged systems allow the

manager to control damage from this pest through cut

ting treatments.

Many root disease fungi infect susceptible trees by

root-to-root contact. Some root diseases start at harvest

time and spread to other trees in the stand. Control may

require killing trees in a zone around the infected area.

Uneven-aged management, particularly the single-tree

selection system, can perpetuate root disease “centers”

and spread infection.

Generalizations about wildlife pest damage and silvi

cultural systems are difficult. The major potential wildlife

pests in the Region include pocket gophers, deer, porcu

pines and rabbits. These animals feed in vegetation dom

inated by grasses, forbs, shrubs, or tree seedlings. Use of

the even-aged or group selection systems can create large

areas temporarily dominated by this kind of vegetation.

This can cause higher densities of potential pests, which

increases the risk of significant damage to potential crop

trees. However, often the actual damage levels are not

increased where this occurs.

Production of Livestock Forage and Browse

Even-aged systems and the group selection system are

best for livestock production. Grasses, forbs, and shrubs

used by livestock occur in the greatest quantity in open

ings. Management efficiency increases in large forage

areas because livestock control and access is easier and

less costly.

Protection of Cultural Resources

There should be no significant differences among the

silvicultural systems in their risk of damage to undetected

cultural resources. Damage depends more on the inten

sity and frequency of management treatments than on the

kind of silvicultural system, particularly when large ma

chines are used.

Effects on Fisheries and Wildlife Habitat

Fisheries habitat is most easily protected where the

water quality is high, stream temperatures are kept mod

erate through shading, and where the runoff quantity is

sufficient to maintain spawning areas. The single-tree

selection or group selection systems are usually more

advantageous than the even-aged systems for managing

the vegetation in streamside management zones and ri

parian areas. However, the silvicultural systems used
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outside these zones does influence the amount of sedi

ment in the water (see the discussion in the section titled

Risks of Adverse Effects on Watersheds and Soils.)

The choice of silvicultural systems to best manage

wildlife habitat depends on which species are to be cm

phasized. Regardless of which treatment is used in a

stand, some species will benefit and others will not. Most

wildlife species are adapted to thrive in specific struc

tures and species of forest vegetation. For example, the

use of the even-aged or group selection systems favors

deer, quail, and rabbits that use herbaceous and shrubby

  

al Attribute

  

Overall Public Acceptance

Natural Appearance

  

Soil Protection in Stands

Soil Stability where soils have high

erosion potentials

[:1

Scientific Knowledge Base and Management

Experience

  

Wood Production

  

Cost efficiency of treatments:

—General (based on treatment unit size)

—Regeneration

—Feasibility of aerial application

of herbicides

—Harvesting

Potential for regulating the forest, while

maintaining harvest levels

Administrative efficiency (planning,

contracting, and record keeping)

Need for control of competing vegetation

Potential for retaining vigor and value of

residual trees1

DUDE]Ell][1*[1

Potential for genetic improvement of

trees by planting

Controlling Wildfires in a Forest

Potential for controlling major wildfires

Potential for using controlled fires to

manage fuels

DE]

able P - 2. Major Silvicultural Systems by Key Managerial Attributes

  

vegetation most abundant in large openings in the forest.

The single-tree selection system may favor animals that

need vertical diversity, such as spotted owls and tree

squirrels.

Almost all forest wildlife species could use a particular

young-growth stand at some time in its development

regardless ofthe silvicultural system. (The exceptions are

the few species that may be totally dependent on very

large, decadent trees for habitat.) The kind of system

Group

‘Selection

Single-Tree

Selection
  

El [I] I I

i t i r

E] E! I I

1 t i I

1 E] I I

1: 1 I I

El E] D E]

E1 E1 1 i

E] El 1 r

[I D [F I3

[3 El 1 2 I3
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Risk of Significant Pest Damage

Potential for controlling damage from dwarf

I mistletoes and certain tree root diseases

Livestock Production Potential in

a Forest

Streamside Management Zones

Potential for protecting fish habitat

Wildlife Habitat in a Forest

Potential for deer, rabbits, and quail

Potential for spotted owls and

tree squirrels

Potential for soaring hawks and eagles

E] is Good, Excellent, or Many

i is Moderate or Few

I is Poor or None

able P - 2. Major Silvicultural Systems by Key Managerial Attributes (continued)

‘ Assumes gentle slopes; otherwise “Moderate", but “Poor” for the Group and Single-tree selection systems.

2 Assumes openinp of about l-2 acres; "Poor" is smaller.

3 Assumes highly productive land; otherwise "Moderate" or "Good".

would influence the proportions of species and when and

how they could use the stand as habitat. A significant

exception is single-tree selection management applied to

large areas. The absence of large openings could prevent

use by wildlife adapted to this kind of habitat, such as

soaring hawks. Overall, a mix of the silvicultural systems

in the forest would probably best achieve most wildlife

management objectives.
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AppendixQ

Visual Quality Objectives and Program Levels
 

This appendix briefly describes visual quality objec

tives (V005) and the program levels used in the alterna

tives.

Definitions

Visual Quality Objectives are standards for the visual

management of all Forest lands. They have been assigned

to each acre of the Forest based on public concern for

scenic quality as well as diversity of natural features. For

a description of the process used to arrive at these objec

tives, see the DEIS Visual Resources Affected Environ

ment, Chapter 3. The five VQOs are:

Preservation (P)

Only ecological changes are permitted. Most manage

ment activities are prohibited. Trails, trail bridges, and

other trail-related improvements are designed and lo

cated to be visually unobtrusive.

Retention (R)

Management activities result in a natural appearing

landscape. Activities may occur but are not visually evi

dent to the casual observer. Activities repeat form, line,

color, and texture found frequently in the characteristic

landscape. Changes in the qualities of size, amount, in

tensity, direction, and pattern should not be evident.

Reducing contrast in form, line, color, and texture to

meet retention should be accomplished during operation

or immediately thereafter.

Partial Retention (PR)

Management activities remain visually subordinate to

the characteristic landscape. Activities and structures

may repeat form, line, color, or texture common in the

characteristic landscape. Activities and structures may

also introduce form, line, color or texture which are

found infrequently or not at all in the characteristic land

scape. Reducing contrast in form, line, color, and texture

to meet partial retention should be accomplished as soon

as possible after project completion or within the first

year.

Modification (M)

Management activities may dominate the original

landscape. However, activities of vegetative and land

form alteration must borrow from naturally established

form, line, color, or texture so completely and at such a

scale that its visual charateristics are those of natural

occurrences within the surrounding area or character

type. Reducing form, line, color, and texture contrast to

meet modification should be accomplished in the first

year.

Maximum Modification (MM)

Management activities of vegetative and land form

alterations may dominate the characteristic landscape.

However, when viewed as background, the visual charac

teristics must be those of natural occurrences within the

surrounding area or character type. When viewed as

foreground or middleground they may not appear to

borrow from naturally established form, line, color, or

texture. Alterations may also be out of scale or contain

detail that is incongruent with natural occurrences as

seen in foreground or middleground. Reducing form,

line, color, and texture contrast to meet maximum mod

ification should be accomplished within five years.

Meeting Visual Quality Objectives

Many design principles used to develop VQOs can

also be used on project level activities to minimize im

pacts and help meet the visual quality objective. General

guidelines for meeting retention and partial retention are

found in the Visual Retention and Timber-Visuals Pre

scriptions, respectively (Chapter 4). Modification and

VQO guidelines are found in the Even-Aged Timber and

Timber-Forage Prescriptions. More detailed guidance is

found in the visual resource management handbooks:

- USDA Handbook Number 434, National Forest

Landscape Management Volume 1.

— USDA Handbook Number 462, National Forest

Landscape Management Volume 2. Chapter 1,

The Visual Management System.

— USDA Handbook Number 559, National Forest

Landscape Management Volume 2. Chapter 5,

Timber.
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Forest Visual Resource Program Levels

Many areas of the Forest are managed for special

purposes and have been assigned a specific VQO which

does not vary by alternative. They are:

South Warner Wilderness

Burnt Lava Flow (SIA)

Glass Mtn. Glass Flow (SIA)

Preservation

Preservation

Preservation

' Medicine lake Glass Flow (SIA) Preservation

‘ Devil's Garden (RNA) Preservation

Partial
Riparian Areas Retention

Partial

Bald Eagle Management Areas Rcmmon

  

Semi-primitive areas are managed to achieve recre

ation objectives, but are included here to protect their

visual quality. Semi-primitive non-motorized areas are

managed for a retention VOO, and semi-primitive mo

torized areas are managed for partial retention VQO.

The acres vary by alternative and, in some cases, overlap

with the above areas.

High, medium, or low levels of resource management

are used, depending on the theme of the alternative.

General definitions of the program levels follow.

Law: In addition to preservation and partial retention

areas that do not vary by alternative, manage 384,300

acres for retention or partial retention VQO to protect

distinctive scenery adjacent to major travel routes and

semi-primitive areas.

Medium: In addition to preservation and partial re

tention areas that do not vary by alternative, manage

608,700 acres for retention or partial retention VQO to

protect all distinctive scenery and all areas adjacent to

major travel routes and semi-primitive areas. Some areas

seen at background distances will also be protected.

High: In addition to preservation and partial retention

areas that do not vary by alternative, manage 1,004,600

acres for retention or partial retention VQO to protect

all distinctive scenery, all lands seen from major travel

routes, and semi-primitive areas. Land immediately ad

jacent to secondary travel routes are also protected.

Figure Q-l identifies attributes of lands managed for

particular VQOs. Figure 0-2 and Table 0-1 show major

and secondary travel routes.

Q-2
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Figure Q - 1. Program Levels for Visual Quality Objectives
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250% of the mapped zone closest to the road.

3 50% of the mapped zone farthest from the road.

4 Very low and low VAC lands (the ability of the land to absorb impacts is difficult).

Moderate and high VAC lands (the ability of the land to absorb impacts is easier).
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Table Q - 1. Major (Sensitivity Level I) and Secondary (Sensitivity Level II)

Travel Routes.

‘ Sensitivity Level I Travel Routes: Sensitivity Level II Travel Routes:

Road Name

State Highway 299

County 87

County 527

Rush Creek Campground

. Hunters Ridge'

1 Knox Hat

5 Manzanita

1 Black Mountain - Tionesta

County 54

Hayden Hill

County 73'

. County 180

County 49 (Siskiyou Co.)

State Highway 295

Highgradel

Fandango

County 58

County 56

West Warner

County 64

South Warner

Mill Creek Falls

West Warner Spur B

County 42

Clarks Valley

Blue Lake Campground

Boy Scout Camp

County 1

County 120

State Highway 139

Monument

Medicine Lake

County 91

County A2 (Lassen Co.)

Forest Number

I Section of this road is Sensitivity Level 11.

Section of this road is Sensitivity Level I.

Map Code

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

J

K

L

M

N

O

P

Q

R

S

T

U

=5Q'urtlQQQ2N-<><€<

“3

Road Name

Dismal Swamp

Lake Annie

Mill Creek

Buck Creek

Lassen Creek

Cold Creek Spur A

Cold Creek

Benton Creek

Lake City

Warner Summit

County 18

Plum Valley

County 133C

Plantation

Deep Creek - Parker Creek

Cherry Creek

Soup Spring

Emerson Canyon

Cold Spring

Mahogany Ridge

Mosquito Creek

Long Valley

Long Valley Ridge

Tichnor Cave

Cougar Butte

South Connector

Highgrade'

Paynes Spring

Mud Springs

Little Mount Hoffman

Shasta Tie

Stone Coal

Pit River

Hulbert

County 417 (Lassen Co)

County 90

Hunters Ridge‘

Cooley Gulch

County 54

Crowder Flat‘

County 114

West Side

Forest Number Map Code

=I°°.-a“.°.-".°I“’.-<
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Figure Q-2. Major (Sensitivity Level I) and Secondary

(Sensitivity Level 11) Travel Routes

Sensitivity Level 1

Sensitivity Level 2
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Appendix R

Budgets and Their Relationship to the Forest Plan
 

The purpose of this appendix is to explain how the

Forest obtains funding and what effect various funding

levels will have on implementing the Forest Plan. The

appendix explains 1) the federal budget process, 2) alter

nate sources of funding, 3) Forest priorities, and 4) mon

itoring for Plan compliance.

Federal Budget Process

The federal budget process is lengthy and complex.

The Modoc National Forest’s budget is combined with

‘ Figure R-l. Budget Process Flow Chart.
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the budgets of the other 17 national forests that comprise

Region 5 of the Forest Service. The budgets of the nine

Forest Service regions combine to form the Forest

Service's budget which is part of the Department of

Agriculture’s budget. It is reviewed by pertinent Con

gressional subcommittees. The budget is negotiated at

each step. The flow chart in Figure R-l illustrates the

chain of events a Forest budget undergoes on its way to

and from Congress.
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The role of the Forest Plan in this process is to identify

for Congress and the public what appears to be the best

program and funding level for the Modoc. As seen in the

chart, factors influencing the Forcst’s final budget are

many and relatively uncontrollable from the Forest’s per

spective. The ultimate decision-making power over the

budget resides with Congress-the total budget as well

as individual budget items (e.g., timber sales, recreation,

wildlife). Because they are unpredictable, actual budgets

probably will not match the Forest Plan budget. How

ever, the parties involved in the budget process will likely

use the Forest Plan for guidance and long-range direction

in deciding budget priorities.

Indicating the Modoc’s budget trends and funding

priorities, Table R-l shows Forest funding by appropri

ation and resource activity for fiscal years 1988, 1989, and

1990. For comparison, equivalent budget items from the

preferred alternative (PRF) are also displayed.

Table R-l. Comparison of the PRF Budget and the Forest Budget for Recent Years.

Budget Activity

National Forest System

Minerals and Geology

Land Management

Land Line Location

Maintenance of Facilities

Forest Fire Protection

Cooperative Law

Forest Road Maintenance

Forest Trail Maintenance

Timber Sale Admin. & Mgt.

Reforestation & TSl

Recreation Use

Wildlife & Fish Habitat lmprov.

Range Mangement

Soil, Water, and Air Qual. Mgt.

General Administration

Total National Forest System

Construction

FA&O Construction

Recreation Construction

Forest Road Construction

Forest Trail Construction

Total Construction

Millions of Dollars

AVG 2

(1988-90 1 PRF1990

1 Budget average for FY 1988, 1989 and preliminary 1990 budgets.

2 Funding is inflated from the 1982 dollars presented in the FEIS to 1989 dollars for comparison.
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Table R-l. Comparison of the PRF Budget and the Forest Budget for Recent Years.

(continued)

Budget Activity

  

  

Range Betterment Funds 110

Total Appropriated Funds3 5,529 6,102 6,047 5,893 10,618

Permanent Appropriations

  

Brush Disposal 223 295 447 322 483

Timber Salvage Sales 251 172 10 144 30

Total Permanent Appropriations 474 467 457 466 513

Cooperative Work

CWKV--Timber4 1,574 1,258 1,796 1,543 3,252

CWKV--Other4 592 380 610 527 694

CWFSnFire5 132 153 140 142 150

CWFS--Other5 405 122 83 203 150
  

Total Coo - rative Funds

Budget

3 Appropriated funds are comprised of National Forest System funds, construction, and range betterment funds.

4 CWKV--Timber funds are for planting and thinning projects.

CWKV--Other is for wildlife, range, and other resource improvement projects.

5 CWFS--Fire is for cooperative fire work with the State.

CWFS—-Other is for wildlife, range, and other resource improvement projects.
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Figure R-Z. Comparison of the PRF Budget and the

Average Budget for FY 1985 through 1987.

Total Budget:

$8,774,000

Reforestation/"PSI

Administration A,

' ¢"" “jut. .
Construction Al"? I

7%

10%

. 9'7.
v~h/

\‘V I

.s \~.j:/ 'ld/SdzW/Rec/Lnnds

Range/Minerals 14%

10%

AVERAGE (1988-90)

Figure R-2 displays the PRF budget and the average

budget for 1988 through 1990 as pie charts divided into

broad resource categories. The charts are proportional,

indicating a larger PRF budget. However, both charts

show a similar distribution of funds to major resource

areas.

Alternate Sources of Funding

Congress gives the budget to the Forest Service, au

thorizing it to spend both appropriated and trust funds.

While the budget is paramount in allowing a forest to

function, other factors come into play. Forests also re

ceive money and services from many other sources which

are becoming increasingly important.

Administration

Tbr Sale Admin 77; '

"'l Facilities Construction

Total Budget:

til; 1 5,377,000

Reforestation/TSI

’l'br Sale Admin

10%

s'-- i Facilities

9%

Fire . ‘ x -' 1

‘37" r». , l . ‘Wld/SAcW/Rec/Lunds

Range/Minerals 14%

i092

PRF ALTERNATIVE

 

Cooperators and permittees often aid in accomplish

ing needed work. In managing their grazing allotments,

grazing permittees do range improvement work, such as

fencing. The Forest receives funds from the State for

wildlife improvement projects and cooperative fire sup

pression. Modoc, Siskiyou, and Lassen counties maintain

374 miles of public roads on the Forest. Volunteers are

playing an increasingly large role on national forests.

Older American, job training, and youth programs re

cruit volunteers who help with office work and field

activities. In FY 1990, various contributions added

$709,000 worth of accomplishments toward Forest objec

tives.
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Forest Priorities Under the Plan

While output levels listed in the Plan are tied to budget

levels, they are not the sole or even the primary product

of the Plan. The Forest Plan establishes management

direction for the Forest including minimum management

requirements (MMRs), minimum implementation re

quirements (MIRs) (see Chapter 2), and standard and

guidelines (see Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan). The Plan

delineates which activities are appropriate for each sec

tion of the Forest. Areas managed as semi-primitive

non-motorized are managed primarily for dispersed rec

reation with no road building or timber harvesting. Other

areas are managed for range, wildlife, or timber produc

tion as their primary function.

PRF shows the maximum potential the Forest can

achieve (the amount of timber which can be sold, the

number of cattle grazed, etc.) within the bounds of man

agement direction the Forest sets for itself. Outputs pro

duced and number of activities and projects

implemented depend on actual funding.

Should Congress provide a budget below levels re

quired for plan implementation, management intensity

and production levels will be lower than projected. Re

gardless of funding levels, the Forest will implement

MMRs and MIRs contained in the Plan. MMRs and

MIRs are necessary for maintaining a healthy Forest, and

are not negotiable. Implementing Forest standards and

guidelines, however, will be affected by budget levels.

Generally, standards and guidelines fall into two cat

egories: 1) those associated with project mitigation, and

2) those which will maintain or may enhance the Forest

environment.

Standards and guidelines are not relaxed simply to

meet production levels. Under the National Environ

mental Policy Act (NEPA), an environmental analysis is

conducted for every project that affects other resources.

If an environmental analysis shows that a project cannot

be accomplished without violating standards and guide

lines, the project is modified to comply with them. If

analysis discloses that the guidelines should be modified,

then the Forest Plan will be amended.

Some standards and guidelines address maintenance

and enhancement of the environment but are not tied to

specific projects. Budget levels determine rates of proj

ect accomplishment. For example, the Forest has a guide

line to provide a range of trail experiences from “easy for

handicapped access" to “difficult for a physical chal

lenge”. Without appropriate funding, providing a com

plete range of trail experiences is unlikely within the

timeframe envisioned by the Plan.

Monitoring

Each Forest Plan includes a monitoring plan to deter

mine whether the Forest has met its goals (Chapter 5 of

the Forest Plan). If the Forest does not accomplish its

objectives outlined in the Plan, an amendment or revision

may be required. However, because Plan objectives are

expressed in average annual terms for a ten-year period,

accomplishment levels below the annual average will not

automatically trigger a plan amendment. The allowed

variability for each monitoring item is shown in the mon- '

itoring plan. If Forest activities fall outside the allowed

variability, a plan amendment or revision could be trig

gered.
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Appendix S

The Regional Timber Supply-Demand Situation in California
 

Introduction

This appendix was created to address public comment

that requested additional information on the broad level

timber supply and demand situation in relation to sup

plies from individual national forests. Existing informa

tion from recent RPA assessments, the Pacific Southwest

Regional Guide, Forest Service research publications,

and the State of California's Forest and Range Resource

Assessment Program was used for this purpose.

Historical Harvests from Public and Private

Lands — Statewide

Timber harvest in California has been in a downward

trend for over 30 years. In 1955 timber harvest in the State

from all lands totaled 6 billion board (BBF) feet. In that

year, harvest from private lands was 4.9 BBF and harvest

from national forests was 1.0 BBF. Less than 100 million

board feet (MMBF) were harvested from other public

lands. Since that time, total harvest in the State has fallen

steadily. By 1982, at the bottom of the last recession,

harvests had fallen to 2.5 BBF. Since then, annual har

vests have rebounded to more than 4.5 BBF. I-Iarvest

from private lands fell to 1.5 BBF in 1982 and have since

rebounded to 2.6 BBF. Harvest from national forests

reached a peak of 2.36 BBF in 1968. National forest

harvests then trended downward to a low of 0.9 BBF at

the bottom of the last recession and have since re

bounded to 2.0 BBF. I-larvests from other public lands

have been relatively stable — near 100 MMBF for the last

three decades (Table S-l).

As shown in Table S-l, harvest levels fluctuate widely

from year to year rather than following a smooth pattern.

Year-to-year variations are influenced primarily by

changes in housing markets and general business condi

tions. Only over the long term do timber inventory and

growth levels limit harvests.

Table S-l. California Timber Harvests by

Ownership, 1952-89. (Billion Board Feet)

.05

.04

.05

.06

.08

.07

.09

.12

.11

.11

.11

.11

.11

.14

.11

.11

.16

.12

.10

.13

.12

.10

.11

.10

.08

.09

.08

.09

.07

.04

.06

.08

.03

.06

.09

.10

.10

.10

Sources: California Department ofForestry and Fire Protection;

California State Board of Equalization; Bureau of Indian Affairs,

USDI; Bureau of Land Management, USDI; Forest Service,

 

USDA.
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Statewide Demand for Timber Products and

The Relationship to Harvest Levels

With a population that has reached 30 million people

and a high level of income per capita, California has one

of the largest markets for lumber, wood and paper prod

ucts in the world. When discussing the relationship be

tween the demand for timber products (lumber, wood,

and paper) and the demand for timber harvest (stump

age), one must translate the demand for timber products

into its timber harvest equivalent. Expressed in these

terms, the demand for timber has been increasing, At a

rate about equal to the population growth rate. Per capita

consumption of lumber has declined while per capita

consumption of paper and reconstituted wood products

has increased over the past 40 years. As population in the

State grew from 10.6 million in 1950 to 30 million at

present, total demand increased from 4 billion board feet

annually in 1950 to about 12 billion board feet annually

at present.

While the demand for timber has been increasing,

timber harvests in the State have been decreasing. The

difference between the growing demand and the declin

ing supply has been made up by increased imports to the

State-primarily from Oregon, Washington, and Can

ada. The State has changed from a net exporter to a net

importer of timber products over the last three decades.

California now relies on imports for more than 60%

of its overall timber product needs. Although California

receives only a small proportion of its imports from Can

ada, Canadian shipments to the US. have a significant

effect on the State’s ability to import timber products

from the Pacific Northwest. In contrast to California’s

reliance- on imports, the bulk of the timber products

produced in both Washington and Oregon are exported

to other States and countries. Increases in Canadian

shipments to the eastern half of the US. have displaced

timber products from the Pacific Northwest. The result

has been an increase in the availability of timber products

from the Pacific Northwest for California markets. In

creased production in the South has also been displacing

the Pacific Northwest in eastern markets, which has also

increased the availability of products from the Northwest

in California markets.

Broad Level Socio-Economic Effects

About 95% of California’s population lives in urban

areas. For consumers, the primary effect of changes in

harvest levels in the State is a change in prices paid for

timber products. A reduction in timber harvests in the

State reduces competition among suppliers, raises mar

ket prices, and leads to increased use of imported prod

ucts. Econometric analysis done by the Pacific Northwest

Forest and Range Experiment Station in 1990 indicates

that a 1 BBF change in harvest levelwould change lumber

prices by about 3%. This translates into a $250 change in

the price of the typical new house at current conversion

efficiencies. For the US. economy as a whole, this would

amount to a cost to home buyers of about $400 million

annually. The high level of competition in the market for

timber products means that individual national forests or

individual private timber owners cannot significantly af

fect consume prices. However, national forests or private

timber owners in aggregate can significantly affect con

sumer prices.

Another effect on the urban population is through

“indirect and induced” employment. While the employ

ment effect of changes in harvest levels is felt most

strongly in communities where logging and sawmilling

takes place, some broader level employment effects also

occur. This is because most firms that manufacture and

supply goods and services to logging and sawmill compa

nies are typically located in major urban centers rather

than in rural areas where logging and milling takes place.

Logging and milling alone typically require 4-7 per

son-years of employment per MMBF processed. Newer,

more specialized and automated mills using readily ac

cessible timber are at the bottom ofthis range, while more

labor intensive operations are at the top of this range.

This direct employment generates indirect employment

in firms that supply goods and services to logging and

milling firms, and induced employment in firms and gov

ernments providing goods and services to those em

ployed directly and indirectly. In undeveloped rural areas

there is little if any indirect and induced effect, because

suppliers are located outside of the area; logging and

sawmilling employees must “drive into the city" to make

major purchases. In addition, on most national forests

some of the logs harvested are trucked well outside the

primary zone of influence for manufacturing into lumber

products.

As a result, total Statewide employment effects of

changes in harvest levels are larger than employment

effects occurring in the primary zones of influence for

individual national forests. Employment effects on a

Statewide basis range between 10 and 20 person-years

per MMBF of timber harvested. These employment ef

fect estimates were made with input-output models con

structed by the Forest Service and the US. Departmant

of Commerce. They reflect present technologies. As the

trend toward increased timber utilization effieiency con

tinues, employment generated per unit of timber pro

cessed is expected to decline.
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The Outlook for Timber Supplies —Private

Lands

According to projections completed by the University

of California in July 1990, timber supplies from private

lands in California can be maintained at over 2.2 billion

board feet annually over the 10-15 year life of the Forest

Plans (Table S-2). An alternative projection prepared by

the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protec

tion in 1988 projected private timber harvests at 1.96

billion board feet annually during the life of the Forest

Plans. The primary difference between the two projec

tions is the projected response of non-industrial private

owners to higher market demand for their timber. Tim

ber harvests from this ownership are well below the level

that can be supported by available timber inventories and

growth.

Both projections indicate reduced timber supplies

from industrial timberland ownerships and increased

supplies from non-industrial timberland ownerships dur

ing the life of the Forest Plans. The primary reason for

this shift is that harvest levels on industrial ownerships

have been at a higher rate than can be sustained by

existing timber inventories and growth. By contrast, non

industrial ownership harvests have been well below the

level that can be sustained by the timber inventory and

growth on these ownerships. Both projections consider

the fact that many of the smaller no-nindustrial owners

do not consider timber harvesting, and the income de

rived from it, to be a management objective. Neither of

the two projections account for harvest restrictions that

may be imposed on private harvests as a result of the

listing of the northern spotted owl as threatened or pas

sage of initiatives on the November 1990 California bal

lot. Large reductions in harvesting as a result ofincreased

regulation of private timberlands are possible, but reli

able projections are not currently available.

Outlook for Timber Supplies —Imports

As discussed above, the Pacific Northwest is the pri

mary source of imported timber products in California.

Through displacement effects in national markets, Can

ada and the South also play a major role in determining

the supply of timber products from the Northwest that is

available to California markets.

According to studies conducted by Forest Service

research units, timber supplies from the South are likely

to increase, but at a slower rate than experienced over the

last 20 years during the life of Forest Plans. A decline in

supplies from the South is in prospect for the next century

without an increase in investment and timber growth.

Studies conducted in Canada indicate that sawtimber

growth and inventory is not expected to restrain exports

to the U5. until after the turn of the century. However,

Table S-2. Timber Harvest, Growth, and Inventory

on Private Land in California.

Average Annual

Harvest, MMBF Sawtimber Growth

1995-2005

North Coast 1,100

Northern Interior 542

Sacramento 467

San Joaquin 145

All Private Land 2,254

Industrial Private 1,760

Non-industrial Private 496

Net Annual Saw Timber

Inventory

BBF, 1995-2005

39.4

18.0

19.7

148 6.4

MMBF, 1995-2005

2,144 83.5

1,169 41.5

974 42.1

Source: Krumland, Bruce, and William McKillop, Propspecls for Supply of Private Timber In Call’ornla"

University of California, July 1990.

 

Regional Timber Supply-Demand Situation in California S-3



recent tariff and trade negotiations are expected to mod

erate Canadian exports to the US. over the near term.

A decline in timber harvests in the Pacific Northwest

over the next 10-15 years is expected. This is due to

reduced availability of timber inventories on both public

and private lands.

The overall outlook is that imports will continue to

grow to support increased demands by California con

sumers over the next 10- 15 years. However, imports will

likely increase at a lower rate than over the last 20 years,

and may decrease in availability beyond the year 2000.

The Outlook for Timber Supplies — National

Forests

‘The allowable sale quantities (ASQ) set in individual

Forest Plans are indicators of future timber supply levels

from national forests in California. The A50 places an

upper limit on the average annual amount of green saw

timber from suitable timberlands that can be sold from a

national forest in the first ten-year period of the Plan.

Nonchargeable timber (dead timber and firewood from

either suitable or unsuitable timberlands) is in addition

to the ASQ. The addition of nonchargeable volume usu

ally increases the total amount sold by a few percentage

points.

The amount of timber offered for sale in an individual

year is determined through the budget process. When the

amount of timber sold in an individual year is less than

the A80, sales in future years may be higher than the

A50, since the A80 is a limit on the average annual

amount that can be sold over a ten-year period.

Over the long term, the volume harvested equals the

volume sold. However, over shorter periods the volume

harvested can exceed (or fall short of) the volume sold by

causing the uncut volume under contract to decline (or

increase). In the early 1980's the volume harvested was

less than the volume sold, and in the late 1980's volume

harvested exceeded the volume sold.

Timber sales projected under the individual Forest

Plans in Region 5 total 1.2 billion board feet annually

(Table S-3). This projection is based on the allowable sale

quantitites from completed Forest Plans and projections

from information that is currently available for the Plans

that have yet to be finalized. These projections assume

continued implementation of interim direction of the

Regional Forester and the Chief of the Forest Service

concerning management of the northern spotted owl.

These projections are subject to change as a result of new

infomation that maybecome available concerning the owl

or other topics before the Plans are finalized.

The timber sale volume projected under the Forest

Plans is well below the 1.64 billion board foot average

annual volume sold over the period 1985-1989. Output

under the Plans is also below the 1990 RPA sale offering

goal of 1.49 billion board feet for the period 1995-2000.

The 1990 RPA goal was based on information developed

prior to the publication of the Interagency Scientific

Committee's Conservation Strategy for the Northern

Spotted Owl and its listing as a threatened species by the

US. Fish and Wildlife Service.

The Subregional Outlook -- Overview

Based on the historical pattern of log flows to mills,

the State can be divided into four major timber market

areas: North Coast, Northern Interior, Sacramento, and

San Joaquin. The Central Coast and Southern California

areas are minor producing areas.

Virtually all of the decline in the State’s timber harvest

that has occurred over the last 30 years has taken place

in the North Coast market area on private lands. The

outlook now is for relatively stable output from private

lands over the 10- to 15-year life of Forest Plans in all

major market areas.

The relative contribution of national forests to the

timber supply differs markedly between market areas. In

the North Coast area where the private timber supply has

been falling most rapidly, national forests supply only

13% of the timber. In the Northern Interior and Sacra

mento areas, national forests supply 50% of the timber.

In the San Joaquin area they supply 75%.

Timber outputs under Forest Plans are projected to

be sharply lower than average annual sale levels over the

last five years in the North Coast, Northern Interior, and

San Joaquin areas. Sale offerings in the Sacramento area

are projected to be about equal to what they have been

over the past five years. Adverse impacts on local econ

omies resulting from implementation of the Plans are

projected in all major producing areas except the Sacra

mento area. Since sawmill capacity exceeds available

timber supplies by 25 percent or more in all major pro

ducing areas, mill closures are expected to continue in all

areas of the State during the life of the Forest Plans.

The Subregional Outlook in the North Coast

Timber Supply Area

Timber harvests from private lands in the North Coast

area have recently averaged 1.1 billion board feet and are

projected to be maintained. Industrial harvests are pro

jected to decline from 900 million board feet to 780

million board feet, while nonindustrial harvests are pro
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Table S-3. Average Annual National Forest Timber Sales

Compared to the Allowable Sale Quantity in Forest Plans

as: j _jj ' ' I i985-89Average .

Timber supply I. _ Naflmll'w“ lite Sold (MMBF)

Northern Interior K181118311

Modoc

Lassen

Shasta-Trinity

Sacramento Mfindocinoz

Plumas3

Tahoe

Eldorado‘

San Joaquin Stanislauss

Sierra

Sequoia

lnyo6

San Bernardino

‘Typically, about one-half of the logs from the Klamath National Forest flow into Oregon. Most of the remainder are milled in the Northern

interior area.

2 Mendocino logs typically flow 30% to the Sacramento area, 30% to the Northern interior area, and 40% to the North Coast.

3 Plumas logs typically flow 40% to the Northern interior area, 60% to the Sacramento area.

‘ Eldorado log typically flow 60% to the Sacramento area and 40% to the San Joaquin area.

5 Stanislaus logs typically flow 20% to the Sacramento area and 80% to the San Joaquin area.

6 lnyo logs typically flow 50% to the San Joaquin area and 50% to the Northem Interior area.

' Plan status is indicated as follows:

(F) = Final Plan value

(PF) = Projected Final Plan value. Preliminary and subject to change.

 

= Final Plan value as ro'ected to be amended - 7 tlement a 11 ement.

jected to increase from 200 to over 300 million board feet supplies are projected to decline to 90 million board feet

annually. annually and comprise only 8 percent of total available

supplies. The Six Rivers National Forest provides most

of the national forest timber milled in the area, with

smaller amounts supplied by the Klamath, Shasta-Trin

ity, and Mendocino National Forests.

National forests recently have accounted for 170 mil

lion board feet or 13 percent of the timber supply in the

North Coast. Under the Forest Plans, National Forest
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The Subregional Outlook in the Northern

Interior Timber Supply Area

Timber harvests from private lands in the Northern

Interior area have averaged 540 million board feet and

are projected to be maintained. Industrial harvests are

projected to decline from 480 million board feet to 450

million board feet, while non-industrial harvests are pro

jected to increase from 65 to over 95 million board feet

annually.

National Forests recently have accounted for 600 mil

lion board feet or 53 percent of the timber supply in the

Northern Interior. Under the Forest Plans, national for

est supplies are projected to decline to about 400 million

board feet annually and comprise 42 percent of total

available supplies. The Klamath, Modoc, Lassen, Shasta

Trinity, Mendocino, and Plumas National Forests are all

major suppliers of timber that is milled in the area. Small

volumes from other Forests have also been milled in the

area (Six Rivers, Eldorado, Inyo, etc.).

There are 22 sawmills with a combined 8-hour shift

capacity of2.5 MMBF in the Northern Interior area. This

  

  

Total County

Use (MMBF)

Table 84. Log Flows by Origin and County of Use, 1976.

Modowussen‘ 157.76

} 398.31

._-sz

1 Combined to prevent disclosure.

2 includes Shasta County, California, and Klamath County, Oregon.

Source: Pacific Northwest Forest and Range Experiment Station. 1978. California Forest Industry. PNW-80.

means that mill capacity is somewhat above the available

sawtimber supply on an annual basis.

The Modoc is included in the Northern Interior tim

ber supply area. Ofthe timber harvested from the Forest,

84% is processed in Modoc and Lassen counties. This

volume is 34% of all timber processed in the two counties

(Table S-4). Timber originating from this Forest and

processed in Shasta and Klamath counties amounts to

15% of the Forest harvest. The Forest provides less than

1% to Siskiyou County.

Most timberlands in Modoc, Lassen and Siskiyou

counties are managed by the Forest Service (Table S-5).

Timber supply is controlled by this Forest in Modoc

County, by the Lassen and Plumas National Forests in

Lassen County, and by the Klamath and Shasta-Trinity

National Forests in Siskiyou County. Forest industry and

other private timber growers are the second most impor

tant producers.

The demand analysis specifically for the Modoc is

displayed in Chapter 3 Section 20 of the EIS.

  
Timber %ofTotal use

Originating From Originating

Forest (MMBF) From Forest
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Resource Bulletin PNW-89.

The Subregional Outlook in the Sacramento

Timber Supply Area

Timber harvests from private lands in the Sacramento

area have averaged 450 million board feet and are pro

jected to increase slightly. Industrial harvests are pro

jected to remain at about 400 million board feet over the

10-15 year life of the Forest Plans. Non-industrial har

vests are projected to increase from 40 to over 50 million

board feet annually.

National forests recently have accounted for 380 mil

lion board feet or 45 percent of the timber supply in the

Sacramento area. Under the Forest Plans, National For

est supplies are projected to increase slightly to 400

million board feet annually and remain at 45 percent of

total available supplies. The Plumas, Tahoe, and

Eldorado are the dominant national forest suppliers.

Smaller volumes from the Mendocino and Stanislaus and

some volume from the Lassen and Shasta-Trinity are also

milled in this market area.

Table S-S. Area of Commercial Timberland by County and Ownershipl.

(M Acres)

1 Includes commercial forest land unavailable for harvest, such as land in wilderness areas. Commercial forest land is

based on the definition used in the 1975 Timber Management Plan.

Source: Pacific Northwest Forest and Range Experiment Station. 1981. California: Trends, Problems, and Opportunities.

st Industry

ther Private

  

The Subregional Outlook in the San

Joaquin Timber Supply Area

Timber harvests from private lands in the San Joaquin

area have averaged 135 million board feet and are pro

jected to increase slightly. Industrial harvests are pro

jected to increase slightly from about 110 million board

feet to nearly 120 million board feet over the 10-15 year

life of the Forest Plans. Non-industrial harvests are pro

jected to remain at about 30 million board feet annually.

National forests recently have accounted for 380 mil

lion board feet or 74 percent of the timber supply in the

San Joaquin area. Under Forest Plans, national forest

supplies are projected to decrease to 300 million board

feet annually and decrease to 67 percent oftotal available

supplies. The Eldorado, Stanislaus, Sierra, and Sequoia

are the dominant national forest suppliers. Minorvolume

from the lnyo and San Bernardino is also milled in this

market area.
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AppendixT

Wild And Scenic River Study
 

Introduction

Summary of Findings

This appendix presents an evaluation of seventeen

streams on the Modoc National Forest for their Wild and

Scenic River potential. It includes the following:

- Discussion of the physiographic province in which

the streams occur

- Descriptions of the streams that were evaluated

- Eligibility determination for inclusion in the Na

tional Wild and Scenic River System

- Description of streams determined to be eligible

- Analysis of alternative classifications

- Interim management measures applied pending

suitability determination.

Although suitability is discussed here for information

purposes, no determinations of suitability are made in

this process.

The evaluation team found that Willow and Boles

Creeks have outstandingly remarkable values. As a re

sult, the team recommended these streams as eligible and

worthy of further consideration. In addition, the team

recommended that the remaining fifteen streams should

be dropped from further consideration. In subsequent

evaluation efforts, the team determined that Willow and

Boles Creekswere most appropriately classified as scenic

rivers and should be studied in depth to determine suit

ability. No assessment or determination of suitability was

made in this process. Suitability will be assessed in site

specific studies completed within the first three years of

Plan implementation. Standards and Guidelines in

cluded in the Forest Plan provide protection for these

river areas in the interim.

Background

In 1968, Congress passed the Wild and Scenic Rivers

Act. The purpose of the Act is “topreserve n'verine systems

containing certain exceptionally outstandingfeatures such

as scenery, recreation, geology, fish and wildlife, and his

toric and cultural resources. Selected rivers and theirimme

diate environments are to be preserved in a free flowing

condition and are to be managedforthe benefit and enjoy

ment ofpresent andfuture generations.”

In October 1979, the President directed the Depart

ment of Interior to inventory all rivers. The message also

directed agencies to assess rivers for potential additions

to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service (HCRS),

USDI (now the National Park Service), conducted a

Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NR1).

As part of the Land Management Planning (LMP)

process, national forests were directed to assess all rivers

that are included in the NRI for suitability for inclusion

in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. In addition, forest

planning documents must address all rivers, flowing

wholly or partially on National Forest System lands,

which are identified as potential Wild and Scenic Rivers

(Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 1909.12 Chapter 8).

Because neither Congress nor the Nationwide River

Inventory designated any streams on the Forest as candi

date streams, the Forest did not include an inventory or

discussion of Wild and Scenic Rivers in the Draft Plan or

DEIS. However, as a result of public comment, we initi

ated a comprehensive stream inventory which was com

pleted in 1988. The study team inventoried and evaluated

all the streams on the Forest and determined that seven

teen have high resource values meriting detailed review.

The Forest Interdisciplinary Team evaluated these sev

enteen and determined that two, Willow and Boles

Creeks, are eligible for wild and scenic river designation

because they possess one or more outstandingly remark~

able values. Further, the team identified the highest eli

gible classification for both streams as scenic.
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Physiographic Setting

To evaluate each stream segment, the evaluation team

discussed them in a context that included other streams

of a similiar nature. The team felt that candidate stream

segments were most appropriately evaluated within the

Great Basin section (22a) of the Basin and Range Prov

ince. Although several candidate streams do not drain

into the Great Basin, they exhibit vegetatative, hydro

logic, and scenic qualities similar to those streams char

acteristic of Nevada, portions of southern Idaho, and, to

a lesser extent, the Wasatch Mountains of western Utah.

This determination coincides with those boundaries dis

played in the “Physical Divisions of the United States”

prepared by Nevin M. Fenneman in cooperation with the

Physiographic Committee of the Geological Survey. Fig

ure T-1 displays these divisions as they apply to the

Pacific Southwest Region.

Description of Studied Rivers

Thirteen of the seventeen stream segments evaluated

are located in the Warner Mountains (Figure T-2). Only

one, Soldier Creek, is on the east slope of the Warners.

Soldier Creek is characterized by steep gradients, precip

itous slopes, and limited public access. The stream corri

dor and surrounding viewshed have moderate to high

scenic values and contain the remnants of an old timber

mill. The vegetation in the Soldier Creek drainage is

representative of that generally found on the east slope

of the Warners, with sage, bunchgrass, and juniper dom

inating lower elevations. Higher elevations include alpine

meadows, mixed stands of ponderosa and Jeffery pine,

lodgepole and western white pine, and white fir with

bitterbrush, mahogany, and sage. Soldier Creek contains

a trout fishery of moderate quality. No archaeological

sites have been identified in the area.

The Davis Creek drainage lies on the west slope of the

Warner Mountains north of Cedar Pass, and drains to

wetland sinks adjacent to Goose Lake. Davis Creek is

representative of the west slope of the Warners with

moderate to steep slopes and vegetation dominated by

sage, bunchgrass, and juniper in lower elevations. Mead

ows, ponderosa pine and Jeffery pine, lodgepole and

western white pine, and white fir with bitterbrush, ma

hogany, and sage grow in higher elevations. The stream

has moderate scenic values and contains a moderate

trout fishery with a small population of redband trout.

Accessibility is good with a high quality road system

providing access to all three forks. No archaeological

sites have been identified in the area.

The remaining stream segments that occur on the

Warners lie south of Cedar Pass and drain to the Pit

River. These include Shields Creek, Pine Creek, East

Creek, Mill Creek, Parsnip Creek, and the South Fork of

the Pit River. To account for substantial differences in

scenic and recreational values within a single stream

corridor, the evaluation team divided several streams

into segments that displayed a common set ofvalues. For

example, East Creek was divided into East Creek (out

side the Wilderness) and East Creek (inside the Wilder

ness.)

This group of streams is characterized by moderate to

steep gradients and vegetation types common to the west

slope of the Warners. Access is generally good in low

elevations, with a high quality road system intersecting or

running parallel to most of the streams. Stream segments

in upper elevations generally are inaccessible except by

trail. One notable exception to these generalities is Pars

nip Creek. While the upper two segments are readily

accessed by the Blue Lake road, the lowest segment,

extending from the road crossing to the Modoc National

Forest boundary, is isolated and is not serviced by a road

or trail maintained by the Forest Service.

Generally, those stream segments occurring in lower

elevations are characterized by moderate to high scenic

values, while those that lie within the South Warner

Wilderness display high to very high scenic qualities. The

69,500-acre South Warner Wilderness encompasses

pleasant beauty with spectacular scenery. The view from

the highest peaks in the Wilderness is panoramic, with all

of Modoc County and much of Lassen County and north

eastern Nevada visible.

Mount Shasta and Mount Lassen stand out majesti

cally in the distance. Tumbling streams, a few small lakes,

many springs, and associated small meadows and aspen

groves contribute to the overall beauty ofthe area. Salient

points of scenic interest include Mill Creek Falls and

Clear Lake in the Wilderness segment of Mill Creek, and

Blue Lake in the upper segment of Parsnip Creek.

Moderate to good fisheries exist in most of these

streams; several include small populations of redband

trout. The exceptions are East Creek (inside the Wilder

ness) and the segment of Parsnip Creek extending from

Blue Lake to the road crossing. Both stream segments

have excellent fisheries with that portion of Parsnip

Creek standing out as a potential Blue Ribbon trout

stream.

Few archaeological sites have been identified in the

area. However, an historic tribal “power place” is located

in the upper segment of Parsnip Creek; and upper por

tions of East Creek contain numerous examples of aspen

art. '
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Figure T-l. Physiographic Boundaries of the Pacific Southwest Region

20¢ - Columbia Plate!“ - Fayette Section 22a - Basin and Range Province - Great Basin

20*‘ ' Cdumbh Plain” ' snak‘ Riv" PM" 22b - Basin and Range Province - Sonoran Desert

21a - Columbia Plateaus - High Plateaus of Utah

21c - Columbia Plateaus - Canyon Lands

21d - Columbia Plateaus - Navajo Section

Zle - Columbia Plateaus - Grand Canyon Section

2" - Columbia Plateaus - Datii Section

22c - Basin and Range Province - Salton Trough

22d - Basin and Range Province - Mexican Highland

23c - Cascade - Sierra Mountains - Southern Cascade Mountains

23d - Cascade - Sierra Mountains - Sierra Nevada

24d - Pacific Border Province - Klamaih Mountains

24c - Pacific Border Province - Califomla Trough

24f - Pacific Border Province - California Cost Ranges

24g - Pacific Border Province - Los Angeles Ranges

25 - Lower California Province

Source: Physical Divisons ofthe United

States by Nevin M. Fenneman
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Figure T-2. Modoc National Forest Stream Segments Evaluated

(Map Key on Following Page)
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Key to Figure T-2. Stream Segments Evaluated:

Stream Segment

East Creek (inside Wilderness)

East Creek (outside Wilderness)

Mill Creek (inside Wilderness)

Mill Creek (outside Wilderness)

Parsnip Creek (Upper)

Parsnip Creek (Middle)

Parsnip Creek (Lower)

S. Fork Pit River

Pit River

Boles

Willow Creek

Davis Creek

Soldier Creek

Shields Creek

Pine Creek (inside Wilderness)

Pine Creek (outside Wilderness)

Lost River

‘Extent ofSegment

From the headwaters of the N. Fork to the Wilderness

boundary on the S. Fork from the Wilderness

From the headwaters of the S. Fork to the Wilderness

boundary

From the headwaters to the Wilderness boundary

From the Wilderness boundary to private land bound

ary

From the headweaters to Blue Lake

From Blue Lake to road crossing

From road crossing to Forest boundary

From private land at the confluence of Mill Creek to

Forest boundary

From private land in Sec. 1, T.41N., R.8E. to Sec. 15,

T.41N., R8E.

From the confluence of Willow Creek to Sally‘s Camp

From Clear Lake National Wildlife Refuge boundary

to Wilcox Spring

All three forks from headwaters to Forest boundary

Both forks from headwaters to Forest boundary

Both forks from headwaters to adjacent private land

boundary

From headwaters to Wilderness boundary

From Wilderness boundary to Forest boundary

From Clear Lake National Wildlife Refuge boundary

to Forest boundary
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The Pit River discussed here refers to a segment which

marks the boundary between the Devil’s Garden and Big

Valley Ranger Districts. It extends from private land

approximately four miles below the Canby Bridge for two

miles across national forest land to private land at Hang

ing Rock. The segment is dominated by moderate gradi

ents and precipitous side slopes. The area has moderate

to high scenic values with Hanging Rock providing a

salient point of interest. This segment is accessed only by

trail, and provides a locally unique opportunity for short

float trips in a semi-primitive setting.

From its origin in Clear Lake reservoir, Lost River

flows downstream for about 75 miles terminating in Tule

Lake Sump. The segment defined for this evaluation

extends from the Clear Lake Refuge boundary to private

land lying adjacent to the Oregon border. Topography,

vegetation, wildlife, and fish are described in the narra

tive provided for the Willow and Boles Creeks drainages.

Scenic values are moderate.

Numerous archaeological and cultural sites exist in the

area. However, those that have been identified are not as

extensive, varied, or in as good condition as those inven

toried in the Willow and Boles drainages.

Lying primarily on the Doublehead Ranger District,

Willow and Boles Creeks drain to Clear Lake Reservoir.

The Forest evaluation team identified them as eligible for

inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River System.

These creeks are described in detail later in this appen

dix.

River Eligibility

We used the following sources for determining river

eligibility for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic

Rivers System:

- The Wild and Scenic River Act of 1968, as amended

— Revised USDA-USDI guidelines for eligibility, clas

sification, and management of river areas dated

1982, which supplements the Act

— Forest Service Handbook guidelines

Two sections of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of

1968 apply to eligibility criteria. Section 1 (b) says that if

a river is eligible for inclusion, it must be free flowing.

Section 2 states that a selected river may become eligible

for designation if it possesses one or more ofthe following

“...outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic,

fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar val

ues.... ”

USDA-USDI guidelines interpret the Act further and

develop standards for determining eligibility. Rivers may

be divided into segments for ease of study and classifica

tion. Although no standard for a minimum segment

length has been established, a river segment should be

long enough to protect all values determined to be out

standingly remarkable. Flows are considered sufficient if

they sustain or complement the values for which the river

has been designated. A minimum flow is not required.

Forest Service guidelines (FSH 1909.122, Chapter 8)

offer an approach, based on NRI methodology, for iden

tifying river(s) to study for designation. The best river(s)

with a recognized value common to a physiographicprov

ince or region, but not to the nation or state as a whole,

should be assessed for suitability for designation.

The determination that a river segment contains “out

standingly remarkable” values is a professional judge

ment on the part of the evaluation team. The Modoc

study team evaluated seventeen streams in depth, and

found that Willow and Boles Creeks have outstandingly

remarkable qualities (Tables T-l and T-2). As such, they

are eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic

River System pending classification, further study, and

suitability determination.

Table T-1 summarizes the evaluation team's findings

by stream segment. Table T-2 provides a detailed expla

nation for each stream segment and resource value.

Table T-2 describes the interdiscipinary team’s evalu

ation of each stream segment by resource value. A “no”

means the team found that the stream segment did not

display outstandingly remarkable characteristics in that

category, relative to the geographic province that pro

vides the context for the evaluation. Conversely, a “yes”

means the team found that the stream segment displayed

an outstandingly remarkable characteristic. Superscripts

denote the presence of salient, unique, or outstandingly

remarkable characteristics; and are explained in the re

marks column.
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Table T-l. Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Evaluation Summary

"Stream Segment

  

Recommendation/Rational - -    

East Creek (outside Wilderness) Eliminated because of no outstandingly remarkable values
  

East Creek (inside Wilderness) Eliminated because of no outstandingly remarkable values

  

Mill Creek (inside Wilderness) Eliminated because of no outstandingly remarkable values

  

Mill Creek (outside Wilderness) Eliminated because of no outstandingly remarkable values

  

Parsnip Creek (Blue Lake to head waters) Eliminated because of no outstandingly remarkable values

  

  

Parsnip Creek (Blue Lake to road crossing) Eliminated because of no outstandingly remarkable values

  

Parsnip Creek (road crossing to F8 boundary Eliminated because of no outstandingly remarkable values

  

  

South Fork Pit River Eliminated because of no outstandingly remarkable values

  

Pit River Eliminated because of no outstandingly remarkable values

Determined to be eligible for further consideration as a wild, scenic

or recreational river. Extensive cultural resources along entire

segment.

Determined to be eligible for further consideration as a wild, scenic \

or recreational river. Extensive cultural resources along entire

segment.

  

  

Willow Creek

  

Davis Creek Eliminated because of no outstandingly remarkable values

  

Soldier Creek Eliminated because of no outstandingly remarkable values

  

Shields Creek Eliminated because of no outstandingly remarkable values

  

Pine Creek (inside Wilderness) Eliminated because of no outstandingly remarkable values

  

Pine Creek (outside Wilderness) Eliminated because of no outstandingly remarkable values

  

Lost River Eliminated because of no outstandingly remarkable values
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Table 2. Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Evaluation.

W&F - The team identified the presence of

Goose Lake rcdband trout, a candidate for po

tential federal listing, in this stream segment;

and feels it was worthy of note. However, the

East Creek (outside team does not feel that the presence of a candi

wilderness) date species, within the context of the geo

graphic province, alone constitutes an

outstandingly remarkable feature.

All other values are considered common within

the geographic province.

Scenic - The evaluation team identified this

segment as high in scenic quality, but typical of

that associated with high elevation wilderness

throughout the geographic province. There

fore, the team feels that this feature, though

notable, is not outstandingly remarkable.

 

Recreational - The segment provides a high

quality setting for semi-primitive recreation as

Eulcmk (inside sociated with the wilderness. The evaluation

wndemess) team feels, however, that the recreational op

portunities are typical of high elevation settings

throughout the province, and not outstandingly

remarkable.

W&F - The team noted the presence of Goose

Lake redband trout, but does not feel that the

presence ofa candidate for federal listing is an

outstandingly remarkable feature.

All other values are considered common within

the geographic province.

Scenic - The evaluation team considers this

segment high in scenic quality with Mill Creek

Falls as a salient point of interest. However, the

team feels that although the segment does pro

vide a high quality setting, the scenic values are

not outstandingly remarkable within the geo

graphic province.

Recreational - The segment provides a high

quality setting for semi-primitive recreation,

with Mill Creek Falls providinga point ofintcr

est for recreationists. The evaluation team feels

that although this segment and surrounding

area provides high-qualitysemi-primitive recre

ational opportunities, the recreational values

are typical within the geographic province and

are not outstandingly remarkable.

Historic - The evaluation team identified a

small dam that exists at the outlet ofClear Lake.

The team feels that it is worthy of note from a

local history standpoint, but that it does not

constitute an outstandingly remarkable feature

forthe 0- hic rovince.
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Table T-2. Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Evaluation (cont’d).

Cultural - The evaluation team found that Mill

Creek Falls might have been a special site in

local tribal lore. However, no archaeological

evidence currently supports that theory. There

fore, the team feels that the segment does not

exhibit cultural values that could be considered

outstandingly remarkable.

All other values are considered as common

within the ; o = hic rovince.

Mill Creek (inside

wlldemess) - cont’d.

All values in this segment are considered com

mon within the geographic province.

Recreational - Recreational opportunities are

focused on Blue Lake Campground and the

fishing and boating Blue Lake offers. The eval

uation team feels that although these values are

unique locally, they do not consider them out

standingly remarkable for the province.

W8rF -The evaluation team identified the pres

ence ofa bald eagle roost adjacent to Blue Lake.

Parsnip Cmk Although worthy of note, the team does not feel

(Blue Lab ‘0 head that this is an outstandingly remarkable feature.

waters) Cultural - Portions of this segment may have

been “power sites”, i.e., areas where local lndi

ans isolated themselves for vision quests. How

ever, no substantive records or physical

archaeological evidence supports this. Conse

quently, the team does not feel that this segment

is outstandingly remarkable from a cultural

standpoint.

All other values in this segment are considered

common within the ECOEEMC province.

Recreational andW&F - This segment is noted

locally as a good to excellent fishery. However,

Parsnip Creek the evaluation team does not feel that it is out

(Blue Lake to road standingly remarkable within the geographic

crossing) province.

All other values in this segment are considered

common within the gig - hic rovince.

Parsnip Cmk All values in this segment are considered com

(Road crosslng to mon within the geographic province.

FS boundary)

Scenic - The evaluation team feels that this area

is moderate to high in scenic quality, but is not

outstandingly remarkable.

Recreational - Recreation opportunities center

on day-use fishing on this segment. Road access

sou". Fork and pleasant setting make it particularly attrac

P“ my" tive locally. However, the evaluation team feels

that the segment is not outstandingly remark

able when considered within the context of the

entire geographic province.

W&F - The segment contains a good fishery.

However, the evaluation team does not feel that

it is an outstandin remarkable feature.
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Remarks

Historical - An historical irrigation ditch exis

in this segment. No evidence suggests that it is

historicallysignificant or of unique construction

South Fork which would make it a point of interest. There

Pit River - cont’d. fore, the evaluation team feels that this is not an

outstandingly remarkable feature.

All other values in this segment are considered

common within the geo '- hic rovince.

Scenic - The area provides a visual quality set

ting conducive to semi-primitive recreation.

Hanging Rock provides a salient point of inter

est for the segment. The evaluation team feels

that the scenic features are notable for the local

area, but are not outstandingly remarkable fo

the geographic province.

Recreation - From a recreation standpoint, the

segment is used primarily for fishing and day

long float trips. The evaluation team feels that

this segment provides recreational opportuni

ties that are unique to the local areas. However,

the team does not feel these features are out

standingly remarkable within the context of the

geographic province.

W&F - The team noted the presence of a bald

eagle nest adjacent to this segment. The does

not feel that this is an outstandingly remarkable

feature.

All other values in this segment are considered

common within the co - hic rovince.

WdiF - Shortnose and best River suckers in

habit Boles Creek. Both species have been fed

erallyiisted as endangered. Although worthyo

note, the team does not feel that the presence

of an endangered species is an outstandin

remarkable feature within the geographic prov

tnce.

Historical - Carrs Wall and the Applegate Ern

igrant Trail are historical features adjacent t

the Boles drainage. The evaluation team feels

that these are unique features locally, but are

not outstandingly remarkable within the geo

graphic province.

Cultural - The evaluation team found that

Boles Creek is exceptionally rich in archaeolog

ical and cultural values. Recent inventories in

dicate that this area is potentially eligible f0

nomination to the National Register of Histori

Places. The team feels that the variety, quality,

and density of cultural sites-continuous ove

this large area-is unique and exceptional for

the province. Therefore, the team determined

that this segment is outstandingly remarkable

from a cultural resource standpoint.All othe

values in this segment are considered common

within the co hic rovince.
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Table T-2. Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Evaluation (cont’d).

WGtF, llhtorlcal, andCultural - Same as Boles. ‘

W&F - The Team noted that this drainage con

tains redband and Goose Lake trout. The teams

feels that this is notable for the local area, but

‘ ' remarkable feature.

Historical - The team noted the presence of an

abandoned timber mill in this drainage. The

soldier Creek team feels that this'isnot an outstandingly re

markable characteristic.

All other values in this segment are considered

common within the co = hic rovince.

shklds Cmk All values in this segment are considered com

mon within the -_ ; - hie .

Scenic - The evaluation team determined that

this segment is high in scenic quality, but typical

ofthat associated with high elevation wilderness

throughout the geographic province. There

fore, the team feels that this feature, though

notable, is not outstandingly remarkable.

pine creek Recreational - The segment provides a high

(inside wildcmess) quality setting for semi-primitive recreation as

sociated with the wilderness. The evaluation

feels, however, that the recreational opportuni

ties are typical of high elevation settings

throughout the province, and are not outstand

ingly remarkable.

All other values in this segment are considered

common within the co = hic rovince.

Pine Creek All values in this segnent are considered com

(ouLslde wilderness) mon within the geographic province.

 

Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Evaluation T-II



 

I ' '1 .

I. .._-.. ..,_l._..,

. .,.§o- :3 . i . l

...,'.,'=- -i_—‘-__

'

Description of Eligible Rivers

Although Willow and Boles were evaluated as sepa

rate stream segments in the eligibility determination, for

the purpose of this description they are discussed as a

single stream system.

WillowCreek is a major drainage system in the eastern

portion of the Doublehead Ranger District. North Fork

Willow Creek, Boles Creek and Rock Creek are primary

tributaries on the District. Hidden Valley Creek, which

empties into Willow Creek, drains the northwestern por

tion of the Devil’s Garden Ranger District (Figure T-3).

The Willow Creek system lies on the Devil’s Garden

Plateau-a high, semi-arid plateau in the northeastern

corner of California. The elevation ranges from 4,500 to

4,900 feet, and precipitation averages 12 to 25 inches a

year. The site occupies a broad alluvial flat broken up by

patches ofexposed surface rock (scab rock flats). The soil

is deep except in the scab rock flats, and is generally a

clay to clay-loam texture. The stream channel is en

trenched where it has eroded through alluvial deposits.

Stream banks vary from very low to 12 feet high where the

stream has down cut. Stream banks have been measured

as 35.9% unstable.

Four stream channel types characterize Boles and

Willow Creeks: F4, C2, B2, and C3. Channel type defini

tions follow:

0 F4 - This stream type represents systems that are

deeply incised inside weathered bedrock or in depo

sitional materials. The flood channel is totally con

fined. Little or no floodplain development exists;

therefore, these streams have a small increase in

width with flow. Stream gradient is less than 1%. F4

stream types are generally high sediment supply

streams. Because high flows cannot spread over a

floodplain, relatively high stream power is available

for sediment transport. Width/depth ratios are 10

40. Channel materials are sand with smaller amounts

of silt and gravel.
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0 C2 - This stream type represents systems that have

overfit cobble bed channels. These channels have

been oversized by an historical geomorphic event.

Stream gradient is 03-10%. Width/depth ratios are

greater than 10. Channels are moderately en

trenched and well confined.

0 B2 - This stream type represents systems with a

moderate gradient; they are stable and have bed and

banks primarily composed of large cobble. Stream

gradients are 1.5-2.5%. Width/depth ratio is 8-20.

Channels are moderately entrenched and well con

fined.

. C3 - This stream type represents systems with a low

gradient; they are unstable and have gravel bed

channels. Stream gradient is 05-10%. Width/depth

ratio is greater than 10. Channels are moderately

entrenched and poorly confined.

Recent changes in stream channel, particularly in

channel type C3, are side cutting of banks and downcut

ting of the channel bottom. These changes gradually

result in a wider, shallower stream channel.

The stream is subject to extreme variation in flow.

Flow peaks during spring runoff, and is lowest in autumn

before storms recharge the watershed. Flows are stable

during summer months.

Sediment loads in the stream also vary throughout the

year. High spring flows carry heavy sediment loads from

the surrounding watershed. As flows diminish, sediment

loads are reduced. Summer cattle grazing in the creek

causes turbidity.

Habitat types in the area range from aquatic to dry

upland plant communities. Aquatic plants grow along the

stream. Wet meadow species offorbs, rushes, sedges and

grasses grow along stream edges. Dry meadow species

and silver sagebrush (Arremesia cana) occupy adjacent

streambanks and flats which are subject to flooding and

a high water table. Dryland grasses, including squirreltail

(Sitanion hystn'x), Sandberg’s bluegrass (Poa sandbergii),

and Idaho fescue (Festuca idahoensis), occupy adjacent

uplands. A shrub component grows on the dry uplands

of big sagebrush (Artemesia tridentata) or low sagebrush

(Arremesia arbuscula). Big sagebrush is typically found in

deeper soils. Low sagebrush is found on shallow soils and

scab rock flats. Shrubs typically associated with riparian

areas, such as willow, are noticeably absent.

The riparian ecosystem in the expanse of dry upland

areas attracts a wide variety of birds, mammals and rep

tiles. Threatened, endangered, or sensitive wildlife and

fish species inhabit the area: Lost River sucker

(Catostomus lwratus), shortnose sucker (Chasmistes

brevirostn's), and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus).

Other fish known to inhabit the Willow Creek system

are speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus), largemouth

bass (Micropterus salmoides), Sacramento perch

(Anchoplites intenuptus), brown bullhead (Ictalurus neb

ulosus), blue chub (Gila coerulea), tui chub (Gila bi

color), marbled sculpin (Cortus klamathensis), and

bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus).

Several other wildlife species of interest in the Willow

and Boles Creeks riparian areas include mule deer,

pronghorn, and a variety of nongame wildlife.

The Willow Creek system is located in the Interstate

Deer Herd range. Primary season of use is spring and/or

fall when deer migrate between summer ranges in Ore

gon and winter ranges in California. The area also serves

as summer range for a few resident deer. In addition, this

area is in the Clear Lake Pronghorn Herd boundary. The

area is summer range for pronghorn that winter west and

north of Clear Lake Reservoir.

Willow and Boles Creeks are both exceptionally rich

in archaeological and cultural values. Recent inventories

indicate both areas are potentially eligible for nomination

to the National Register of Historic Places. Numerous

rock art panels have been found on the canyon walls

bordering Boles Creek and Willow Creek. Petroglyphs

predominate, but pictographs are present as well. Asso

ciated with rock art are rock stacks, large rock circles with

massive walls, and a variety of other rock features. Lithic

scatter, food processing stations, temporary camps, rock

shelters, and summer base camps line stream banks and

canyon rims.

Willow and Boles Creeks are popular areas for hunt

ing (waterfowl, mule deer, and pronghorn), and wildlife

observation. Few fishing opportunities are available from

the creeks. Scenic values are low to moderate.

Classification

If a river meets the eligibility test, its outstandingly

remarkable values noted in screening can be combined

with existing patterns of land use and infrastructure to

determine classification. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act

specifies three classification categories for eligible rivers:

wild, scenic, and recreational. USDA-USDI guidelines

provide classification criteria. These criteria and the re

sulting assessment are shown in Table 3. The team eval

uated Willow and Boles Creeks and and identified the

highest eligible classification for both segments as scenic.

Actual classification will be determined in the suitability

evaluation.
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Table T-3. Wild and Scenic River Study - Classification Analysis

Generally inaccessible except by trail?

Waters unpolluted? _

Free of impoundments? yes

Inaccessible or only accessible in a few

places by road?
yes

es
Watershed/shoreline largely primitive and

largely undeveloped? y

. Are past impoundments or diversions unob
Recreatlon trusive? yes yes

Tentative Classification

Note:

Scenic ‘cenic

To qualify for the Wild classification, there must be four yes’s in the Wild block.

To qualify for the Scenic classification, there must be three yes’s in the Scenic block.

To qualify for the Recreation classification, there must be a yes in the Recreation block.

Suitability

The final step in river assessment is determining suit

ability, which is the basis for recommending or not rec

ommending designation of the river. Because of the

extensive study and analysis required for suitability de

termination, this analysis does not address suitability.

We will initiate suitability studies for Willow and Boles

Creeks during Plan implementation, and complete them

within three years. A separate report and environmental

document will be prepared at that time. Should the rivers

be included in the National Wild and Scenic river system,

we will amend the Forest Plan to reflect this.

Interim Management

Ifstudy ofsuitability is deferred rather than addressed

in the Forest Plan, the Forest Service Handbook directs

that the Plan will document the protection provided the

subject rivers, pending a decision on suitability. Interim

protection for Willow and Boles Creeks is provided by

standards included in the management direction for

Management Area 66.
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AppendixU

Summary of Public Response to the DEIS and Draft Plan
 

Introduction

The ModocNF distributed about 740 copies of its Draft

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and proposed

Forest Plan to individuals; special interest groups;

elected officials; and local, state, and other federal gov

ernment agencies. Copies of the documents were also

available for review at local libraries and neighboring

national forests. We invited the public to express its

opinions on the documents during the comment period

whichbegan November 2, 1987 and ended March 7, 1988.

Public Response Profile

The Forest received written and oral comments from

more than 1,400 respondents, many of whom sent in

multiple responses. Of the total respondents, 105 testi

fied at two public hearings, one held in Alturas and the

other in Adin. Oral testimony was recorded verbatim

and transcribed by a certified court reporter.

After reading all letters and oral testimony, a team of

Forest employees analyzed and coded nearly 4,300 com

ments. Coders categorized respondents by identification

number, form ofresponse, interest affiliation, number of

signatures, and zip code. They categorized each com

ment by the resource it addressed. All demographic and

comment codes were manually entered in grid blocks

stamped on copies of the letters and transcriptions. We

considered multiple responses from the same person as

one response.

Another team of employees entered and stored the

coded information into a computerized data base. We

developed reports and statistics through queries avail

able in a software program.

Demographic Summary

Most respondents (84%) were individuals speaking

on their own behalf. Persons representing commodity

(4%), permittee (3%), and environmental (2%) inter

ests together comprised almost 10% of the respondents.

The remainder were scattered among the other catego

ries shown in Table U-l.
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Table U-l. Respondent Profile

1 l a 7 Number of %'o_f Total Number of ' ofTotal:~%§-;;

, Respondents Respondents Comments _ Comments. 95:

  

 

       RespondentCategoryl i I‘ "

Individual

Permittee

Public Agency — Local

Public Agency - State

Public Agency - Federal

Elected Official - Local

Elected Official - State

Elected Official - Federal

Conservation/Environmental Group

  

Academic Group

Professional Society

Civic Group

Business Group

Commodity Interest

Service Interest

Motorized Recreation Interest

Riding, Hiking Interest

  

Hunting and Sports Groups

Tribal Government

Other

Forest Service Employee

Total

1Less than 1%
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Most of the comments (51%) came from individuals; Most comments came from California (84%), with

and almost one-fourth came from commodity and envi- Oregon a distant second. Table U-2 displays the source

ronmental groups. The remaining 25% of all comments of comments and respondents grouped by geographic

were scattered among the other categories. areas:

Table U-Z. Geographic Profile

. . ' Number of % ofTotal Number-10f.Gmgraph'c Profile Cmmems Comments

w .

230

  

Northern California (north of Sacramento) 63

California (remainder of State) 16

Oregon 104 7

Nevada 17 1

Other states not listed above 11

Unknown 31 2

100

Most respondents (76%) submitted form letters or Fifty-eight percent of the comments came from a

modified form letters, i.e., letters which contain the same combination of individual letters, post cards, and letters

or virtually the same information with slight modifica- with enclosures (Table U-3). Because coders considered

tions. Fifteen percent of the respondents submitted indi- form letters as one comment per individual, 15% of the

vidual letters and post cards, while 7% offered testimony comments were derived from form letters with another

at public hearings. 19% from modified form letters, despite the high number

of respondents submitting them. Comments from oral

testimony comprised 8% of all comments.

Table U-3. Form of Response Profile

Form of Res onse Number of % ofTotal Number of % of Total

. p Respondents Respondents Comments Comments

Letter or Postcard

Letter with Enclosure 16 13

Form Letter 15

Modified Form Letter

Petition

Resolution

Oral Comments from Public Hearings

Total 1,472 1 100

1Because many people offered multiple responses (e.g. one person may have submitted a letter, form letter, oral testimony, and signed a

petition), the number of respondents in Table U-2 differs from that in the Table U-3.

2 Less than 1%
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Comment Summary

During comment analysis, coders grouped individual

comments into one or more resource element codes.

Most comments addressed issues associated with wild

life, range, timber, social environment and economics,

recreation, water, planning process and data, and public

involvement.

Form letters and modified form letters are discussed

at the end of this section. Comments from these forms

of response are not included in the following tables.

% ofTotal

Comments

Wildlife 15

Range

Timber

  

  

Social Environment and Economy

  

Recreation

Water
  

Planning Process and Data

Public Involvement

Other Issues

Table U-4 displays numbers of all comments by re

source category. If a respondent addressed multiple

resources in a single comment, the comment was as

signed one to six resource codes. As a result, the total

number of comments in the table below reflects multiple

coding.
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Table U-4. Comments by Resources

1 Comments

Social Environment

 

 

  

Economics, General

Economic Value of Forest

Receipts to Counties

  

  

Budget, Forest

Community Stability

Local Economy, Jobs

Resource Management, General

Commodity Production

Air Quality

Diversity, Vegetative and Biological

Old Growth Forests

Seral Stage Modelling

Facilities, General

Forest Service Roads

Road Construction

Road Maintenance

Trails

Road and Gate Closures

Fire and Fuels General

Prescribed Burning

Wildlife, General

Fish, General

Management Indicator Species

Other Wildlife Species

Goshawks, Raptor Rx

Modoc Sucker

Bighorn Sheep

Viable Populations

  

  

'lhreatened & Endangered, Rare Species

Sensitive Plants

Snags, Cavity-Nester Habitat

Deer Management

Deer Forage Allocation

Timber-Forage Rx

Deer on Private Lands
  

Forest Pest Management

Herbicides, Pesticides

Geology

  

1 Form and modified form letters not included.

2 Less than 1%
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Table U-4. (continued)

% of’l‘otall i"

Definition

Soil, General

Soil Productivity

Soil Compaction

Landslides

Best Management Practices (BMPs)

Cultural Resources and Historic Sites

Energy, General

Lands, Adjustments, Exchanges

Power Transmission Corridors

Other Special Uses

Over-the-Horizon Backscatter (USAF Radar)

Rjght-ol-Way and Basements

Law Enforcement

Minerals and Mining

Oil and Gas

Geothermal Activity

Range, General

Juniper Management

Grazing Fees

Transitory Range Use

Animal Unit Months (AUMs)

Forage Utilization

Wild Horses

Recreation, General

Developed Recreation

Dispersed Recreation

Ol'f-Road/Off-Highway Vehicle Use (ORV/OHV)

Medicine Lake Highlands

South Warner Wilderness

Roadless Areas in!

amass:ssseasa§ucsmaassassssssa

ANRecreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS)

HwInterpretive Services

Special Interest Areas 81 National Natural landmarks

(SlAs and NNLs)

Research Natural Areas (RNAs)

Timber Management, General

Silvicultural Methods

Timberland Suitability

Timber Values in Roadless Areas

Logging Systems

Utilization, Salvage

Salvage and the Snag lssue

 



Table U-4. (continued)

Resource Code

Reforestation

Long-Tenn Sustained Yield

Firewood

Timber Output Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ)

Yield Tables

Even-age Management (includes clearcutting)

Uneven-age Management

inventory

Big Valley Federal Sustained-Yield Unit

Vegetation Management (R5 ElS)

< 20 'Iimberlands (< 20 cu. ft./yr./ac.)

> 20 Timberlands

Visual Resource

Visual Quality Objectives (VQOs)

Water, Watershed

Water Quality, Sediment

Water Quantity, Production, Yield

Ground water

Water Rights

Lakes, Reservoirs

Meadows

Riparian Areas

Streamside Management Zones (SMZs)

Wetlands

Cumulative impacts

Wild and Scenic Rivers

Public involvement

Unresponsive to Public, influenced by Special Interest

Groups

Other - NEPA Regulations, No-Action AIL, Misc.

Environmental Concerns, General

Cumulative Effects, Except Water

Minimum Management Requirements (MMRs) Timber

MMRs, Wildlife

MMRs, Water and Soil

Plan implementation

Data BaseI FORPLAN
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Form Number

Letter Received

I

The Forest received five types of form or modified

form letters which we labeled F1 through F5. The coding

team treated each form letter or modified form letter as

one comment addressing many resources. Most form

tive called Save Our Communities (SOC), while the

remainder (16%) favored the Conservationist Alterna

tive which emphasizes environmental values. Table U-S

highlights the main points of each form letter.

letters (84%) supported a commodity interest alterna

Table U-S. Form Letter Profile

% of Total

Form Letters

“

I.

2

1,111 100Total

Highlights

Maintain range forage allocation at or above current levels; maintain

timber harvest levels at or above 75MMBF annually; obtain addi

tional field data; manage land adjacent to wilderness and special

areas under multiple use principles; discontinue snag recruitment;

maintain T&E species; increase other (particularly game) species

for economic benefit to dependent communities; improve recre

ation by developing campsites and fish and waterfowl habitats; do

not clearcut near state highways; involve citizens in planning.

Protect local community stability; maintain harvest levels at or above

75MMBF annually.

Protect various roadless areas from logging, road construction and

other development activities; do not clearcut; use single tree and

group selection in harvesting; protect old growth eastside pine from

harvest; use no herbicides; reduce grazing in riparian areas and

South Warner Wilderness; protect critical habitat for several wild

life species; designate Medicine Lake Highlands as a recreation

area; inventory and protect all archaeological sites.

Maintain harvest levels at or above 75MMBF annual; discontinue

snag recruitment; reinstate salvage harvesting; collect data address

ing yields from selective harvest vs. clearcutting.

Manage the Forest to protect the local economy; use Coordinated

Resource Management Planning (CRMP) in forest management;

rewrite riparian standards and guidelines; do not moveT&Especies

to the Forest without assessing local impacts; maintain harvest level

at 75MMBF annual; manage all areas with multiple-use principles

except in cases where irreparable damage would occur; discontinue

snag recruitment; monitor range trend to assess current allotment

management; use a citizens’ committee to formulate Forest Plan.
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Summary of’ Issues and Public Comments
 

The interdisciplinary team synthesized public com

ments to identify eight major issues: wildlife, range tim

ber social environment and economy, recreation, water,

planning process and data, and public involvement. Each

issue consists of several facets. A summary of those issues

and facets follows.

  

Individualspecies, groups dependent on similar hab

itat, computer modelling monitoring and Forest

Servicepolicy regarding habitat management.

Individual Species - A few respondents recom

mended we include forage allocation for pronghorn at

the BIS/Plan and allotment management planning lev

els. Concern was raised over the decline of the Likely

Tables herd: respondents asked for causes and reme

dies. Some suggested wetland developments have con

tributed to decreases in sage grouse and pronghorn

populations. Concern over the decline of sage grouse

prompted a few respondents to suggest that other spe

cies requiring similar habitat may also decline.

Some people expressed concern that management

activities are allowed within bald eagle habitat. Com

ments from commodity~oriented groups suggested that

management constraints for goshawks were excessive,

while others felt they were inadequate. While some peo

ple felt we are not managing enough habitat and snags

for the pileated Woodpecker, others felt that the species

is not an ecological indicator for old growth.

Several comments on fish management came from

State agencies and sport fishermen groups. Some sug

gested that fisheries are not managed at the same levels

as other resources and that they should be managed at

or near historic levels. Some said the procedure for

monitoring fish habitat is insufficient. Many respondents

heatedly opposed the Modoc sucker and rejected direc

tion to eliminate existing fisheries to promote their hab

itat, particularly in Willow Creek. However, several

people said we do not emphasize management of Lost

river and shortnose suckers, and wanted stronger mon

itoring guidelines. Goose Lake redband trout concerned

some respondents who felt that we should handle this

fish as a sensitive species.

Several people wanted the sandhill crane included as

a MIS (management indicator species), and provided

guidelines for its habitat and range management prac

tices which allow successful reproduction. Many ex

pressed support for managing California bighorn sheep

in the Warner Mountains. Most comments stated that

bighorn and domestic sheep are incompatible and re

quested that we remove livestock from bighorn ranges.

Permittees suggested we use the Experimental Steward

ship Program to resolve conflicts. [In late 1987and early

1988, all bighom sheep in the Wamers diedfrom a bacte

rial pneumonia, probably transmitted by domestic sheep

orgoats.]

Deerand Livestock Forage - Permittees and the Cali

fornia Department of Fish and Wildlife contributed sev

eral opinions on forage allocations between livestock

and deer. Some respondents felt the direction is not

adequate to meet forage requirements for deer. Others

felt that the information is insufficient to determine

whether competition is a problem. Livestock grazing

interests criticized the deer forage allocation computer

model as an inadequate tool for displaying forage re

quirements. Other organizations and individuals sup

ported the model but felt the allocations for deer are

insufficient.

In a related issue, individuals and permittees heatedly

complained of deer on private land. A representative

comment said, “The reduction of livestock grazing priv

ileges on the Forest to increase deer numbers would also

result in increased deer depredation of alfalfa fields

during the winter months.”

Snags - Some organizations and individuals ques

tioned assumptions made in snag computer modelling.

Others asked for the source of minimum management

requirements (MMRs) and questioned their validity.

The timber industry strongly opposed snag management

because they felt the volume lost and the cost are too

high to warrant the program. In particular, many op

posed creating snags from live trees, although a few

individuals and organizations supported this direction.

Wetlands - While one group opposed livestock graz

ing in wetlands because of potential adverse impacts to

species dependent on them, another group felt that

grazing reductions should be balanced with livestock

needs.

Diversity - Respondents said that diversity require

ments are not sufficiently addressed for non-commercial

forest and range vegetation communities. They believed

management prescriptions would alter exisiting stands

of sagebrush, bitterbrush, juniper, and other species to
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younger seral stages. Some felt that the requirement to

maintain a minimum of 5% of major wildlife habitat

relationship timber types in each seral stage and size

class is excessive. Conversely, other respondents said

this level of management is insufficient to maintain via

ble populations of species dependent on those habitats.

Old Growth Habitat - Some people felt that require

ments and allocations of old-growth habitats for species

which depend on them are vague. They were concerned

that no guidelines are offered for MMRs for species

dependent on old growth habitat. A few stated that

declines in old growth and associated species are a

violation of federal law. Several respondents said old

growth allocations are excessive, while others held the

opposite view.

Viable Populations - Many comments from environ

mentalists and CDFG said decreases in populations of

some species would endanger their viability. Some sug

gested that viability should include both spatial distribu

tion and population size as factors to insure against loss

of a species through catastrophic events.

MIS Concept - Some respondents said using manage

ment indicator species is an inadequate tool for assess

ing habitat conditions for other species. Several

individuals and organizations suggested changes and

additions to the current MIS list.

Rang _.

Deer and livestock forage allocation, range condi

tion, juniper management, grazing fees, forage utili

zation, and wild horses.

Deer and Livestock Forage Allocation - Permittees,

State agencies, and commodity interest groups were

among the most vocal concerning forage allocation. A

consultant hired by range interests disputed our deer

forage requirements and dietary overlap assumptions.

Many respondents charged that the Forest is managing

for deer herd objectives and the expense of livestock

grazing. In contrast, the Oregon State Department of

Fish and Wildlife suggested that livestock grazing on

deer winter range should be discontinued after June 30.

The Resources Agency of California charged that wild

life associated recreation does not receive forage alloca

tions commensurate with its benefits to the public. They

argued further that we indicated a bias toward livestock

and against wildlife, which is not in the best public

interest.

Environmentalists said pronghorn and deer should

be managed for improved habitat trend rather than for

forage allocation. Some were concerned that our efforts

  

to improve ecological range condition would likely de

crease the very species important to the deer diet (e.g.,

mahogany, lupine, and cheatgrass), and thereby de

crease the carrying capacity of deer spring ranges.

Range Condition - Permittees preferred that range

condition improve through structural and non-structural

improvements rather than at the expense of livestock

reductions. They insisted that forage allocation remain

at current levels. In direct opposition to that philosophy,

environmentalists, the California Native Plant Society,

and CDFG said that reductions in grazing must be en

forced to bring all riparian and range areas up to good

condition. In even stronger language many concluded

that we must vigorously improve range conditions by

excluding all livestock from riparian and wilderness

areas. In addition to improving range condition in the

Wilderness, environmentalists said that only exclusion in

that area will eliminate conflict with recreation and big

horn sheep. [Nole: since the draft documents were issued,

the entire bighom sheep herd in the South Warner Wilder

ness died of bacterial pneumonia] From another per

spective, one permittce said that some wilderness users

menace livestock and ranchers by harassment and van

dalism.

Several respondents concluded that the key to range

management is through allotment management plans

(AMPs). But environmentalists felt that the public has

as much right as permittees and state agencies to partic

ipate in management decisions outlined in AMPs, and

they demanded that the Forest develop a process to

involve the general public. Others recommended we use

the Experimental Stewardship Program, technical re

view teams, or coordinated resource management plan

ning to develop AMPs.

Several comments faulted us for omitting site-specific

range improvement proposals and criteria for resolving

conflicts between livestock and other uses.

JuniperManagement - Almost exclusively a local con

cern, some respondents said we should increase and

encourage juniper cutting for firewood, wildlife needs,

and forage production.

Grazing Fees - Of those who made comments on

grazing fees, all suggested that the current fee system

subsidizes a few individuals at taxpayers expense. They

suggested permittees should pay market value for graz

ing privileges, and costs to the government should be

covered by fees.

Forage Utilization - Range interests felt that the stan

dards and guidelines for forage utilization are too strin

gent and infeasible. Permittees said that the Forest
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Service should provide water sources in uplands before

excluding livestock from riparian areas. One consultant

questioned our data and disputed our assumptions

about range condition and forage production.

Wild Horses - Virtually all comments on wild horses

opposed current management. If allotments within

horses territories are in the worst ecological condition

of any on the Forest, as stated in the documents, then

numbers of animals should be reduced commensurate

with the ecosystem they are affecting.

  

Inventory and yield tables, even-age vs. uneven-age

management, salvage andfirewood, allowable sale

quantity (ASQ), and suitable timberland.

Inventory and Yield Tables - Supporters of the SOC

alternative believed that inventory plots are insufficient

and, therefore, produce inaccurate yield tables. In par

ticular, they felt that the sample size is too small and

requested better accounting of age class distribution.

While a few commented that a 52MMBF annual ASQ

exceeds the long-term sustained yield capability of the

Forest, many others said that 75MMBF or even

90MMBF is possible. One commented that the Plan fails

to meet Congressional mandates for sustained yield.

Even-age vs. Uneven-age Management - Virtually no

one thinks the Forest Service should clearcut, because

they believe it destroys visual quality, wildlife habitats,

waterways, meadows, genetic diversity, and old growth

trees; it is inappropriate in recreation areas; it violates

the principle and intent of the Big Valley Federal Sus

tained-Yield Unit; it encourages erosion; and it creates

tree farms of sterile even-age stands. A few people favor

clearcutting to increase deer forage.

Some expressed opposition to establishing conifer

plantations, and others said reforestation (especially on

the east side of the Warner Mountains) would be unsuc

cessful. Another person felt that the timber-forage pre

scription would not work because site preparation was

not thorough and we need to meet other resource objec

tives on every acre.

Most respondents favored single-tree or group selec

tion because they believe it insures stand health and

sustained productivity; it is more attractive than

clearcutting and plantations; and it maintains diversity,

growth, and yield. Those who opposed uneven-age man

agement questioned the Forest’s data, and suggested

that applications should be site-specific.

Salvage and Firewood - Respondents who favored

reinstating the salvage program believe that it is compat

ible with snag retention. They feel that trees unsuitable

for lumber should be used for chips and firewood; they

consider snags left for wildlife values as a waste and a

fire hazard. Respondents who opposed salvage harvest

ing believe that cutting trees for firewood reduces shelter

and food for cavity-dependent wildlife. They also said

firewood burning could become a pollution concern, so

its use should not be encouraged. Some commented that

the Plan should include biomass harvest standards.

ASQ - Comments ranged from one extreme of allow

ing no logging to the other of harvesting every available

acre on the Forest. Those on the conservative end are

upset that the Forest would propose standards and

guidelines creating bare mineral soil, windrowing and

yarding culls. They want all timber production zones to

be managed for old growth, and they question why the

Modoc can harvest < 20 lands when other forests do not.

Respondents favoring a high ASQ want all possible

acres managed intensively for timber production, in

cluding < 20 lands. Instead of managing <20 lands for

old growth, they said < 20 lands are ideally suited for

uneven-age stands and should be so managed to contrib

ute to the total ASQ. Some people said they did not want

below-cost timber sales, and that each sale must produce

net public benefit. Others are concerned a species mix

favoring mixed conifer over eastside pine will reduce

revenues to the counties.

Suitable Timberland - Many comments suggested that

our prescriptions are too restrictive because of the suit

able timberland base we have reserved for other re

source values. They feel that diversity and a high ASQ

are compatible if harvest systems are logically applied.

They complained that the Forest Service is more con

cerned with visual quality than is the general public.

Several people refuted our contention that withdrawing

suitable land around wilderness areas and proposed

historic sites, and for visual and dispersion benefits, is

worth the foregone volume of several million board feet

oftimber. Others do not trust data base information, nor

the solutions generated by FORPLAN. Some respon

dents said that the Forest cannot implement the Plan

because several prescriptions are technically infeasible

(e.g., cable logging, broadcast burning, retention re

quirements) for the terrain for which they are pre

scribed.
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Social groups and economics within the Forest’s

sphere ofinfluence.

Individual respondents, commodity interests, permit

tees, elected local officials, and public agencies contrib

uted the most comments on social and economic issues.

Reviewing the social analysis, some respondents said the

Plan fails to accommodate hunters, anglers, and sightse

ers while overracting to the few users who want only

solitude. Some charged that we emphasize non-local

recreationists at the expense of local jobs; and others

added that most of the recreation dollars are spent in

urban areas before the recreationists reach the Modoc

area. They felt that tourist dollars could never make up

the money lost from timber and businesses supported by

that industry. In an opposing view, one comment

charged that despite the fact that recreation provides the

highest economic benefit, we give it little consideration

in comparison to timber and livestock. Some disagreed

with our conclusions that alternatives would benefit or

negatively impact particular social groups.

Most people commenting on our economic analysis

or the affect of the Plan on the local economy were

overwhelmingly opposed to all alternatives, including

the Boards of Supervisors for Modoc, Lassen, and

Siskiyou Counties, and the Alturas City Council. Many

respondents complained that we do not analyze the

various altematives' effects on the local economy, and

others offered their assessment that the Plan would

create economic hardship and destroy community sta

bility. They were particularly concerned that reduced

AUMswould force ranchers to terminate small livestock

operations, and that reduced harvest levels would

threaten timber-related businesses and severely curtail

receipts to counties.

While some respondents felt that the Plan is weighted

in favor of wildlife at the expense of social and economic

issues, others felt that if the value of wildlife were fully

realized, this would exceed monies obtained by other

resource practices. Several felt that the data are too old

or inaccurate to reflect the current situation or project

credible impacts resulting from Plan implementation.

Specific comments reflecting objections to our analysis

suggested that (1) the value of the grazing permit to the

rancher is never considered; (2) it is deceptive to com

bine willingness-to-pay values with cash receipts in a

public net benefit analysis; and (3) 1982 should not have

been used as the base year.

Dispersed and developed recreation, off-highway ve

hicles (OHIO, roadless and roaded areas, and the

South Warner Wildemess.

Developed and dispersed recreation - Several people

said developed sites are suffering from overuse and

environmental degradation, and others wanted a more

aggressive program for developed recreation. Com

ments regarding dispersed recreation outnumbered

comments on developed recreation. Respondents

wanted us to ensure that dispersed recreation sites are

protected, that environmental quality is preserved, and

that pleasure driving opportunities along scenic driving

routes are increased. General comments on recreation

expressed concern for the quality rather than the quan

tity ofrecreational experience. One respondent asked us

to discourage competitive recreational events on na

tional forest lands.

OHV Use - On one hand, respondents from four

wheel drive and OHV clubs asked us to keep the status

quo or open more parts of the Forest to OHV use; and

a couple respondents commented that opportunities for

mountain bike travel is not addressed in the Plan. On the

other hand, environmentalists asked us to take a stronger

stand in controlling OHV use and to protect the fragile

environment from indiscriminate and uncontrolled use.

Other comments said that neither the narrative nor the

OHV map is explicit.

Roaded vs. Roadless Areas - Exhibiting no middle

ground on this facet, respondents either opposed road

less areas of any sort or asked us to preserve all existing

semi-primitive non-motorized areas.

South Warner Wtldemess - A few respondents asked

us to designate more wilderness areas and expressed a

growing desire for more primitive and semi-primitive

recreation opportunities. Some wanted more direction

concerning wildfire and prescribed burning in the South

Warner Wilderness, including effects on air quality, wa

tershed, and visual quality. Several respondents dis

cussed grazing livestock in the Wilderness, most

overwhelmingly against this practice. People also com

mented that management activities outside the Wilder

ness boundary could affect the environmental quality

within.
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Riparian areas, water quality, watershed.

Riparian Areas - We received nearly 200 comments

on riparian areas, most of which came from individuals,

permittees, State agencies, and conservation groups.

Several respondents felt that timber harvesting, oil and

gas development, firewood cutting, and grazing within

riparian areas should be prohibited. Others suggested

improvement methods, such as placingjuniper in gullies,

constructing small rock check dams, and excluding live

stock by fencing. While one group thought that fencing

is the best way to improve riparian resources, another

group viewed fencing as unsatisfactory and preferred

improved grazing strategies.

Some charged that Forest objectives for riparian

areas are inadequate. Numerous respondents generally

disagreed with the Plan's direction to improve riparian

areas while continuing to allow grazing. They particu

larly disagreed with the riparian prescription and stan

dards and guidelines: one group felt they are too lenient,

and another too restrictive. Some respondents asked us

to clarify or redefine riparian areas and streamside man

agement zones.

Several respondents oppose vegetation type conver

sions within riparian areas to enhance riparian-depen

dent species. Others felt that the Plan should include

many more miles of streams which require riparian pre

scription protection.

Water Quality - Many respondents were interested in

water quality, particularly local and State agencies, and

conservationist and commodity groups. One comment

suggested that logging debris could be substituted for

natural woody debris. Another asked us to include

bentic invertebrate and stream embeddedness sampling

in our monitoring plan. Several respondents felt that

wildlife, fish, and downstream water users would be

adversely affected as the Forest applies for new water

rights. Some people thought that requirements for shade

on intermittent streams should only be applied to peren

nial streams.

Many respondents want us to meet State water quality

objectives within one or two decades versus the pro

posed four decades. A respondent said the State Water

Quality Board objectives do not apply to non-point

source pollution, such as grazing. Another said that our

data do not support the claim that 37% of the Forest’s

water does not meet State water quality objectives.

Watershed - Of the respondents commenting on wa

tershed, local, State, and federal agencies were very

vocal. Some respondents felt that Best Management

Practices (BMPs) would not adequately protect lands

with a high potential for erosion. One person said that if

the Forest allows diversions from streams or releases

from reservoirs, fisheries would be degraded. Several

others were concerned that only timber activities are

constrained by cumulative watershed impacts, and not

grazing. Some felt that individual watersheds and water

quality will not be adequately protected or given priority

for recovery. One respondent said we have not ade

quately considered impacts to sensitive watersheds be

cause we modelled cumulative watershed impacts by

management area instead of by watershed.

One respondent suggested rock riprapping should be

used very sparingly for stream bank stabilization, while

another said water bars should be installed every 100

linear feet Forest-wide. One comment asked us to en

sure that excavated material is kept out of live streams.

  

[

NEPA requirements, FORPLAN and other com

puter models, data base.

NEPA - Most comments on the planning process

came from individuals, local agencies, environmental

ists, and commodity interests. Several people charged

that we failed to meet NEPA or NFMA requirements

because we did not develop a No Action alternative

reflecting “the current level of goods and services pro

vided by the unit and the most likely amount of goods

and services expected to be provided in the future if

current management direction continues" (36 CFR

219.12(f)(7)). Our Current Management (CUR) alter

native uses the same yield tables, minimum management

requirements (MMR) constraints, and timberland suit

ability requirements as all other alternatives. However,

respondents wanted us to use assumptions and produc

tion levels required by the 1975 Timber Plan. Connected

with this issue is the overwhelming concern that 1982

should not have been used as the base year in analyzing

the CUR alternative. Because 1982 was a depressed year

for the timber industry, respondents felt that using this

year made all other alternatives look better than they

would have against an historical average.

Commodity interests were particularly vocal about

MMRs, suggesting that they are neither required or

necessary, and that their application narrows the range

of alternatives and resource outputs.

Most people commenting on monitoring stressed the

importance of this phase of planning, or questioned

feasibility in an era of decreasing budgets. One person

asked us to emphasize both surveying and monitoring of
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sensitive species and communities. Another asked us to

add provisions for monitoring wildlife habitat in fire

wood use areas. ModocCounty Cattlemen’s Association

suggested that individual areas should be managed on a

case-by-case site-specific basis.

FORPLAN, Other Computer Models, Data Base -

Commodity interests and consultants criticized our

FORPLAN and other computer models. They charged

that constraints imposed on the models (PNV, budget,

Big Valley Federal Sustained-Yield Unit harvest level,

visual quality objectives, and dispersion) as well as

“hardwired” values (old growth, visual retention acres

and uneven-aged management acres) skewed solutions

and rendered them worthless. Theywere concerned that

we included constraints in models for wildlife and rec

reation, but not for local timber and livestock uses.

They believe that data from yield tables and invento

ries are flawed, as well as the data base itself. They said

we needed to assess the cumulative economic affects of

timber programs on adjacent national forests and pri

vate land. And they requested that we compare the SOC

alternative with all other alternatives proposed in the

DEIS.

CDFG and hunting and sports groups said that using

demand cutoffs for valuing wildlife, wildlife and fish user

days, and recreation visitor days biases the planning

process in favor of commodity production. They said we

should have used the number of applicants for deer

hunting permits as a measure of demand. By using num

bers of deer numters as a measure of supply, we prema

turely triggered demand cutoff.

  

Use ofpublic opinion duringplanning; local versus

national considerations in forest management.

Many respondents were concerned, disappointed, or

angry that the Forest did not involve them or solicit their

opinions throughout the planning process and in devel

oping the DEIS and Plan. Permittees and other com—

modity-oriented groups were especially vocal on this

subject. Many suggested we aggressively seek their par

ticipation in developing the final documents. Others

asked us to work with Modoc Cares (a local organization

comprised of commodity, government, and education

groups) and local communities; offer workshops; or

form committees to resolve issues through consensus,

resolution or negotiation.

Local needs versus national desires is another facet

of public involvement. Some people believed the Draft

Plan emphasizes commodities (particularly timber har

vest and livestock grazing) over amenity and environ

mental values (cultural resources, wildlife, scenic values,

protection of soil and water and recreation). Others

expressed the opposite conclusion. Some respondents

reminded us that national forests are for all the people

and, therefore, national needs should be satisfied first.

Others demanded we consider local needs over national

desires.
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(In alphabetical order)

1363

0845

1307

0045

0663

0890

0758

0759

0831

0327

1084

1072

0747

1402

1045

0122

0755

1216

1062

0034

0167

0254

1303

0223

1327

1246

1187

1182

1111

1186

0502

0562

0457

Aberle, Walt

Acker, Newton

Adams, Jerry

Adams, Lois

Adelee, C.

Adin Building Materials

Adkins, Alan

Adkins, Sharon

Albaugh, Albert 8r Elizabeth

Albaugh, Allen

Albaugh, Barbara

Albaugh, Dale

Albnugh, Ed

Allan, David

Alliance For Env and Resources

Almanor Forest Products

Alosi, Jeanette

Amen, Ralph

Amen, Sturges, Jr.

American Rivers

Amrheln, K.

Andaloro, Louis

Anderson, Byron

Andresen, Don

Angus, Casey

Applebaker, Dan

Arias, Marlyn

Ariexie, S.

Arrnone, Wayne

Arms, K. Paul

Armstrong, Arthur

Armstrong David

Armstrong, George

Armstrong, William

Armstrong, Yvonne

Arreche, Frank

Arrow Laminates, inc.

Arviri, Robert

Ashbrook, Robert, Jr.

Respondent Names and Identification Numbers

0711

1018

0545

0453

1205

1341

1061

0506

1312

0236

0398

1 169

0231

1027

0735

0471

0628

1339

1340

1251

1294

1203

1127

1129

Atkins, Deborah

Audubon Society, Mt. Shasta

Audubon Society, National

Audubon Society, Wintu Chapt.

Babushkin, Michael

Bacher, Mrs. F. A., Jr.

Bailey, Cliff

Bailey, Ed

Bailey, Paul

Baird, Bill

Baker Ruth

Balcomb, J.B.

Baley, Rose

Balkonek, Gregory

Baltierra, Kim

BnnnltLs, Kurt

Barbuck, Walter

Barlese, Jerri

Barnard, Dale

Barnes, Robert A.

Barnett, Melody

Barrera, Julia

Barron, Frank

Barry, Patricia

Base, Jerry

Bates, James

Bates, Marty

Bates, Michael

Bath, Amy

Bath, Fred and Shirley

Batista, Margarite

Bavetta, Alan

Bayer, Matthew

Bd. oi’ Spvrs., Santa Cruz Co.

Bd. of Spvrs., Siskiyou Co.

Bd. of Supervisors, Lassen Co.

Bd. of Supervbors, Modoc Co.

Bd. of Supervisors, Shasta Co.

Bean, Bill

Beck, F. Andrew

Beck, Erik A..

1128

1126

0815

0546

0989

1405

0497

0532

0855

0811

1256

1102

1101

1199

0257

1122

1083

0488

0535

0368

0465

0882

0273

0439

0118

0769

1141

0338

0487

Beck, Jon S.

Beck, Teresa

Beck, Tom

Becker, Stephen

Beckwitl, Eric

Bedeur, B.

Beeman, Fred

Beeson, C. Dwight

Beeson, Joanne

Behning, Terry

Bell, Luanne

Bendix, Gerald

Bendix, Gerhart

Bendix, Louie

Bendix, Ursula

Bendsen, Vern

Benner, Jack

Benner, William

Bennett, Beatrice

Bennett, Larry

Bennett, Nathan

Bennett, Robert

Benoit, Darlene

Benson, Arlene

Berau, Donald

Berenson, Jeff

Berrier, Ea.

Berryessa, Eduard

Bethel, Skeeter

Bettandori'f, Craig

Beyeler, Edward

Bicycle Trails Council

Bidwell, Brooke

Bidwell, Gene

Bidwell, Greg

Bidwell, Jeii

Bldwell, Marsha

Bidwell, Merldean

Bidwell, Pam

Bidweli, Ross

Bidwell, Sarah

Respondent Names and Identification Numbers
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Bidwell, Victoria Chism, Betty

0599 Bidwell, Victoria 0272 Broom, Paul 0709 Calif. Cattlemen’s Assn.

0481 Bldwell, Wallace 0297 Broulllard, Edward 1057 Calif. Licensed Foresters Assn

0690 Bieber, Lillian 0974 Brown, Ann 1214 Calif. Native Plant Society

0219 Big Valley Lumber 1244 Brown, Chet 1295 California Trout

0993 Big Valley Lumber Co., Sales 0384 Brown, Darrell 0250 Camara, Tom

1069 Big Valley Lumber, Amrheln 0243 Brown, Eleanor 0581 Camarata, Chris

1358 Big Valley Unified School Dist 0031 Brown, Eugene 0426 Camp, Leonard

0179 Blnderup, Charles 1231 Brown, Gary 0622 Campau, Michelle

0561 Blntiowspef, S. 0771 Brown, Ronald 0288 Canada, Doyle

0830 Bird. Ben 0412 Bruce, Ed and Pauline 0053 Cannon, E A.

1075 Bird, Karen 0171 Bruce, Joe 1191 Cantrall, Loyd

1360 Bird, Ken 0898 Brunnemer, Dave 0498 Cantrell, Mrs. Walter

0829 Bird, Stu 0697 Bucher, Doug 1322 Carey, J. Peter

0583 Bishop, C. M. 0169 Buckley, John 0158 Carlton, Alan

0290 Blakely, Floyd 1310 Bufl’um, Nancy 1347 Carr, Brian

0185 Blane, Gary 0097 Bulger, Debbie 1137 Carr, llelene

0633 Blnsko, Lawrence 1245 Bureau of Land Management 0932 Carrick, Rollie

0079 Bliss, Thomas 0704 Burk, Frank 0046 Carroll, Nancy

0931 Bllzuard, Richard & Waundra 0533 Burlg Joyce 8: Peter 1400 Carter, Craig

0491 Blust, Dale 0634 Burke, James 1046 Carver, Jlm

0383 Bluy, Tim 0066 Burkhardt, Leonard 0403 Cash, June

0195 Board of Education, Modoc Co. 1372 Burnette, Robert 1154 Caster, Paul

0040 Bognard.m 1414 Burnelte, Robert 1140 Cates, Clifford

0456 Boluolshl, Kenneth 0639 Burns, E A. 1139 Cotes, Joan

0454 Bonewitz, Susan 0130 Busby, Stuart 0510 Cervantes, Anthony Sr.

1352 Bonneville Power Admlnls. 0319 Bushey, Bob 0511 Cervantes, Frances

0054 Boss, Bruce 0637 Bulb, Gary 0578 Cervantes, Jesse

0681 Bouquin, David 1285 Byrne, Daniel 0577 Cervantes, Jorge

0766 Bouse, James 1272 Byme, Elizabeth 0357 Cervantes, Maxta

0164 Boyer, Karen 0104 Byrne, Kathleen 0358 Cervantes, Tony, Jr

0431 Bradberry, Kenneth 1403 Byrne, Michael (Byme Co.) 1383 Chace, Lesley

1288 Bradshaw, Lloyd T. 0364 CA - Resources Agency of, 0521 Chacon, Trinidad

1162 Bradshaw, Roy 0672 CA Board of Forestry 0869 Chady, Michael

0432 Brail, Robert 0549 CA Mining Assn. 0048 Chamber of Commerce, Adln

0277 Brenr, David 0548 CA Sportflshlng Protect. Allia 1399 Chamber of Commerce, Bleber

0177 Breuer, Sheryl 0947 Cagle, Robert 0091 Chamber of Commerce, Fall Riv.

0856 Brewer, Diana 0400 Cain, J. W. 0920 Chamber of Commerce, Modoc Co.

1052 Bridenstlne, Mltch 1095 Cain, Pat 0982 Chamber of Commerce, Modoc Co.

0030 Bridges, George A. 0303 Calandor Pine Corp. 0067 Chamber of Commerce, Tulelake

0033 Brigham, John N. 0478 Caldwell, Donna 0202 Chamberlain, R. H.

0736 Brock, Calvin 1176 Caldwell, Phyllis 0948 Chapln, James

0765 Brock, Randy 0391 Caldwell, Richard 0292 Charon, Dennis

0196 Broda, Margaret 0410 Calfnrm Insurance, Alturas 0626 Cheney, Dorothy

1037 Brooks, Anthony 1267 Calfarm Insurance, Tulelake 0683 Chlappara, Corrinne

0857 Brooks, Michael 1235 Calif. Assn. of 4WD Clubs, Inc 0421 ChLsm, Betty
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Chism, Harold

0422

1271

0188

0374

1269

0135

0706

0028

1079

1078

1160

0475

0937

1225

0133

1040

0748

1292

1051

0271

0390

1 149

0572

0573

1382

0376

1237

1254

1 153

0703

1398

1144

1145

1224

0676

0714

0166

0344

0228

Chlsm, Harold

Choate, Leonard

Choban, Sally

Christian, Dorothy

Chrysler, Barbara

Chrysler, J1m

Cltiuns Comm to Save Public

City Council, Alturas

Ciulla, Bob

Clark, Ann

Clark, Gerald

Clark, Kelley D.

Clark, Patricia

Clark, Richard

Clearwater, Donald

Clement, Alison

Clifton, Wm. J.

Clough, Janice

Coad, Ardythe

Cochrane, Guy

Cockreil, Will J.

Code, Karen

Coffelt, Burr

Cole, Byron

Collins Pine Company

Collins, Cecil

Columbia Plywood

Contreras, Annstncio

Contreras, Teresa

Cook, Carolyn

Cook, Lonnie

Cook, Walter

Cook Wesley

Coop. Exten. Service, Delmns

Coop. Exten. Service, Savage

Cooper, Dufur

Copp, Jlm

Copp, Paula, K.

Copp, Tim

Coppedge, Evelyn

Corbin, Beth Lowe

Cores, Bill

Comellus, Al

CORVA (Calif ORV Assn)

Cory, Russell

0157

0934

0796

0799

0779

1301

0797

1298

1311

0790

1005

0743

Country Store, Saunders

Coury, Linda

Cox, Alvin

Cox, Douglas

Craig, Gary

Craig Gary L.

Craig, Julia

Craig Mary

Crane, Barbara

Crane, Carolyn

Crane, Gregory

Crane, John

Crane, Michelle

Crane, Ray

Crane, Robert

Crane, Terry

Crawford, Clad

Crawford, Patricia

Crawford, William

Cren, Shiela

Crenshaw, David

Crenshaw, Karen

Criss, Alice

Criss, Lloyd

Criss, Lonnie

Criss, Ronald

Criss, Sharon

Cris, Tracy

Cron, John

Crossley, Jean

Crowell. James

Crum, Donald

Culllns, Vaudlne

Culpepper, Larry

Cunnlson, R.

Curran, Denny

Curry, William

Curtis, Edward

Curtis, Ray

Da Silva, Peggy

Daniel, Crane

Daniels, Jennifer

Darby, Thomas

Darnell, Charles

Darrow, Glen

0836

0727

0117

1337

0565

1089

0229

1200

0710

1W7

1342

0638

Dooley, Joe

Durst, Tony

Dart, Bill

Davidson 8: Horwitr, Lelia 8t An

Davis Creek Mercantile

Dayan, Tom

Dayton, Harold

De Cocto, Anthony, Jr.

Deatley, Torn

Deaton, Robert

Decollo, Katy

Decollo, Tim

Dederick, John

Dedmon, Doug

Dedmon, Virginia

Dedmon, William

Defenders Of Wildlife

Degra, David

Dehtley, Richard

Delbondro

Delose, Errol

Deneslan, William

Denney, Ed

Dennis, Jennifer

Dennis, Michael

Department Of Agriculture

Dept. of EI'ICI'D', Western Area

Dept. of Fish 8t Wild., Oregon

Derner, Fred

Derner, John

Deuischrnan, Elaine

Dewitt. Floyd

Dezwarte, Steven

Dillard, Jane

Dillard, Joe

Dillard, Joseph H.

Dillon, Philip

Ding, Steven

Dixon, Clevon And Anola

Donn, Greg

Dodge, Rodney

Dollarhide, Dee

Dolmage, William

Donnelly, Bernard

Dooley Lumber Co.

Dooley, Joe
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Doolittle, Senator

1359

0408

0424

0159

0298

0230

0720

0718

0719

0960

0819

0726

0957

1001

0112

1173

0434

0208

1112

1247

1117

1113

1118

1116

1397

1306

0480

0197

0385

0396

1291

0205

1234

0312

0316

0804

0823

i290

1131

1130

0894

0173

Doolittle, Senator

Doss, Ronald

Dougherty Lumber

Dougherty, Raymond

Dowell, Waylon

Doyon, Lorraine

Dragoo, Clyde

Dragoo, Tanya

Dragoo, Theresa

Droscher, Paul

Dubai, Bob

Duffy, Jerry

Duncan, Bill

Duncan, Michael

Dunham, Mike

Dunivin, Ray

Dunn, K. W.

Dunn, K. W.

Durch, Linda

Dustin, Tony

Eades (unreadable)

Eades, Arlo

Eades, Edna

Eades, Katie

Eades, Lennie

Eades, Scott

Earley, Kathy

Earnest, John

Earnest, Marjorie

Eusley, Shirley

Eaton, Perry

Economon, George

Economon, Suzanne

Edge, Nick

Edwards, Bob

Elander, Eleanor

Ellenberger, Dearld

Ellenberger, Kathy

Ellenberger, Larry

Elliott, Lloyd

Elzea, Chris

Elua, Gerta

Elu-a, Junlor

Eizea, Lisha

Fmmerson, Mark

0958

0745

0576

0897

1296

0698

0540

0729

001 1

0930

0039

0199

1009

0249

1330

0155

0749

0813

0127

0833

0191

0322

0192

1206

1376

0919

0072

0674

0757

0153

0016

0362

1226

1356

0038

0029

1309

1249

0623

Eppler, Gail

Erqulaga, Alex Jr.

Erquinga, Bonnie

Erqulaga, John

Eslingar, Bob

Espil, Tom

Estill, Jack

Evans, David

Fairchlld, J. W.

Fall River - B.V. Cattlemen's

Faria, Tony

Farm Adviser, Modoc Co.

Farm Bureau, Modoc Co.

Felthouse, James W.

Fetiers, Harold

Flbreboard Corp.

Fischer, Lawrence E

Fischer, Nancy

Fischer, Shirley

Fish, Game, 8: Ree, Modoc Co.

Fisher, Fred

Fisher, Judy

Fisher, Marion

Flackes, Dave

Flackes, Della

Fleming, Harold

Fleming, Marian

Fleming, Phyllis

Fletcher, Kenneth

Floumoy, Bill

Flournoy, Mrs. Donald

Foley, Rick

Foote, Donna

Ford, Cheryl

Forman, Mike

Forno, John

Foster, Doug

Francis, Marc

Frank 8: Majer, Ellen & Joseph

Frank, Alex & Abby

Freltng, Fritz& Elizabeth

Freitas, Ed & Phyllis

French, Thomas

Friends of The River

Fryz, Daniel

0786

1221

0013

1338

0953

0405

0306

0305

1041

0430

1396

0349

0356

0547

0300

0140

0142

0144

0699

0146

0141

0143

1274

0873

0429

1021

0476

0413

0247

0381

0700

0965

1321

1320

1262

0417

0418

0705

0732

0926

0927

Gould, Mayeila

Fuli'er, Jeff

G. Warrens Trust

Galley, Mark S.

Gain, John

Ganes, Glenn

Garate, Johnny

Garbutt, Geraldine

Garbutt, Phillip

Gardiner, Ken

Garfield, Richard

Gaylord, Bill

Gebloclt, Val

Gee, Calvin

Gee, Linda

Gee, Warren

Gerig, Gertrude

Gerlg, Janell

Gerig, Oral

Gerlg, Peter N.

Gerig, Robert

Gerig. Tina

Gerig, Vicky

Gerstung, Eric

Gerton, Les

Gelke, Bob

Giblock, Edward

Gibson, Juy

GliTen, Craig

Gilgun, Michael 8: Linda

Gill, Kent

Gian, Paul

Glass Min. Pumice, inc.

Glenn, Dennis

Gnibus, Laurie

Gomer, Colleen

Gonzales, Cynthia

Gonzales, Darrell

Good, Ron

Goodi'ellowI Mildred

Goodi'ellow, William

Gomll, Jean

Gorull, Keith

Gorull, Wilson

Gould, Delbert

Gould, Mayelin
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Graves, Edward

0022

0519

012.5

1277

0324

0323

1042

0840

0839

1032

0838

0388

1124

112.5

0820

0810

1022

1308

0954

0495

0695

0052

1369

0337

0414

05m

1409

1362

1406

1132

0103

0389

0178

0825

1071

0580

1233

Graves, Edward

Gray, Pat

Green, Jack

Greenbank, Clinton

Grlgsby, Roger E.

Grohs, Phillip

Grokenberger, Callie

Grokenberger, Metta

Grooms, Carl

Groper, Maureen

Groth, Ernest

Groth, Marian

Grove, Cathy

Grove, David

Grove, George

Grove, Joseph

Gurrola, Paul

Guttry, Carrie

Guttry, Evan

Gutzeil, Art

Hadiield, Michael

Hagge, William

Halderman, Helen

Haley, B. J.

Hall, Norman

Halseil, Jessee

Hamel, Richard

Hamilton, Francis

Hamilton, J. K.

Hampton, Chuck

Hanks, Lloyd

Hanna, Rebekah

Hanson, Hap

Hapgood, Norma

Harlan, Paul

Harlan, Paul

Harper, Elmer

Harper, Jack 8: Fern

Harrigan, ChrLs

Harrington, Jerry

Harris, Ed

Harris, Harold 8t Phyllis

Harris, Joe

Harris, Lindsey

Harris, Virginia Jane

0077

1175

1194

1188

1388

0111

1189

0826

0553

0302

0469

0950

i004

0441

0522

0630

0631

0566

0115

0587

1331

1092

041 1

1374

0509

0746

0508

1028

1393

0321

0106

0315

0433

1134

1030

1031

0222

ilarry H'.’

Hasbrouck, Richard

Hathaway, Abe

Hawkins, C. Delmer

Hawkins, Leanna

Hawkins, Margaret

Hawkins, Mike

Hawkins, Norman

Hawkins, Rus

Hayes, Herbert

Haynes, Marcella

Hays, Jim

Heard, Bob

Heard, Kennon

Heard, Richard

Hedgeman, Robert

Helm, Sarah

Heller, Clarence

Hemphill, Joe 8: Rhonda

Henry, Jean

Henry, Michael

Henry, Paul

Henson, Steven

Herbert, Terry

Her-Log, Kurt

Hetherwick, James

Hewitt, John

Hi Valley Fire Equip. Co.

Hiatt, Dick

Hicks, Calvin

Hlcls, Steve

Hicks, Verdie

Hill Enterprises

Hill, Alan

Hill, Brian

Hill, David

Hill, irvin

Hill, Michael 8: .lane

Hill, Ora

lllns, David

Hironymous, Mary

Hodge, Tina

Hodge, Wlllinm

Honea, Darell

Honsberger, John

1164

0189

0371

1100

1157

1219

0348

0120

0209

1066

0450

1038

1229

0734

0534

0899

1147

1067

0050

0459

0193

0567

0818

0342

0402

0026

1035

0537

0055

0317

037.5

0372

0184

0180

0183

0182

0181

1015

.lanes, Marvin Sr.

Honul, Drew

Hoover, Victoria

Hope, Paul

Hopkins, D.

llord, Ciii'i 8: Donna

Hot Springs Valley irrig. Dist

Howard, Hamid

Howard, Rich

Howard, W.

Hoxsey, Andrew

Hoxsey, David

Hoysak, Roger

Humphrey, Kevin

Hunt, Cleo

Hunt, Thomas

Hunter, Edith

llurd Lumber Company

Hurd, John

Hunt, R. V.

llurlbust, Don

Hussa, John

Hyman, Willie

laccect, William J.

Ingram, Jennifer

lnosprn, Dennis

lverson, Anna

lverson, Wayne D.

lvey, Sandy

Jackman, Charlie

Jackson, Ernie

Jacobs, Linda

Jacobs, Mildred

Jacobson, Don

Jacquln, Beverly

Jacquin, Donna Ann

Jacquot, David

Jacquot, Rose

James W'.’

James, Aaron

James, Aaron B.

James, Homer, Jr.

James, Jeanne

James, Katie

James, Michelle

Janes, Marvin Sr.
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Janes, Veronica

1016

0824

1377

0076

0256

0741

1121

1357

0489

0301

1155

0382

0354

1392

1181

1123

0470

0696

0149

1023

1119

0212

0032

0226

0156

0625

1282

0270

0915

076d

0808

i039

1093

0962

1212

1014

0058

1373

1168

0207

1202

1215

0452

1170

Janes, Veronica

Jefferies, Ken

Jeilison, Larry

Jensen, Bob

Jensen, Bruce

Jensen, Gerald

Jerashen, Carolyn

Jobe, Glenn

.loerger, Sue

John C'.’

John Soius Logging

Johnson, Dennis

Johnson, Merlin

Johnson, Norman

Joiner, Barbara

Joiner, B1118: Barbara

Joiner, Craig

Jones, Delbert

Jones, Janis

Jones, Leo

Jones, M. W.

Jones, Maurice

Jones, Newman

Jones, Rick

Jones, Ronald

Kallman, George

Kaminski, Richard

KARE

Karem, Richard

Kaufman & McDonald

Kaunph, Alex

Kaupanger Logging

Keefer, Carol

Keefer, Kathleen

Keene, Richard

Keeney, Ken

Keller, Richard 8; Eva

Kelly, Patrick

Kelly, Skip

Kelsey, Tom

Kennedy, John

Kenny, John

Kenobbie, David

Kerley, Lisa

Kerns, Jim

1120

0911

0912

0129

0817

0237

0253

0025

0386

0399

0151

1050

1003

Kerr, John

Ketchum, Alien

Ketchum, Kathleen

Keye, Bill

Klmsey, Randy

Kindle, Jeanette

Kingsbury, James

Kinsley, Kenneth

Kinyon, Carey

Kinyon, Devin

Kinyon, Leslie

Kirk, Brent

Kirk, Dennis

Kirk, Jerita

Kirk, 1x0

Klamath Tribe

Klasson, Barbara Jo

Klenke, Orvai

Klevin, Tim

Kiunk, Stephanie

Knight, Geoff

Knight, Kenneth

Knighton, Duanna

Kobie, Bill

Kobie, Billy Jr.

Kobie, Debra

Kobie, Norb

Komyati, Keith

Komger, James

Kotukt, Eugene

Kola, Don

Kresge, Edna

Kresge, Elizabeth

Kresge, Jerry

Kresge, Lorene

Kresge, Owen

Kroon, David

Kruih, Gerald

Kuehl, John

Kuehnert, Grayson

La Place, Nellie

La Porta, Rose Marie

Lafazio, Frank

Lake, Debra

Lake, Michael

0329

0186

1344

1334

0137

0114

1033

0105

1110

1002

1287

1136

1135

1133

1227

0296

0299

1297

0220

1087

0795

1088

1146

0613

0353

1195

0744

0928

0258

0260

0259

0248

0435

0571

0081

Long, Charlotte

Lake, Thomas

Lamb-Bang Gayna

Lance Forest Products

Lance, Arthur E

Landrith, Richard

Langell Valley irrigation Dist

Langley, Scott

Lannigan, David

Lipton. Jerry

Larsen, Leonard

Larson, Norman

Lassen Forest Products

Lassen Forest Products

Latham, Claude & Gail Lynn

Latka, Dave

Latka, Donna

Lauer, Kurt

Lava Beds Res. Conserv. Dist.

Laxague, Catherine

Laxague, Frieda

Laxague, William

Lee, Vicki

Lehman, Fred

Lemke, Jenifer

Lemke, Paul

Lemke, Robin

lemmel, George

Leonard, Francis

leonard, Gary

Leonard, Wilma

Lepem, Raymond

Lequieu, Jerry

Lerfeid

Lesica, Andrew

Leue', Herb

Leventon, Dean

Leventon, Donald

Lewis, Audrey

Lewis, Donald

Lewis, Lisa

Lind, Michael

Lilburn, Randy

Lindsay, Michael

Lisher, Sara

Long, Charlotte

U-20 Respondent Names and Identification Numbers



Lookout Fire Protection Dist.

1384

1241

0611

1105

1163

0328

0037

0126

1198

0677

1395

0438

1201

0872

0379

0239

0556

0415

0289

0139

Lookout Fire Protection Dist.

Lookout Grange

Lookout Pest Abatement Dist.

Lapel. Joe

Lopm, Joseph

Loria, Frank

Losekoot, Frank

Loveness, Ron

Loveness, V. Alan

Lowness, Rochy

Luedtke, Larry

Luond, Leon

Lydon, Philip 8: Gerda

Lyon, Max

Lyons, Kathy

MaCavey, Gerald

MacDonald, Kathryn

MacDonald, Luna

MacFarlane, Patricia

Madrigal, Ctpriano

Madrigal, Martha

Madscn, Robert

Malda, Nlno

Main, Andrew

Main, Bruce

Main. Diane

Main, Jonathan

Main, Rocky

Main, Steve

Malley, Vic

Maloney, Ed

Mangels, F.

Mnnus, Denton

Marble, Michael

Marble, Randy

Marcin, Thomas

Mark, Valerie

Marks, Jim

Marsh, Bobbi Jean

Marsh, Wendy

Marshall. David

Marshall, Frank

Martin, Neva

Martin, Scoop

Marty, Chrb

0975

1329

0394

0933

0291

0378

1044

0340

0138

1259

1281

1115

1114

0871

1365

0345

1255

0991

1411

1065

1063

0326

1074

1354

1020

1350

0216

0555

0162

1326

1318

1319

1323

Mason, Scott

Mason, Tad

Mason, Torn

Matias, Freddie

Matti, James

Mauil, Tony

Maye, Patrick

Mayhue, Karen Lisa

Manone, June

McAlemey, Matt

McAndrews, Kathy

McAnn, Gerald

McArthur, Roderick

McCarthy, Betsy

McCartny, John

McCass, Dennb

McCloughan, Bryan

McClure, Jim

McConnell, Ann

McCullough, Jeanne

McDaniels, Audrey

McDermott, Mary

McDonald, Robert C.

McDonald, Robert S.

McDonald, Teddy

McGarr, Dennis

McGarva, Dixie

McGarva, Duane

McGarva, Jacqueline

McGarva, Ken

McGarva, Ross

McGarva, Shane

Mclndoo, Jim

Mclnnls, Douglas

Mclntlre Timber Services, Inc.

Mclntire, Mark

Mclntlre, Teresa

McKean, Robert

McKnight, Robert

McLaughlin, Robert

McLean, Doug

McLean-Carey, Carolyn

McNamara, Doris

McNeil, Joseph

McNeil, Vivian

1345

0501

0148

0861

0723

1213

0751

0070

0012

1156

1210

0420

0816

0917

0916

0210

1412

1283

1413

1010

1034

0701

0552

1242

1404

0101

0693

1151

0479

0204

0557

0145

1 236

0232

0233

0691

Morris, Marie

McNicholB, Thomas

McQuillan, Rod

Mead, Christine

Messens, Paul

Metzger, Harry

Mlchaels, Sally

Middleton, Robert

Miller, H.

Miller, Jerome

Miller, John

Miller, Paul

Miller, Paul

Miller, Suzanne

Millican, Beth

Milton, Russell

Milton, Vonda

Mlnto, Jerry

Mlnto, Lynne

Mitchell, Darrell

Mix, Bruce

Modoc Co. Cattleman’s Assn

Modoc Co. Community Programs

Modoc Co. Fire Dists. Assn

Modoc Co. Historical Society

Modoc Co. Ilorsemen's Assn.

Modoc Co. Off. of Emerg. Svcs.

Modoc Co. Road Dept.

Modoc Co. Schools

Modoc County Planning Dept.

Modoc Joint Unified School

Modoc Lumber Co., KF

Mohr, Catherine

Mohr, Cindy

Mohr, Eddie

Mohr, Walter

Monge, Mike

Moore, John K.

Moore, Karen

Moore, R. F.

More, Glenn

Morehouse, Michele

Morgan, Mark

Morgan, Mitchell

Morris, Leslie

Morris, Marie
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Morris, Thomas Richten, Jack

0922 Morris, Thomas 0309 Olsen, Jessica 0837 Phillips, Roy

1222 Morrison, David 0310 Olsen, Susan 0304 Pierce, J. D.

0664 Morrison, Michael 1029 Olson, Karl 0995 Pierce, Jenny

0124 Mountloy, Shelley 0558 Oregon ilunter‘s Assn. 06M Pilatt, Ed

0060 Muir, Brian 0551 Organ. Sportsment of Modoc Co. 1090 Pingel, Bernard

0062 Murdock & Nichols, Bill 8: Rhon 0056 Osypowski, Tom 1138 Pingel, Vera

0462 Murray, Marcus 8: Pat 1177 Otrin, Ron 0568 Pippen, Victoria

0116 Murry, Jack 1289 Owen, Wes 0564 Pitnan, Michael

0334 Muttersbach, Pete 1250 Pacific Power 8i Light Company 0019 Placer Co. Conservation Force

1257 Natural Res. Defense Council 0952 Pacific Wood Fuels Co. 0455 Pochatek, Donald

0661 Nature Conservancy 102.5 Page, Ray 0460 Porki, David

0615 Nee, Gregory 0570 Paliany, Harold 0878 Porter, Craig

0285 Nelson, Alan 0161 Palley, Meg 0286 Porter, Donald

0284 Nelson, Kathie 0828 Palmer, Marion 0713 Porter, John A.

0283 Nelson, Laura 1366 Palmer, Robert 0717 Posostostz, Jam

0416 Nelson, Marlys 0387 Palmer, Ronald 1104 Potter, A. Dee

1082 Nelson, Stephen 1152 PflpptLs, Deb 0175 Potter, Rick

0150 Nemanic, Joan 0294 Parish, Yvonne 0377 Powers, David

0494 Nemanic, T. R. 1387 Parks, Jerry 1286 Preschutti, John

0684 Nestrick, Valerie, Dr. 0293 Parrish, E. J. 0596 Price, Tom

0027 Neuman, Beverly 0461 Paskowski, Michael 0742 Primorac, Forrest

0295 Newby, Suzanne 1211 Patten. Marty 0445 Quinn, G. A.

0754 Newman, Valerie 0375 Patterson, Chester 1054 Quinsey, Mrs. Robert l...

0671 No. CA Counc. Fed of Fly Fish 0792 Pauley, Robert 0658 Ramirez, Linda

1349 No. CaL Co. Spvrs. Assn. 1185 Pauly, Deena 0466 Ray, Bobby G.

0914 No. Cal. Log Scaling Bureau 0523 Peery, Milton 0834 Ray, Michael

1171 Nork, Alice 0071 Peil, Tom 0708 Rechtin, Julie

0085 Norris, Frank 0618 Pence, John 1049 Reddig, Randy

0880 Norris, S.G. 0645 Pengeliy, Sam 0789 Reed, Con

0530 North Cal-neva Rc&da 0023 Perlman, Steven 0582 Reese, Paul

0512 Northrup, Arthur Jr. 0436 Perrymond, Joann 0330 Reeves, Randel

0504 Northrup, Charlene 0543 Perske, Douglass 0331 Reeves, Virginia

0680 Northrup, Sherri 0174 Petal Pushers, Kathy Corder 1217 Resource Concepts, Inc.

0240 Norvell, Robert 1166 Peterson (unreadable first name) 0363 Resource Economics lnt'i, inc.

0005 Nw Fed. of Mineralogical Soc. 0524 Peterson, Delbert 1240 Reuck, Bruce

0721 O'Connor, John 1299 Peterson, Howard 0380 Rewer, Gerald

0539 O'Qulnn, Michael 0969 Peterson, Jim 0360 Reynolds, James

1209 Oakes, John 0335 Peterson, Margaret 1351 Rhodes, Philip

0689 Off. of Education - Shasta Co. 1275 Peterson, R. Russ 0525 Rice, Don

1316 Off. of Environ. Pro]. Review 0685 Petition - William Patterson 0679 Rice, Katherine

0332 Office of Educ, Slskiyou Co. 0867 Petrolonis, Raymond 0401 Rice, Mike

0575 Oiier, Clayton 0707 PG&E, San Francisco 0468 Rice, Tom

0269 Olander, J. C. 0851 Phiihauer, Monica 1265 Rich, David G.

0021 Olsen, Bruce 0864 Philhower, Michael 0951 Rich, Fred

0308 Olsen, Eric 0806 Phillips, M. 1300 Richten, Jack
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Schultz, Milton

Schurb, Gary

Schwebach, Charles

Schwende, Lynn

Schwindt, Paul

Scott, Jeymie

Sealock, Arlene

Sealock, Robert

Sell, Douglas

Sella, Aldo

Senior Citizens Assn., inc.

Shaffer, Gary

Shatter, Marilyn

Shapiro 8: Bateman, Joan & Jim

SHARE

Shasta Co. Pvt. lndust. Coun.

Shaughnessy, Sue

Shaw, Bob & Billie

Shaw, C. M.

Shaw, Chuck

Shepard, Dave

Sheppard, Sophie

Sherer, Don

Sherer, Juana

Sherer, Ronald

Sherman, liarvey

Shouse. Ken

Shriver, Lida

Shumway, Norman (Congress

man)

Sierra Cascade Logging Cont.

Sierra Club, M/L Response

Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chap.

Sierra Club, Redwood (Arcata)

Sierra Club, Redwood Chapter

Sierra Club, SF. Bay Chapter

Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter

Sierra Club, Yaki Group

Sierra Pacific Ind., Susanville

Sierra Pacific Power Company

Sill, Marjorie

Silver State Mining Corp.

Simmons, Charles

Simmons, Enoch

Simmons, Gail

Ringo, Mike

0211

0227

0152

0918

1401

0395

0392

0282

0170

1043

0160

0108

1059

1006

0733

0526

0163

0473

1073

0393

0536

0051

0959

1223

0280

1017

0513

0514

0910

0359

1248

1313

0870

1305

0361

1268

1378

0458

Ringo, Mike

Rippetoe, Robert

Roberts, Herbert

Roberts, Marie

Robertson, Daniel

Robertson, Mike

Robertson, Nick

Robinson, Ray

Rockwell, G.

Rodgers, Thomas L.

Rogers, Ruth

Rohrbackee, Norman

Roland, Raymie

Roseburg For. Prod, Anderson

Roseburg Resources Co.

Rosemeyer, Dennis

Rosenberg, Marvin

Ross, Daniel

Roundy, Lee

Rouse, Ernest 8: Associates

Roush, Paul

Rowne, Michael

Roy, Bruce

Roybal, J. Steve

Rural Institute, Inc.

Russell, Ron

Rutledge, Dave

Sahlgren, Milton

Sambol, C. M.

San Diego Gas & Electric

Sanchez, Agriplna

Sanchez, Crispin

Sawyer, Linda

Sawyer, Mike

Scates, Kathryn

Scenic Shoreline Pres. Cont.

Schadler, Jean

Schell, Jeifrey

Schluter, Robert

Schneider, Asa

Schneider, David

Schouest, Gary

Schreiber, John

Schrembeck, Daniel, Jr.

Schroeder, Mary

1174

0794

0451

0341

0102

0314

0213

0217

1036

1238

0187

1258

1333

0913

0929

0311

1314

0333

1239

1179

1178

0780

0464

1304

1280

1260

0500

0541

0198

0107

0010

0218

0128

0589

1 143

0590

1142

1332

0777

0474

0692

0651

0113

1375

0591

0774

0100

1302

1346

1336

1348

0972

0619

0773

0098

0278

0279

1107

0024

1108

1109

1343

0753

0968

1094

1064

0244

1204

1161

0584

1407

1408

0893

0367

1 167

0895

0891

Stevenson, Mark

Simmons, Wilma

Simon, Philip

Simpson, Jim

Simpson, Larry

Singleton, Claude

Sisldyou Fly Fishers

Skewarek, Richard 81. Margaret

Slaten, Keith

Slaton, Vern

Smallridge, Dick

Smith, Alice

Smith, Alice & John

Smith, Craig

Smith, Lawrence K.

Smith, Leonard F.

Smith, Leonard W.

Smith, Lori A.

Smith, Shirley

Smith, Sydney

Smorul, Donna

Snipes, Bill

Snyder, Gary

Sohus, Glenda

Sohtm, John

Sousa, Edward

South Fork Irrigation District

Soum, Joseph

Souza, Margie

Spain, Bill

Speer, Bill

Spooner, Dana

StaaLs, Richard

Stahl, Don

Stanley, John

Stark, Diane

Staruch, Joann

Staub, Ed

Stayton, Kenneth

Steinhagen, Daniel

Sternes, Farrel

Stevenson, Frank

Stevenson, Judith

Stevenson, Kacle

Stevenson, Karen

Stevenson, Mark
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Stevenson, Sandy

0892

1208

0241

0073

1381

0716

0985

1218

0531

1048

0559

0119

0131

1060

0665

1243

0900

0791

0318

0740

0739

0632

1253

0881

1361

0983

0373

0939

Stevenson, Sandy

Stevenson, Vickie

Steward, Michael

Stewardship Comm.,

Modoc/Washoe

Steyer, Dick

Stine, Glenn

Slircula, Frank

Stockton, Ken

Stokes, James

Stokes, Tim

Stone, Jeii

Stone, Tina

Stopp, Clarence

Stott, Barbara

Stoutamore, Wanda

Stovr, Charles

Strauss, George

Studinski, George

Sludinski, Yvonne

Suess, Marland

Suk, Torn

Sullivan, Mike

Sumner, Annette

Sumner, Joseph

Superior CA Develop. Council

Surprise Valley Elec. Corp.

Sustersu, Marianne

Svoboda, Mary Ann

Svoboda, Richard

Svoboda, Richard E.

Swail’ord, Jesse

Swanson, John R.

Swarm, Beverly

Swarm, Robert

Swlney, Audrey

Swlney, Leroy

Szryelski, Joseph

Tabor, Steve

Talma, Lee

Taylor, Barry

Taylor, Chris

Taylor, Elwood

Taylor, lval & Mary

Taylor, Richard

0313

0670

0093

0809

0409

1266

0215

0265

0267

0264

0266

0593

0200

1097

0592

0594

0984

1371

0643

0528

0036

1159

1158

1085

0973

1273

1264

1148

1081

0397

0778

0812

0255

0737

0738

0673

0715

0201

0814

1315

Taylor, Susan

Teague, Mr. 8: Mrs. Donald

Teel, David

Tenney, Eugene

Terry, John

Thew, Janet

Thomas Lumber Co.

Thomas, William

Thomason, Bill

Thomason, Karrie

Thomason, Lois

Thomason, Ronnie

Thompson Ron 1.

Thompson, Amee

Thompson, Larry

Thompson, Mark

Thompson, Robert

Thompson, Robert, Jr.

Thompson, Rose Marie

Thompson, Susan

Thompson, William and James

Thorn, William

Tlbblls, Robert

Tiehm, liarold

Tillott, Brian

Tipping, Gerald

Toler, Brett G.

Toler, lrvin

Toler, Mary

Tourism Committee, Alturas

Townsend, Stanley

Transmission Agency of No. Calif

Tritch, John

Tschlrky, Paul

Tuck, Jim

Tucker, Bob

Tuielake Grange No. 468

Tyler, Pat

Tyrrell, Bonnie

Tyrrell, Norman

U.S. Pumice Company

Ulle, Frank

Underwood, Karen

Ungem, Kristian

UNOCAL Geothermal Division

1355

1353

0620

0617

0560

0339

1172

0242

0678

1207

1077

1196

0832

1106

1193

0346

0586

0287

0352

0616

0554

0351

1008

0516

0955

0956

0015

0194

1068

1364

1230

0245

1012

1019

1013

0978

1076

0529

Wehde, Mike

U.S. Environ. Protection Agency

USAF, Environmental Planning

USAF, HQ Electronic Sys. Div.

Vanek, Ed

Vanek, Terry

Vant, Mabel

Vauari, Nick

Vaughan, Trudy

Vaught, Sylvia

Vazquez, Anthony

Vestal, Thomas

Vick, Marjorie

Victorine, Joe

Victorine, Mary Carol

Virginia Four Wheel Drive Assn

Viscotta, Dan

Voget, Gordon

Volrich, Donald

Voth, Gregory

Wald, Frannle

Walker, Bill

Walker, Le Roy

WalkenMildred

Waller, Ronald

Walton, Nancy

Ward, Glenn

Ward, Ronald

Warner, lva

Warren, Darrell

Washburn, Dan

Washbum, Wendy

Water Qual Bd - Central Valley

Water Qual Bd - North Coast

Water QuaL ConL Bd, Lahontan

Watkins, Frank

Watt, John

Wayland, Brian

Wears, Jacob

Webb, Donald 8: Natalie

Weber, Andy

Weber, Cindy

Weber, John

Weber, Warren

Wedam, Jeri

Wehde, Mike
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Weidert, Cari

1261

1293

1379

1380

1389

1390

0579

1263

1252

0176

0822

0252

0761

1228

1058

1284

1367

Weider-t, Carl

Weidert, Stan

Weidner, Beverle

Weidner, Georgia

Weigand, Glorlanne

Welgand, Stan

Welgand, Stan 8r Glorlanne

Weigel, George

Welssburg, Muriel

Wells, Donald

Wells, June

Wells, Sandra

Welsh, Don

West, Charles

Western Cascade Lumber

Western Forest Industries Assn

Western Timber Assn.

Western Wood Products Assn.

Weston, Scott

Wheeler, Darlene

Wheelock, Darren

While, Hugh

White, Larry

White, Lester 0.

Whitehorn, Stephen

Whitsett, Douglas, D.V.M.

Wickenden, Robert

0756

0472

0165

0827

1276

1184

1183

0261

0762

0763

1091

0936

1080

0574

1011

0585

1368

0517

0770

0750

0724

0875

0484

Wllbourn, Babette

Wilderness Society, CA/NV Reg.

Wilkinson, Louis

Wilkinson, Robert

Will, Wade

Willard, Dwight

Williams, Alice

Willlarns, Charles

Williams, Florence

Williams, Greg

Williams, Howard

Williams, L C.

Williams, Lucy

Willmes, Gerald

Willmore, Larry

Wilson, Bill

Wilson, Bob

Wilson, John

Wilson, Kerry 8t Cheryl

Wilson, Kerry D.

Wilson, Mrs. Bob

Wlnegarden, Grant

Winkle, Steve

Winnop, Hiram

Wlrta, Mike

Wirth, Jell, Mr. 8: Mrs.

Wlssmath, Angela

0485

0168

0621

0496

0017

0018

0515

0544

0057

1165

1325

1324

0307

072.5

0627

0343

0499

Ziegle, Tom

Wlssrnath, Inna

Wissmath, Sherry

Witzel, Sam

Wolak, Mark

Wolak, Sdelly

Wolf, Gregory

Wolf, Joann

Wootk, Nancy

Woods, Virginia

Woods, Winifred

Wright, Gary

Wunner, Bob

Yankauskes, Virginia

Yarborough, Kelli

Young, Barbara

Young, James

Young, R. D.

Younger, John 8; Evelyn

Zabariadin, Andru

Zachary, Steve

Zacher, Edward

Zlegle, Torn
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0001

(in numeric order)
0043

0044

0045

0001

0002

0003

0005

0006

0007

0008

0009

0010

0011

0012

0013

0014

0015

0016

0017

0018

0019

0020

0021

0022

0023

0024

0025

0026

0027

0028

0029

0030

0031

0032

0033

0034

0035

0036

0037

0038

0039

0040

0041

0012

lverson, Wayne D.

Department of Agriculture

USAF, Environmental Planning

Sierra Pacific Power Company

Nw Fed. of Mineralogical Soc.

Virginia Four Wheel Drive Assn

Metzger, Harry

Rodgers, Thomas L.

Sierra Club, Redwood Chapter

Sierra Club, Yaki Group

Fall River - B.V. Cattlemen’s

Miller, John

Gailey, Mark S.

Swanson, John R.

Water Qual Bd - Central Valley

Foster, Doug

Woods, Nancy

Woods, Virginia

Placer Co. Conservation Force

Mayhue, Karen Lisa

Olsen, Bruce

Graves, Edward

Perlman, Steven

South Fork irrigation District

Kinyon, Carey

Jackson, Ernie

Neuman, Beverly

Clark, Kelley D.

Freitas, Ed & Phyllis

Bridges, George A.

Brown, Eugene

Jones, Rick

Brigham, John N.

Andaloro, Louis

Suk, Tom

Tipping, Gerald

Maida, Nino

Freitag, Fritz & Elizabeth

Felthouse, James W.

Bogaard, .loe

Coury, Linda

Silver State Mining Co'p.

0047

0048

0049

0050

0051

0052

0053

0054

0055

0056

0057

0058

0059

0060

0061

0070

0071

0072

0073

0074

0075

0076

0077

0078

0079

0080

0081

0082

0083

0084

0085

0086

Kuehnen, Grayson

Hunt, Thomas

Adams, Lois

Carroll, Nancy

West, Charles

Chamber of’ Commerce, Adin

Mangels, F.

Hyman, Willie

Russell, Ron

Hamilton, Francis

Cannon, E. A.

Boss, Bruce

Jacobson, Don

Osypowski, Tom

Yankauskes, Virginia

Kelly, Patrick

Balcomb, J .b.

Muir, Brian

Gerton, Les

Murdock & Nichols, Bill & Rhon

Voth, Gregory

Webb, Donald & Natalie

Lauer, Kurt

Burkhardt, Leonard

Chamber of Commerce, Tulelake

Weissburg, Muriel

Kruth, Gerald

Miller, Jerome

Peil, Tom

Foote. Donna

Stewardship Comm,

Modoc/Washoe

Weston, Scott

Kiunk, Stephanie

Jensen, Bruce

Hasbrouck, Richard

Larson, Norman

Bliss, 'Dtomas

Albaugh, Ed

Long. Charlotte

Crossley, Jean

McCarthy, Betsy

Choate, Leonard

Norris, Frank

Heller, Clarence

0087

0088

0089

0090

0091

0092

0093

0094

0095

0096

0097

0098

0099

0100

0101

0102

0103

0104

0105

0106

0107

0108

0109

0110

0111

0112

0113

0114

0115

0116

0117

0118

0119

0120

0121

0122

0123

0124

0125

0126

0127

0128

0129

0130

0131

0131

Audubon Society, Mt. Shasta

Lyon, Max

Beyeler, Edward

Deutschman, Elaine

Chamber of Commerce, Fall Riv.

McArthur, Roderick

Teel, David

Clark, Ann

Bacher, Mrs. F. A., Jr.

Far-la, Tony

Bulger, Debbie

Snyder, Gary

Waid, Frannie

Smith, Lawrence K.

Modoc County Planning Dept.

Scalock, Arlene

Harper, Jack & Fern

Byrne, Kathleen

Lannigan, David

Hill, Michael & Jane

Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter

Roseburg For. Prod, Anderson

Swarm, Beverly

De Oocto, Anthony, Jr.

Hawkins, Norman

Dunn, K.w.

Smallridge, Dick

Langell Valley irrigation Dist

Henson, Steven

Murry, Jack

Davidson & Horwitz, Leila & An

Berrier, E.a.

Stott, Barbara

Howard, Rich

Lydon, Philip & Gerda

Alosi, Jeanette

Curtis, Ray

Mountjoy, Shelley

Green, Jack

Main, Bruce

Fisher, Judy

Sill, Marjorie

Keye, Bill

Busby, Stuart

Stoutamore, Wanda
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0132

0132

0133

0134

0135

0136

0137

0138

0139

0140

0141

0142

0143

0144

0145

0146

0147

0148

0149

0150

0151

0152

0153

0154

0155

0156

0157

0158

0159

0160

0161

0162

0163

0164

0165

0166

0167

0168

0169

0170

0171

0172

0173

0174

0175

0176

Curran, Denny

Coad, Ardythe

Marshall, David

City Council, Alturas

Dillard, Joe

Landrith, Richard

McCullough, Jeanne

Marsh, Wendy

Gerig, Gertrude

Gerig, Tina

Gerig, Janell

Gen'g, Vicky

Gerig, Oral

Monge, Mike

Gerig, Robert

Crum, Donald

Mead, Christine

Jones, Leo

Nemanic, Joan

Kirk, Dennis

Roberts, Herbert

Fomo, John

Cullins, Vaudine

Fischer, Shirley

Kallman, George

Craig, Julia

Carlton, Alan

Dougherty, Raymond

Roland, Raymie

Palley, Meg

McLaughlin, Robert

Rouse, Ernest & Associates

Boyer, Karen

Wilkinson, Robert

Cornelius, Al

Anderson, Byron

Witzcl, Sam

Buckley, John

Rockwell, G.

Bruce, Joe

Marty, Chris

Emmerson, Mark

Petal Pushers, Kathy Corder

Potter, Rick

Wheeler, Darlene

0177

0178

0179

0180

0181

0182

0183

0184

0185

0186

0187

0188

0189

0190

0191

0192

0193

0194

0195

0196

0197

0198

0199

0200

0201

0202

0203

0204

0205

0206

0207

0208

0209

0210

0211

0212

0213

0214

0215

0216

0217

0218

0219

0220

0221

Breuer, Sheryl

Harrington, Jerry

Binderup, Charles

James, Homer, Jr.

James, Michelle

James, Katie

James, Jeanne

James, Aaron

Blane, Gary

Lamb-Bang, Gayna

Shapiro & Bateman, Joan & Jim

Chrysler, Barbara

Hoover, Victoria

Da Silva, Peggy

Fleming, Harold

Fleming, Phyllis

Ingram, Jennifer

Water Qual Bd - North Coast

Board of Education, Modoc Co.

Broda, Margaret

Eaton, Perry

Sierra Club, S.F. Bay Chapter

Fetters, Harold

Thompson, Larry

Underwood, Karen

Chamberlain, R. H.

Mohr, Eddie

Mohr, Cindy

Edwards, Bob

Cox, Douglas

Kennedy, John

Dustin, Tony

Howard, W.

Mitchell, Darrell

Ringo, Mike

Jones, Newman

Sell, Douglas

Knight, Kenneth

Thomas, William

McKean, Robert

Sella, Aldo

Sierra Pacific lnd., Susanvill

Big Valley Lumber

Lemmel, George

Mauil, Tony

0222

0223

0224

0225

0226

0227

0228

0229

0230

0231

0232

0233

0234

0235

0236

0237

0238

0239

0240

0241

0242

0243

0244

0245

0246

0247

0248

0249

0250

0251

0252

0253

0254

0255

0256

0257

0258

0259

0260

0261

0262

0263

0264

0265

0266

Honea, Darell

Arias, Marlyn

Deaton, Robert

Luond, Leon

Jones, Ronald

Rippetoe, Robert

Cory, Russell

Doan, Greg

Doyon, Lorraine

Bates, Michael

Moore, Karen

Moore. R. E.

Hill, lrvin

Dillon, Philip

Base, Jerry

Kindle, Jeanette

McCarthy, John

Marble, Randy

Nowell, Robert

Steward, Michael

Vaught, Sylvia

Brown, Eleanor

Stanley, John

Wears, Jacob

Grooms, Carl

Gian, Paul

Lilburn, Randy

Fischer, Lawrence E.

Camara, Tom

Main, Andrew

White, Hugh

Kingsbury, James

Andresen, Don

Tyler, Pat

Jensen, Gerald

Bcndsen, Vern

Lewis, Audrey

Lewis, Lisa

Lewis, Donald

Williams, Florence

La Place, Nellie

Eppler, Gail

'ihomason, Lois

'lhomason, Bill

Thomason, Ronnie

0266
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0267

0267

0268

0269

0270

0271

0272

0273

0274

0275

0276

0277

0278

0279

0280

0281

0282

0283

0284

0285

0286

0287

0288

0289

0290

0291

0292

0293

0294

0295

0296

0297

0298

0299

0300

0301

0302

0303

0304

0305

0306

0307

0308

0309

0310

0311

Thomason, Karrie

Bd. of Supervisors, Lassen Co.

Olander, J.c.

Karem, Richard

Collins Pine Company

Brooks, Paul

Benson, Arlene

Defenders of Wildlife

Criss, Lloyd

Criss, Alice

Brear, David

Sohus, Glenda

Sohus, John

Sambol, C. M.

McAlemey, Matt

Robinson, Ray

Nelson, Laura

Nelson, Kathie

Nelson, Alan

Porter, Donald

Walker, Mildred

Canada, Dayle

Marks, Jim

Blakely, Floyd

McCass, Dennis

Charon, Dennis

Parrish, 8.].

Parish, Yvonne

Newby, Suzanne

Lemke, Jenifer

Brouillard, Edward

Dowell, Waylon

bemke, Paul

Gee, Warren

John Solus Logging

Hays, Jim

Calandor Pine Corp.

Pierce, J. D.

Garbutt, Phillip

Garbutt, Geraldine

Young, R. D.

Olsen, Eric

Olsen, Jessica

Olsen, Susan

Shaw, Chuck

0312

0313

0314

0315

0316

0317

0318

0319

0320

0321

0322

0323

0324

0325

0326

0327

0328

0329

0330

0331

0332

0333

0334

0335

0336

0337

0338

0339

0340

0341

0342

0343

0344

0345

0346

0347

0348

0349

0350

0351

0352

0353

0354

0355

0356

Ellenberger, Dearld

Taylor, Susan

Sealock, Robert

Hill, Ora

Ellenberger, Kathy

Jacquot, David

Swarm, Robert

Bushey, Bob

Klenke, Orval

Hill, David

Fleming, Marian

Grokenberger, Metta

Grokenberger, Callie

Jacquot, Rose

Mclndoo, Jim

Albaugh, Allen

Madsen, Robert

Lake, Thomas

Reeves, Randel

Reeves, Virginia

Office of Educ, Siskiyou C0.

Sheppard, Sophie

Muttersbach, Pete

Peterson, Margaret

Sustersu, Marianne

Hanks, Lloyd

Bicycle Trails Council

Vauari, Nick

McConnell, . ..tn

Scott, Je) ::

lvey, Sandy

Zachary, Steve

CORVA (Calif ORV Assn)

McGarva, Dixie

Walker, Bill

Kotukt, Eugene

Howard, Harold

Geblock, Val

Knight, Geoff

Ward, Ronald

Waller, Ronald

Lesica, Andrew

Johnson, Norman

La Porta, Rose Marie

Gee, Calvin

0357

0358

0359

0360

0361

0362

0363

0364

0365

0366

0367

0368

0369

0370

0371

0372

0373

0374

0375

0376

0377

0378

0379

0380

0381

0382

0383

0384

0385

0386

0387

0388

0389

0390

0391

0392

0393

0394

0395

0396

0397

0398

0399

0400

0401

Cervantes, Maxia

Cervantes, Tony, Jr

Scates, Kathryn

Reynolds, James

Schneider, David

Francis, Marc

Resource Economics lnt'l, Inc.

CA - Resources Agency Of,

Kresge, Elizabeth

Kresge, Owen

Stevenson, Judith

Bennett, Nathan

Dewitt, Floyd

Demer, Fred

Hope, Paul

James W?

Taylor, Elwood

Chrysler, Jim

Patterson, Chester

Cook, bonnie

Powers, David

McCloughan, Bryan

Marble, Michael

Rewer, Gerald

Glenn, Dennis

Johnson, Merlin

Bluy, Tim

Brown, Darrell

Economon, George

Kinyon, Devin

Palmer, Ronald

Gurrola, Paul

Harrigan, Chris

Collins, Cecil

Caldwell, Richard

Robertson, Nick

Roy, Bruce

Mason, Tom

Robertson, Mike

Economon, Suzanne

Tuck, Jim

Bates, James

Kinyon, Leslie

Cain, J.W.

Rice, Mike
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0402

0402

0403

0404

0405

0406

0407

0408

0409

0410

0411

0412

0413

0414

0415

0416

0417

0418

0419

0420

0421

0422

0423

0424

0425

0426

0427

0428

0429

0430

0431

0432

0433

0434

0435

0436

0437

0438

0439

0440

0441

0442

0443

0444

0445

0446

Jacltman, Charlie

Cash, June

Dooley Lumber Co.

Garate, Johnny

Senior Citizens Assn., Inc.

Willmes, Gerald

Doss, Ronald

'I‘hew, Janet

Call'arm Insurance, Alturas

Hi Valley Fire Equip. Co.

Bruce, Ed and Pauline

Gill, Kent

Hanna, Rebekah

Mark, Valerie

Nelson, Marlys

Goodfellow, Mildred

Goodfellow, William

Knighton, Duanna

Miller, Suzanne

Chism, Betty

Chism, Harold

Lowness, Rochy

Dougherty Lumber

Matti, James

Camp, Leonard

Svoboda, Richard

Komyati, Keith

Giblock, Edward

Garfield, Richard

Bradberry, Kenneth

Brail, Roben

Hins, David

Durch, Linda

Lindsay, Michael

Perrymond, Joann

Svoboda, Mary Ann

Malley, Vic

Berau, Donald

Wolf, Gregory

Hedgeman, Robert

Stine, Glenn

Macavey, Gerald

Lepem, Raymond

Quinn, G. A.

Staruch, Joann

0447

0448

0449

0450

0451

0452

0453

0454

0455

0456

0457

0458

0459

0460

0461

0462

0463

0464

0465

0466

0467

0468

0469

0470

0471

0472

0473

0474

0475

0476

0477

0478

0479

0480

0481

0482

0483

0484

0485

0486

0487

0488

0489

0490

0491

Morris, Leslie

Kobie, Norb

Watt, John

Hoysak, Roger

Schwende, Lynn

Kerley, Lisa

Babushkin, Michael

Bonewitz, Susan

Pochatek, Donald

Boluoishi, Kenneth

Ashbrook, Robert, Jr.

Schrembeck, Daniel, Jr.

laccect, William J.

Porki, David

Paskowski, Michael

Murray, Marcus & Pat

Criss, Sharon

Shriver, Lida

Bennett, Robert

Ray, Bobby G.

Schluter, Roben

Rice, Tom

Heard, Bob

Jones, Delbert

Bavetta, Alan

Wilderness Society, CA/NV Reg.

Roush, Paul

Singleton, Claude

Clement, Alison

Gilgun, Michael & Linda

Curtis, Edward

Caldwell, Donna

Mohr, Catherine

Easley, Shirley

Bidwell, Wallace

Hawkins, Margaret

Bidwell, Merldean

Wissmath, Angela

Wissmath, Sherry

Wissrnath, Lena

Bidwell, Sarah

Bennett, Beatrice

John C?

Dillard, Jane

Blust, Dale

0492

0493

0494

0495

0496

0497

0498

0499

0500

0501

0502

0503

0504

0505

0506

0507

0508

0509

0510

0511

0512

0513

0514

0515

0516

0517

0518

0519

0520

0521

0522

0523

0524

0525

0526

0527

0528

0529

0530

0531

0532

0533

0534

0535

0536

Dillard, Joseph H.

Kresge, Edna

Nemanic, T. R.

Halsell,.1essee

Wolf, Joann

Beeson, C. Dwight

Cantrall, Mrs. Walter

Zacher, Edward

0536

Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chap.

McQuillan, Rod

Arreche, Frank

Baird, Bill

Northrup, Charlene

Madrigal, Cipriano

Barrera, Julia

Madrigal, Martha

Hicks, Verdie

Hicks, Calvin

Cervantes, Anthony Sr.

Cervantes, Frances

Northrup, Arthur Jr.

Sanchez, Agripina

Sanchez, Crispin

Wright, Gary

Warren, Darrell

Wilson, Mrs. Bob

Cox, Alvin

Gray, Pat

Hanson, Hap

Chacon, Trinidad

Heim, Sarah

Peery, Milton

Peterson, Delbert

Rice, Don

Roundy, Lee

Swat'ford. Jesse

Tiehm, Harold

Wehde, Mike

North Cal-Neva RC&DA

Stokes, 'I'nm

Beeson, Joanne

Burk, Joyce & Peter

Hurd, John

Bennett, Larry

Rural Institute, Inc.
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0537

0537

0538

0539

0540

0541

0542

0543

0544

0545

0546

0547

0548

0549

0550

0551

0552

0553

0554

0555

0556

0557

0558

0559

0560

0561

0562

0563

0564

0565

0566

0567

0568

0569

0570

0571

0572

0573

0574

0575

0576

0577

0578

0579

0580

0581

Jacobs, Mildred

Dayan, Tom

O’Quinn, Michael

Evans, David

Sierra Club, Redwood (Arcata)

Honsberger, John

Perske, Douglass

Wunner, Bob

Audubon Society, Wintu Chapt.

Becker, Stephen

Gee, Linda

CA Sportfishing Protect. Allia

CA Mining Assn.

Dixon, Clevon and Anola

Organ. Sportsment oi' Modoc Co.

Modoc Co. Off. of Emerg. Svcs.

Haynes, Marcella

Ward, Glenn

McKnight, Robert

Marcin, Thomas

Mohr, Walter

Oregon Hunter's Assn.

Stone, Tina

Vant, Mabel

Binfiowspef, S.

Arviri, Robert

McAnn, Gerald

Pitnan, Michael

Denney, Ed

Henry, Paul

Inospm, Dennis

Pippen, Victoria

Kievin, Tim

Pallany, Harold

Lisher, Sara

Contreras, Anastacio

Contreras, Teresa

Wilson, Bob

Oiler, Clayton

Erquiaga, John

Cervantes, Jorge

Cervantes, Jesse

Weigand, Stan & Glorianne

Harris, Lindsey

Camarata, Chris

0582

0583

0584

0585

0586

0587

0588

0589

0590

0591

0592

0593

0594

0595

0596

0597

0598

0599

0600

0601

0602

0603

0604

0605

0606

0607

0608

0609

0610

0611

0612

0613

0614

0615

0616

0617

0618

0619

0620

0621

0622

0623

0624

0625

0626

Reese, Paul

Bishop, C.m.

Stayton, Kenneth

Wilson, Kerry & Cheryl

Walker, Le Roy

Herbert, Terry

Hamilton, J. K

Simmons, Charles

Simmons, Gail

Smith, Alice & John

Thompson, Robert

Thompson, Amee

Thompson, Rose Marie

Dehtley, Richard

Price, Tom

Darrow, Glen

Bidweii, Ross

Bidweii, Victoria

Bidweii, Brooke

Bidweii, Pam

Bidweii, Greg

'I‘illott, Brian

Taylor, Richard

Svoboda, Richard E.

Hoxscy, Andrew

Hewitt, John

Wolak, Mark

Jacquin, Beverly

Wells, Sandra

Lopez, Joe

Wells, Donald

Lreri'eld

Sullivan, Mike

Nee, Gregory

Walton, Nancy

Vanek, Terry

Pence, John

Smorul, Donna

Vanek, Ed

Wolak, Sdelly

Campau, Michelle

Fryz, Daniel

Pilatt, Ed

Kaminski, Richard

Cheney, Dorothy

0627

0628

0629

0630

0631

0632

0633

0634

0635

0636

0637

0638

0639

0640

0641

0642

0643

0644

0645

0647

0648

0649

0650

0651

0652

0653

0654

0655

0656

0657

0658

0659

0660

0661

0662

0663

0664

0665

0666

0667

0668

0669

0670

Zabariadin, Andru

Bayer, Matthew

Lake, Debra

Henry, Jean

Henry, Michael

Szryelski, Joseph

Blasko, Lawrence

Burke, James

Bannias, Kurt

Delbondro

Buth, Gary

Dooley, Joe

Bums, E.a.

Kirk, Brent

Cole, Byron

Kuehl, John

Tibbits, Robert

Dunham, Mike

Pengelly, Sam

Degra, David

Cooper, Dul'ur

Morgan, Mark

Schurb, Gary

Slaten, Keith

Slaton, Vern

Marshall, Frank

Jensen, Bob

Kinsley, Kenneth

Culpepper, Larry

Earley, Kathy

Ziegle, Tom

Ramirez, Linda

Arrow Laminates, inc.

boria, Frank

Nature Conservancy

Lake, Michael

Adelee, C.

Morrison, Michael

Strauss, George

Simon, Philip

Welsh, Don

Rosenberg, Marvin

Sherman, Harvey

Teague, Mr. & Mrs. Donald

0670
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0671

0671

0672

0673

0674

0675

0676

0677

0678

0679

0680

0681

0682

0683

0684

0685

0686

0687

0688

0689

0690

0691

0692

0693

0694

0695

0696

0697

0698

0699

0700

0701

0702

0703

0704

0705

0706

0707

0708

0709

0710

0711

0712

0713

0714

No. CA Counc. Federation of Fly

Fisherman

CA Board of Forestry

U.S. Pumice Company

Ford, Cheryl

Barbuck, Walter

Corbin, Beth Lowe

Main, Rocky

Vazquez, Anthony

Rice, Katherine

Northrup, Sherri

Bouquin, David

Wilkinson, Louis

Chiappara, Corrinne

Nestrick, Valerie, Dr.

Petition - William Patterson

Beckwitt, Eric

Glass Mtn. Pumice, lnc.

Gibson, Jay

Off. of Education - Shasta Co.

Bieber, Lillian

More, Glenn

Siskiyou Fly Fishers

Modoc Joint Unified School

Cunnison, R.

Hamel, Richard

Jones, Janis

Bucher, Doug

Estill, Jack

Gerig, Peter N.

Gnibus, Laurie

Modoc Co. Horsemen’s Assn.

Crowell, James

Coop. Exten. Service, Savage

Burk, Frank

Gorzell, Jean

Clark, Gerald

PG&E, San Francisco

Rechtin, Julie

Calif. Cattlemen’s Assn.

Dollarhide, Dee

Atkins, Deborah

Wells, June

Porter, John A.

Cores, Bill

0715

0716

0717

0718

0719

0720

0721

0722

0723

0724

0725

0726

0727

0728

0729

0730

0731

0732

0733

0734

0735

0736

0737

0738

0739

0740

0741

0742

0743

0744

0745

0746

0747

0748

0749

0750

0751

0752

0753

0754

0755

0756

0757

0758

0759

Ulle, Frank

Stircula, Frank

Posostostz, .lom

Dragoo, Tanya

Dragoo, Theresa

Dragoo, Clyde

O‘Connor, John

Grove, Joseph

Michaels, Sally

Winnop, Hiram

Younger, John & Evelyn

Duffy, Jerry

Dan,Bfll

Hemphill, Joe & Rhonda

Fair-child, J.w.

Weigel, George

MacDonald, Kathryn

Gorzell, Wilson

Ross, Daniel

Hunter, Edith

Batista, Margarite

Brock, Calvin

Tyrrell, Bonnie

Tyrrell, Norman

Swiney, beroy

Swiney, Audrey

Jerashen, Carolyn

Primorac, Forrest

Cren, Shiela

Leventon, Dean

Erquiaga, Bonnie

Hicks, Steve

Allan, David

CcwkrcH,\VHll

Fish, Game, & Rec, Modoc Co.

Winkle, Steve

Miller, 11.

MacFarlane, Patricia

Speer, Bill

Newman, Valerie

Amen, Ralph

Wilboum, Babette

Forrnan, Mike

Adkins, Alan

Adkins. Sharon

0760

0761

0762

0763

0764

0765

0766

0767

0768

0769

0770

0771

0772

0773

0774

0775

0776

0777

0778

0779

0780

0781

0782

0783

0784

0785

0786

0787

0788

0789

0790

0791

0792

0793

0794

0795

0796

0797

0798

0799

0800

0801

0802

0803

0804

Balkonek, Gregory

White, Larry

Williams, Greg

Williams, L. C.

Kaunph, Alex

Brock, Randy

Bouse, James

Martin, Scoop

Craig. Gary

Bethel, Skeeter

Winegarden, Grant

Brown, Ronald

Bidwell, Jeff

Snipes, Bill

Smith, Craig

Barlese, Jem‘

Deatley, Tom

Simpson, Larry

Tucker, Bob

Crane, Gregory

Shouse, Ken

Kroon, David

Dayton, Hamid

Lehman, Fred

Lopus, Joseph

Lapton, Jerry

Fulfer, Jeff

Criss, Ronald

Criss, Tracy

Reed, Con

Crane, Terry

Suess, Marland

Pauley, Robert

Country Store, Saunders

Schwebach, Charles

Leonard, Gary

Crane, Barbara

Crane, Michelle

Daniel, Crane

Crane, Carolyn

Dedmon, Doug

Rohrbackee, Norman

Roybal, J. Steve

Main, Jonathan

Ellenberger, Larry

0804

Respondent Names and Identification Numbers
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0805

0805

0806

0807

0808

0809

0810

0811

0812

0813

0814

0815

0816

0817

0818

0819

0820

0821

0822

0823

0824

0825

0826

0827

0828

0829

0830

0831

0832

0833

0834

0835

0836

0837

0838

0839

0840

0841

0842

0843

0844

0845

0846

0847

0848

0849

Foley, Rick

Phillips, M.

Bailey, Paul

Kaupanger bogging

Terry, John

Hagge, William

Bell, Luanne

Tulelake Grange No. 468

Fisher, Fred

Ungern, Kristian

Beck, Tom

Millican, Beth

Kimsey, Randy

Iverson, Anna

Dubal, Bob

Hadfield, Michael

Luedtke, Larry

Wheelock, Darren

Elliott, Lloyd

Jefferies, Ken

Harris, Ed

Hayes, Herbert

Will, Wade

Palmer, Marion

Bird, Stu

Bird, Ben

Albaugh, Albert & Elizabeth

Viscotta, Dan

Flackes, Dave

Ray, Michael

Larsen, Leonard

Darst, Tony

Phillips, Roy

Grove, George

Grove, Cathy

Groth, Marian

Groth, Ernest

James, Aaron B.

Crenshaw, Karen

Harry H?

Acker, Newton

Schwindt, Paul

Kobie, Billy Jr.

Sumner, Joseph

Sumner, Annette

0850

0851

0852

0853

0854

0855

0856

0857

0858

0859

0861

0862

0863

0864

0865

0867

0869

0870

0871

0872

0873

0874

0875

0876

0877

0878

0879

0881

0882

0883

0884

0885

0886

0887

0889

0890

0891

0892

0893

0894

Angus, Casey

Philhauer, Monica

Dezwarte, Steven

Ariexle, S.

Liad, Michael

Behning, Terry

Brewer, Diana

Brooks, Michael

Bailey, Ed

Minto, Lynne

Minto, Jerry

Messens, Paul

Mazzone, June

Komger, James

Philhower, Michael

Flackes, Della

Kobie, Bill

Petrolonis, Raymond

Dunivin, Ray

Chady, Michael

Schell, Jeffrey

McDonald, Teddy

Manus, Denton

Getke, Bob

Denesian, William

Wirta, Mike

Kobie, Debra

Baltierra, Kim

Porter, Craig

Occupant

Norris, S. G.

Talma, Lee

Benoit, Darlene

Berenson, Jeff

McNamara, Doris

Shaughnessy, Sue

Ciulla, Bob

Marsh, Bobbi Jean

Jacquin, Donna Ann

Maye, Patrick

Adin Building Materials

Stevenson, Mark

Stevenson, Sandy

Stevenson, Frank

Elzea, Lisha

0895

0896

0897

0898

0899

0901

0902

0903

0904

0905

0907

0908

0909

0910

0911

0912

0913

0914

0915

0916

0917

0918

0919

0920

0921

0922

0923

0924

0925

0926

0927

0928

0929

0930

0931

0932

0933

0934

0935

0936

0937

0938

0939

0939

Stevenson, Karen

Amen, Sturges, Jr.

Eslingar, Bob

Brunnemer, Dave

Hurd, R_V.

Studinski, Yvonne

Delose, Errol

Western Cascade Lumber

Wirth, Jeff, Mr. & Mrs.

Decoito, Katy

Decoito, Tim

Thompson, Robert, Jr.

Thompson Ron 1.

Thompson, Susan

Sawyer, Linda

Sawyer, Mike

Ketchum, Allen

Ketchum, Kathleen

Shaw, Bob & Billie

No. Cal. bog Scaling Bureau

Kaufman & McDonald

Milton, Vonda

Milton, Russell

Roberts, Marie

Floumoy, Mrs. Donald

Chamber of Commerce, Modoc Co.

Morris, Marie

Morris, Thomas

Woods, Winifred

Schroeder, Mary

Fisher, Marion

Gould, Delbert

Gould, Mayella

Leventon, Donald

Shaw, C. M.

Farm Bureau, Modoc Co.

Blizzeard, Richard & Waundra

Carrick, Rollie

Matias, Freddie

Craig, Mary

Craig, Gary L

Willmore, Larry

Clifton, Wm. J.

Gutzeit, Art

Taylor, lval & Mary
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0940

0941

0942

0943

0944

0945

0946

0947

0948

0949

0950

0951

0952

0953

0954

0955

0956

0957

0958

0959

0960

0961

0962

0963

0964

0965

0966

0967

0968

0969

0970

0971

0972

0973

0974

0975

0976

0977

0978

0979

0980

0981

0982

0983

0984

Gorzell, Keith

Dedmon, Virginia

Berryessa, Eduard

Stopp, Clarence

Dedmon, William

Demer, John

Crawford, William

Cagle, Robert

Chapin, James

Koza, Don

Heard, Kennon

Rich, Fred

Pacific Wood Fuels Co.

Ganes, Glenn

Hall, Norman

Washbum, Dan

Washbum, Wendy

Duncan, Bill

Erquiaga, Alex Jr.

Rutledge, Dave

Droscher, Paul

Choban, Sally

Keene, Richard

Armstrong, Arthur

Hill, Alan

Gomer, Colleen

Tenney, Eugene

Daniels, Jennifer

Spooner, Dana

Peterson, Jim

Greenbank, Clinton

Harris, Harold & Phyllis

Smith, Sydney

Tourism Committee, Alturas

Brown, Ann

Mason, Scott

Williams, Howard

Skewarek, Richard & Margaret

Weber, Warren

Barry, Patricia

Farm Advisor, Modoc Co.

Lyons, Kathy

Chamber of Commerce, Modoc Co.

Taylor, Chris

Thompson, William and James

0985

0986

0987

0988

0989

0990

0991

0992

0993

0994

0995

0996

0997

0998

0999

i000

1001

1002

1003

1004

1005

1006

1007

1008

1009

1010

1011

1012

1013

1014

1015

1016

1017

1018

1019

1020

1021

1022

1023

1025

1026

1027

1028

1029

1030

Stockton, Ken

Crawford, Patricia

Vick, Marjorie

Bath, Fred and Shirley

Bedeur, B.

Hurd Lumber Company

McGarva, Jacqueline

Grigsby, Roger B

Big Valley Lumber Co., Sales

bookout Fire Protection Dist.

Pierce, Jenny

Martin, Neva

Dept. of Energy, Western Area

Latka, Donna

Lassen Forest Products

Lassen Forest Products

Duncan, Michael

Latka, Dave

Kirk, Leo

Heard, Richard

Crawford, Clad

Rosemeyer, Dennis

Dolmage, William

Warner, iva

Fibreboard Corp.

Modoc Co. Fire Dists. Assn

Wilson, John

Weber, Andy

Weber, John

Keller, Richard & Eva

Janes, Marvin Sr.

Janes, Veronica

San Diego Gas & Electric

Audubon Society, National

Weber, Cindy

Mcintire, Mark

Giffen, Craig

Halderman, Helen

Jones, M. W.

Page, Ray

Loveness, V. Alan

Bath, Amy

Hill Enterprises

Olson, Kari

Hodge, Tina

1031

1032

1033

1034

1035

1036

1037

1038

1039

1040

1041

1042

1043

1044

1045

1046

1047

1048

1049

1050

1051

1052

1053

1054

1056

1057

1058

1059

1060

1061

1062

1063

1064

1065

1066

1067

1068

1069

1070

1071

1072

1073

1074

1075

1076

1076

Hodge, William

Grove, David

Langley, Scott

Modoc Co. Historical Society

Jacobs, Linda

Shaffer, Gary

Brooks, Anthony

Humphrey, Kevin

Keefer, Carol

Cochrane, Guy

Gardiner, Ken

Groper, Maureen

Rogers, Ruth

McClure, Jim

Almanor Forest Products

Carver, Jim

Morgan, Mitchell

Stone, Jeff

Reddig, Randy

Kirk, Jerita

Coffelt, Burr

Bridenstine, Mitch

Bailey, Cliff

Quinsey, Mrs. Robert L

Surprise Valley Elec. Corp.

Calif. Licensed Foresters Assn

Whitehom, Stephen

Roseburg Resources Co.

Stovr, Charles

Barnett, Melody

Amrhein, K.

McGarva, Shane

Stahl, Don

McGarva, Ross

Hoxsey, David

Hussa, John

Water Qual. Cont. Bd, Lahontan

Big Valley Lumber, Amrhein

Western Forest industries Assn

Ham's, Joe

Albaugh, Dale

Rowne, Michael

Mclnnis, Douglas

Bird, Karen

Wedam, Jeri

Respondent Names and Identification Numbers



1077

1077

1078

1079

1080

1081

1082

1083

1084

1085

1086

1087

1088

1089

1090

1091

1092

1093

1094

1095

1096

1097

1098

1099

1100

1101

1102

1103

1104

1105

1106

1107

1108

1109

1110

1111

1112

1113

1114

1115

1116

1117

1118

1119

1120

1121

Victorine, Joe

Clark, Richard

Clark, Patricia

Wilson, Bill

Tschirky, Paul

Nelson, Stephen

Benner, William

Albaugh, Barbara

Toler, Mary

Dennis, Michael

Leonard, Francis

Leonard, Wilma

Dennis, Jennifer

Pingel, Bernard

Williams, Luq

Hetherwick, James

Keefer, Kathleen

Staats, Richard

Cain, Pat

Ding, Steven

Thompson, Mark

Kresge, Lorene

Kresge, Jerry

Hopkins, D.

Bendix, Louie

Bendix, Gerhart

MacDonald, Lana

Potter, A. Dec

Losekoot, Frank

Voget, Gordon

Sousa, Edward

Souza, Joseph

Souza, Margie

Latham, Claude & Gail Lynn

Armstrong, William

Eades (unreadable)

Eades, Katie

McDonald, Robert S.

McDonald, Robert C.

Eades, Scott

Eades, Edna

Eades, Lennie

Jones, Maurice

Kerr, John

Jobe, Glenn

1122

1123

1124

1125

1126

1127

1128

1129

1130

1131

1132

1133

1134

1135

1136

1137

1138

1139

1140

1141

1142

1143

1144

1145

1146

1147

1148

1149

1150

1151

1152

1153

1154

1155

1156

1157

1158

1159

1160

1161

1162

1163

1164

1165

1166

Benner, Jack

Joiner, Craig

Guttry, Carrie

Guttry, Evan

Beck, Teresa

Beck, E. Andrew

Beck, Jon S.

Beck, Erik A.

Elzea, Junior

Elzea, Gerta

Harper, Elmer

Laxaguc, William

Hironymous, Mary

Laxague, Frieda

Laxague, Catherine

Carr, Helene

Pingel, Vera

Cates, Joan

Cates, Gifford

Bettandorff, Craig

Simmons, Wilma

Simmons, Enoch

Copp, Paula, K.

Copp, Tim

bequieu, Jerry

Hurlbust, Don

Tritch, John

Columbia Plywood

McAndrews, Kathy

Modoc Lumber Co., KF

Pappas, Deb

Coop. Eden. Service, Delmas

Caster, Paul

Johnson, Dennis

Miller, Paul

Hord, Cliff & Donna

Toler, lrvin

Toler, Brett G.

Clearwater, Donald

Staub, Ed

Bradshaw, Roy

Loveness, Ron

Honzel, Drew

Yarborough, Kelli

Peterson (unreadable 1st Name)

1167

1168

1169

1170

1171

1172

1173

1174

1175

1176

1177

1178

1179

1180

1181

1182

1183

1184

1185

1186

1187

1188

1189

1190

1191

1192

1193

1194

1195

1196

1197

1198

1199

1200

1201

1202

1203

1204

1205

1206

1207

1208

1209

1210

1211

Stevenson, Kacie

Kelsey, Tom

Bates, Marty

Kems, Jim

Nork, Alice

Vaughan, Trudy

Dunn, K.w.

Schultz, Milton

Hathaway, Abe

Caldwell, Phyllis

Otrin, Ron

Sherer, Ronald

Sherer, Juana

Crenshaw, David

Joiner, Bill & Barbara

Armstrong, George

Williams, Charles

Williams, Alice

Pauly, Deena

Armstrong, Yvonne

Annstrong, David

Hawkins, Leanna

Hawkins, Russ

Curry, William

Cantrall, Loyd

Lafazio, Frank

Volrich, Donald

Hawkins, C. Delmer

Leue', Herb

Victorine, Mary Carol

Baley, Rose

Main, Diane

Bendix, Ursula

Dodge, Rodney

Maloney, Ed

Kenny, John

Bean, Bill

Stark, Diane

Barnard, Dale

Fletcher, Kenneth

Vestal, Thomas

Stevenson, Vickie

Oakes, John

Miller, Paul

Patten, Marty

1211
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1212

1212

1213

1214

1215

1216

1217

1218

1219

1220

1221

1222

1223

1224

1225

1226

1227

1228

1229

1230

1231

1232

1233

1234

1235

1236

1237

1238

1239

1240

1241

1242

1243

1244

1245

1246

1247

1248

1249

1250

1251

1252

1253

1254

1255

1256

Keeney, Ken

Middleton, Robert

Calif. Native Plant Society

Kenobbie, David

American Rivers

Resource Concepts, Inc.

Stokes, James

Hot Springs Valley lrrig. Dist

Calif. Wilderness Coalition

G. Warrens Trust

Morrison, David

Sahlgren, Milton

Coppedge, Evelyn

Clough, Janice

Frank & Majer, Ellen & Joseph

bee, Vicki

White, Lester 0.

Hunt, Cleo

Wayland, Brian

Brown, Gary

Baker Ruth

Harris, Virginia Jane

Elander, Eleanor

Calif. Assn.4WD Clubs, Inc

Moore, John K

Cook, Walter

Shaffer, Marilyn

Sherer, Don

Reuck, Bruce

Lookout Pest Abatement Dist.

Modoc Co. Road Dept.

Studinski, George

Brown, Chet

Bureau of Land Management

Arms, K. Paul

Eades, Arlo

Scenic Shoreline Pres. Conf.

Friends of The River

Pacific Power & Light Company

Bd. of Supervisors, Modoc Co.

Western Wood Products Assn.

Tabor, Steve

Cook, Wesley

McGarva, Duane

Bendix, Gerald

1257

1258

1259

1260

1261

1262

1263

1264

1265

1266

1267

1268

1269

1270

1271

1272

1273

1274

1275

1276

1277

1278

1279

1280

1281

1282

1283

1284

1285

1286

1287

1288

1289

1290

1291

1292

1293

1294

1295

1296

1297

1298

1299

1300

1301

1302

1303

1304

1305

1306

1307

1308

1309

1310

1311

1312

1313

1314

1315

1316

1317

1318

1319

1320

1321

1322

1323

1324

1325

1326

1327

1328

1329

1330

1331

1332

1333

1334

1335

1336

1337

1338

1339

1340

1341

1342

1343

1344

1345

1346

Natural Res. Defense Council

Share

McDaniels, Audrey

Sierra Club, M/L Response

Weidert, Carl

Good, Ron

Western 'Iimber Assn.

Transmission Agency of No. Cal

Rich, David G.

Thomas Lumber Co.

Calfarm 1nsurance,Tulelake

Schouest, Gary

Citizens Comm To Save Public

Darnell, Charles

Christian, Dorothy

Byrne, Elizabeth

Townsend, Stanley

Gerstung, Eric

Peterson, R Russ

Willard, Dwight

Grohs, Phillip

Klasson, Barbara Jo

Klamath Tribe

Sierra Cascade bogging Cont‘v

McDermott, Mary

KARE

Modoc Co. Cattleman's Assn

Whitsett, Douglas Dvm

Byrne, Daniel

Preschutti, John

Lava Beds Res. Conserv. Dist.

Bradshaw, Lloyd T.

Owen, Wes

Elzea, Chris

Edge, Nick

Code, Karen

Weidert, Stan

Bd. of Supervisors, Shasta Co.

California Trout

Espil, Tom

bemke, Robin

Crane, Ray

Peterson, Howard

Richten, Jack

Crane, John

1346

Smith, Leonard F.

Applebaker, Dan

Shumway, Norman (Congressman)

Schneider, Asa

Earnest, Marjorie

Adams, Jerry

Haley, B. J.

French, Thomas

Buffum, Nancy

Crane, Robert

Barron, Frank

Schadler, Jean

Shepard, Dave

Unocal Geothermal Division

Off. of Environ. Proj. Review

Dept. of Fish 8: Wild., Oregon

McLean-Carey, Carolyn

McNeil, Joseph

Gonzales, Darrell

Gonzales, Cynthia

Carey, J. Peter

McNeil, Vivian

Young, James

Young, Barbara

McLean, Doug

Annone, Wayne

Superior CA Develop. Council

Mason, Tad

Fischer, Nancy

Herzog, Kurt

Simpson, Jim

Shasta Co. Pvt. lndust. Coun.

Lance, Arthur E.

Darby, Thomas

Smith, Lori A.

Davis Creek Mercantile

Gain, John

Bd. of Spvrs, Santa Cruz Co.

Bd. of Spvrs, Siskiyou Co.

Barnes, Robert A.

Donnelly, Bernard

Spain, Bill

lance Forest Products

McNicholas, Thomas

Smith, Leonard W.
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1347

1347

1348

1349

1350

1351

1352

1353

1354

1355

1356

1357

1358

1359

1360

1361

1362

1363

1364

1365

1366

1367

1368

1369

Carr, Brian

Smith, Shirley

No. Cal. Co. Spvrs. Assn.

Mclntire, Teresa

Rhodes, Philip

Bonneville Power Adminis.

USAF, HQ Electronic Sys. Div.

Mclntire Timber Services, Inc.

US Environ. Protection Agenq/

Frank, Alex & Abby

Joerger, Sue

Big Valley Unified School Dist

Doolittle, Senator

Bird, Ken

Taylor, Barry

Harlan, Paul

Aberle, Walt

Watkins, Frank

McGarr, Dennis

Palmer, Robert

Wickenden, Robert

Wilson, Kerry D.

Hampton, Chuck

1370

1371

1372

1373

1374

1375

1376

1377

1378

1379

1380

1381

1382

1383

1384

1385

1386

1387

1388

1389

1390

1391

1392

Criss, bonnie

Thom, William

Bumette, Robert

Kelly, Skip

Hiatt, Dick

Smith, Alice

Houmoy, Bill

Jellison, Larry

Schreiber, John

Weidner, Beverle

Weidner, Georgia

Steyer, Dick

Cook, Carolyn

Chace, Lesley

Lookout Grange

Bidwell, Marsha

Morehouse, Michele

Parks, Jerry

Hawkins, Mike

Weigand, Glorianne
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1. COMMENT: Your conclusion (Table 4-2 DEIS) that

the [ND alternative is “least compatible” to

recreationists is highly suspect in view of the fact that

hunting and pleasure driving/sightseeing is the most

common recreation use ofthe forests and is highly depen

dent, in both cases, on roads. (1328)

RESPONSE: We believe that the IND alternative is least

compatible due to extensive modification of the Forest’s

visual quality, and the reduction in semi-primitive non

motorized recreation opportunities. See EIS Chapters 2

ans 4.

2. COMMENT: We believe the Plan fails to understand

and accommodate the most popular recreation users

hunters, fishermen, sightseers, etc.—and has over-re

acted to the legitimate but relatively small users whowant

only solitude. (1328)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan provides increased hunting

and fishing opportunities and provides a wide-spectrum

of recreation opportunities. We believe it is the best bal

anced alternative. See EIS Chapter 2 and 4.

3. COMMENT: The Preferred Alternative does not fully

evaluate the impact of these decisions on the region. 1

recommend the Current Alternative of the Plan be

adopted until such time the local needs are more realis

tically addressed. (703)

RESPONSE: The Record ofDecision (ROD) displays the

rationale for selecting the Preferred Alternative. The EIS

displays our evaluation and the impacts of implementing

the PRF Alternative.

4. COMMENT: How were the social groups selected?

You recognize 7. Such a range of selection makes real

comparisons difficult, if not meaningless. We would note

a significant difference between “non-local”

recreationlsts and locals. Non-local buys most rec. equip

mentand supplies elsewhere. The local recreationist buys

the big items-rifle, boat, 4wd, tent, etc.—right there in

the local impact area. Do not overemphasize the impor

tance ofnon-local recreationists at the expense ofjobs for

those who spend big recreation money right there! (1263)

RESPONSE: We identified social groups to reflect a

broad characterization of the Forest’s zone of influence

(see ElS Chapter 3-Ajj‘ected Environment, section C).

Recreationists are characterized by the type of Forest

environment they prefer. The difference between local

and non-local recreationists’ spending habits is incorpo

rated in the economic impact analysis.

5. COMMENT: Summary pg.26-Under social section

where is data that allows ES. to generalize a statement

010 - Social Environment

such as “many retirees, second home owners,

recreationists and Native American traditionalists find

RBU and AMN compatible with their life-styles, atti

tudes, beliefs, and values.” Need to state data that allowed

this statement. (126)

RESPONSE: Social characterizations are broad in na

ture. This statement is based on perceptions in dealing

with these groups on many projects. No quantifiable data

is available, which is why no absolute percentage was

assigned in the statement.

6. COMMENT: The economic and social impacts on the

adjacent communities are not given adequate consider

ation and the Preferred Alternative would have signifi

cant adverse effects. (1282)

RESPONSE: The potential effects of implementing the

Preferred Alternative, including social and economic ef

fects, are displayed in EIS Chapter 4-Environmental

Consequences. The Record of Decision explains the ratio

nale for selecting the Preferred Alternative.

7. COMMENT: DEIS p. 2-161. The statement that RBU

and AMN alternatives “most negatively impact social

groups” is biased. AMN may negatively impact some

social groups locally, but it is favorable to many others

and it is favorable to most of the users of the Forest from

other areas. (1)

RESPONSE: DEIS 2-161 states that some social groups

would find these alternatives compatible. Overall, we be

lieve RBU and AMN may negatively impact more social

groups that we identified than other alternatives.

8. COMMENT: The tone of the Plan starting with the

social environment’s description of ranching and farm

ing group is negative towards agriculture, timber and

recreation. (930)

RESPONSE: We did not intend to describe any group in

a negative manner. Rather, we intended to provide a broad

level characterization of one of the social groups affected

by land use decisions made on the Modoc NF

9. COMMENT: You make a very subjective judgment

about ranchers on 3-3 (DEIS plan) “The values of this

group regarding family, church, and community are tra

ditional and conservative.” This is a statement we don't

think the Forest Service has the right to make. (984)

RESPONSE: We removed this statement from the E18.

10. COMMENT: Summary p. 26: 1st paragraph, refers

to “Native American traditionalists.” P. 19 identified

“Native Americans” as one social group. P. 26 seems to

have identified a subgroup, with recognition that not all

Native Americans are “traditlonalists” for purposes of
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your social analysis. This needs further explanation.

(1263)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 3 —Afl'ected Environment pres

ents the full description of the Native American Groups,

both traditionalist and non-traditionalists.

11. COMMENT: DEIS Fig. 3-5, Table 3-1: provide data

through 1980 and 1979, respectively. Surely more up-to

date data are available. Planning this far in the past,

especially in view of the economic swings we have had in

the interim, is meaningless. (1263)

RESPONSE: This information has been updated.

12. COMMENT: The recreation industry has a direct

year-round impact on both the local economy and the

Forest itself as Forest users, yet was given a secondary

consideration in use. (558)

, RESPONSE: We recognize the importance of recreation

to the local economy, and we discuss it in EIS Chapter 3.

The Forest Plan provides management direction for rec

reation and a broad spectrum of recreation opportunities.

13. COMMENT: The Forest Plan should recognize the

social problems that will accompany decreased harvest

levels on the Modoc. Such as increased crime rates, fam

ily breakups, child abuse and increased number of wel

fare cases. (1057)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan (Preferred Alternative)

displays a decrease in timber-related employment and a

minor increase in employment and income (Chapter 4).

Certain sectors will experience reductions but others will

increase. Overall, the economy and social structure should

be stable in relation to the factors the Forest Service

influences. EIS Chapter 4 describes social effects in terms

of social variables.

  

1. COMMENT: Why was such a large population base

used? Was there any reason to include all of Siskiyou and

all of Lassen in the primary zone of influence? (1283)

RESPONSE: We included Siskiyou and Lassen counties

in the primary zone of influence because the Modoc NF

contains acreage in each county; and most of the economic

and social effects are in those counties. Economic statis

tics are only available at the county-wide level.

2. COMMENT: The model used by the F8 in comparing

the effects of the various proposed alternatives cannot

possibly take into account the fragility ofModoc County’s

present economic situation. (1407)

RESPONSE: The limitations of the IMPLAN model are

discussed in EIS Chapter 4-Environmental Conse

quences and Appendix B. EIS Chapter 3 points out that

the local economy lacks diversity and is, therefore, more

sensitive to the business cycle.

3. COMMENT: There is no analysis of the impact of the

various alternatives upon Modoc’s economy presented

within the subject documents. (1407, 1062)

RESPONSE: We expanded the economic impact analysis

in EIS Chapter 4-Envir0nmental Consequences to pro

vide more details. Effects are shown for the three-county

zone of influence: a major portion of those effects occur

in Modoc County.

4. COMMENT: I oppose the Plan as it will have a severe

affect on our Forest related communities. (275)

RESPONSE: Your concern has been noted and consid

ered. The economic impact analysis in EIS Chapter 4

displays the effects of various alternatives. The Record of

Decision provides the rationale for selecting the Preferred

Alternative. Effects on local communities are considered

in the Record of Decision.

5. COMMENT: Reducing timber and forage outputs is

of considerable concern to me. My livelihood is directly

and negatively impacted by your Plan. I recommend the

timber ASQ be set at 75MMBF as your inventory data

shows this is sustainable (DEIS 2-143). (691)

RESPONSE: An allowable sale quantity of75 MMBFwas

set by the old timber plan. Benchmarks in EIS Chapter 2

show that the maximum sustainable A80 is 70.5 MMBF.

The Record of Decision provides the rationale for select

ing the Preferred alternative which provides for an ASQ

of 45.5 MMBF. The Record of Decision also documents

effects on timber- and range-related income and employ

ment effects.

6. COMMENT: This Plan as it stands now would create

an economic hardship for people in ranching, and create

more expenses at a time when fluctuations ofcattle prices

make ranching a volatile business thus it would create

more economic instability for the entire county. (697)

RESPONSE: Economic and social impacts are displayed

in HS Chapter 4-Environmenta1 Consequences. Con

cern for range-related social effects is documented in the

ROD and E13.

7. COMMENT: is the generated revenue from recre

ation greater than the many families involved in the

ranching and timber industry who live in Modoc County,

pay taxes and provide the backbone for the economy of

Modoc County? (1019)
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RESPONSE: Most of the revenue generated on the

Modoc NF is from the sale of timber. The economic

impacts displayed in Chapter 4 of the EIS indicate the

relative impact on various sectors for each alternative.

8. COMMENT: USFS thus made the value judgement

that their agreement with CDFG was more important

than economic stability of the local ranch-dependent

communities. (1251)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan provides a balanced pro

duction of goods and services to meet national, regional

and local needs. Meeting the deer herd goals is one of the

objectives the Forest Service has adopted. Economic im

pacts are displayed in Chapter 4 of the H8. The Record

of Decision displays our rationale for selecting the Pre

ferred Alternative, and expected effects on economic sta

bility.

9. COMMENT: Amajor criteria and concern ofthe Plan

should be the economic stability ofModoc County and its

communities and the timber, lumber, farm and ranch

industries which are the primary source of the local

economies. Reductions would be received by the County

of Modoc in lieu of taxes paid as a result of fees paid in

grazing permits and timber harvesting. This would seri

ously and adversely affect the county's ability to provide

law enforcement, schools and roads. The Plan does not

properly address these issues or these impacts. (1275)

RESPONSE: Sustainable development is a concern ofthe

Forest Service. The Record of Decision documents the

rationale for selecting the Preferred Alternative. ElS

Chapters 2 and 4 display economic impacts including

projected payments to counties. Actual payments will vary

depending on the effects of market demands on prices.

EIS Chapters 2 and 3 discuss receipts to counties and

differences in receipts under each alternative.

10. COMMENT: The northeast portion of Shasta

County should also be considered in the Modoc Forest

sphere of influence because of close job proximity in the

Big Valley area. (1057)

RESPONSE: While we do have social ties to Shasta

County, we did not include Shasta County in the primary

zone of influence because the Modoc NF does not have

any acreage in Shasta County. its economy is dominated

by Redding rather than the Modoc NF.

11. COMMENT: I am opposed to the Plan as it fails to

give additional analysis to the direct impact this Plan

would have on a ranching operation. (697)

RESPONSE: We expanded the description of economic

impacts in EIS Chapter 4-Environmental Consequences

to indicate the effects of various alternatives on numbers

ofjobs and the income of various sectors. Because poten

020 - Economics, General

tial change in AUMs can vary from allotment to allotment,

direct impacts on an individual ranching operation are

addressed during the allotment management planning

process.

12. COMMENT: 3. Community impacts and employ

ment impacts are not considered. The Humboldt Co., NV,

study estimated that a reduction of one job in the live

stock sector in Humboldt Co. will cause a reduction of

nearly 0.3 jobs in the rest of the economy. How many

ranchers will go out of business (if any) depends on the

final grazing allotment allocation. Consequently, not

even a “best guess” of what employment impacts will be

can be made. (1217)

RESPONSE: We expanded our analysis of economic im

pacts in EIS Chapter 4-Envimnmental Consequences to

show effects each alternative on various sectors. We in

cluded effects on related sectors of the economy in esti

mates of effects on employment.

13. COMMENT: Very little information on employment

and income impacts on affected communities is con

tained in the Plan, yet the Plan states on p. 2-145 of the

DEIS that “income and employment opportunities are

primarily linked to timber output.” This information

needs to be explained in more detail. (1250)

RESPONSE: We expanded our analysis of economic im

pacts in EIS Chapter 4-Environmental Consequences to

show effects each alternative on various sectors. Tables

4-2A and 4-2B show the importance of timber output

levels on employment and income.

14. COMMENT: in analyzing the net public benefit from

livestock grazing, consider the beef price elasticity. Also

consider on the local level what the effect of increased

competition for private forage resulting from cuts in

permitted numbers would do to the industry, as well as

the increased costs of hay production with a major in

crease in deer usage of private alfalfa. (1285)

RESPONSE: Output from the Modoc NF is too small

compared to the overall market to affect beef prices.

Reductions in permitted AUMs could increase competi

tion for private forage. The fact that forage prices could

go up is discussed in HS Chapter 3—Aflected Environ

ment (see Range, “Dependency on Forest Rangeland”).

1S. COMMENT: The PS provides a table on page 4-10 of

the [D] 1218 to describe the degree of impact to individual

permittees due to livestock reductions. it does not seem

possible to lump all the kinds of livestock operations into

one and be able to assess the economic impact to each in

the form of one simple table. How were those figures

determined? (1322)
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RESPONSE: This table was derived from a study con

ducted at the Colorado State University Experiment Sta~

tion. Because this table generated confusion, we

eliminated it in the final E18.

16. COMMENT: It is not clear from the contents what

the US. Forest Service expects the economic impacts will

be. Much of this ambiguity results from the calculations

which seem to be made using old data mentioned on p.

B-93 and B-94 of the DEIS appendices. The dates of the

models range from 1979 to 1982. The inclusion of 1982,

the worst recession since WWII, will skew the data down

ward. (231, 1250, 1275, 1407)

RESPONSE: We expanded our analysis of economic im

pacts in EIS Chapter 4-Environmental Consequences to

show effects each alternative on various sectors. Tables

4-2A and 4-2B show incremental changes from the base

level; but the base level is not as important as the compar

ison of alternatives. The Record of Decision shows how

we considered the effects to the economy.

17. COMMENT: Despite resource value determinations

which skew values to commodity product such as timber

and grazing, recreation and particularly wildlife associ

ated recreation is the product that provides the highest

annual economic benefit from the Forest. Despite this

fact, the value of recreation as a Forest benefit is given

very little consideration in comparison to timber and

livestock. (364)

RESPONSE: Table 2-21 in Chapter 2 displays the dis

counted benefits for major resources with assigned eco

nomic benefits. Timber benefits is the largest contributor

to total benefits. Just because the levels of benefits gener

ated by recreation and wildlife are lower than those gen

erated by timber does not mean that the Forest does not

manage for these resources. Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan

provides direction for managing all resources.

18. COMMENT: Summary pg. l5-Question accuracy

ofPNVgraph (MMS): All alternatives register about even

but on page 12 summary under the socio-economic issue

there is a difference between 1ND Alternative and Re

duced Budget of 249 jobs (1029 vs 780) and receipt to

counties difference of 1.8MMS/yr (3.4mm vs 1.6). (126)

RESPONSE: PNV taken over a 12 decade time span is not

a good indicator of the effects on jobs or county receipts.

At the graph scale shown, relatively little change in total

PNV is apparent. PNV accounts for the value of all outputs

less costs. Jobs and receipts are strongly correlated with

timber production.

19. COMMENT: The economics of the draft plan do not

reflect the real cost of performing the work. (540)

RESPONSE: The costs used in the Plan are the best

information available for use on a Forest-wide analysis.

See EIS Appendix B.

20. COMMENT: The economics of regenerating stands

in the mixed conifer and white fir timber types does not

reflect realistic costs to perform reforestation. These

strata typically require more effort and expense than

those in the pine type. With the current moratorium on

use of herbicides, reforestation costs on the WMRD are

approximately $3,000 per acre. Although this cost is ex

cessively high, it represents current cost for the white fir

type and is significantly different than the Plan’s figure

of approx. $1,000 per acre. (540)

RESPONSE: The cost values for regeneration assume the

availability of herbicides. EIS Chapter 2 (section E.) dis

cusses the Regional Herbicide Policy and describes pro

jected increases in costs based on the availability of

herbicides.

21. COMMENT: MNF should analyze all potential im

pacts to livestock grazing permittees as opposed to only

those resulting from the forage allocation process. (1217)

RESPONSE: Forage availability is the major factor that

changes between alternatives. Other cost factors are ei

ther dependent on the management standards and guide

lines which are constant across alternatives, or would vary

markedly by individual allotment. Chapters 3 and 4 de

scribe social effects in the social analysis sections.

22. COMMENT: 1. Seasonal forage dependence is not

explicitly recognized. University studies which have di

rectly considered seasonal forage balance have shown the

value of an AUM to vary greatly depending on its season

of use, as influenced by forage availability from alterna

tive sources. For Modoc Co., the seasonal forage limita

tions created from reduced FS grazing may be great.

(1217)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 3 —Afi'ected Environment (sec

tion under Range titled “Dependency on Forest Range

land”) explicitly states the value of Forest Service

rangelands for summer grazing to local ranchers. See also

Appendix B for a discussion of“willingness to pay” values.

23. COMMENT: 2. The value ofthe grazing permit to the

rancher is never considered. This value is substantial and

AUMs taken from the rancher will directly eliminate the

permit value that the rancher now holds. (1217)

RESPONSE: The value of a grazing permit is distinct to

each individual situation. The importance of permits to

ranchers is'recognized in the economic and social analysis.
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The capitalized value of permits is only one indicator of

the value to the rancher.

24. COMMENT: DEIS 3-79: In view of the sharp decline

in beef demand and AUMs on MNF, what are market

projections over planning horizon? Does livestock graz

ing decrease of8,900 AUMs (PRF) by 1st decade and 15%

decrease thereafter reflect the anticipated long-term

market projections? (1248)

RESPONSE: We determined livestock AUMs based on

forage availability and the goals ofthe various alternatives.

Projected market demand is higher than the number of

livestock AUMs shown in the PRF alternative.

25. COMMENT: DEIS B-37: The willingness to pay val

ues in Table B-8 are unrealistic and will tend to skewyour

PNV analyses unnaturally toward recreation.

Those values are elusive non-cash values. They do not

represent dollars or cash flow to the govt. timber and

range receipts, are hard cash. Thus, it is somewhat decep

tive to combine the two kinds ofvalues together in a single

“benefit analysis.” The analysis suffers the classic “ap

ples and oranges” syndrome. (1263)

RESPONSE: The willingness to pay values are one mea

sure of approximating the value of these resources to the

American public. Since no market exists for non-commod

ity resources they are an approximation. The values them

selves do not make decisions. Each alternative has

constraints on the modeled outputs to represent a differ

ent emphasis. Appendix B displays the constraints placed

on each alternative. Cash receipt values are shown in

AppendixB; and they were used in the analysis of treasury

returns and cash flow shown in EIS Chapter 2.

26. COMMENT: 1 am concerned that the projected tim

ber cuts are in excess of future demands. The resulting

reduction in new home construction and its correspond

ing decline impact on timber demands should allow for

more amenity types of management. (1293)

RESPONSE: EIS Appendix S displays the analysis of

timber supply and demand. This analysis shows that the

local demand for timber exceeds supply. Demands at the

national level will vary over time.

27. COMMENT: Summary pg. 16 — Question accuracy

ofhunting-related dispersed graph. Why is 1ND Alt at the

lowest level the first decade? 1ND Alt has the highest # of

roads/year, most acres open to ORV use, etc. (126)

RESPONSE: As explained in Appendix B, hunting-re

lated dispersed recreation correlates directly to projected

big-game wildlife-fish user days (WFUDs). Big-game

hunting WFUDs are correlated to the amount of forage

available for deer herds. The theme ofthe IND Alternative

is to maintain a high level of forage available to livestock

020 - Economics, General

grazing in the first decade. As a result, the amount of

forage available to deer is reduced, which causes a corre

spondingly low level of hunting-related dispersed recre

ation.

28. COMMENT: Summary pg. 17-Question accuracy

at deer (M individuals) graph. Why is 1ND Alternative

lowest in 1st decade? Why the big change into the 2nd

decade to the highest? (126)

RESPONSE: As described in the response above, num

bers of deer are related to forage availability. Forage

availability is dependent on the theme of the alternative.

The IND Alternative emphasizes maintaining a high level

of forage for livestock in the first decade. In the second

decade, forage can be available to deer. The high level of

transitory range created by the IND Alternative allows for

a high level of forage available to deer in the second

decade.

29. COMMENT: As described in detail in [DEIS] Ap

pendix C of the Modoc NF Management Plan, the crite

rion of “present net value” (PNV) was used in selecting

the best forest management plan. My question is after

saying this was the criterion (PNV) used in selecting the

Preferred Alternative, then why did you not choose the

“preferred plan” as the one which maximized PNV? This

leads me to believe that the Forest Service went with a

pre-planned preferred alternative which was not based on

objective, scientific and economic analysis, therefore not

meeting the “public economic benefit”. Why not put in all

the relevant political and technical constraints into the

draft plan including economic stability in the local areas?

Then run the model and pick the alternative which gen

erates maximum PNV given all the constraints? (1013,

1217))

RESPONSE: EIS Appendix C discusses the rationale for

using net public benefit (NPB) rather than PNV in select

ing the Forest Plan. A prime reason for not using PNV as

the sole criterion is the inability to capture all relevant

social, political and economic constraints into dollar val

ues for modeling purposes. The Record of Decision pro

vides the rationale for the selection of the Preferred

Alternative.

30. COMMENT: Pick the management plan which max

imizes PNV (including relevant non-marked goods val

ued at defensible levels) in the face of required

constraints. Put in all the relevant political and technical

constraints into FORPLAN, including economic stability

in the local areas. In the analysis, include current or

nearly current livestock grazing AUM levels in all the

proposed plans as “required." For example “livestock

AUMs must meet or exceed 120 MAUMs to meet current

permit obligations.” A similar approach would be to put
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in local and regional income and employment stability as

explicit constraints in all the proposed plans. (1251)

RESPONSE: As described in the response above, it is not

feasible to include all relevant political and technical con

straints into FORPLAN. We constrained certain alterna

tives to provide current or higher levels of livestockAUMs

in the first decade (CUR and IND). You can compare

these alternatives with the others to determine the eco

nomic impacts of not providing current AUM levels. This

analysis is displayed in ElS Chapter 4-Environmental

Consequences.

31. COMMENT: in economic evaluations of this type it

is important to point out who would gain and who would

lose under alternative mgt options. We are never told how

much the ranch-dependent sectors of Modoc and sur

rounding counties fall off in trading to an increased

recreational economy under the preferred plan. USFS

should present these income distribution efi'ects. (1217,

1251)

RESPONSE: We have expanded the analysis ofeconomic

impacts in Chapter 4 to include the effects of each alter

native by sectors. We project that the effect on the ranch

ing sector will be low in the first decade because ofa minor

decrease in AUM availability to livestock.

32. COMMENT: Although the Plan states that the IM

PLAN model was utilized, no mention ofhow employment

and income multipliers are calculated is made. This in

formation is highly pertinent to the Plan, yet is not ade

quately treated. When the Plan explains the lMPLAN

model, the data used is over a decade old. (1250)

RESPONSE: The description of the IMPLAN model is in

EIS Appendix B. This model is based on the employment

and income interactions ofvarious sectors ofthe economy,

based on generated outputs. The EIS includes information

showing how the model is used.

33. COMMENT: if the mgt activity described for the

MLV benchmark is not stewardship or custodial mgt,

what is it? (1263)

RESPONSE: The MLV benchmark does not meet the

minimum requirements of law, regulations or the needs of

the public. Therefore, it does not meet the basic require

ments of stewardship. We developed this benchmark to

determine the base level of economic outputs, such as

water benefits, from merely retaining the land in federal

ownership with a minimal management program.

34. COMMENT: DEIS B-35: We do not understand why

the costs of government timber mgt should be related to

the level of per capita disposable income in the popula

tion as a whole. We cannot see a logical link between the

two. Clarification is needed. (1263)

RESPONSE: Timber activities must compete on the open

market for labor, and will face higher costs as income

levels increase elsewhere in the economy.

35. COMMENT: In the DEIS, 3-6, the statement is made

that “livestock grazing is important to Modoc County's

economy.” 1 would like to see some figures. Agriculture

and forestry make up 19% ofthe county economy, and you

don’t state what the breakdown is between the two. You

do state that ranching is 30% of the agriculture. Then

figure in the 15% of the forage figure. (708)

RESPONSE: Importance is relative. While not a major

employer, the ranching industry does provide employment

in rural locations for people seeking this type of lifestyle.

Mostjobs are difficult to capture statistically because they

are part-time and transitory in nature.

36. COMMENT: The value per livestock AUM is given

as $11.47. That is probably not realistic. Ranchers would

not be willing to pay that much as public range does not

have the amenities of private range. Ranchers often have

to supply “improvements” on public land. You do not

explain how the $11.47 figure was reached, and whether it

applies locally. This is important as improvements are

consistently advocated where they are “cost-effective.”

(500, 708)

RESPONSE: The $11.47 value is based on surveys of local

ranching operations by the USDA’s Economic Research

Service. See EIS Appendix B. Because AUM prices are

set by law and include many factors not considered in the

open market, the actual charge per AUM does not reflect

willingness to pay.

37. COMMENT: Does the US. Forest Service believe

they are immune from taking part in helping to reduce

the federal budget deficit? (603)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan projects the budget re

quired to provide a balanced program. We use this infor

mation to develop budget requests to the US. Congress

which has the ultimate responsibility for providing funding

and addressing the budget deficit. See EIS Appendices A

and R for descriptions of the budget process and the Plan.

38. COMMENT: The Modoc has three major wildlife

refuges, either adjacent to or within its boundaries, some

of which should be on the tax rolls as private property

when i lived here. Your planned reduction in the cut,

which will reduce in lieu tax revenue, will add to the

already heavy tax burden borne by the citizens of Modoc.

The federal government must stop buying amenities with

the tax dollar. (401)

RESPONSE: Amenity versus commodity outputs vary by

alternative, each providing different levels of receipts to

counties and effects on costs. See the economics sections
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of 1518 Chapters 2 and 4. Wildlife refuges are outside the

jurisdiction of this document and, therefore, beyond the

scope of the Plan.

39. COMMENT: 70% of Modoc County is occupied by

federal and state agencies. Perhaps a more useful study

would be to determine the cost savings to the government

and the increased tax base by converting more federal

land to private ownership rather than Forest Service and

Fish and Wildlife Service empire building. (940)

RESPONSE: The study you suggest is outside the scope

of this analysis.

40. COMMENT: Cal. Native Plant Soc. feels there is an

unbalanced resource utilization when the revenues re

ceived for forest products are not adequate to recover

related expenditures (below-cost timber and range), or to

repair damage that results (i.e., riparian and meadow

impacts from livestock). CNPS objects to this unbalanced

mgt. and feels that below-cost consumptive services are

not in the public’s best interest, and cannot be justified

given the current low demand oflumber and meat protein

raised on public lands. (1214, 1248)

RESPONSE: The Forest prepares an annual report ana

lyzing timber benefits and costs (TSPIRS). This analysis

shows that the timber program on this Forest generates

positive revenues. EIS Chapter 3 contains a discussion of

the “below cost” timber situation on the Modoc NF. Stud

ies have been initiated to conduct similar analyses for all

resources. Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan provides protec

tion for resources through management direction dis

played in Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines,

management prescriptions, and management area direc

tion. EIS Chapter 3 and Appendix S discuss the timber

demand situation.

41. COMMENT: Why were the economic and social ef

fects to livestock permittees not presented on DElS 4-135

under “D. Adverse Environ. Effects which cannot be

avoided”? (1217)

RESPONSE: This section displays the adverse environ

mental effects. Social and economic impacts are displayed

in a different section.

42. COMMENT: National perspective of the Plan.

FORPLAN does not separately account for distribution

of national benefits on local economies’ income and em

ployment as part of its objective. The local and regional

economy may lose (and it appears to us that Modoc Co.

will lose with the Forest Plan) but FORPLAN would still

say this is best from a national perspective. (1217)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapters 2 and 4 display impacts on

local economic sectors, and incorporate effects on local

021 - Economic Value of Forest

economies in the rationale for selecting the PRF Alterna

tive in the ROD.

  

1. COMMENT: Restrictive RXs should be analyzed

again to determine actual need, the actual costs, and the

justification for removing the land from the multiple use

land base. if this analysis is objective and based on a good

cost to benefit decision, the amount ofrestricted land will

greatly diminish. (21)

RESPONSE: The management direction and per

scriptions are designed to meet many needs, including

laws and regulations. Not all needs are conducive to quan

titative economic analysis. We provided a land use mix that

addresses the majority of public issues and needs, and

meets the requirements of laws and regulations.

2. COMMENT: Subjecting timber or grazing uses to

economic analysis and, for example, maximizing present

net value is a valid exercise. But to proceed with resource

allocations to snags or osprey or Modoc suckers or road

less areas or riparian zones without similar economic

efficiency criteria being examined seems unfair and bi

ased. We hope the final EIS and Plan disclose all the costs

or trade offs associated with each activity and that an

effort be made to return to a multiple use approach to

resource allocations. (1266)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

3. COMMENT:

— Fifty-three percent of the land in Modoc County is

administered by the Modoc NF and is therefore ex

empt from property taxes, which is a traditional

source of funding for local government. Seventy-two

percent of the commercial timberland in the county is

on the Modoc NF.

- The majority ofsummer pasture for livestock is on the

Modoc National Forest.

— The 1976 to 1984 annual average timber harvest on the

Forest was 70 million board feet.

— Nineteen percent of the populace in Modoc County

derive their income directly from agriculture and for

estry. This is six times greater than the State average.

— For the past seven years, 25 percent Forest receipts

payments to Modoc county schools and roads have

constituted 51 percent of our road department’s bud

get and have paid the salaries of approximately 26

teachers.

The foregoing issues make it painfully obvious that the

economy in Modoc County is dependent upon the admin

istrative policies on the Modoc NF. None of the alterna
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tives presented in the draft Forest Land and Resource

Management Plan are viable for Modoc County. (1410)

RESPONSE: The economy of Modoc County is influ

enced by the policies of the Modoc NF. The potential

economic impact on the primary zone of influence

(Modoc, Lassen and Siskiyou Counties) is displayed in

EIS Chapter 4-Environmental Consequences. We proj

ect that first decade receipts to counties for the Preferred

Alternative is $2.3 million. This compares to an average of

$2.15 million for the period 1980-1989. The average annual

amount of timber offered for sale during 1980-1989 was

55.7 MMBF. The A50 for the Preferred Alternative is

45.5 MMBF. This reduction in ASQ will reduce jobs and

income in timber processing sectors (see Chapter 4—Ta

bles 4-2A and B). We project that the total economy will

remain relatively stable.

4. COMMENT: in [proposed Plan] Chapter 2, page 5:

socio-economic section: this Forest Service Plan has not

adequately addressed the issue oflocal economic stability

under each alternative. What are the economic impacts

to the county’s revenues? What effects would reduced

livestock grazing have on the local economy? What are

the impacts to the local ranching community? What are

the impacts to the local timber industry? What are the

impacts to the local business community? What effect

would each alternative have on the population of Modoc

County? Would increased recreational use generate

enough local income to offset reduced grazing and timber

harvest revenues? (108, 1153)

RESPONSE: Since the publication of the Draft EIS, we

expanded our economic impact analysis in EIS Chapters

2 and 4. Table 4-2 displays receipts to counties; and the

effects of each alternative by the various sectors, including

ranching and logging. (See also previous response.) The

net effect varies by alternative. In the Preferred Alterna

tive we expect receipts to the county to increase above the

10-year average. A small positive increase in employment

and income will result.

5. COMMENT: The Modoc Forest Plan does a poorjob

of showing what the gains and losses to specific user

groups would be under each of their proposed plan alter

natives. (1251)

RESPONSE: See response to previous comment, and the

social analysis in Chapters 3 and 4.

6. COMMENT: We believe the economic analysis is in

adequate. lt is made in a vacuum, with little effort to

recognize the interplay with adjacent forests, agencies,

landowners, and political jurisdictions.'1'he discussion of

local economic impacts, DEIS 3-12, recognizes almost no

effect on the economy other than the direct expenditures

and payrolls involved in operation of the Forest itself.

(1263)

RESPONSE: The economic analysis displayed in EIS

Chapters 2 and 4 provides comparisons among alterna

tives, and describes potential effects. Effects of spending

by industrial, agricultural, and recreational consumers of

the Forest’s output have been accounted for in the income

and employment analysis as well as direct expenditures of

the Forest itself. See ElS Chapter 4 and Appendix S for a

discussion of relationships with local markets and other

timber suppliers.

7. COMMENT: Your economic analysis does not ade

quately consider the regional importance of your timber

sale offerings. The Plan does not recognize the impor

tance of local recreation use to the local economy. The

importance of maintaining high levels of market re

sources cannot be stressed enough because the revenues

and other “products” derived therefrom provide the

basis by which non-market resources are managed and

accessed. (1312)

RESPONSE: ElS Appendix S describes the regional im

portance of Modoc timber offerings. Effects of local rec

reation have been incorporated into the IMPLAN

(computer model) analysis with other resource values.

The Preferred Alternative balances market and non-mar

ket outputs.

8. COMMENT: On page 4-3 DEIS, you indicate a differ

ence of 47 jobs between the PRF and [ND alternatives.

When the related ASQ’s are examined, it appears thatyou

allocate only 4.39 additionaljobs for every one million feet

ofharvest. All studies and data with which we are familiar

generally allocate 14 to 16 indirect jobs per million board

feet of harvest. ifwe are expected to conclude that approx

imately 10 non-timber jobs will result because of the

reduced harvest,we cannot accept that premise. While we

recognize recreation as an area ofgreat potential growth,

we do not see that degree of recreation and service em

ployment in your plan. Further, service sectorjobs cannot

equate to basic manufacturing (timber) jobs on a 1:1

basis because of seasonality, lower wage scales, and other

factors. (1328)

RESPONSE: We expanded our analysis in EIS Chapter 4

to show effects on various sectors. Because indirect and

induced jobs can happen in many sectors, the results in

Chapter 4 show the effects of all resource outputs-not

just the effects of timber. EIS Appendix B contains an

analysis showing the influence of specific sectors.

9. COMMENT: On DEIS page 84, you state that “log

ging and milling alone typically require 4-7 person-years

ofemployment per MMBF processed.” All data which we

have seen indicates that 7-9 would be a more appropriate

number. (1328)
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RESPONSE: This is a Region wide average which may

reflect a broader sample than your information.

10. COMMENT: The Amenity Alternative seems to have

far more potential for net public benefits than any other.

it could be further enhanced by borrowing a bit from the

Preferred Alternative to improve its PNV. (1)

RESPONSE: The Amenity Alternative provides the most

non-commodity benefits of any alternative (see Table 2

21), which is offset by the low benefit levels for timber and

range.

11. COMMENT: l’m sure that benefits of tourism, rec

reation, 8r sustained yield forestry will exceed those of

unbridled clearcutting & overgrazing and will provide

more jobs and money for local economy. (70)

RESPONSE: The Plan (PRF Alternative) and all other

alternatives considered provide yields of goods and ser

vices. Chapters 2 and 4 in the EIS show the effects of

recreation and tourism on local income and employment.

12. COMMENT: Concerns 3-2; (4) Economic re

sources — are served by the recreational rockhound

through the use of the outlying services. There has never

been a comprehensive study of the actual dollar value in

our spending. The utilization of“user days” do not reflect

the actual use by the rockhounding society. (5)

RESPONSE: The recreation vistor-day (RVD) is a unit of

measure for recreation use. It equals 12-hours of recre

ation. The economic value assigned to an RVD is based

on an average of the types of recreation taking place. An

actual value for rockhounding has not been developed.

13. COMMENT: Economic assumptions. The selling

prices used for white fir, although computed in accor

dance with regional direction, are based on a high base

period and may be up to $100/MBF to high. Since stump

age value is the residual after production costs are de

ducted from selling prices, the receipts to the treasury

appear to be significiantly overestimated for any reason

able market for the next 5 to 10 years. This will affect all

economic outputs. Statements such as those on pages 4-4

and 4-7 imply a greater economic benefit from hunting

and recreation than is warranted. At least the areas where

the effects occur and the time frames in which they should

be quantified. For instance much of the hunting and

recreation dollar is spent in the major urban areas of the

state before the hunters and visitors come to the Modoc

NF. Much of the value of a wildlife and fish user day

(WFUD) is an inputted value or shadow price. As such

the values are not likely to be captured as budget or

revenue dollars in the near future. The imputed WFUD

values for the timber-forage prescription and their con

tribution to maximizing net benefits are a major reason

why this prescription is selected in spite of high costs and
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lower timber output. if the timber-forage prescription is

unsuccessful then even these benefits will be unrealized.

(256)

RESPONSE: Values for timber were recalculated to re

flect current bidding procedures. This resulted in a drop

of the economic values for those strata types with a large

white fir component (see Appendix B). We base values for

recreation and wildlife and fish user-days on projected

willingness to pay. Because the total value is based on

society as a whole, the benefit generated by these uses is

not necessarily experienced solely in local counties. Pro

jected impacts on jobs and employment is tracked by local

counties. No revenues are assigned to this type of dis

persed recreation use.

We select certain prescriptions, such as the

Timber-Forage Prescription, not only for economic

benefits, but also for the objectives and constraints

inherent in the theme of the alternative. The number of

acres assigned to the Timber-Forage Prescription varies

by the theme of the alternative (see EIS Appendix B,

section on Description of Alternatives).

l4. COMMENT: Any plan I could support must con

sider the following: clarification and justification of eco

nomic values used as input for the Plan. Economic

assumptions in the Plan seem to vary greatly depending

on the interest group it serves. As an example a deer AUM

is assigned a value of about 3 times that of a cow AUM.

in my opinion both wildlife and livestock should be mea

sured for data input on equal footing. Before the final

Plan is adopted can you answer the following question?

Will more objective and equal criteria basis be used to

compare economic values for wildlife and livestock in

future plans? (1025)

RESPONSE: The value of a deer AUMs (as expressed in

WFUDs) and a livestock AUM are both based on willing

ness-to-pay values generated from the best information

available. This information typically shows that the willing

ness to pay for big-game hunting is much higher than for

livestock. Economic values were not the only consider

ation in developing alternatives. Some alternatives, such

as RPD and IND, constrain the FORPLAN model to

provide high AUM levels for livestock in the first decade.

The Record of Decision displays the rationale for select

ing the final Preferred Alternative. EIS Appendix B dis

plays the basis for the valued used.

15. COMMENT: The value of an AUM for this report

was $11.47, which was based on the economic principle of

willingness to pay. The actual product (red meat) pro

duced from the Modoc NF service land is approximately

$40/AUM on today's retail meat market. This figure is

above the $30 figure for hunting or recreational use and
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shows a much higher contribution to the national econ

omy than is indicated in this report. (1153)

RESPONSE: The $11.47 figure is based on the value for

forage on the Forest — not on an animal’s value on the

retail market. This was explained on pages B-39 and 40 of

the DEIS. After it reaches the retail market, the benefit

values of a resource are much higher than its value on the

Forest.

16. COMMENT: The Plan must be defective if the

FORPLAN shows 8.9 MM AUMs/yr and net income of

$1.22 billion annually in 14th decade. (1258)

RESPONSE: We used the economic benefit values and

costs in the model only for the first 12 decades. Time

periods beyond the 12th decade were not used in the

economic calculations; we only included them to show

long-term projections for timber. Although the model

calculated AUMs and income for the 14th decade, they

did not influence any decisions. Erratic levels of produc

tion do not indicate that the FORPLAN model is defec

tive. Apparently a decimal point is misplaced in the

numbers and income to which you refer, which exagger

ates both outputs.

l7. COMMENT: The “willingness to pay” schedule

(Table B-8) has RVDs and WRUDs based on travel costs

and contingent values while timber is valued at average

stumpage 79-82. We believe these numbers to be errone

ous and misleading, resulting in an inaccurate evaluation

of returns from various alternatives.

The “willingness to pay” for recreationists (p. B-36 chart)

includes estimated travel and other costs. Thewillingness

to pay for timber, however, only includes the bid price for

stumpage. if the approach for recreation is valid, then a

comparable approach for timber would include falling

and hauling costs, milling costs, etc. (1258)

RESPONSE: We calculate benefit values for all resources

on a willingness-to-pay basis for the outputs on the Forest.

Stumpage prices for timber are bid prices on the Forest

which is the desired location for determining benefits.

Recreation andWFUD benefits are approximations ofthe

willingness to pay on site and are assumed to be equivalent

values to the timber stumpage values. travel cost and

contingent value methodologies are two methods we use

to determine these values; they are adjusted to represent

on-Forest values. Actual travel costs are netted out of the

“willingness to pay" values. “Willingness to pay” values are

over and above the travel costs incurred by recreationists.

18. COMMENT: DEIS 2-145, 3rd para.: refers to invest

ments in timber. We were under the impression that

timber mgt expenditures are treated as expenses. Do we

understand wrong? is there a difference in cost account

ing between K-V expenditures and appropriations? Re

generation harvest generally results in regeneration

through K-V. Clarification is needed. (1263)

RESPONSE: Investments in timber include the pre

commercial and commercial thinning of timber stands to

improve growth and reduce regeneration expenses. These

investments are assumed to be K-V costs for regenerated

stands. For currently existing stands requiring thinning or

for plantations that are burned over and do not generate

salvage funds, the expenses are assumed to come from

appropriated funds.

19. COMMENT: But it certainly could and probably

should incorporate local economic stabilty as a con

straint in FORPLAN. (1251)

RESPONSE: We considered local economic stability in

the theme of each alternative. We constrained some alter

natives to provide various levels of resource outputs, hop

ing that these levels would help maintain economic

stability. ElS Chapter 4 shows effects on local economies

and social groups.

20. COMMENT: USFS never clearly stated the criterion

by which a management plan would be chosen. If USFS

wanted to go with “net public benefit” as their manage

ment objective why didn’t they specify that as their objec

tive in FORPLAN up front, and throw out PNV? (1251)

RESPONSE: As stated in prior responses, we cannot

model all factors providing net public benefit. For this

reason, PNV is used as a proxy for net public benefit. This

is modified by constraints placed on alternatives, and

provides the flexibility of choosing an alternative that does

not necessarily have the highest PNV.

21. COMMENT: Summary p. 6 States “...change in PNV

is tied to species mix and timber harvest level for the first

5 decades.”

DEIS B-l9 says “...PNV is significant for only 12 time

periods....PNV is maximized for only 12 of the 16 decades

when it is the objective function of the run.”

App. B tells us that max PNV was the objective function

of all alternatives considered in detail.

We are confused by the “5 decades” reference in the

summary. (1263)

RESPONSE: The Summary quote pertains to those fac

tors that most significantly influenced PNV for the first 5

decades. in this case, the species mix and timber harvest

level are the most influential factors.

22. COMMENT: There seems to be no correlation be

tween the presentation of PNV in Fig 1 of the Summary

and that in the second column ofTable 2-21. Explanation

and/or clarification are needed. (1263)
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RESPONSE: Figure 1 in the Summary displays the PNV

of each alternative for quick comparison. Table 2-21

shows the alternatives in order of decreasing PNV with a

comparison of costs and benefits for each alternative. The

reader can determine causal factors of the PNV change.

23. COMMENT: Any reduction in our grazing permits

would cause more of a decrease in return above cash cost

than the table on page 4-10 of the EIS indicates. The

smaller the permit the greater the effects of a cut. All of

the cost associated with running cattle on the allotment

would remain close to the same even ifpermitted numbers

are cut. As an example you still have the same number of

miles of fence to maintain. (1277)

RESPONSE: Information in this table was generated

from a study conducted in Colorado and could not be

verified locally. Because ofthe confusion generated by this

table, we eliminated it and substituted an expanded anal

ysis of the influence ofAUM production levels onjobs and

income.

24. COMMENT: DEIS p. 2-145. In the second paragraph

you rightfully explain that timber prices increase over

time but most of the benefits remain static. This has been

a problem with the economic analysis of all forest plans

and I applaud you for bringing it out in the open. (1)

RESPONSE: We appreciate your understanding.

25. COMMENT: Although Congress must set grazing

fees, the DEIS should fully explain the wide range of

negative impacts as well as show the percentage of ranch

ers in CA who do not use NF land. (169)

RESPONSE: ElS Chapter 4 shows the environmental

consequences of grazing. The percentage of ranchers in

California who do not use NFS lands is not pertinent to

the decisions to be made in managing the Modoc NF.

26. COMMENT: Page 2-1 of the DEIS makes an impor

tant point about present net value. The relative cost per

unit value of timber for instance compared to that of

wildlife and recreation. Timber benefits are 1 to 1.5 times

their costs while wildlife and recreation benefits run 2.5

to 8 times their costs. Wildlife and recreation opportuni

ties should be maximized to the highest extent possible

within a balanced multiple use framework. The compar

ison of social effects table on page 4-8 of the DEIS points

out this balancing act which the Forest is trying to

achieve. (473)

RESPONSE: Benefit values are but one aspect in balanc

ing the multiple-use management of the Forest. Supply

022 - Receipts to Counties

opportunities and demand projections are also an impor

tant part in determining final management.

27. COMMENT: A problem with using an objective like

national net benefit to design a forest management plan

is that local economic benefits tend to be relatively small

compared to the nation and thus tend to get ignored.

(1251)

RESPONSE: We did not ignore the projected impacts on

local economies. They are displayed in Chapter 4, section

B, economic consequences.

28. COMMENT: In summary, the willingness-to-pay

concept used in this [DlElS by USFS is widely used,

economically acceptable, and will likely stand up to public

scrutiny. (1251)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service believes the willingness

to-pay concept is the best approach available for quanti

fying resource values.

  

1. COMMENT: The preferred Plan would severely im

pact this counties [sic] economic output and seriously

damage its road department and schools. Did the Forest

Service properly evaluate the impacts to Modoc County

itself? What are the long range losses and gains to this

county if the preferred Plan is adopted? (810)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 4-Envir0nmental Conse

quences describes the economic consequences of each of

the alternatives. Projections of receipts to counties, in

come, and employment under the Preferred Alternative

show higher economic benefits than base year levels expe

rienced by local counties in 1982. Projected receipts to

counties are also higher than the 10-year average

($2.3MM versus $2.15MM). Other alternatives would

provide higher employment and income than the Pre

ferred Alternative. The Record of Decision displays the

rationale for selecting the Preferred Alternative.

2. COMMENT:We feel that the proposed cuts in grazing

and timber harvest will have a devastating effect on the

local county budget, ranchers and loggers, and all busi

ness establishments, as Modoc County’s economy is

heavily dependent on products produced on the Modoc

National Forest. We also feel that implementation of the

Preferred Alternative would result in decreased returns

and increased costs to operate for the ranchers and log

ging industries and families within Modoc County. Any

money for schools or road programs that would come out

ofthe general fund, above the present amount, due to cuts

in your proposed Plan, would cause less funds to be
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available for all other county services, i.e., Sheriff, librar

ies, courts, Chamber of Commerce, etc. (982)

RESPONSE: Projected revenues to the counties are

higher than the 1982 base year and the 10-year average

return. Proposed reductions in timber harvests and graz~

ing will reduce employment and income of those sectors.

These effects are displayed in Table 4-2 in the FEIS. We

project that other sectors will increase in activity, which

will offset timber reductions. The Record of Decision

displays the rationale for selecting the Preferred Alterna

tive.

3. COMMENT: Siskiyou County schools and the

Siskiyou County road department are both heavily de

pendent upon the 25 percent funds for their basic opera

tions. Any program on the Modoc [National Forest]

which fails to maximize production within reasonable

environmental constraints will result in foregone funds

for Siskiyou County. (1282)

RESPONSE: This is a true statement. Any alternative with

less than maximum production will result in foregone

funds. However, the trade-offs for achieving maximum

commodity benefits are much lower levels of production

in non-commodity benefits. The Forest Plan attempts to

balance commodity and non-commodity production lev

els.

4. COMMENT: The F8 itself states Forest receipts as

coming 97% from timber, 2% livestock grazing and only

1% recreation. Yet timber and livestock grazing are the

two areas most severely penalized. (1244)

RESPONSE: See response to previous comment.

5. COMMENT: Why was the worst year for receipts in

recent history 1982 chosen as the base comparison year?

(1283)

RESPONSE: The year 1982 was chosen at the national

level to be comparable with the RPA program and other

national forest plans in other parts of the nation. Sec Eis

Chapter 3 for comparisons with longer time periods.

  

1. COMMENT: Emphasize funding for protection of

fish, wildlife, clean water, and outdoor recreation. (49,

356)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan displays the management

direction necessary to protect all resource values on the

Forest. The projected budget will provide adequate fund

ing to ensure implementation of this management direc

tion. Actual funding can vary depending on the

appropriations from Congress. EIS Appendix R discusses

the relationship of funding to management.

2. COMMENT: The proposed budget for the Preferred

Alternative is $12 million, far above recent budgets which

have run $7 to 10 million. Given that Congress is unlikely

to provide the extra dollars, something will have to be left

out. This should be kept in mind when analyzing the

effects ofthe Plan. None of the alternatives, including the

preferred one, will be implemented the way they are de

scribed if that happens, and probably MMRs and MIRs

will be hard to meet.

This budget uncertainty is another reason to formulate

general goals, and specific standards and guidelines

which can guide the Forest when the required specific

objectives numbers aren’t met. Timber and grazing out

puts must be subject to meeting these standards. (708,

1221)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service uses projected budgets

to identify for Congress and the public the best program

funding mix and level to implement the Forest Plan. The

final total level and mix will depend on final appropria

tions from Congress. The projected budget level includes

capital investments at a significantly higher level than is

currently provided. If full funding is not received in a single

year, achieving yearly objectives may not be seriously af

fected; but it could influence long-term potentials. If, over

time, budgets are not adequate to meet projected outputs,

we may have to amend the Forest Plan. This is a monitor

ing item displayed in Chapter 5 of the Forest Plan.

The Forest may receive alternate funding through

cooperative efforts with other agencies and user groups.

This funding may offset possible reductions in total

budget.

As stated on page R-S in the FEIS, we will apply Forest

management direction regardless of the budget level. We

will not relax our standards and guidelines for protecting

resources just to meet production levels.

3. COMMENT: Projected watershed and fisheries habi

tat improvement projects are “based on priority needs

and cost effectiveness” (p. 207). To what degree will the

Forest be able to realistically meet watershed rehabilita

tion objectives given any foreseeable budget constraints?

What emphasis or priority will be place on using these

funds under the Forest Plan? If funds do not come avail

able to meet final Forest Plan goals for watershed im

provement, will the Plan and E18 need to be amended?

How would this affect other management programs on

the Forest? (194)

RESPONSE: See response to previous comment.

4. COMMENT: Upgrading site conditions'and re

sources miist come through mgt technique. (806)
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RESPONSE: We agree. We will manage the Forest using

the management direction displayed in Plan Chapter 4.

5. COMMENT: The F8, in the planning process, should

display the potential consequences of budget shortfalls

for the various alternatives, including trade-offs between

programs and outputs, the overall effects of shortfalls in

various outputs, and alternative methods for accomp

lishing planned outputs. (1263)

RESPONSE: Appendix R of the FEIS discusses the role

of budgets and their relationship to the Forest Plan. It

displays trade-offs between programs and outputs.

6. COMMENT: Alternative pg. 2 - is the Preferred Al

ternative the only alternative subject to a budget increase

(20%)? (126)

RESPONSE: In the draft, we developed the Preferred

(PRF), Current (CUR), and Reduced Budget (RBU)

Alternatives using constrained budget levels. In the PRF,

we used a constrained budget as a proxy constraint for the

acres that were feasible to regenerate. We removed the

budget constraint for the final Preferred Alternative and

applied an appropriate regeneration constraint. Five of

the alternatives considered in detail have budget increases

(EIS Chapter 2).

7. COMMENT: Appendix S of the Plan-Riparian Im

provement Priorities by Range Allotment. The introduc

tory paragraph states that “depth of analysis and extent

of implementation of strategies depends on funding

level.” Restoration goals receive the highest funding pri

ority in order to reach water quality compliance in a more

timely manner. The Forest Service should set a ten-year

restoration goal, not a twenty- to fifty-year goal. (671)

RESPONSE: We incorporated into the program budget

the restoration of water quality to meet goals. We will

determine actual funding for these projects when we re

ceive final allocations from Congress. EIS Chapter 4 (Sec

tion 22, Water and Riparian Areas) explainswhy achieving

water quality restoration takes more than 10 years.

8. COMMENT: MNF has been pre-implementing this

Plan for several years, another approach that is, in our

view, outside the intent of the law if not outright illegal.

We base this conclusion on the fact that the average

timber volume sold by MNF in 1985, 1986, and 1987 was

41.7 MMBF. During at least 2 of those years, the final

target was significantly below the budget request. How

ever, target budget requests themselves were low.

During this time the TM plan has called for an annual

program of62.3 MMBF. Since 1985, not only have you not

received a budget adequate to accomplish the Plan objec

tives, you have not even requested such a budget. The 3-yr

(1985-1988) request record falls surprisingly close to the
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52.1 MMBF ASQ specified by the PRF. The FY 89 request

of 35.7 MM—54.2 MM also straddles that range.

Since 1985, the MNF has apparently made no effort to

complywith the direction in the existingTM plan but has,

instead, targeted its budget requests at a level near the

ASQ specified in the PRF. We can only wonder about the

other aspects of the Plan that may have been pre-imple

mented. (1263)

RESPONSE:We have has not been pre-implementing the

Forest Plan. The A80 set by the Timber Management

Plan is not for one year, but a long-term average. From

1975 to 1989, the Modoc NF offered an annual average of

61.4 MMBF for sale. This period includes years of declin

ing markets and large fire salvage volume. The average for

1985 to 1989 is only 49.5 MMBF, which reflects the effects

of reduced budgets and the need to maintain the total

below the old timber sale plan. These factors indicate that

over the long term, the Forest has met the intent of the old

Timber Management Plan.

9. COMMENT: Not realistic to saywe need an increased

budget to produce what we are now producing. A realistic

budget should be represented in the selected alternative.

(807)

RESPONSE: The increase in the Forest budget is not just

to produce historic output levels; but to improve manage

ment where necessary, and to provide the capital invest

ments past budgets did not incorporate. This includes

funding for range, wildlife, timber and watershed im

provements, landline location efforts and improved facil

ities for Forest management.

10. COMMENT: DEIS Fig. 3-7 (3-13) Shows a 1982 bud

get level of about $8.9 MM. Table 2-5 (2-66) says it was

$9.6 MM—another unexplained inconsistency. (1263)

RESPONSE: Figure 3-7 was incorrect. The text on page

3-12 displayed the correct number. We have corrected the

figure in the final E18.

11. COMMENT: DEIS 3-12 indicates that the budget

increase from 1975-79 was the result of reforestation

efforts following the 1977 fires. Since the budget is still

higher than the 1979 budget, are we to assume that the

reforestation job from 1977 fires is still in full swing,

uncompleted?

Table 3-8 should be updated to include 1986 and 1987.

(1263)

RESPONSE: The total Forest budget has increased since

1979 ‘in many other areas. The reference to reforestation
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was to explain the dramatic increase between 1975 and

1979. Figures have been updated.

12. COMMENT: It is recommended that the Preferred

Alternative be amended by incorporating the following

recommendations into the final management plan for the

Modoc NF. Most planners appear to be in agreement that

forests do not have any obligation to maintain production

at the proposed levels if there is insufficient funding. We

compliment Modoc NF planners for recognizing this pos

sibility in their Reduced Budget Alternative. (364, 672)

RESPONSE: As stated in prior responses, final budgets

allocated to the Forest will influence the level ofgoods and

services provided by the Forest. See EIS Appendix R.

13. COMMENT: Will a working relationship be devel

oped using locally experienced individuals as a sounding

board and source of ideas?

Will you attempt to run the Forest as economically as

possible, with the following precedence for allocating

funds:

— top-innovative mgt to allow nature to improve the

Forest.

— middle-structural, on the ground improvements.

— bottom-support equipment, office and administration

expenses? (1285)

RESPONSE: The Forest will use public involvement in

implementing the Forest Plan.

The Forest will attempt to be as economical as possible in

implementing the Forest Plan. Priorities for funding are

displayed on page R-S in the FEIS.

  

1. COMMENT: Importance of the Modoc National For

est to our areas economy was not adequately addresssed

in the draft Plan and E18. (1251)

RESPONSE: Sincewe developed the draft documents, we

have expanded the effects of the Modoc National Forest

on the local economy (see Chapter 4).

2. COMMENT: USFS should incorporate local eco

nomic stability as a constraint in FORPLAN. (1217)

RESPONSE: Local economic stability is considered in the

themes of the various alternatives. We constrained some

alternatives to provide various levels of resource outputs,

hoping that these levels would help maintain economic

stability. The Forest Service only provides supplies of

resources. Total economic stability depends on market

demand. Decline in local economic stability in the early

1980's was a result ofdemand changes rather than supply.

Drastic changes in demand are not incorporated into the

FORPLAN analysis. EIS Chapter 4 shows effects on local

economies and social groups.

3. COMMENT: The three [factors] that are critical to

the economic stability of these communities in terms of

harvesting levels, grazing and recreation were either ig

nored or downplayed. (115)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan provides management di

rection for managing all Forest resources. EIS Chapter

3-Afi'ected Environment and E18 Chapter 4-Envir0n

mental Consequences display the importance of timber

harvesting, livestock grazing, and recreation.

4. COMMENT: Whereas, much of the population ofthe

County of Modoc is dependent upon the ranching and

timber industries, and whereas, 72 percent ofthe county's

commercial timberland is in the Modoc National Forest,

andwhereas,a substantial portion ofthe funds for Modoc

County schools and county roads are derived from forest

receipts payment, and whereas, a major portion of the

ranchingcommunity is dependent on the Modoc National

Forest for summergrazing, andwhereas, the City Council

and the citizens of this city are as vitally concerned with

the protection ofthis valuable national and local resource

upon which we are so dependent as is the USFS, whereas,

none of the alternatives in the DEIS adequately acknowl

edge and honor the dependence of the economy of Modoc

County on the resources of the Modoc National Forest

and the policies by which the Forest is administered,

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the City Council of the

City of Alturas go on record as opposing the preferred

plan alternative in the draft Forest Land and Resource

Management Plan and as opposing all of the alternatives

set forth in the draft Environmental impact Statement.

(135)

RESPONSE: We recognize the importance of Modoc

National Forest policies on the economy of local commu

nities. EIS Chapter 4-Environmenral Consequences dis

plays projected impacts on local economies in terms of

jobs and incomes. The Record of Decision explains our

rationale for selecting the Preferred Alternative.

5. COMMENT: The Board ofSupervisors of the County

of Lassen register its objection and opposition to the

preferred plan as well as all alternatives. (268)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

6. COMMENT: The big switch in harvest from 70%

eastside pine to 70% mixed conifers is going to break our

communities. Especially if the yield is reduced. I suggest

you increase the volume of cut when you harvest more fir

to offset the dollar loss. (1145)
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RESPONSE: The harvested species mix for the Preferred

Alternative is now 40% pine and 52% mixed conifers for

the first decade. The volume of harvest is set by all man

agement objectives for the alternative, not just the pro

jected revenue.

7. COMMENT: The livestock industry was completely

left out in the planning process. (1013)

RESPONSE: We attempted to include the livestock in

dustry and other special interest groups in the planning

process. We strengthened this attempt after we released

the draft Forest Plan. ElS Chapter 1 —Purpose and Need

describes consultation with others.

8. COMMENT: What USFS in fact did was to constrain

the Plan “to comply with agreements between the FS and

CDFG. Wildlife AUMs were constrained to meet state

deer herd goals” (2-60, B-78, f.). USFS thus made the

value judgment that their agreement with CDFG was

more important than economic stability of the local

ranch-dependent communities. (1217)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service agreed to support the

state deer herd plans goals for populations. This led to a

projected decrease in AUMs available for livestock. We

expect a small decrease in the first decade (approximately

3%). We will determine the actual effects allotment by

allotment. EIS Chapter 4—-Environmental Consequences

displays projected effects on the local economy. The Re

cord of Decision displays our rationale for selecting the

Preferred Alternativbe.

9. COMMENT: it is especially important not to reduce

allowable cut to allow the companies dependent on

Modoc National Forest timber to take advantage ofgrow

ing markets in the Pacific Rim and California and further

contribute to the health and stability of local economies.

We cannot expect to abandon old-growth timber harvest

ing and have the timber industry maintain its current

contribution to the region’s economy. At risk are the loss

of employment and economic stability when moving to a

second growth economy, since the majority of the current

timber supply is old growth. (1250)

RESPONSE: We project a decrease in A80 to maintain

and improve the ecological health of the Forest. This

includes the need to maintain old growth to provide diver

sity and to maintain certain wildlife species. As a result of

timber harvest reductions, we project a subsequent reduc

tion in employment in the timber industry. ElS Chapter 4

displays this reduction.

10. COMMENT: Further reductions in AUMs would

phase out many efficient small operators and deal a
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crippling blow to the livestock industry and the local

economy. (1022)

RESPONSE: The Forest Preferred Alternative displays a

projected decrease of 3% in AUMs available to livestock

industry. The actual effect on individual allotments may

vary from this projection. The economic and social effects

of these reductions are shown in EIS Chapter 4 and con

sidered in the Record of Decision.

11. COMMENT: The Forest Plan should address the

community stability in all actions since Forest receipts

are such an integral part of the county budgets (i.e.,

school and road dept. budgets). (1283)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service is committed to sustain

able development. Effects on receipts are displayed in EIS

Chapters 2 and 4, and are considered in the Record of

Decision.

12. COMMENT: It is my understanding that harvest

levels at 75MMBF will not jeopardize or further deterio

rate the environment and will, instead, economically sta

bilize the local community-a condition necessary for

promoting long-range environmental concerns. (1332)

RESPONSE: We did not find any alternative or bench

mark that could produce a 75MMBF A80 and sustain it,

and still provide for environmental concerns.

13. COMMENT: We request that the economic analysis

be expanded to evaluate sector by sector impacts of the

proposed plan alternatives. (1251)

RESPONSE: We expanded our analysis on employment

and income to review the effects sector by sector. ElS

Chapter 4-Environmental Consequences displays this

analysis.

14. COMMENT: Selling of timber on our public lands

should be based on market requirements only and not to

support local economies. (199)

RESPONSE: Market demands and support of local econ

omies are two of many factors used to determine ASQ

levels. Other factors include the need to provide habitat

for wildlife, protection of water quality, visual quality

objectives and the need to provide for diverse recreational

objectives.

15. COMMENT: Concentrate on the benefits of all the

people. (374)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service wishes to maximize net

public benefit, which includes evaluating the benefits to all

the people.
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1. COMMENT: Special emphasis should be placed on

the economic impact ofthe Plan to the local economy. Any

reductions in income to industry of the area will signifi

cantly impact the county. Modoc County cannot afford

any reduction in its economy. (1066, 1070, 724, 281, 699)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 4-Environmental Conse

quences displays the projected impact of each alternative

on local economies. The Record of Decision displays the

weight given to the local economy in selecting the Pre

ferred Alternative.

2. COMMENT: Approximately 52 percent of Lassen

County is government owned, and the area must be fully

utilized for Lassen and the surrounding counties to main

tain their economic base. (268)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

3. COMMENT: if we were to remove those lands from

being able to extract Forest receipts, we basically have

reduced the tax base of which to draw from who’s going

to pay the taxes that those acres would have supported

otherwise? (1406)

RESPONSE: No acres are reduced from the base for

calculating receipts to counties. When acres are removed

from a commodity production emphasis such as timber,

total revenues generated may decrease. This will affect

receipts to counties. Table 2-18 displays projected costs

and revenues of each alternative. There is no process for

the Forest Service to provide additional taxes beyond

those allowed under current policy.

4. COMMENT: The county relies heavily on income

from livestock operators and the timber industry. ifthese

are curtailed as the Plan proposes, the county will not

only lose the direct income derived from these sources but

also the economic multiplier than goes with raw material

production. (813, 718))

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 4 -Environmental Conse

quences displays our analysis of economic impacts and

projected changes in employment and income to the range

and timber industries for each alternative. The Preferred

Alternative does show a decrease in employment in these

two sectors.

5. COMMENT: The timber industry remains a signifi

cant economic factor in our community and can remain

so ifan adequate supply ofraw material is assured. (1333)

RESPONSE: As displayed in the economic analysis sec

tion of Chapter 4, the timber industry still remains a

significant economic factor to the local economy for all

alternatives. The largest reduction in this sector is in the

Amenity and Reduced Budget Alternatives.

6. COMMENT: Reducing the harvest volume of the

MNF will lead to economic hardship for some of the

communities in your area. Recreation, mining, or other

uses can co-exist with logging.Awell-managed forest plan

with reasonable levels of harvest should be desirable and

attainable. (702)

RESPONSE: We believe that the alternatives we pre

sented give a wide range of responses to timber harvest

levels. The Preferred Alternative does provide reasonable

levels of timber harvest while providing for other uses. The

Record of Decision displays our rationale for selecting the

Preferred Alternative.

7. COMMENT: The timber and timber-related indus

tries are high-paying jobs, whereas tourism is generally

at the minimum wage level. Tourist dollars could never

make up for the money lost in timber and the rest of the

businesses supported by that industry. (92)

RESPONSE: Your statement is correct. Jobs in timber

related industries do pay higher. This is reflected in the

IMPLAN analysis (ElS Appendix B) used to calculate

effects on jobs and income.

8. COMMENT: increasing the deer population does not

improve the economic situation of the community. Why

should the cattle numbers be cut on the range, when the

deer invade the ranchers’ lands all year long? (925)

RESPONSE: In the FORPLAN model, we assume in

creases in deer populations result in greater hunter use

(up to the demand cut-off point). Greater hunter use will

improve the local economy. The use of private lands by

deer is one factor considered by the California Depart

ment of Fish and Game in calculating deer herd goals.

9. COMMENT: it is the opinion of this board and man

agement that certain reductions in livestock grazing, and

the reductions in the quantity and quality of harvested

timber on the Modoc NFwould have an extremely adverse

impact on a very fragile and still depressed rural econ

omy. Timber and livestock grazing should be held at

current numbers and increased over time in order to

support economic recovery in Modoc County. (1056)

RESPONSE: ElS Chapter 4-Environmental Conse

quences displays the effects on the jobs and income on

local economies. The Record of Decision discusses the

Forest’s role in sustaining the economy in relation to other

resource management objectives.

10. COMMENT: The best alternative would be one that:

1) maximizes a majority of resource outputs; 2) nieets all

the environmental constraints; 3) provides maximum
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socio-economic benefits to the local community and the

regional and national user-public; and 4) does all of the

above on a reasonable budget. (1312)

RESPONSE: We agree. This would be the best alterna

tive. However, we discovered no alternative that met all of

these requirements. Chapter 2 displays the development

and comparison of alternatives.

11. COMMENT: This Plan as presented would reduce

the timber harvest from a ten-year average of 70 million

board feet to 47 million board feet. This would mean the

elimination of at least two hundred jobs in our commu

nity. (1407) ‘

RESPONSE: The ten-year average (1980-89) timber har

vest for the Modoc NF was 54.6 MMBF. The final Pre

ferred Alternative is 45.5 MMBF. EIS Chapter

4—Environmental Consequences displays projected re

ductions in timber employment.

12. COMMENT: We estimate that there are ten direct

jobs and six indirect jobs in every million board feet of

lumber cut off the Forest. (693)

RESPONSE: EIS Appendix B (IMPLAN section) dis

plays the method for calculating employment.

13. COMMENT: if there are budgetary constraints to

manage the Forest properly, how about looking into pri

vate industry for a voluntary-type forest management,

having the Forest Service review their proposals and

administering the harvest. (803)

RESPONSE: This type of stewardship contract is one

possibility for achieving forest management at a reduced

budget. The Forest Service will consider such contracts

where appropriate.

14. COMMENT: Your comments as to exactly how much

income one can reasonably expect to be generated for the

county over the years if this Plan is implemented will be

appreciated. (803,813)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 4-Environmental Conse

quences displays the projected effects by alternative on

employment and income.

15. COMMENT: We support alternatives that would

start at the sustained yield level of 91 million board feet

and come down accordingly. We feel that a realistic goal

should be from 80 to 85 million board feet per year. (1036)

RESPONSE: in our analysis, we did not discover any

alternative or benchmark that could provide such a high

level of timber yield at a sustained level while still meeting

legal management requirements for other resources.

16. COMMENT: Even though the potential sale level

drops by 23.2 MMBF/year the Forest assumes that there
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will be an increase in jobs of 982. DEIS summary pg. 12.

This is because the Modoc failed to use the existing plan

as a comparison for projecting impacts. The draft plan

falsely covers up the fact that jobs, income and payments

to counties will drop off significantly by the imposition of

the Plan, quite possibly causing economic and social

upheaval in the area's timber-dependent communities.

(1070)

RESPONSE: Table 1 in the summary was mislabeled. The

982 jobs displayed is the total projected person-years of

employment. This is corrected in the final H8. The final

analysis does display a reduction in the timber processing

sectors. EIS Chapter 4-Envir0nmental Consequences

displays the projected impact on employment and income.

17. COMMENT:We are very concerned about the poten

tial for negative impacts to these communities which may

arise from the implementation of the various forest man

agement plan alternatives. it is appropriate to examine

the employment and income effects in the appropriate

level of detail. in relatively large forest areas, the impacts

to a particular locality or community may potentially be

the opposite of the overall trend, i.e., an alternative that

results in increases in county employment may actually

cause decreases in employment levels for some of the

communities in the county. For that reason, supplemen

tal information concerning economic impacts to the af

fected area and to specific communities should be

presented.

it is important that the Forest Service consider the type

and capabilities of existing mills in estimating employ

ment impacts. Changes in harvest areas, volumes, and

average diameter oftrees harvested can have significantly

different impacts within the same county. For example,

by decreasing the average diameter or changing the spe

cies of timber, certain saw mills may be made obsolete.

Thus, there will be groups of workers displaced as mills

close. This is reflected on p. S-8 of the DEIS appendices.

The Plan, p. 5-21. of special concern in this area is the

potential affect on the Big Valley Federal Sustained-Yield

Unit, as stated on p. R-3 of the draft Forest Land &

Resource Management Plan. Somewhat disturbing factor

is the timber harvest level in the Preferred Alternative

(PRF). Will maintain the base year 1982 California tim

ber harvest on national forest lands was the lowest it had

been since 1957. The 1986 harvest amount was the highest

it had been since 1973 and twice the 1982 harvest level.

Any impact evaluation should use 1986 for its compara

tive standard. (25)

RESPONSE: We expanded the economic impact section

to display potential effects on income and employment by

sector. There is no consistent. logical basis to estimate

impacts to a smaller area such as individual communities

or mills. As with the effects of species and size, individual
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operators may wish to modify their mills to operate with

smaller diameter material, or choose to go out ofbusiness.

The employment and income effects can, at best, be gen

eralized. EIS Appendix B displays the process to accom

plish this.

The description of impacts is compared against 1982 as

the base year to maintain consistency with other Forest

Plans. This was a very bad year for the timber industry and

most alternatives do look better than the base year. Using

1986 as the base year would make all alternatives look bad.

Descriptions in Chapters 3 and 4 provide more

information on timber offer and harvest quantities to

enable better comparisons.

18. COMMENT: Plan 3-2-Local Econ. Impacts: the

statement, “...individuals holdinga possessory interest in

NF lands” is totally erroneous. The courts have always

upheld that public land grazing is a privilege, not a right.

While livestock permittees always argue “possessory”

rights, this is the first time we've seen the fed. govt.

apparently agree with them. Please eliminate this state

ment. (107)

RESPONSE: The State of California imposes a tax on

permits such as grazing use permits because the permit

has a recognized value. This tax is termed a “possesory

interest tax”. The payment of this tax does not imply the

permittee has any ownership of NFS lands. We modified

the statement in the final Plan to read, “Another source of

income to the counties is the possessory interest tax levied

on individuals holding various permits on national forest

lands.”

19. COMMENT: DEIS 3-10: why are unemployment

rates reported only for the period 1975-1980? There are

figures available for the following 7 years. (1220)

RESPONSE: We updated these rates.

20. COMMENT: I'm really tired of hearing about the

much needed protection of the wildlife, from the snail to

the fowl in the air, without consideration that men and

women need to make a living. (154)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service is directed by law and

regulation to consider wildlife as well as economic and

social considerations when managing national forest

lands.

21. COMMENT: From time to time, the federal govern

ment attempts a new “jobs program” designed to train

our local citizens for gainful employment. We cannot

rationalize such an affirmative program by the fed. gov.

on one hand while another agency of the fed. gov. under

takes a program to minimize raw materials production

and eliminate existing jobs. (1258)

RESPONSE: National forest lands are managed to pro

vide a wide range of goods and services including raw

materials for production and non-commodity values. The

Forest Plan is designed to achieve a balance between

commodity and non-commodity values. Achieving this

balance may result in a reduction ofjobs.

 

1. COMMENT: Let's carry a plan that complies with

Congressional directives to produce a stable timber sup

ply, promote dependent communities, fund local govern

ment, and provide for an adequate transportation

system, and protect our environment in a way that mini

mizes environmental conflict. I support Modoc Cares.

(285)

RESPONSE: The alternatives considered in detail in

Chapter 2 all meet Congressional direction. Dependingon

the theme of the alternative, the level of timber supply, the

potential impact on local economics, the transportation

system, and the environment will vary. EIS Chapter 4

describes environmental consequences by alternative.

2. COMMENT: With proper mgt, the forage, timber,

and wildlife could be improved without any cuts in timber

and grazing allotments. (467)

RESPONSE: Volume of timber harvest and forage avail

able for livestock grazing vary by alternative. Some alter

natives do not reduce timber and grazing levels while other

alternatives do, depending on the management theme and

objectives of the alternative. The Preferred Alternative

does project reductions in timber and grazing. The Re

cord of Decision presents the rationale for this reduction.

3. COMMENT: it is your job to preserve and renew the

Forest under your jurisdiction so that it will continue to

be available for logging, recreation, erosion control,water

quality, wildlife habitat, atmosphere replenishment and

all the other functions which forests perform for us. You

must resist the pressure for short-term gain; preserve

and restore the Forest under your jurisdiction so that it

will be at least as valuable a resource after 50 years as it

is now. Overgrazing, clear cutting, uniculture, chemical

broadcasting and other “engineered” changes will starve

and damage not only the grandchildren of the people who

profit from these changes today but also the future gen

erations of all of us. You must protect the interests of our

future citizens in whatever compromises are made! (151)
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RESPONSE: National forest lands are managed to pro

vide sustained yields of resources and protect the environ

ment over the long run.

4. COMMENT: Timber production, livestock grazing

and extraction of minerals should come exclusively from

privately held lands. Public forest land should be man

aged primarily to produce benefits that include: recre

ation, protection of watersheds, wildlife habitat,

wilderness, scenic beauty, and scientific and cultural use.

The Conservationist Alternative to the Forest Service

draft land management plan would be an acceptable

compromise. (547, 1214)

RESPONSE: National forest lands are managed under

the laws of the United States. These laws provide for the

use of national forests for timber production, livestock

grazing, and extracting minerals. The purpose of forest

plans is to determine the appropriate level and manage

ment direction for providing these resources as well as the

many other resources of national forests.

5. COMMENT: There should be local input, input from

the industry. The industries are the ones that make a

living off’ the Forest, and that’s what the Forest was put

here for. (1118)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 1-Purpose and Need de

scribes our consultation with others, including the timber

industry. Forests were established for many reasons, in

cluding commodity and non-commodity values.

6. COMMENT: There must be a balance in the use ofthe

national forest lands. Timber harvest, fisheries, wildlife,

recreation, watershed and visual factors must all be con

sidered. We believe that the forest lands should be man

aged as a continuing renewable resource so that a

sustained yield and use may be made without a deleteri

ous impact on the land and the ecological systems. We

support an approach to timber harvest which insures an

ongoingand sustainable timber harvest level. We support

the SOC (Save Our Community) alternative with a tim

ber harvest of 75 MMBF and maintain current AUM for

the Modoc National Forest. (332)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service also believes in main

taining a sustained yield of resources including timber,

wildlife, recreation, water, livestock while protecting the

environment. The alternatives described in detail in Chap

ter 2 will achieve these objectives. The SOC alternative

could not be analyzed in detail because 75 MMBF cannot

be sustained by any alternative or benchmark while pro

tecting the environment.

7. COMMENT: The Congressional requirements that

the Forest Service plan and operate the national forests

to coordinate in a harmonious fashion the various uses

is significant in the light of the fact that the Modoc

030 - Resource Management, General

National Forest’s planning process: (I) assumed from

the beginning that irreconcilable confiicts exists between

timber and various other uses; (2) made inadequate ef

fort to coordinate, reconcile, and harmonize those uses;

and (3) considered no alternatives which adequately co

ordinate the various multiple-use goals. The Forest plan

ning process applied on the Modoc instead is subtractive

in that each area of the Forest is zoned for a particular

use and other uses are prohibited or severely restricted

in that zone. Because of the nature of the process, timber

harvesting is treated as a competing and secondary use

from the other multiple uses instead ofa harmonious use.

(1070)

RESPONSE: The planning process has attempted to the

maximum extent possible to provide for multiple-use man

agement among all resources. The Forest developed nu

merous prescriptions that harmonize timber management

and other resources. The Timber-Forage Prescription

provides for timber management and forage for deer. The

Timber-Visuals Prescription allows for managing timber

and visual quality. The Visual Retention and Riparian

Prescriptions allow for limited timber management while

protecting visual and riparian values. These prescriptions

allow for timber management but will not achieve full

yields from timber. Some prescriptions do preclude tim

ber management when such management is not compati

ble with the management objectives for that prescription.

Through monitoring and evaluation, we can determine

whether modifying standards and guidelines would im

prove our multiple-use mix.

8. COMMENT: The multiple-use management concept

should be applied in all but extremely critical areas where

other activities have a demonstrated detrimental effect to

the resource. When a significant area needs to be put into

single-use designation to preserve a sensitive resource,

only impact as few acres with the single-use designation

as is possible. (1283)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

9. COMMENT: Management areas/specific: some areas

which are labeled as range have no allotments in them —

specificially the Medicine Lake Highlands. Recognizing

that a range Rx can be wildlife range emphasis oflivestock

range emphasis, then all areas w/o allotments must be

wildlife. It is unclear how the timber in these blocks will

be managed, and there is definitely timber there, several

of these range blocks are located in strategic areas. Par

ticularly sensitive are blocks near Bertha's Cupboard on

the [Lava Beds National] Park boundary, in the Hoffman

roadless area, and near Glass Mtn. These areas seem not

to have been selected because of their value for deer and

pronghorn, but rather through a subtraction process.

This is a drawback of not having a wildlife Rx. (708)
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RESPONSE: identifying allotments in the Medicine Lake

Highlands was an error in mapping which has been cor

rected. We assigned timbered areas a variety of prescrip

tions. Refer to the Preferred Alternative map to determine

prescriptions for specific areas.

10. COMMENT: We want to compliment you on the

multi-use philosophy ofthe Modoc National Forest. (530)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments.

11. COMMENT: The Preferred Alternative provides a

management direction that is realistic and a good balance

of resource values. The alternative puts emphasis on

certain resources of the Forest that have been short

changed by management in the past while still providing

a How of commodity type outputs. (807, 984, 1031, 1235)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments and support.

12. COMMENT: We would like an explanation on why

you choose the Preferred Alternative over the industry

Alternative. it appears by the chart on 2-153 (DEIS book)

that all resources (grazing, wildlife, timber, etc.) gain

from this alternative. (984)

RESPONSE: The Record of Decision displays our ratio

nale for selecting the Preferred Alternative.

13. COMMENT: Why is it we must ask the F8 to main

tain this land when the people who use the land are

capable of maintaining it for their use? (1078)

RESPONSE: Through our system of government which

includes elections and appointments, the Forest Service

has been given the charge for managing National Forest

System lands. The Forest Service works in cooperation

with many agencies and users to protect and maintain the

public lands.

14. COMMENT: We agree with your mission statement.

However, we feel that adoption of the Preferred Alterna

tive would be counter-productive. We support SOC.

(1251)

RESPONSE: The Record of Decision displays our ratio

nale for selecting the Preferred Alternative. We did not

consider the SOC alternative in detail because we could

not implement it as described.

15. COMMENT: i believe the SOC alternatives best pro

mote the principles of multiple use, maintains and ex

pands wildlife population, and certainly best promotes

community stability. (1410)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

16. COMMENT: How can you satisfy your directives to

manage under the multiple-use concept? (1285, 1362,

1199, 1255,)

RESPONSE: Plan Chapter 4-Management Area Direc

tion describes standards and guidelines and prescriptions

which the Forest will use to provide multiple-use manage

ment.

,- Commodity productioh ,, ._

1. COMMENT: lwould like to see the Forest used to the

maximum potential. Your 10-year plan falls short of

meeting this goal. (1118)

RESPONSE: Your comment does not specify if you wish

to maximize one resource area or to achieve all resources

at their maximum. The Forest analyzed a series of bench

marks (described in HS Chapter 2) to evaluate maximum

potentials for individual resources. Rarely would maxi

mizing one resource area allow maximizing any other

resource. We developed alternatives from the experience

gained from the benchmarks. These alternatives pre

sented various mixes of resources. We selected the Pre

ferred Alternative because we believe it has the best

resource balance.

2. COMMENT: The economic benefits, both direct and

secondary, that our communities and schools derive from

the timber harvest and grazing leases are of the utmost

concern to the Chamber. The Chamber feels that the

Modoc Cares SOC alternative plan provides the best and

most equitable plan for management of the Modoc Na

tional Forest lands. (91)

RESPONSE: We did not develop the SOC alternative

because we had inadequate information to determine how

to model it. The timber yield described by the SOC alter

native exceeded the benchmark runs for sustainable tim

ber production. The SOC alternative does not explain how

this production level can be achieved while maintaining

adequate old growth.

3. COMMENT: MNF Plan should be most responsive to

the public which uses the Forest and relies on it most

northeastem Californians. An adequate annual allow

able timber sale quantity is essential to the stability ofthe

region. Notwithstanding potential deficiencies in the 1975

TM plan, I am not persuaded that the proposed LTSY of

approx. 58-60 MMBF annually is sufficient to meet the

future needs of the public. (1304)

RESPONSE: The Modoc National Forest is managed to

meet the needs of the nation. The needs and desires of

local publics were sought during the public involvement

process (described in EIS Chapter 1) and are incorpo

rated into the Forest Plan. The allowable timber sale

  

U-56 Public Comments



quantity is an important part of the economy of northeast

ern California. We discuss A80 in EIS Chapters 3 and 4.

We believe that the long-term sustained yield (LTSY) for

the Preferred Alternative (56.3 MMBF) provides the

Forest’s fair share of sustained economic development

while protecting many other resource values. The Record

of Decision displays our rationale for selecting this

alternative.

4. COMMENT: The commodity emphasis of the Forest

Service should be eliminated. The Forest Service is under

no obligation to maintain community stability through

below-cost commodity production. Most national forest

land is best suited for the production of “amenities”—

recreation, wildlife, water quality, wilderness, etc., and

should be used for such. (1048)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service provides commodity re

sources to meet the demands of the American public. The

Forest Plan is a balance between providing our fair share

of sustainable development to meet the public’s commod

ity needs, and providing amenity values. The Forest annu

ally prepares a review of the timber sale program

(TSPIRS) to determine whether the program is below

cost. Each year the Forest has had a positive program.

5. COMMENT: it is apparent from the information pre

sented that this planning effort is biased toward commod

ity production. The fact that regional planning direction

required the Modoc NF to include areas that produce less

than 20 cubic feet of wood per acre per year as suitable

(regenerable) sites for timber production tends to sup

port this observation. (364)

RESPONSE: We do not feel we are biased toward com

modity production. The Forest included the lands that

produce less than 20 cubic feet of wood per acre per year

because, while these lands produce less than 20 cubic feet

on the average, in small plots productivity can be much

higher. The Forest allows harvesting these sites on an

opportunistic basis where natural regeneration can be

achieved. This does not indicate a bias towards commodity

values but a wise use of resource opportunities.

6. COMMENT: The Preferred Alternative bodes ill for

the cattle and timber economy of northeastern Califor

nia. The alternative consistently places the harvesting of

timber and grazing of cattle in a subordinate position to

other forest users. The proposal consistently ignores

other possible methods to achieve the same ends. (1359)

RESPONSE: The Preferred Alternative is one of six al

ternatives. Some alternatives emphasize commodity pro

duction while others emphasized non-commodity

production. The Preferred Alternative is the Forest

Service's selection as the best balance between commodity

040 - Air Quality

and non-commodity values. Your comment does not pro

vide an example of alternate methods to consider.

7. COMMENT: I would like to see the Forest Plan be

based on production using sound intensive management

practices for livestock as well as timber. With the empha

sis on intensive management to control brush, junipers,

along with reseeding and water improvements, livestock

and wildlife will be enhanced with the least negative im

pact on local economy, which is based on agriculture.

(1240)

RESPONSE: The Range~Forage Prescription provides

direction for intensive range management practices. The

number of acres assigned to this prescription varies by

alternative. The Forest will prepare a juniper woodlands

analysis to aid in managing these rangelands (see Appen

dix B in the Forest Plan).

  

1. COMMENT: (1) What is the expected output of these

pollutants from management activities involving fire in

the LRMP? (2) How does this compare with the baseline

or current output? (3) What ell'ect will increases have on

the Class 1 areas? (1260)

RESPONSE: (1) We did not model projected output of

pollutants from burning activities in the Plan, because we

did not expect the output to differ much from previous

years. A separate Forest project analysis, apart from this

Plan analysis, however, has shown that total Forest gener

ated air pollutants will be much less than our current and

past levels when the average annual acres burned by wild

fire can be significantly reduced.

(2) The baseline level of air pollutants is sketchy at this

time due to very few air quality monitoring stations

operating in the Northeast Plateau Air Basin which covers

the Modoc National Forest. Data from those stations tell

us that this air basin is among the cleanest in the State.

Since the summer of 1989, the Forest has collected

visibility base line data for the Warner Mountain Class I

areas. The Forest is in the process of identifying Air

Quality Resource Values (AQRVs) for monitoring.

(3) We will design and schedule management activites to

minimize impacts to Class 1 areas, especially during those

periods when visitor use is high.

2. COMMENT: Where it is possible that air standards

will be exceeded, projects will be postponed. (500)

RESPONSE: The local air pollution control districts

(APCDs) address this concern in their County Agricul

tural _Burn Implementation Plan Bum/N0 Burn. APCDs

also issue daily forcasts which the MNF complies with
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when conducting prescribed burning. In sensitive receptor

areas, we will apply special management constraints in

cluding time ofyear ofburn activities and proper direction

of air flow to help prevent cumulative effects from smoke.

The Forest Service will coordinate with other APCDs. See

also Plan Chapter 4, Forest-wide Standards and Guide

lines for air quality.

3. COMMENT: The FElS should discuss how resource

management activities will be consistent with protecton

of Class 1 air quality increments and criteria in the South

Warner Wilderness and the adjacent Lava Beds wilder

ness. (1355)

RESPONSE: We included air quality S&Gs in the Plan

which specifically address Class 1 airsheds and air quality.

Where the level of risk to air quality degradation is

deemed unacceptable, prescribed burning will not be

used. We will use other treatment methods to reduce the

possibility of wildfire, including vegetative manipulation

or site preparation.

4. COMMENT: B. (3) Are cumulative impacts priori

tized between districts and forests? (126)

RESPONSE: Plan Chapter 4, Forest-wide Standards and

Guidelines, addresses cumulative impacts of smoke from

prescribed burning. We will not conduct multiple-project

burning simultaneously between districts or other forests

if the risk of degrading air quality is unacceptable.

5. COMMENT: Please do all you can to keep clean air.

(1231)

RESPONSE: Air quality is one of many natural resources

the Forest Service is mandated to manage. The intent of

the Forest Service and this Plan is to manage air quality

the best way possible while also providing goods and

services to the public in a cost effective manner. See also

S&Gs pertaining to air quality, additional air quality con

cerns in management prescriptions, and the other air

quality comments and responses in this section.

  

1. COMMENT: DEIS 3-34 states “...maintain a mini

mum of 5% of the land area occupied in each forest type

in older mature stands exclusive of wilderness....” Why

are approximately 165,000 acres of CAS timberland, or

over 25% of the total, being preserved as one seral stage?

As similarly applies to snag mgt, these are high value

stands, and the use or non-use of them has tremendous

impacts on PNV. 1f the objective function is maximum

PNV,why does the MNF have the highest value seral stage

20%+ over the legally required minimum? (21)

RESPONSE: The Plan calls for maintaining a minimum

of 5% in each seral stage, including old-growth. Old

growth allocations were made by management area. Over

all, 21,712 acres were designated for old-growth manage

ment on >20 cu.ft. lands. The acreage value in this

comment includes lands that are capable of producing

<20 cu. ft. per acre. These stands are managed on an

extended rotation, and for the most part do not meet the

definition of old growth as defined in the wildlife Stan

dards and Guidelines portion of the Plan (Chapter 4).

Included in the wildlife Standards and Guidelines are the

acreages by timber type that will be managed for old

growth conditions on > 20 cu.fu. and < 20 cu.ft. lands.

2. COMMENT: The old growth diversity proposal on

this Forest need not be implemented. This is a Forest

interpretation not a requirement by law. (108)

RESPONSE: Diversity guidelines in the Plan were de

rived from Regional guidelines. All forests in Region 5 are

following these guidelines which were developed from

pertinent literature and professional expertise to meet the

intent of the National Forest Management Act. The Act

provides for balanced consideration of all resources, in

cluding old growth, in land management planning. Section

36 CFR 219.26 requires that forest planning consider

diversity of plant and animal communities.

3. COMMENT: Based on rotational cutting plans, no

species of tree should ever be less populous than about

75-80% of natural population for any age increment. (76)

RESPONSE: Timber management will change the mix

ture of age classes and tree species on portions of the

Forest, particularly in mixed conifer stands. We can miti

gate some of this activity by planting the same species that

were harvested, and by following diversity Standards and

Guidelines prescribed in Plan Chapter 4. In addition,

timber management prescriptions, such as uneven-age

management can also maintain a mix oftree species. Older

seral stages will decrease as a result of Plan implementa

tion, as well as the number of tree species associated with

these vegetation types. Diversity guidelines were estab

lished to maintain representative vegetation communities

and seral stages at levels that would provide for viable

populations of wildlife species.

4. COMMENT: P. 2-2. Minimum viable populations is

wording used in response to the question on Diversity. if

this wording remains in the Plan its meaning should be

explained.

Pages 3-6, 3-7. item 3. Diversity-current management.

This section provides little information regarding man

agement for vegetative diversity. This section only dis

cusses timber management. No mention is made of

current management for any of the other 16 vegetative

types such as wet meadows, wetlands, riparian, mountain
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mahogany, black oak,juniper and etc. What are “recruit

ment acres in the next lower successional stage?” Are

there trees or other plants? (364)

RESPONSE: The section formerly on draft Plan 2-2 is

reworded in the final for clarification. We expanded the

definition of diversity in the EIS and Plan. In terms of

displaying vegetation diversity, the EIS contains specific

information on the amount of habitat in ElS Chapter

3—Afl'ected Environment, under Diversity and Wildlife.

5. COMMENT: Maintaining 5% of each timber

type/seral stage combination (DElS, page 2-35) will not

be adequate to guarantee the continued existence for

current species diversity.(364)

RESPONSE: Guidelines for diversity comply with Re

gional Guidelines which are based on research and pro

fessional expertise. All forests in Region 5 follow these

guidelines. Although species diversity will not be opti

mized in management activities, we believe that viable

populations of existing plant and animal communities will

be maintained.

6. COMMENT: MNF Plan proposes to address diversity

by requiring a distribution of stands in certain age and

size classes. However, with each stand having a very low

diversity within it, an overall reduction in the number of

species and the population levels of other species will

occur. Thus, a distribution of relatively sterile even-age

stands does not adequately maintain diversity on MNF.

The reduced diversity can affect timber production by

eliminating or decreasing pest predator species popula

tions, thus, eliminating or weakening the prevention com

ponent of integrated pest mgt. All veg mgt activities

should maintain the plant species composition of the

habitat type where the project occurs. (500)

RESPONSE: Timber harvest activities will increase frag

mentation of forested lands. Proper planning and place

ment of harvest units can reduce adverse effects resulting

from this fragmentation. in forested habitats, overall di

versity is expected to increase— not decrease — as younger

seral stages become more abundant. The number of coni

fer species within harvest areas may decrease because

these are typically planted with one or two species. Dis

ease resilience of conifers is expected to be higher as the

rotation ages are shortened.

7. COMMENT: All major veg. types will be maintained

in their present proportions on the Forest. The size class

distribution should not be the primary determining fac

tor for diversity, except for old growth forests.(500)

RESPONSE: Planned management activities (e.g., timber

harvest and prescribed fire), and catastrophic events (e.g.,

wildfire) are apt to change seral stages of vegetation com

munities. Younger seral stage proportions will increase

50 - Diversity

and old-growth and older seral stages will correspondingly

decrease in forested habitats not extensively harvested to

date (such as red fir, white fir and mixed conifer).

Forested habitats, such as ponderosa pine, that have been

extensively logged, will not change significantly, relative to

current proportions of seral stages. Our goal in eastside

pine is to retain essentially all remaining old growth,

estimated at 6% in this vegetation type. The remainder of

our ponderosa pine stands will be in early- or mid-seral

stages, which is essentially our current situation.

8. COMMENT: Rangelands should also be managed to

maintain the complement of native plant and animal

species on the different soil types. Juniper or shrub spe

cies should not be eliminated from any area. Seedings of

species that would improve range condition should only

use native species that would naturally be found on the

project area.(500)

RESPONSE: Most of the complement of native shrub

communities have been altered because of past livestock

grazing and fire suppression activities. The results of this

have been an increase in juniper dominated stands, and

shrub dominated stands with sparse understories. We will

try to recover shrub/steppe communities that were here

historically. We will use native seedings as an aid to re

cover sagebrush communities. However, where erosion

stabilization is the goal, non-native perennials may also be

used.

9. COMMENT: The Plan must be expanded to define

which types and stages are targeted, how many acres of

each will be maintained, and what active management

techniques will be used to ensure maintenance of this

acreage. Again, the consequences of management imple

mentation for the Preferred Alternative project de

creases, particularly in old growth and riparian habitats.

These decreases will significantly contribute to a reduc

tion in Forest diversity. Neither the Plan or the DEIS

address the reductions in M18 habitat in terms of de

creases in diversity.(661)

RESPONSE: Vegetation types and projected changes in

these types are displayed in the Affected Environment and

Environmental Consequences of the EIS (Chapters 3 and

4). The Plan describes acreages of old-growth that will be

maintained to meet diversity guidelines. EIS Chapter 4

Environmental Consequences, Wildlife and Fish section,

addresses expected impacts to MIS habitrat and species.

Specific management information is addressed in the

Forestwide Standards and Guidelines, Management Pre

scriptions, and Management Area Direction (Plan Chap

ter 4). Under the Preferred Alternative, riparian habitats

will be improved, not further degraded.

10. COMMENT: Vegetative diversity is not even men

tioned in future condition or mission except as a compo
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nent of timber age classes and wildlife habitat. There are

no diversity objectives. Nowhere is general native plant

diversity mentioned in and of itself; this should be an

important goal and monitoring criteria for the grazing

program. Plantation monocultures will definitely de

crease diversity, both within and between stands. Pon

derosas, Jeffreys, and white fir will be more prevalent,

with sugar pines, mountain hemlocks, incense cedars,

and hardwoods becoming scarcer. Since the ponderosa

forest in lava beds is a narrow strip of probably-retreat

ing size, clearcutting along the boundary could affect the

microclimate there, possibly crossing a critical moisture

limit to affect the health of the [National Park Service]

forest. (708)

RESPONSE: Vegetation diversity was displayed using

broad plant communities and seral stages within those

communities. Their relative abundance is displayed in ElS

Chapters 3 and 4-Ajfecled Environment and Environ

mental Consequences. Data will be fine-tuned during spe

cific project level analyses. Plantations will result in

reduced conifer species diversity, particularly in mixed

conifer stands; whereas seral diversity will increase as a

result of altering older stands to younger stands. Further

discussions on diversity are also contained in the following

comments. There is no indication that harvest methods as

implemented in the Plan will have a negative impact on

health of ponderosa pine stands in the Lava Beds National

Park Forests.

ll. COMMENT: Such vegetation as old-growth, as

stated in the DEIS (p. 2-65), will decrease considerably.

These decreases will significantly contribute to a reduc

tion in Forest diversity. Neither the Plan or the DEIS

address the reductions in habitat in terms of decreases

in diversity. (1018)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 4-Environmental Conse

quences - states that old-growth reductions are expected

as a result of plan implementation. Standards and Guide

lines (Plan Chapter 4) display the amount of old growth

that will be maintained; these are allocated by manage

ment area. Old-growth reductions will occur primarily in

red fir, white fir and mixed conifer stands. Because pine

stands have already been heavily harvested (6% remains

in old growth), most of remaining old growth will be

maintained. We developed Standards and Guidelines for

diversity in part to insure that viable populations of plant

and animal populations are maintained. in addition to

Standards and Guidelines, the final Plan dedicates habi

tats for pine marten and pileated woodpeckers, two old

growth dependent MIS.

12. COMMENT: The MNF has the obligation to provide

long-term mgt. and protection ofa significant proportion

of Calif.’s plant species.

Although the MNF plan recognizes the Forest's diversity,

it fails in many areas to adequately consider the long

term impacts of the proposed land uses and mgt. strate

gies on plant species diversity, and the genetic diversity

of “important” timber species.

Calif. Native Plant Soc. (CNPS) is not satisfied with the

treatment of diversity in the Plan because it provides for

maintenance ofdiversity in terms ofthe structure and age

of communities. Biological diversity, the number and

relative abundance of species, is not adequately ad

dressed. The Plan does not show adequate concern for the

affects ofthe proposed increases in road-building, timber

harvest, grazing and recreation on species diversity.

Maintenance of diversity and the complex communities

which result should be given the same attention as single

species such as deer, and commodity resources such as

timber. (1214)

RESPONSE: Single species plantings will reduce stand

diversity within harvested and planted stands of mixed

conifer timber types, where typically one or two species

are replanted. On the other hand, historic ponderosa pine

stands were probably single species conifer stands. Due to

fire suppression, these stands may be more diverse now

than in historic times because of of white fir and juniper

encroachment.

Plan and E15 Chapter 3-Summary of the Analysis ofthe

Management Situation and Affected Environment,

respectively-reflect the difficulty in defining biological

diversity; to that end, these sections were improved. At the

Forest Plan level, quantifying all plant communities is

difficult; there could be literally thousands. To that end,

we addressed vegetation diversity in broad vegetation

categories. Vegetation/plant species diversity is only one

facet of biological diversity. The following comment and

response delves further into the discussion of biological

diversity.

in relation to specific vegetation communities, the Forest

Ecologist has developed an ecological classification for

eastside pine communities, and is currently working on a

similar classification for riparian areas. These are more

applicable at the project level and will be used to guide

management direction on these sites.

13. COMMENT: The Envir. Conseq. Section (DEIS p.

4-20) states that “vegetative diversity will be altered

under any land mgt. alternative.” We are particularly

concerned about the statement that “diversity is not a

specific resource that can be managed” (DEIS 3-30). The

USFS possesses ‘the info needed to act responsibly and

maintain species diversity, as mandated by law. Mainte

nance of diversity is the most important facet of resource

mgt.
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Projected decreases in old growth and other Forest hab

itats will cause decreases in M18 populations and further

fragment Forest ecosystems. Decreases in M18 are in

violation of CFR 219.19, which requires the maintenance

and improvement of M18 populations. We oppose any

Forest actions that further reduce species diversity or

amounts of old growth Forest. (364, 1214, 1260)

RESPONSE: Diversity must be viewed as much more than

just the application of vegetation type/seral stage guide

lines. Diversity is the combination of many physical and

biological phenomena that together make up habitats.

Plant species composition and frequency, seral stages,

crown closure, vegetation structure, snags, and down logs,

are all criteria that contribute to vegetation diversity. In

the Plan diversity was addressed using requirements de

veloped for vegetation patterns; down logs; snags; threat

ened, endangered and sensitive plant and animal species;

species of special interest; harvest species; and aquatic

and riparian habitats. The concept of diversity is ensuring

that the viability of all species and habitats is maintained.

Allocating vegetation communities and seral stages is

merely one facet of this issue. The Forest-wide Standards

and Guidelines, management prescriptions, and manage

ment area direction provide specific direction for manag

ing these components.

We anticipate increases and decreases in some species

(including MlS): a goal of the Plan is to ensure that

viability of all species is maintained. Plant and animal

species viability must be maintained according to 36 CFR

219.19. Fluctuating population levels does not violate this

regulation as long as viability is maintained.

l4. COMMENT: Use of introduced non-natives after

burning for forage and slope stabilization can also be

harmful to native vegetation. Evidence exists showing

non-native grasses do not reduce erosion more effectively

than natural regeneration. Non-natives can be a detri

ment to the ecosystem because they suppress shrub ger

mination and outcompete native forb and grass species

that typically germinate following fire. This can have

long-term effects on plant species diversity and commu

nity structure and composition because species are elim

inated if intolerant of the treatment.

Native shrubs and annuals have been shown as effective

as non-natives, and do not have negative side effects

associated with non-natives. (1214)

RESPONSE: Generally, we use native species for reveg

etation purposes to emulate historic post-fire conditions.

Unfortunately, alien invaders, such as cheatgrass, invade

these sites naturally.

in slope stabilization projects, such as roadsides, some

non-native species are better suited for erosion control;

establish more rapidly; and are inexpensive compared to
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native species. Where erosion control is the main goal,

non-native species may be used in lieu of native species.

15. COMMENT: Calif. Native Plant Soc. is most con

cerned about the fate of native herbaceous forest species

that require cool, shaded forests, undisturbed soil, and

decaying forest humus. Many herbaceous forest species

probably cannot tolerate a continuous disturbance cycle

with open canopies, competition from weedy species that

are favored by disturbance, and other characteristics of

clearcut Forests. It reduces Forest diversity and possibly

creates rare species from those which are presently com

mon. (1214, 1295, 708)

RESPONSE: A reduction in both plant and animal spe

cies dependent on old-growth habitats is likely. By reserv

ing specific habitats for old-growth management, we can

manage for core areas that will be maintained for plant

and animal species dependent on this seral stage. Habitats

surrounding these core areas will be managed to include

stands that are in older rotation cycles. These managed

areas will fluctuate spatially and over time. in this manner,

reserves of old-growth-dependent plant and animal spe

cies can expand into adjacent stands when they are suit

able.

16. COMMENT: We are concerned with potential losses

of genetic diversity. Regulated forests will be revegetated

with nursery stock. Remaining old-growth forests which

harbor significant genetic info will be reduced to a bare

minimum. Selected genotypes will be planted over larges

expanses of land. Only one or two species will be planted

(i.e., ponderosa or Jeffrey pine). Can we citizens be as

sured that this nursery stock is providing the necessary

diversity to cope with future changes and overcome nat

ural disasters, such as insect infestations? These con

cerns further support a reduction in the proportion of

land that is clearcut on MNF. (1214,1260)

RESPONSE: Regarding the comment about old-growth

forests, please refer to the previous response. Single spe

cies plantings could alter some mixed conifer stands to

pure pecies stands over time. The concern about genotype

is probably minor. We primarily get planted trees from

local seed sources, because these are recognized as being

adapted to specific environmental conditions.

17. COMMENT: Replant the same species that were

there before harvest. Uneven-aged stands can provide a

greater opportunity for diverse plant/animal communi

ties. (1030)

RESPONSE: Uneven-age management is planned on 5%

of the Forest’s timber land base which includes < 20 cu.ft.

per acre. Uneven-age management will retain some verti

cal diversity within a specific stand. However, these stands

will still lack large overstory trees. The major impact of

uneven-age management is that it necessitates frequent
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re-entry into the same stand(s), thus disturbing these sites

more often. Uneven-age management may also require a

welLdeveloped road system.

18. COMMENT: The oak standards are good as far as

they go, but should be considered minimums and be

modified to give direction to leave all quality acorn-pro

ducing trees and quality replacement trees.

Aspen groves are proposed to be managed by clearcutting

groves of decadent trees. A superior method would be to

use partial cuts and not begin the next cut until regener

ation trees from root sprouts are above the browse line.

This would provide the full range of aspen grove values

including nest trees for yellow-bellied sapsucker, other

woodpecker species and cavity-nesters such as tree swal

lows that require the micro habitat old decadent trees

provide.

Bitterbrush and mtn mahogany are also intended to be

regenerated by removal of old stands. Regeneration of

both species is uncertain by all methods. Any method

used in timber or range lands should be considered ex

perimental. All techniques attempted should be verified

as consistently reliable before any large-scale projects are

attempted. (1260)

RESPONSE: We agree with your suggestions, but feel that

the intent is adequately incorporated in the current direc

tion.

19. COMMENT: Plan 2-2: Diversity. It seems to say that

the Plan will only maintain “minimally viable” wildlife

populations and will not result in the extinction of any

plant. We request that this issue statement be strength

ened by an affirmative commitment to increase diversity.

(107)

RESPONSE: Diversity will probably increase in some

areas, and decrease in others. As a minimum, we intend

to maintain viable populations of fish and wildlife, and

prevent extirpation of plant species. However, manage

ment direction in Plan Chapter 4 provides numerous op

portunities for enhancing fish, wildlife, and plant

populations, and increasing diversity Forestwide.

20. COMMENT: The natural diversity data base

(NDDB), which the DFG has assembled over the past 5

years, contains much of the information upon which we

are basing our comments regarding natural diversity. We

urge you to make use of it in preparing the final docu

ments. The staff of the NDDB would also appreciate

receiving copies of rare plant and animal survey reports,

forms, and other documentation.(364)

RESPONSE: Much of the information in the CNDDB was

provided by Forest personnel and was included as base

information in the draft document. We used the data base

in developing the Final EIS and Plan.

21. COMMENT: Contribution to diversity of natural

plant and animal communities in CFR 219.17 (b) (2) (v),

requiring Forest to treat wildlife as a controlling, coequal

consideration in forest mgt.(1248)

RESPONSE: This regulation requires forests to address

long-term changes in plant and animal species diversity.

Forest-wide standards and guidelines, management pre

scriptions, and management area direction for diversity

and wildlife provide direction to ensure that viable popu

lations of all plant and animal species are maintained. See

also comments addressed above.

22. COMMENT: Plan 4-48. (5) (a). What does the word

“representations” mean? (364)

RESPONSE: Thank you for bringing this to our attention.

We changed the sentence to read: “If naturally present,

maintain representative seral stages within the following

vegetation types.... ”

23. COMMENT: Continue the ecosystem classification

program. (500)

RESPONSE: We will continue this program.

24. COMMENT: Chapter 4, p. 4-3, Overall management:

Even-aged timber with a diversity of age classes —clarify

this statement. How can you have even-aged timberlands

throughout the Forest with a diversity of age classes?

(1153)

RESPONSE: Portions of the Forest will be harvested each

year. Thus, over time many age classes comprised of units

will have been harvested. In addition, portions of the

Forest will be managed for old growth and older seral

stage-dependent species.

25. COMMENT: Recommendation: The MNF should

reexamine its seral stage diversity requirement. Analysis

along with Forest-specific data should be supplied which

demonstrates the cause and effect relationship between

the seral stage pattern proposed and its necessity for

viable wildlife populations. Seral stages produced by

areas withdrawn from timber production should also be

included in the calculation of sufficiency. (672)

RESPONSE: Our purpose for diversity standards tran

scends their applicability to maintaining viable wildlife

populations. Diversity standards are one of several meth

ods we use to ensure that biodiversity on the Forest is

maintained. Another objective of those standards is the

maintenance ofexisting plant communities. We developed

diversity guidelines in the Plan from Regional guidelines.

All Region 5 Forests are following these guidelines. They

were developed from pertinent literature and professional

expertise to meet the intent of the National Forest Man

agement Act. Seral stage diversity is defined and displayed
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EIS Chapters 3 and 4-Afiecled Environment and Envi

ronmental Consequences.

26. COMMENT: If an area has < 5% in a required seral

stage, no timber will be cut in that stage in that MA until

the 5% is met. Replacement acres will be actual old growth

in other MAs as well as acres set aside in the MA, thus

resulting in twice the required area set aside until the 5%

is met for that MA. (500)

RESPONSE: A major objective for meeting seral stage

diversity is to manage existing stands that meet old growth

standards as the highest priority on a management area

basis. If < 5% is available, then the most suitable stands

approximating old growth will be managed for old-growth

conditions. This is defined in the Forest-wide Standards

and Guidelines for seral stage diversity (Plan Chapter 4).

27. COMMENT: Caltrout supports the establishment of

RNAs and SlAs for preserving examples of California's

many aquatic and terrestrial communities. (1295)

RESPONSE: Plan Chapter 4-—F0rest-wide Standards and

Guidelines —outlines direction for maintaining plant and

animal communities, sensitive plants, fish and wildlife,

seral stage diversity and many other resource areas. For

example, the condition of aquatic systems, including their

biota, should be maintained or improved by implementing

the Riparian Management Prescription. Likewise, threat

ened and endangered species are protected by the Endan

gered Species Act. Direction in the Plan for our

threatened, endangered and sensitive species protects

habitats necessary for these species. Additional direction

is also provided in the Management Prescriptions.

Currently, one RNA exists on the Forest (Devil’s Garden

RNA). An additional RNA is proposed in the Raider

Basin area of the Warner Mountains. The RNA was

proposed, in part, to emphasize unique aquatic and

terrestrial communities. We also have mechanisms to

establish additional RNAs and SlAs as the needs are

identified. For further information on SIAs and RNAs,

please refer to sections 210 and 211 of the comments and

responses.

  

1. COMMENT: The DEIS Summary-26 states that all

alternatives result in declines in old growth and mature

forest stands. This is unacceptable. No further reduction

of old-growth timber should be made. A minimum of 10%

of this seral stage should be maintained. (3, 1253)

RESPONSE: Seral stage guidelines, including old growth,

are based on guidelines developed using research findings

and professional expertise at the Regional (Statewide)

51 - Old Growth

level. They are adequate for maintaining sufficient levels

of old growth to provide for viablility of plant and animal

populations dependent on this seral stage. In the Plan

(Chapter 4), standards and guidelines require that 5% be

managed as mature seral stage (medium-large tree with

> 40% crown closure, 140-180 years old) and an addi

tional 5% be managed as old growth (medium-large tree,

40% crown closure, > 190 years old). Thus, in reality we

are managing for a minimum of 10% in mature and old

growth. In addition to these standards and guidelines, the

Final Plan dedicates habitats for pine marten and pileated

woodpeckers, two old-growth-dependent M18.

2. COMMENT: No old-growth forest remaining should

be cut for at least 50 years. This is important to fully

protect old-growth-dependent species as well as provide

for mandated age and species diversity. You cannot

equate a 300-year-old tree with simply board feet or

money. (169)

RESPONSE: The National Forest Management Act

(NFMA) requires that all resources receive balanced con

sideration in land management planning endeavors. This

provides the framework for multiple-use management.

Old growth is an important component of forested ecosys

tems; but it is not the only component. We developed

standards and guidelines to ensure that sufficient old

growth is maintained for viable populations of plants and

animals dependent on this seral stage. The previous com

ment provides background on how old growth will be

managed. (See also the comments on forest diversity,

Resource 050.)

3. COMMENT: Old-growth forests. On page 2-65, the

DEIS indicates that implementation of the plan will re

sult in the retention of 30,800 acres of old growth out of

the total of 640,000 forested acres on the Modoc NF. This

is close to, but below, the MMR of5% for each seral stage

(30,800/64,000 = 4.8%). Twelve hundred more acres of

old growth must be retained to meet the minimum level

required by the MMR. DEIS (Summary-26), page 3-31 the

graph. No alternative should permit old growth eastside

pine to fall below the minimum 5% during any period.

(364)

RESPONSE: Of the 640,000 acres approximately 21,000

acres will not be managed for timber because they are in

the wilderness area or other areas where timber will not

be managed. Of the remaining 619,000 acres that are

considered tentatively suitable, 30,812 acres (5%) will be

managed for old growth.

4. COMMENT: Virgin old-growth forests should be pre

served first in meeting the 5% forest seral stage require

ments. Just growing large trees won’t restore all the many

interrelationships and natural checks and balances that

have evolved over long periods. (500)
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RESPONSE: We select old growth on the following bases:

— Stands that meet old-growth requirements will be se

lected as the highest priority.

- In management areas that do not contain enough old

growth, stands that most closely approach old growth

will be selected and managed for old growth. Very few

areas on the Modochave not been harvested. These will

likely be the highest candidates for old-growth reten

tion.

5. COMMENT: The effect of further reductions in old

growth forests on plant and animal diversity, and contin

ued fragmentation of forest ecosystems reflects an

extreme imbalance in multiple-use objectives. S&Gs

(proposed Plan 4-38) for timber encourage the use of

old-growth conifers. A tree “must contain at least a 10

foot log with at least a 6-inch top diameter inside bark,

25% sound.” The value of an individual old-growth tree

(to diversity, wildlife, water quality, soil productivity,

herbaceous plants, lichens, mosses, microorganisms,

aesthetics, recreation, and the human spirit), far exceeds

this pathetic contribution to sawtimber (1214).

RESPONSE: Old-growth trees do play an important part

in the role of an ecosystem. However, the standards de

fined for sawlog in the timber standards and guidelines can

be met by a relatively small tree. We developed old-growth

standards and guidelines to ensure that this seral stage and

the species dependent on old growth are maintained as an

integral part of forested ecosystems.

6. COMMENT: DEIS 3-34 states that particularly in the

eastside pine type, remaining old-growth stands supply

the only significant harvestable volume, and that a clear

but difficult choice faces the decision maker: “to meet

timber harvest and silvicultural improvement targets, or

meet old-growth and diversity mgt. direction.” The only

legally and morally proper decision is to change the “tar

gets” and preserve the remaining old-growth forests.

Continued harvest ofold growth cannot continue without

devastating effects to diversity. (1214)

RESPONSE: Of the suitable land producing > 20 cubic

feet per acre of ponderosa pine, only 6% remains in old

growth. Thus, only an additional one percent can be har

vested within old-growth pine. For the most part, timber

harvest has shifted to smaller trees and other timber spe

cies (red fir, white fir and mixed conifer), in addition to

large-diameter pine. The Plan reinforces this trend. We

expect old growth to decrease in other timber types, but

not below levels stated in the Standards and Guidelines

and management area direction. (See also previous com

ments on old-growth management strategies.)

7. COMMENT: The only solid MMR for wildlife set

forth in the Plan is the regional requirement that the

forest maintain 5% of its lands in old-growth habitat

(DEIS 3-165). But the Plan does not require that this old

growth be retained in a pattem-a structured mosaic of

habitat areas - that will ensure the viability ofminimum

numbers of indicator species in the Forest. The Plan

acknowledges that many timber compartments no longer

contain 5% of timbered areas in old growth (DEIS at

3-165), but does not analyze whether such timber com

partments could sustain indicator species populations

with a mosaic of habitat areas.(12l4)

RESPONSE: Undoubedly, old-growth stands will be frag

mented as the result of timber management. The Forest

will attempt to minimize adverse effects of this fragmen

tation by providing corridors between old-growth areas.

By reserving specific areas for old-growth management,

we can manage core areas that will be maintained over

time. Habitats surrounding core areas will be managed to

include stands in older rotation cycles. These managed

areas will fluctuate spatially and over time. In this manner,

reserves of old-growth-dependent plant and animal spe

cies can expand into adjacent stands when they are suit

able.

The Forest has also dedicated habitats to be managed for

pileated woodpeckers and pine marten, based on the

habitat requirements of these species. These habitats are

spatially arranged where suitable habitats exist, and will

provide a pattern ofolder seral stage habitats for these and

other species dependent on older seral stages.

In compartmentswhere old growth is deficient, stands that

are most similar to old growth will be managed for old

growth. For the most part, these are in ponderosa pine

stands. The wildlife Standards and Guidelines (Plan

Chapter 4) provide direction and acreages for selecting

old-growth stands. This is further detailed in the

management area direction.

8. COMMENT: Include in your plans the setting aside

of representative old-growth timber stands at all eleva

tions and aspects within the forest for purposes of scien

tilic research. All species found on the forest should be

included. (1228)

RESPONSE: We will manage old growth primarily where

the opportunity exists, and in a manner that facilitates a

contiguous network with other old-growth stands. As old

growth is managed for various timber types, most conifer

species will be included. Many different elevations and

aspects should be included by default. Scientific research

in these areas is encouraged. Forest-wide Standards and

Guidelines outline amounts of old growth for various

timber types.

9. COMMENT: DEIS 4-133: Siskiyou LMP-DEIS men

tions a study to determine the benefits of old growth to

the forests _of the Pacific NW. Presumably this study

applies as well to Modoc LMP-or has this appraisal
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been made on the MNF? Since needs for mtce have not

been determined and regional studies of benefits of old

growth are underway, what plans are being considered for

a moratorium on old-growth timbering pending study

outcomes? (1248)

RESPONSE: This study does not apply to the Modoc. No

moratorium on old growth is planned. The Forest-wide

Standards and Guidelines provide specific direction on

amounts and types of habitats considered suitable for old

growth. We will designate and monitor old growth at the

project, timber compartment, management area and For

est level to ensure that the Standards and Guidelines are

met.

10. COMMENT: DEIS 4-136: Why cannot these impacts

be avoided? How can they be avoided? This inevitability

factor violates NFMA requirements for diversity, viabil

ity, equity, distribution, protection, enhancement.(1248)

RESPONSE: Timber harvest and related activities will

have negative impacts on species dependent on older seral

stages. As this seral stage decreases over the Forest, we

also anticipate a decrease in species dependent on mature

and old growth. We believe that management direction in

the Forest- wide Standards and Guidelines and manage

ment area direction will maintain sufficient habitat to

provide for old-growth-dependent species endemic to the

MNF.

11. COMMENT: DEIS 4-121: MMR of5% old growth is

exceedingly low. At what percentage level can old growth

habitat enhancement be expected?

— compensation for timber compartments with less

than 5% MMR old growth standard (1248).

RESPONSE: Fcrest-wide Standards and Guidelines pre

scribe 5% in mature and 5% in old-growth seral stages. In

addition, we have dedicated habitats for pine marten and

pileated woodpeckers; and we have spatially distributed

them over portions of the Forest that contain suitable

habitat for these species.

Habitats designated as mature could be used as

replacement old growth after a catastrophic event, such as

wildfire. Other enhancement measures are implemented

on a project-by-project basis. For example, we thin a stand

to produce larger trees, and ensure that the stand will

become old growth.

We will allocate old growth at the management area level,

rather than the timber compartment level. If, within the

management area, old growth is below MMRs, then we

will designate and manage habitat at the next lower seral

stage as old growth.

12. COMMENT: We seriously question the statement

that: “providing old-growth habitat in eastside pine is the

51 - Old Growth

Forest’s most serious problem...inappropriate use of

overstory removal and sanitation/salvage treatments un

derstocked many stands to where old-growth habitat was

no longer present.” (DEIS 3-84 thru 89). We find no hard

evidence cited in the DEIS text or bibliography that is

pertinent to an interdependency of any species ofwildlife

with old growth pine. The listed “other MiS” species are

none other than wildlife which are common and widely

distributed through extensive ranges and a great variety

of habitats.

(DEIS 3-155). The foregoing quoted NACASi review of

the “indicator” species theory discredits, or at least, casts

serious doubt on the scientific validity and technical ap

plication of the concept for application as proposed by

the Forest. The Forest seems prepared to jeopardize

substantial public values in forestry and recreation on

the basis of insufficient information. Today there are

viable populations of the “other MlS” species occupying

the Forest so, it seems that the present situation does not

reflect adversely upon past management practices.

(1252,1118)

RESPONSE: Old growth is much more than just habitat

for selected MIS species. These stands add to the struc

tural and biological integrity of the ecosystem. Although

relatively few species are solely dependent on old growth

for their entire life cycle, many species use old-growth

habitats as a component of their home ranges. These

species habitats would be diminished without the old

growth component.

Old-growth forests, and their inherent and structural

components, contribute to structural diversity and

long-term nutrient cycling. These in turn contribute to

future forest generations. Once old growth is removed,

these components are lost; and, therefore, the productivity

of future stands diminishes. Large diameter trees can be

produced in 200+ years, but the potential of a stand to

produce attributes associated with historic old growth are

lost. For information on management indicator species,

refer to resource 084 of the comments.

13. COMMENT: The DEIS calls for mgt of 50-160 acres

of old growth for each of 100 pairs of goshawks (in the

PRF), or 5,000-16,000 ac. Of old~growth timber. in that

the goshawks are not threatened nor endangered, and the

100 pairs exceeds the MMR by 28 pairs, and the acreage

needs have not been substantiated, and significant old

growth is already available in existing special use catego

ries, we oppose the taking of 5,000-16,000 ac. of the most

productive of timberlands for this purpose.

Your PRF calls for preserving old-growth habitat to the

point where more than 29% of the MNF would be “old

growth” timber by decade 16, in addition to that held in

Wilderness and other special use set-asides. Your Plan
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calls for a seral stage diversity which is unnatural, per

haps unattainable, and unwise. (1258)

RESPONSE: The 1518 and Plan call for managing 50 to

100 acres per pair ofgoshawks, not 50-160. Nesting habitat

allocation for goshawks is included in the 5% allocation

for old growth based onvegetation diversityStandards and

Guidelines. For further information on goshawks, refer to

resource 086 of the comments.

The Plan calls for maintaining a minimum of 5% in each

seral stage, including old growth. We allocated old growth

by management area. Overall, 21,712 acres were

designated for old-growth management on suitable timber

lands capapble of producing >20 cu.ft. per acre. The

values depicted in your comment include lands that are

capable of producing < 20 cu. ft. per acre. These stands

are managed on an extended rotation, and do not

necessarily meet the definition of old growth as defined in

the wildlife Standards and Guidelines. Included in the

wildlife Standards and Guidelines are the acreage by

timber type that will be managed for old-growth

conditions on > 20 cu.ft. and < 20 cu.ft. lands.

14. COMMENT:We also feel greater use ofuneven-aged

management would mitigate some of the needs to set

aside single use acres dedicated to old growth habitat or

visuals. (1266)

RESPONSE: Uneven-age management methods of har

vest include group selection, and removal of large diame

ter overstory trees. The rotation age would be significantly

less than that required for old growth. Uneven-age man

agement may have some benefits in maintaining forested

habitat for visual quality objectives and some wildlife and

plant species; but it would not maintain or result in old

growth conditions. Refer to comments in timber (re

sources 230, 237, and 249) and diversity (resource 050 and

051) dealing with uneven-age management.

15. COMMENT: Old growth: using recruitment acres is

not acceptable if they are low seral stage; they do not

provide similar wildlife benefits. We must keep 5% mini

mum in actual old growth, and ifa management unit does

not have enough existing, then old growth must be set

aside elsewhere until the unit reaches 5%. Since only 6%

of suitable > 20 eastside pine remains in old growth, we

should fulfill only current sales, and quickly phase out

selling it, so this type will be adequately represented.

Otherwise, we will likely violate the 5% MMR. We will

need to convert our mills eventually; why not start now?

it is hard to judge the Plan’s allocations without an old

growth map. We need to make sure prescriptions match

where the old growth is. (708)

RESPONSE: In management areas where old growth is

deficient, lower seral stage stands may have to be selected

and managed as old growth. Although this is less than

desirable, allocating these stands to ensure adequate fu

ture spatial distribution of old growth is important. The

highest priority always is to select stands that currently are

old growth to meet the Standards and Guidelines. Data

base maps in the Supervisor’s Office show the location of

old-growth stands, and are being validated at the district

level. Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines and manage

ment area direction outline old-growth acreages and loca

tions. Visually depicting old-growth locations and

acreages on maps, and verbally describing them in the Plan

is sufficient for relating prescriptions to specific manage

ment areas.

16. COMMENT: Prepare a mapped inventory of all un

disturbed true old-growth forest. (708)

RESPONSE: Data base maps in the Supervisor’s Office

show the location of old-growth stands, and are being

validated and designated by management area at the dis

trict level.

17. COMMENT: Large groves of ancient old growth in

wilderness should not be allowed to be destroyed by fire

unnecessarily. (500)

RESPONSE: Fires in wilderness areas are controlled as

rapidly as possible to prevent resource damage. See com

ments on fire (resource 070).

18. COMMENT: Eliminate reservation of old-growth

timber areas for spotted owl habitat. (1162)

RESPONSE: At this time, we have made no allocation of

habitat for spotted owls. if nest sites are located on the

Forest, old growth may be allocated to maintain owl hab

itat and perpetuate the species.

  

1. COMMENT: [See that] the usual practice of running

roads down creek channels is not tolerated, nor the slash

left to wash down into the creek and river channels. My

special concerns are for the headwaters ofthe Pit and Mill

Creek, the Warners and the entire Modoc National For

est. (43)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. Road loca

tions and construction methods are site-specific to indi

vidual projects. The practices to which you refer are not

allowed under current standards. The Riparian Precrip

tion in the Forest Plan provides standards and guidelines

designed to protect and enhance riparian areas.

2. COMMENT: The Forest Service may be tempted to

close or abandon facilities that are not currently receiving

much use (DLMP, P. 3-24). CORVA does not think this

is a wise management plan. Once these facilities are
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“closed”, they are vandalized and destroyed. CORVA

recommends against closing or abandoning any devel

oped recreation facilities. With regard to abandoning

trails and roads within the Forest, it is important that

these travel routes are still shown on the Forest map

(DLMP, P.3-24). (344)

RESPONSE: We will address travel routes identified for

closure or inclusion into an OHV network in the OHV and

road closure plan. This plan will be subject to further

public review and comment. As part of the Ol-lV plan

not the general Forest Plan —- we will include mapping and

signing of routes. We will remove recreational facilities

that are discontinued or replaced to avoid the vandal

situation you describe.

3. COMMENT: Were mining activities to recommence

at Hayden Hill, the CDF operated lookout tower would

most likely be relocated. Relocation also removes another

possible reason for this tract to have been designated for

visual retention, since the site will no longer be visited by

the public as a lookout site. (42)

RESPONSE: Should this activity resume as you suggest,

we would amend the Plan to reflect this change in charac

teristics of this area.

4. COMMENT: Formulate and implement objectives to

increase signage in areas that are already available with

easy access for activities such as cross country skiing,

sledding, hiking, etc. Coordinate design or road systems

with the timber sale planning process in order to open up

new areas for recreation. (973)

RESPONSE: Forest Plan Chapter 4 incorporate provis

ions for signing, as you suggest .

5. COMMENT: lMgt. RX 17] Element L-Facilities:

guidelines 3 and 11, regarding the winterization of roads

and installation of bridges and culverts, should be ele

vated to the level of standards. Guideline 14 should be

amended to include a statement to the effect that passage

at stream crossings will be maintained when necessary

for the fish population. This criterion should also be

raised to the level of standard. (1316)

RESPONSE: We have retained item #3 as a guideline to

allow managers flexibility in selecting the most effective

techniques to prevent erosion and water degradation.

Item #11, as you suggest, has been elevated to a standard.

The intent of guideline #14 is to maintain fish passage in

all appropriate situations. Item #14 is retained as a guide

line to allow on-site flexibility in applying the guidance

embodied in the two references.

6. COMMENT: DEIS Chapter 2, Section E, Subsection

5: This subsection does not compare the effect of the
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alternatives on existing or planned transmission facili

ties. (1352)

RESPONSE: Transmission projects are a site-specific; we

address them only in a broad sense in the Plan. We con

duct site-specific analyses according to the NEPA pro

cess, and compare alternatives and associated effects on a

project-by-project basis.

  

1. COMMENT: The DLMP and DEIS have expressed

the need for a road obliteration plan (DLMP, p. 3-9, B-3;

DEIS, p. 341). Unless roads enter areas permanently

closed to vehicles or there are significant resource con

cerns (e.g., water quality), all the roads should be left

open for all Forest users to enjoy. (344)

RESPONSE: We have received your comment and will

incorporate into the road closure and OHV plan as it is

developed. These valid concerns are specific to individual

roads or small areas, and vary from area to area. Addi

tional public comment and input will be included into this

closure and Ol-IV plan.

2. COMMENT: The Modoc N.F. is now overroaded. No

new roads should be constructed without eliminating old

road mileage at least equal to the new mileage being

constructed. 3-9 (364)

RESPONSE: Your comments have been received and will

be taken into consideration aswe prepare the road closure

plan and OHV plan. Few new miles have been identified

for construction, while many more miles have the potential

for closure.

3. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] 4-5. Facilities, item 1.

This item needs to be reworked. The transportation sys

tem on the Modoc N.F. needs to be evaluated. Before new

roads are planned, the existing road system should be

evaluated for management needs. Roads not needed

should be obliterated. (364, 749)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We will eval

uate the transportation system in depth as we prepare the

road closure plan and OHV plan referenced in Plan Ap

pendix A. A detailed analysis for site-specific needs is

beyond the scope of this Forest Plan.

4. COMMENT: On 3-9 of the Plan, referring to the

roads, there are by far too many roads now. (984)

RESPONSE: We address the need for newroad construc

tion, reconstruction, closure, or obliteration on a case-by

case basis, and ensure consistency with the needs of the

area served by the road. We will develop a road closure

plan in conjunction with an OHV plan. This study will
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review road needs and densities to determine total needs.

We will use public involvement to develop this study.

5. COMMENT: impacts of these roads [to maintain

fences] on vegetation and livestock? Spin-off effect of

these livestock associated roads, tracks, routes in open

ing up fragile soils, sensitive areas to mining, hunting,

fuelwood gathering and other activities impacting Forest

resources. (1248)

RESPONSE: ElS Chapter 4 displays environmental con

sequences of management activities.

We will prepare a road closure plan dealing with low

standard roads that serve a variety of resource uses.

Primary concerns to us as well as you are (1) that sensitive

soils and water quality are not degraded by this use, and

(2) that these roads are compatible with adjacent

resources. Plan Chapter 4 includes Standards and

Guidelines which minimize or prevent soil and water

degradation.

6. COMMENT: inventory of unnecessary roads and

landings. Obliteration plan. Budget for implementation.

(1248)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 2 displays budgets by alterna

tive. The intent of the Forest Plan and subsequent road

closure and OHV plan, is to inventory these routes; review

their condition and purpose; determine which routes

should be kept and eliminated; and bring those retained

into the system and managed as a road or traveled route.

We will close or obliterate the routes we eliminate.

7. COMMENT: DEIS 3086: “700 miles of uninventoried

roads”—are these in addition to the 1,000 miles of prim

itive roads for ORV use"? is “unauthorized” meant in

stead of “uninventoried”? Are the 700 miles roads or

uninventoried roads or unauthorized roads or tracks,

trails, firelanes, firelines, primitive roads, routes? Have

all these different lines of transport been inventoried?

Every time an ORV strikes cross country, isn’t another

route in the making? How many passes cause permanent

or semi-permanent damage of soil and vegetation? What

is to “temporary” about the “roads”? How easily can they

be obliterated? (1248, 1260)

RESPONSE: The 700 miles of “uninventoried” roads are

non-system (i.e., not within the Forest road system) roads

which have developed over the years (and continue to

develop) as you describe through OHV, woodcutters,

range permittees, and other Forest users driving through

the Forest. At this point, the mileage is our best estimate

because the roads are not inventoried or managed. in

many cases, these routes cause no damage to soil or water,

and serve a transportation need. In other cases, they can

cause severe problems to adjacent resources.

Under current law, expenditure of road maintenance

funds is not allowed on non-system roads. Therefore, this

category of travelway has been ignored until now.

8. COMMENT: The expectation that “irreversible loss

of land productivity, cultural resources and wildlife hab

itat” will inevitably occur as a result of road construction

(P.4-138) is another assumption. No alternative to this

was proposed or contemplated. (1253)

RESPONSE: Amount of road construction varies by al

ternative. Even continuing the current situation with no

new road construction would perpetuate the impacts as

sociated with the current transportation system. These

impacts can be minimized by properly designing roads and

applying Standards and Guidelines in the Plan. But some

adverse impacts will occur in any event, and are so dis

played in EIS Chapter 4.

9. COMMENT: [The following information is essential]

For a more thorough and site-specific evaluation of the

proposed alternative: explicit information on methods to

be used to effectively implement Forest access and travel

management to protect natural resources. ODFW com

ments and recommendations are based on ODFWunder

standing of the National Forest Management Act

(NFMA), the Clean Water Act, Executive Order 11990,

and key provisions of the Wildlife Policy of the State of

Oregon. ODFW supports regulation of motorized travel

on the Forest to protect fish and wildlife and their asso

ciated habitats. DEIS 4-116: The efi'ect ofroads on habitat

effectiveness for deer needs to be discussed. (1317)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments. We will de

velop management strategies as we draft the road closure

and Oi-IV plan referred to in Plan Appendix A.

10. COMMENT: Facilities- Plan p. 4-22: Need direc

tion for closure and/or access affecting deer and prong

horn hunting areas. (73)

RESPONSE: We will consider your comments as we de

velop the road closure and Oi-lV plan.

11. COMMENT: P.4-22: Address under ((1) guidelines

and standards pertaining to roads: Consult with local

agencies including the County Planning and Road De

partments in the identification of roads which are pro

jected to be closed or downgraded, in order to determine

the effect on existing development and projected develop

ment under the County General Plan and Transportation

Plan. Special attention should be given to emergency

access such as fire access, and the effect on the existing

integration of the USFS roads in the overall circulation

patterns under use by the public, or in areas which are
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projected for development in the County General Plan.

(Note: this may be duplicated in the section on special use

permits.) (101)

RESPONSE: We incorporated your comment in the Fa

cilities section of the Forest-wide Standards and Guide

lines (Plan Chapter 4).

12. COMMENT: What are the recreation, range and

wildlife needs for roads? (364)

RESPONSE: Roads provide access to national forest

lands that are otherwise inaccessible to most Forest users.

This access provides a means for removing timber prod

ucts; disbursing Forest users, permittees, and

recreationists; and managing forest lands. Although roads

sometimes negatively impact resources such as wildlife,

they often enhance others such as recreation. A balance

of road densities is necessary to meet the needs of the

public.

13. COMMENT: lwould like to see less oil roads in our

forests as I believe it will help save wildlife. (412)

RESPONSE: Depending on the amount of traffic, oiled

roads can be a benefit or a liability. Substantial traffic on

native or unsurfaced roads creates dust in summer and

mud in winter. As a result, runoff water is concentrated in

the roadway rather than natural drainages. Soils erode

into streams and riparian habitat areas, thereby becoming

a detriment to wildlife and fish.

14. COMMENT: FMP3-27: What measures are taken to

remove roads from riparian areas or areas affecting

streams? (1248)

RESPONSE: Roads that are adversely affecting riparian

or stream areas are relocated or closed to eliminate the

particular problem. Work is accomplished through proj

ect activities in conjunction with riparian or stream en

hancement work. We will close or obliterate roads as

needed in accordance with the road closure plan men

tioned in Plan Appendix A.

15. COMMENT: DEIS 4-140: “The State's planned

route through the Warner Mtns. conflicts with lands

designated as SPNM.” What conflict has this planned

route had on potential wilderness designation for road

less areas affected by route proposal? (1248)

RESPONSE: Currently, the “State’s planned route” is

only a plan with potential corridors for OHV designation.

Although potential conflict exists, we would avoid select

ing routes through those areas designated as SPNM or

wilderness. We will probably select for designation exist

ing roads or travelways. We will include the State plan as
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source data when we develop the Forest road closure and

OHV plan.

16. COMMENT: [Plan] 4-22, the need to manage the

road system to minimize harassment of deer on winter

range should be added. (1317)

RESPONSE: lnto Plan Chapter 4, we incorporated nu

merous standards and guidelines to minimize impacts

from transportation system management to deer, other

wildlife, and critical habitats.

l7. COMMENT: Necessary logging roads should be few

and carefully planned with the Forest Service, and the

area restored according to its former appearance, when

the roads are no longer needed. (45)

RESPONSE: Proposed timber sales and associated trans

portation systems are analyzed in depth on a site-specific

basis. Roads are located and designed to minimize envi

ronmental impacts; and they are obliterated or closed

where appropriate. In Plan Chapter 4, we incorporated

numerous standards and guidelines to direct these site

specific efforts.

l8. COMMENT: P.4-23, (e) (1) 3rd sentence-change

“available” to “appropriate". (73)

RESPONSE: We incorporated your change in the Facili

ties section of Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines

(Plan Chapter 4).

19. COMMENT:Add section: Develop definitive policies

and practices for the upgrading, maintenance and reve

nue programs for roads which are transferred to another

agency or jointly maintained for the benefit of private

development when required for the safe and efficient

circulation patterns ofexisting or proposed subdivisions.

(101)

RESPONSE: The Facilities section of the Forest-wide

Standards and Guidelines in Plan Chapter 4 provides

direction for construction and maintenance of the Forest

transportation system.

20. COMMENT: DEIS 341: What is “road and resource

damage”? Are the roads damaged? (1248)

RESPONSE: Roads are rutted through use during wet

periods when soils cannot support vehicle weights. These

ruts concentrate water and divert runoff from natural

drainages to the roadway. This diversion can erode many

soil types along the roadway, and then deposit sediment

into stream courses. The road eventually becomes un

driveable and is then “damaged”, as is the soil and adja

cent resources. Hard surfacing, capable of supporting

vehicles under wet conditions and controlling winter run

off, is one method of preventing this damage. Another is
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closing roads and prohibiting use during these wet peri

ods.

21. COMMENT: Use chemicals in lieu of salt for snow

and ice on roadways in winter range areas, lowering

number of deer killed by vehicles. (913)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service does not use salt for

snow removal on the Modoc National Forest. Generally,

we do not remove snow from Forest access roads. How

ever, if removal is done, either by the Forest Service or

permittees, only equipment is used— not chemicals or salt.

22. COMMENT: I would comment on the logging roads

in some areas. It was a waste of tax payers’ money to

improve the roads to the extent that they were. (1411)

RESPONSE: We analyze road standards for specific tim

ber sales on a case-by-case basis according to the NEPA

process. Site-specific projects are beyond the scope of this

Plan. General guidelines are included in the Forest Plan

to ensure that roads are constructed or reconstructed only

to the minimum standard necessary for the intended use.

  

1. COMMENT: No new permanent roads should be

built. All new haul roads should be permanently closed

afterlogging is finished and the closures should enforced.

Closures on old haul roads should be enforced also.

(1064, 1048)

RESPONSE: New road construction needs are minor,

except for low standard haul roads for timber removal. We

will generally close these new roads after hauling is com

pleted, depending on post timber sale needs (i.e., personal

firewood gathering, site preparation, and reforestation).

Much of the terrain on the Modoc does not lend itself to

effective closures without total obliteration.

2. COMMENT: The amount of road construction and

reconstruction proposed under the Preferred Alternative

is not clearly justified in the DEIS. Concerned that the

increased road construction may hinder achievement of

water quality objectives since increased road construc

tion increases the potential for erosion and stormwater

runoff. (1068)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. In environ

mental documents specific to each project, we analyze

road construction for timber sale activities (or other re

source projects) regarding the effects on water and soil

quality. Expected effects of road construction activities

are displayed in EIS Chapter 4-Environmental Conse

quences.

3. COMMENT: New roads systems should be designed

and constructed to minimize disturbance to the riparian

areas. (1295)

RESPONSE: We agree. Roads are designed and con

structed to meet site-specific needs, and to protect adja

cent resources. The Riparian Prescription (Forest Plan

Chapter 4) provides standards and guidelines designed to

protect and enhance riparian areas.

  

1. COMMENT: We suggest that the following prescrip

tion be developed: When water points are on streams,

pumping for road use should not, even temporarily, de

water the stream or otherwise make conditions unsuit

able for fish life. This approach is necessary to actually

give fish and wildlife priority over road watering. For any

pond that may be used for road watering, a prescription

should be established for that individual pond specifying

how much water can be taken during each summer month

without adversely affecting the fish and wildlife values.

Monthly criteria are necessary on many waters so that

evaporation during the rest of the year does not deplete

the water to a point where fish and wildlife are adversely

affected. (364)

RESPONSE: Gudeline #7 in the Water section ofForest

wide Standards and Guidelines states: Maintain necessary

instream flows to protect such beneficial uses as fisheries,

recreation and aesthetics. In site-specific application, oper

ational clauses are incorporated into timber contracts that

designate watering points, define time periods, and limit

water usage to acceptable volumes.

2. COMMENT: [DEIS] 3-138 on water mentions that

water is used for dust abatement on roads. The subject

needs to be specifically addressed so that fish and wildlife

are not adversely impacted. (364)

RESPONSE: See response immediately above.

  

1. COMMENT: The off-road community would like to

see the Forest Service develop more ORV opportunities.

CORVA recommends the construction of 125 miles of

ORV trails be included in the LMP. (344)
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RESPONSE: The Plan allows for OHV on all roads and

trails unless specifically prohibited. The Plan as written

also discusses an OHV plan and road obliteration plan.

2. COMMENT: The DEIS claims the two NRT’s have not

been maintained in recent years (3-86). This is true.

Records show, however, that funding has been pro

grammed for maintenance on these trails, yet noworkwas

performed. (329)

RESPONSE: Deciding which trails are maintained in a

particular year is based on funding and priorities. These

decisions are beyond the scope of this Plan.

3. COMMENT: One very important ORV issue is the

creation of a statewide trail system. This ORV opportu

nity, however, was barely addressed in the DEIS (DEIS,

p.4-140) and not at all (at least not specifically) in the

DLMP. Does the Forest Service intend to work with the

state to develop a plan to meet everyone’s needs? What

are the alternatives? What is the time table? (344)

RESPONSE: We will develop a definitive OHV plan

following release of the Forest Plan. The OHV plan will

take into account the needs of the Modoc portion of the

statewide plan, as well as interests of user groups.

4. COMMENT: Highgrade (MA 31): The Highgrade

NRT should be maintained and other trails should be

constructed. The Cave and Lily lakes link with the NRT,

as listed in [Plan] App.L is a good idea. The old road up

lower Bidwell Creek should be maintained as a trail clear

to Larry Flat. (500)

RESPONSE: Your specific suggestions are management

decisions based on funding and priorities. However, we

will develop an OHV plan to inventory and review these

types of roads and trails for inclusion in or exclusion from

the trail system.

5. COMMENT: I recommend that the Payne's Spring

area be set aside for development ofhiking trails, and that

Bulls Eye Lake be raised 6 to 8 feet to enhance the natural

fisheryand to avoid much ofthe present winter kill offish.

(687)

RESPONSE: We manage Management Area 61 for a

variety of uses. Specific projects are beyond the scope of

the Forest Plan. We will analyze projects on a case-by-case

basis.

6. COMMENT: [Area north of Stough Reservoir and

north through Little Baldy] The inventoried trail has

been neglected for many years, and is dangerous. A sim

ilar problem exists to the far north in the Larry Flat,

llighgrade and Dismal Swamp region. This Highgrade

Trail along the summit was blocked with dead fall and

slides this autumn (1987).

065 - Trails

RESPONSE: See response below.

7. COMMENT: We suggest that a set of corrals be built

at Stough Resesrvoir, Buck Mtn., in the North Warners,

and at Larry Flat. We further suggest the old trail system

throughout the North Warners be restored, with an addi

tional loop constructed from Morrell Mine to the High

grade Trail at Mineral Spring. We are available to assist

in rehabilitation of the North Warner trails. Triangle

Ranch, Blue Mtn., Wild Horse Valley, Timber Mtn., and

Border Mtn. areas offer similar opportunities for devel

opment. (701)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments and your

offer for help. The Plan addresses the trail system in the

general sense that we will “manage a full spectrum of trail

opportunities.” Specific trails to maintain, reconstruct, or

construct depend on use patterns, Forest priorities, and

funding levels. We analyze such projects on a site-specific

basis, at which time we solicit public involvement. We

encourage your continued involvement at the project

level.

8. COMMENT: Trails need to be given more priority.

Loops need to be emphasized. Trails are not given ade

quate scenic easements or replaced if a timber sale is

planned on top of them. Old trails/primitive roads are

still excellent for hiking. (708)

RESPONSE: Your comment is incorporated in Plan

Chapter 4, Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines, section

13.

9. COMMENT: Existing system trails should be pre

served and maintained. Trails which have been dropped

from the system should be inventoried and, where prac

tical, reestablished. Non-motorized use should be given

preference. Reconstruction of existing trails should be

given priority over construction of new trails; new con

struction should only be approved after public input is

taken. Trails should be protected from the effects of other

activities. Herbicides should not be used on trails. (1048)

RESPONSE: The Plan currently provides direction for a

full spectrum of trail opportunities, including hiking,

equestrian, handicapped, and OHV. Preferences of one

user group over another depends on public need and input

to specific development plans. Priority for maintaining or

reconstructing existing trails is based on funding levels.

10. COMMENT: Modoc National Forest has recently

eliminated 49 trail miles. What trails have been aban

doned? This should be disclosed in LRMP. (1260, 708)

RESPONSE: While it is true that some trails have been

replaced by roads for vehicle access over the years, dis

playing these trails in the Plan would be redundant and

confusing. The Plan addresses the existing trail system and
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provides direction for future management and develop

ment. We will address old abandoned trails needing res

toration on a case-by-case basis, with public input and a

demonstrated need.

11. COMMENT: Areas where resource damage is occur

ring could possibly be set up for consideration in pro

grams such as adopt-a-trail programs wherein

volunteers do maintenance and repairs as opposed to

closing trails. (1330)

RESPONSE: We currently use cooperative efforts as part

of the trail maintenance program; and we will continue

such programs as the need or opportunity arises.

12. COMMENT: Trails to be closed [should] be subject

to public notice and input before such action is taken.

(1330)

RESPONSE:We agree. We will enlist the public’s involve

ment and provide site-specific analysis prior to closing

major trails.

13. COMMENT: Draft Plan —page L-3; maintenance

levels for trails, first line: The next two sentences are a

little confusing. I assume you mean that a trail with a tree

that fell by itself across a trail creates a challenge, while

the same tree would make wheelchair access impossible.

A little clarification would help here. (100)

RESPONSE: We have corrected Appendix L.

  

1. COMMENT: Roads - LMP30-9 and Appendix G: We

agree with your road closure and obliteration plan. in

addition, we believe that a well-publicized, seasonal road

closure program would be an attribute for this Forest,

particularly during deer hunting season. (530, 1068)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We will pre

pare a road closure and obliteration plan in conjunction

with an OHV plan; and we will solicit additional public

input as we develop these plans.

2. COMMENT: 1 am opposed to locked gates on public

lands. (921,1170)

RESPONSE: Locked gates are only one method of imple

menting road closures for resource protection. Before we

implement road closure plans, we will solicit additional

public review and comment.

3. COMMENT: Road restrictions should be extended

whereever possible. i feel ORV use should be eliminated.

Closing roads when possible might make more areas

classifiable as SPNM. (1223)

RESPONSE: Ol-iV use is a valid recreational use of na

tional forest lands. During development of the road clo

sure and OHV plan, we will determine whether road

closures are appropriate for particular areas; and we will

address specific areas and routes where use will be per

mitted or excluded.

4. COMMENT: in all alternatives, decade one would see

111 miles of road obliterated that hopefully would be

related to temporary maintenance level one roads no

longer needed for access rather than to “manufacture”

unroaded recreation areas. (1252)

RESPONSE: Your interpretation is basically correct. We

generally close roads that no longer serve an access need,

or that are causing soil and water degradation.

5. COMMENT: [re: Road closures]: it is best that a

more adequate signing program and maps with author

ized routes of travel be developed with your Plan. (1235)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. Although

travel maps are beyond the scope of this Plan, we agree

that with Plan implementation, these maps and signing are

necessary for proper management.

v. ‘

  

1. COMMENT: The general public seems to lack under

standing where confine, contain, and control; as well as

how and where it will be used. With additional concerns

ofwhat suppression strategy will be used on private land

and will detection, prevention, and suppression be a co

operative venture. (708, 364, 500, 672)

RESPONSE: The Glossary in the EIS contains definitions

for confine, contain, and control.

We will continue to use the control suppression strategy

for private lands within the MNF fire protection

boundaries.

2. COMMENT: P. 4-24: Add to section a. (6): identify

existing subdivisions and projected subdivision areas for

integration in the fire protection plan. The USFS should

continue to comment on development projects, including

general and specific plans, and subdivision projects, in

terms of fire safety plans. (101)

RESPONSE: After the Forest Plan is approved, we will

complete a fire management action planwhich will include

the method of attack required for specific resources. A

subdivision area will be a high priority for attack. The

Forest has no responsibility for structures. Therefore,
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existing or proposed subdivisions will not change the fire

protection organization.

3. COMMENT: CDF is concerned that [the MNF’s] fire

management emphasis is prevention and that [the Forest

has] forecasted an increase in burned acres. (126)

RESPONSE: The prevention emphasis is in error and has

been changed to “emphasis is suppression.” As indicated

on page l-i-l in the Forest Plan, we base our projected

increase in burned acres on more human-caused fires that

occur as the population rises, and on changes in fire

behavior as timber stands change from old-growth to plan

tations.

4. COMMENT: Public is concerned with the “accept

able” number of acres burned by wildfire for each man

agement area. (364)

RESPONSE: We changed the term “acceptable number

of acres" to read “expected number of acres” burned by

wildfire by year and decade. The expected number of

acres burned by wildfire are based on past fire occurrence

and size, current fuel loading, vegetation type, resource

values and expected fire behavior for each fire intensity

level (FIL).

5. COMMENT:Virgin old growth is such a rare resource

that it needs to be protected from destruction by fire. Key

habitats and areas designated for high habitat capability

should receive high priority for suppression. (1260)

RESPONSE: See response to following comment.

6. COMMENT: LRMP 4-3: What does “Maintain a level

ofresource protection commensuratewith values” mean?

Does it mean that resources deemed to have low values in

dollar won’t be protected? if it does, we strongly object to

this philosophy. (1260)

RESPONSE: “Commensurate with values” means that we

will spend fewer or more dollars on suppression depend

ing on the value ofwhat we are protecting: e.g., sage brush

(low-value resource) vs. old-growth timber (high-value

resource).

7. COMMENT: All areas of the Forest should be inven

toried to determine where and when natural fire could be

used. Human-caused fires should not automatically be

suppressed. (1048)

RESPONSE: Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines state

that “Within the first decade, identify project areas where

fires from naturally occurring unplanned ignition may be

allowed to burn within the prescription.”

Also, a recent amendment to fire management direction

permits lightning-caused fires to play, as nearly as

possible, their natural ecological role in wilderness. We

072 - Prescribed Burning

may include this direction in the Wilderness Fire

Management Plan which we will prepare after the Forest

Plan is approved.

We use confine, contain, or control strategies for fire

suppression commensurate with values, hazards, risks and

management objectives regardless, ofthe iginition source.

  

1. COMMENT: identify areas to use fire as management

tool on the Modoc National Forest. Prescription lire

should be used to reduce the fire danger in timber stands

and other areas, to increase forage/browse for livestock

and wildlife and to reduce brush encroachment. (500, 277,

500, 579, 698,708, 734, 913, 915, 1010, 1152, 1337, 500)

RESPONSE: The Forest is currently inventorying oppor

tunities to use prescription fire in eastside pine. We will

address the proposal through the NEPA process during

project-level environmental analysis.

2. COMMENT: The Plan does not include a discussion

of how plant communities are to be protected from ad

verse impacts of prescription fire under unnatural con

ditions (i.e., off-season & hot). [We have] a concern that

policy is established to ensure that natural regeneration

occurs and eliminates the need to use non-native species

for rehabilitation. (1214)

RESPONSE: In Chapter 4 in Forest-wide Standards and

Guidelines, Management Prescriptions, and Management

Area Direction, the Plan provides direction for wildfire

suppression and prescribed fire usage. Concerns which

you express vary by site and burn prescription. They are

most appropriately addressed in site-specific analysis at

the project level.

  

1. COMMENT: Considering the monetary value of each

deer/duck/fish bagged by the sportsmen, the F&G is

worth more than the trees. How were WFUDs calulated?

(49, 364)

RESPONSE: Outside of aesthetic values, wildlife and fish

have important economic benefits. in the EIS, the value of

wildlife and fish is expressed in WFUDs (wildlife and fish

user days). This converts into each 12-hour period that is

spent hunting, fishing or watching wildlife. in the pre

ferred alternative, over 106,000 WFUDs are spent in con

sumptive use ofwildlife and fish resources. We expect this

figure to increase to 121,000 by the second decade. These

levels represent important contributions to the local, State

and national economy. Nonconsumptive use is not quan
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tifred in the EIS or Plan. EIS Chapter 4-Environmental

Consequences discusses economic impacts by sector.

2. COMMENT: We do not believe that this preferred

alternative will provide sufficient or comprehensive pro

tection for resources which will otherwise be jeopardized

by excessive levels of livestock grazing, clearcut logging

and other destructive human activities. (274, 1316, 364,

366)

RESPONSE: Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines rel

ative to specific species and habitats ensure that sufficient

habitat is maintained for viable populations of plant and

animal species dependent on the Forest lands. In addition,

management prescriptions for timber and range include

additional standards and guidelines to protect species and

habitats in areas where these activities will occur.

3. COMMENT: I feel it is weighted too much in favor of

wildlife at the expense of social and economic issues.

Habitat improvement is vital, but aggressive manage

ment techniques beyond livestock AUMs and timber har

vest must be included. Social, economic, and resource

issues are equally important. (703, 1282, 1230)

RESPONSE: NFMA requires that all resources receive

balanced consideration in land management planning ef

forts. We feel that the Plan presents an acceptable balance

between commodity and amenity resources. The Record

of Decision displays the rationale for selecting the Pre

ferred Alternative. On some portions of the Forest, man

agement emphasizes livestock grazing, timber harvesting,

and other commodity oriented uses. Within these areas,

Standards and Guidelines ensure that the integrity of

habitats is maintained to provide for plant and animal

species dependent on those habitats.

4. COMMENT: The Plan identifies only one significant

problem with respect to special habitats and the species

which depend on them. That problem is a shortage of

snags. We believe there are a number of other problems

that are associated with timber and range management.

The Plan should evaluate the existing conditions in each

special habitat type, and discuss the expected range of

conditions that would occur under the available manage

ment alternatives. (364, 4)

RESPONSE: Snags are a significant special habitat issue.

However, hardwoods, down logs, wetlands, riparian areas,

and vegetation diversity also received considerable atten

tion in both the EIS and Plan. The Affected Environment

(Chapter 3) andEnvironmental Consequences (Chapter 4)

sections of the EIS address these habitats, and changes

that are likely to occur as a result of Plan implementation.

in addition, Standards and Guidelines (Plan Chapter 4)

provide Forest-wide management direction for these hab

itats. Beyond Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines,

management prescriptions (including timber and range

prescriptions) contain additional direction for managing

these resources.

5. COMMENT: Habitat with high capability and dis

persal routes will be needed to maintain viable popula

tions. Also, a reasonable buffer in population numbers

should be added for such crisis events or simply miscal

culation. The Conservationist Alternative requires cre

ation of a RX that will designate areas of high and

moderate habitat capability for all M18 in both timber

and rangelands. These areas should be mapped in the

final Plan in the MA section. The total acres in high

habitat, moderate habitat, and low habitat areas for the

MNF should be given. High habitat capability areas will

be given priority for protection with medium habitat

capability used to provide dispersion, to provide addi

tional acres where enough high capability habitat is not

available, and to provide buffers around territories of

high capability. (500)

RESPONSE: Developing an M18 prescription is really not

feasible. MIS are generally viewed as a barometer for

measuring changes in habitats and the effects of changes

on other species that have similar habitat requirements. In

some cases, prescriptions were made for MIS species,

(i.e., the Raptor Management Prescription). We would be

limited in using an M18 prescription because MIS have

widely varied habitat requirements. In fact, the manage

ment of some MIS will limit use by other MIS.

For example, management favoring pine marten would

likely result in a negative impact on deer habitats. We felt

the most logical way to manage our MIS was to ensure a

management level that provide for the viability of these

species in the Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines and

in management prescriptions. We will implement

Standards and Guidelines and prescriptions in

management area direction, ensuring that the needs of

these species are addressed throughout the Forest.

Habitats important to MIS are based on habitat capability

models for these species. EIS Chapter 3-Afl'ected

Environment provides information on the amount of

habitat available for MIS species. EIS Chapter

4-Environmental Consequences addresses expected

changes in habitats. For additional information on MIS,

see comments in resource 084.

6. COMMENT: Since bitterbrush and mtn mahogany

regeneration are experimental, do not decimate existing

populations in either range or timber areas. Increased

coverage can be encouraged in areas which already have

base populations. Burning should be considered experi

mental, done with a cool mosaic burn, and should only be

attempted in other than small experimental plots in eco

types where it has been proven effective in the past.

Bitterbrush seeding will be done only in the context of
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livestock and (if necessary) wildlife exclusion, and meth

ods should not involve heavy equipment. (500)

RESPONSE: Until we better understand the ecology of

these species, we will treat areas on an experimental basis.

Regarding bitterbrush seeding, our main goal is to re-es

tablish this species where it has been eliminated by wildfire

on the Doublehead District. The main objective is to

improve the deer winter range. Heavy equipment is nec

essary for site preparation. These areas are fenced to

exclude deer and livestock until the plants are old enough

to withstand browsing.

7. COMMENT: Protect habitat necessary for the Pacific

fiyway or for other migratory birds. (1237)

RESPONSE: Managing the Forest for M18 and special

habitats should also meet the needs of migrants that tem

porarily use the Forest during spring and fall migrations.

Most of the Pacific Flyway is centered in the Tule Lake

and Upper/Lower Klamath Wildlife Refuges.

8. COMMENT: DEIS 4-134 (means to mitigate adverse

impacts —wildlife)

— inventories are required for LMP-DEIS. Procrastina

tion to project level is unacceptable, illegal.

— wildlife direction is meaningless without baseline

data, understanding of Limiting factors, viability

based on protection/enhancement, species cas to as

ssure survival population and distribution. (1248)

RESPONSE: Because the Modoc includes 1.6 million

acres, we could not inventory all M18 and habitats. Base

line data was collected for several species and habitats.

That information is located in the land management plan

ning data base in the Supervisor’s Office.

Species-specific data was available for all threatened and

endangered species and most sensitive species. Detailed

information was also available for waterfowl, osprey, mule

deer, redband trout, and some resident trout fisheries.

Data were also compiled for special habitats including

vegetation types, seral stages, snags, down logs, and

wetlands.

Where specific information was not available, we mapped

vegetation communities and structural characteristics of

these communities using aerial photos and field validation.

We used this information to determine habitat suitability

for designated management indicator species. Habitat

capability models were developed for these species using

the literature from species experts. We corroborated

vegetation information with species habitat requirements

to determine potentially suitable habitat for each species.

This information could then be used to determine how

these species would be affected by management practices,

and changes in the vegetation communities. We also
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developed standards, guidelines and managment

direction for these species to ensure population viability.

Species data and the habitat capability models are located

in the Forest Supervisor’s Office or at ranger districts. One

of the monitoring objectives is to validate MIS habitat

capability models.

9. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] Ch. 4, p. 61, Element

D, Range #7, (a) #2. Wildlife use should be based on an

actual census to obtain an accurate as possible projection

ofthe increase or decrease ofwildlife before livestock use

is adjusted up or down accordingly. (1296)

RESPONSE: Your comment refers to management in the

Wilderness, and primarily to deer as the wildlife species.

Direct census of deer is extremely difficult. A range

land/riparian task force, comprised of representatives of

varied local interests and State agencies, reviewed the

Standards and Guidelines, and did not recommend

changes in this section. Therefore, it was not changed. The

standard says that livestock use will be adjusted only if

proper use criteria are exceeded. This would be done

through the allotment management planning process.

10. COMMENT: Plan 441: would like to see documen

tation for many of these requirements. The withdrawals

and dedicated acres seem arbitrary and outside of the

Forest planning process. is there research to support

findings and have outside experts been contact for input?

What are the economics of these decisions? (126)

RESPONSE: The documentation for these species re

quirements can be found in the habitat capability models

for the species, and is summarized in HS Chapter 3

Affected Environment. The models are located in the

Supervisor’s Office. Species experts reviewed these mod

els and assisted in their revision. The economics of these

allocations in terms of reductions in the allowable sale

quantity are located in EIS Chapter 4-Environmental

Consequences.

11. COMMENT: Conducting “surveys to establish for

age/prey ratios for reservoirs is not a Modoc NF respon

sibility in managing habitat; surveying and managing

forage/prey ratios is a DFG responsibility for fish man

agement. (364)

RESPONSE: We agree. Our role is to assist the CDFG if

necessary. Our relationship with the fisheries unit man

ager is excellent, and we work closely with him in any fish

management projects (in both habitat and population

management).

12. COMMENT: Elk: mentioned in the species list, but

there are no environmental consequences or manage

ment directives because they are not a MlS. Since there

are now herds at Egg Lake & Big Valley Mountain, Adin

Pass, Crowder Block, and Fandango-north of Joseph
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Creek, we might want to look at how much more we want

them to expand. We should determine if elk were histori

cally on the Modoc. (708)

RESPONSE: Elk have been documented on the Forest in

recent years. Numbers ofelk and extent ofthe habitats that

they use are largely unknown. We can find no indication

that elk historically occurred on the Modoc. For these

reasons, we did not select them as a management indicator

species. If populations continue to expand, we may add

them as an M18 in the next planning endeavor.

13. COMMENT: Portions of the Pit River and Willow

Creek canyons should be preserved as prime raptor hab

itat. (1237)

RESPONSE: We designated raptor management areas

primarily to provide protection and management direc

tion for bald eagles and goshawks. As additional nest

territories are found, we will designated them for manage

ment under the Raptor Management Prescription (Plan

Chapter 4). Protection for other raptors including

Swainson’s hawks, golden eagles and prairie falcons are in

the Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines.

14. COMMENT: in the DEIS - Ch. 4, Pg. 60, It is stated,

“Native wildlife have priority for use of wilderness for

age.” Question: how can native wildlife not already by

nature of their inherent physical abilities (v/s herding

gathering-control with fencing as with domestic live

stock) not have inherent priority? (1296)

RESPONSE: Wildlife species have adapted to certain

environmental and ecological conditions. In a relatively

short period of time, these conditions were altered by

domestic livestock. Wild herbivores, such as deer, tend to

be selective foragers, whereas domestic livestock tend to

be general foragers. Livestock can graze areas so that

there is insufficient forage remaining for deer. The reverse

is rarely a problem. On MNF, 122,000AUMs are currently

available for livestock grazing. If we assume that current

deer numbers equal 22,100 AUMs, the potential exists for

livestock to utilize forage to the detriment of deer. We

developed management direction to ensure that deer have

access to forage when they need it.

15. COMMENT: Forest personnel should put less em

phasis on snag recruitment and improving the Modoc

sucker habitat and more toward improving economic

conditions. (1230)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We feel that

the Preferred Alternative provides a balance between

commodity and non-commodity resources.

16. COMMENT: 1 support the PRF. (7)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support.

17. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] P. 4-51: Add under

section E, subsection (3): coordinate with the county to

protectwildlife and fish resources identified in the county

general plan which jointly depends on private and public

land habitats and resources for their preservation. (101)

RESPONSE: This has been added to Forest-wide Stan

dards and Guidelines.

18. COMMENT: Plan 2-7 —wildlife and fish: good, but

slow on fisheries improvements. Snag creation proposal

on the east side of the Warners sounds creative. Will it

work? is it being done elsewhere? (107)

RESPONSE: The Final Plan expands on fisheries im

provements. Snag topping is being proposed primarily in

ponderosa pine stands where timber harvest is occurring.

For further information, please refer to resource 098 of

the comments.

19. COMMENT: DElS K-4: How about a list of all the

plant species?(l07)

RESPONSE: Sensitive plant species are listed in HS

Chapter —Afi'ecled Environment. A comprehensive list of

all plant species would add little substantive information

to the documents.

20. COMMENT: Summary pg. 30-Statement under

wildlife. “CUR and lND do not meet goals during the 1st

decade, but meet them in succeeding decades.” Why

doesn’t IND meet CDFG goals 1st decade when RPD

does?(l26)

RESPONSE: RPD (RPA alternative with departure) in

cludes direction to increase habitat for wildlife and fish,

emphasizing mule deer and trout. The industry alternative

emphasizes commodity outputs over wildlife and fish,

hence the difference.

21. COMMENT: 4-41 23. wildlife and fish - 1. bald eagle

a. winter roosts: my family and l have observed bald

eagles wintering in Lake City Mill Creek canyon. (333)

RESPONSE: Thank you for the information. This infor

mation was forwarded to the Warner Mountain Ranger

District. I f the roost site lies on national forest land, we will

designate the area as a bald eagle winter roost site and

manage it under the Raptor Management Prescription.

22. COMMENT: “Poor and fair range condition is

caused by overstocking (of livestock, wild horses and

wildlife); ...” (DEIS, 3-75). Inclusion of wildlife in this

statement suggests overstocking of wildlife. It appears

that wildlife should be excluded from this statement.

(364)
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RESPONSE: Some habitats, such as bitterbrush winter

ranges can be overgrazed in the absence of livestock.

Range condition can decline as a result of this.

23. COMMENT: 4-9. wildlife and fish -- item 5. This item

should state that habitat quality and quantity will be

provided as needed on a seasonal or year-round basis.

(364)

RESPONSE: We modified that item to reflect your sug

gestion.

24. COMMENT: Item 6. What are suitable wetlands?

(364)

RESPONSE: Suitable wetlands are those capable of sup

porting nesting or migrating waterfowl.

25. COMMENT: item 9. Where are habitat and popula

tion objectives identified for management indicator spe

cies? (364)

RESPONSE: These are located in the Forest-wide Stan

dards and Guidelines, Forest objectives, management

prescriptions, and management area direction (Plan

Chapter 4).

26. COMMENT: — snag (per acre). The Modoc NF goal

is 1.5 at the end of decade 2, not 1.3. (364)

RESPONSE: Under the guidelines in the final Plan, it

would take 3 decades to meet 1.5 snags per acre. See

comments related to snags (resource 098) for further

information.

27. COMMENT: Plan S&G’s for wildlife should be in

cluded as minimums. In addition, all standards de

scribed in the DEIS under affected environment, if they

are more stringent or have not been mentioned in the

S&G’s, are included here. (500)

RESPONSE: Standards and Guidelines for wildlife are

applied on a Forest-wide basis. Management activities

cannot alter habitats below S&Gs.

28. COMMENT: Emphasize mgt for upland game spe

cies. (1374)

RESPONSE: Blue grouse and sage grouse are manage

ment indicator species with Forest-wide Standards and

Guidelines applicable to their management. We will man

age habitats of other upland game species, including Cal

ifornia quail and mountain quail, by applying existing

guidelines for diversity, riparian areas, etc.

29. COMMENT: Construe “multiple use practices” in

wildlife habitat areas in favor of wildlife. Enhance popu

lations of game species- here is a great opportunity for

multiple use. There is much hunting interest in California

that is dormant because of poor opportunities and mis
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management. We need more camp sites for all sorts

primitive to RV to accommodate this group. (706)

RESPONSE: We agree. The Plan establishes the frame

work for increasing numbers of deer and other consump

tive wildlife species.

30. COMMENT: i am for increased deer, antelope, wa

terfowl and upland game. (108)

RESPONSE: Habitat management direction for deer ac

commodates numbers prescribed in the Calif. Dept. of

Fish and Game deer herd managment Plans (an increase).

Likewise, habitats for antelope, waterfowl and upland

game should be maintained or improved by applying Stan

dards and Guidelines for these species, and the special

habitats up which they are dependent.

31. COMMENT: I believe we need to maintain the nec

essary wildlife in our area. (109, 157)

RESPONSE: The Plan is designed to ensure that viable

populations of all species dependent on the Modoc NF

will be maintained.

32. COMMENT: Support continued multiple use man

agement practices in wildlife habitat areas whenever

practical. (1005)

RESPONSE: The Plan allows for multiple-use manage

ment in habitats designated for specific wildlife species as

long as these are compatible with habitat requirements of

these species.

33. COMMENT: Proper wildlife management is a vital

part of our present and future. (1386)

RESPONSE: We agree. Thank you for your comment.

34. COMMENT: [DEIS] 3-42. Demand. This section is

vague and provides very little information. What is eco

logical demand? Does this section mean that the Modoc

NF applies minimum management requirements to

furbearers or all wildlife? This section should contain

information on demand for the next 10-15 years. There

are a number of uses which will confiict with wildlife such

as timber production and range use. This Plan should

attempt to identify these conflicts and should also include

a section on opportunities for wildlife habitat improve

ments. (364)

RESPONSE: Ecological demand refers to the Forest’s

responsibility to ensure that viable habitats for all plant

and animal species are maintained. It is applicable to all

species. Ecological demand is explained in more detail in

HS Chapter 3- Afl’ected Environment. The statement

relating to furbearers states that these are the only species

that have a direct commercial value (i.e., pelts). ElS Chap

ter 4 —Environmental Consequences portrays conflicts be
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tween commodity production (i.e., timber and range), and

effects on habitats ofwildlife and plants.AfiectedEnviron

ment defines opportunities for habitat improvement.

35. COMMENT: Beaver should also be controlled where

they block spawning runs. (364)

RESPONSE: Beaver control is the responsibility of the

Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game. Where fish passage is a

concern, recommendations can be made to the Dept. to

remove beavers.

36. COMMENT: Management Areas. On pages [pro

posed Plan] 4-161 through 4-268: in addition to the pre

scription for raptor management, other species-specific

management prescriptions should be devised to treat

management areas when an area dedication is inappro

priate but rare or sensitive species are known or believed

to exist. (364)

RESPONSE: Management direction for other species are

built into existing management area direction, or the For

est-wide Standards and Guidelines. We developed the

Raptor Prescription because of the number of bald eagles

and goshawks that nest on the Forest. These encompass

large areas that can be identified on the ground, and

dedicated to specific management practices.

37. COMMENT: The Modoc NF [needs to] be surveyed

to detect the presence of certain “species of special con

cern”, and [needs to] be monitored if populations occur

and are potentially affected by management. Among these

are Townsend’s big-cared bat, snowshoe hare, white

tailed jack rabbit, badger, fisher, pygmy rabbit, sharp

shinned hawk, Cooper’s hawk, white pelican,

double-crested cormorant, white-faced ibis, snow plover,

California gull, northem harrier, short-cared owl, long

eared owl, burrowing owl, black swift, purple martin,

yellow-breasted chat, and bank swallow. (364)

RESPONSE: The extent to which these species occur on

the Modoc National Forest is largely unknown. None is

federally listed as threatened or endangered. The bank

swallow is a State-listed species (threatened). No known

populations occur on the Forest. The fisher is a Forest

Service-designated sensitive species. One siting is docu

mented for the Forest; no breeding records exist on the

MNF.

Several ofthe species you mention (Townsend’s big-cared

bat, pygmy rabbit, white-faced ibis, snowy plover, purple

martin, and white pelican) are Category 2 candidate

species being considered for listing by the U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service. Category 2 species are those that could

merit listing, but the biological vulnerability and threats to

the species are such that they do not support listing at this

time. Several of these species are not found on the Forest.

With the exception of purple martin, a snag-dependent

species in burn areas, no breeding records are known for

these species on the Forest. We will maintain purple

martins using the snag Standards and Guidelines.

Townsend’s big-cared bats are found on Lava Beds

National Monument, and probably dwell in caves on the

Forest. Where we find bat populations on the Forest, we

will manage those areas to protect important roost sites

and adjacent foraging habitat.

We will protect habitat for the remainder of the species on

your list by applying existing Standards and Guidelines

and management direction for M18 and special habitats

identified in the Plan.

38. COMMENT: I am concerned about the ...proposed

increase in wilderness areas to protect the spotted owl, as

well as other species. (163)

RESPONSE: We have proposed no increases in wilder

ness areas to protect spotted owls or other species. Man

agement direction for fish and wildlife resources are

meant to ensure the continued viablility of those species

dependent on the Modoc National Forest.

39. COMMENT: DEIS 3-94 vs. DEIS 3-155: DEIS 3-155

lists 354 wildlife species on MNF. 3-94 Lists 470 species

in riparian areas. How do these figures square? Has an

inventory of riparian species been completed? (1248,364)

RESPONSE: The correct number is 354 and has been

corrected in the Final Plan. We have not completed an

inventory of riparian species for the Modoc. Management

of riparian areas (Riparian Prescription) will ensure that

degraded riparian areas will be restored, and that riparian

areas in good condition will be protected. Undoubtedly,

plant and animal species dependent on riparian habitats

will benefit from riparian area management.

40. COMMENT: Species, especially birds nesting in ri

parian areas, feed in wide areas outside riparian zones

during breeding and other seasons. impact of livestock

grazing and other forest practices on this crucial, wide

spread feeding areas adjacent to riparian zone. (1270)

RESPONSE: Foraging areas are generally not the limiting

factors for most species that use riparian areas during the

breeding season. Livestock grazing in riparian areas is a

major concern on the Forest. Areas outside riparian areas

are used to a much lesser extent. Likewise, Forest prac

tices as prescribed in the Plan should not have an adverse

impact on species dependent on riparian areas for nesting

or denning. Improving riparian areas will greatly enhance

breeding habitats of those species dependent ‘on vegeta

tion communities in these areas. We developed the Ripar
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ian Prescription, in part, to assure the protection of ripar

ian habitats for species dependent on these areas.

  

1. COMMENT: 4-122. Improvement of only 1.5 miles of

trout stream habitat per year is inadequate. It also seems

to say that the 1.5 miles of improvement is a result of the

“riparian area prescription” and reducing livestock

AUMs; we hope that the riparian prescription and re

duced AUMs occur on more than 1.5 miles of stream per

year. (364)

RESPONSE: 1.5 miles per year applies to stream im

provements through habitat or stabilization structures.

Habitat improvement through management, e.g., changes

in grazing strategy, should result in closer to 10 miles per

year. This distinction has been made in the LMP.

2. COMMENT: 4-149.2.c.1. the standard (a) to not allow

silt to “cover” more than 15% ofthe spawning “substrate”

is unacceptable. The standard should relate to the

amount of fines allowed in the gravel. Recommend that

the USFS incorporate some of the approaches outlined

in the DFG 1601-1603 syllabus for acceptable techniques

for instream construction into the USFS BMPs for fur

ther guidance. Bank stabilization, flow maintenance

dams, deflectors, weirs and vegetative planting should be

added to the list of stream habitat improvements. (364)

RESPONSE: Fifteen percent of siltation of the substrate

at large (as opposed to the amount offines in gravel) would

be an earlier indicator of possible problems or unaccept

able practices. By checking for fines as they accumulate

on the surface, we can catch fines before they have had a

chance to work their way into the gravels and cause

embeddedness problems.

in the Riparian Prescription, the guideline reads that

“improvement practices include but are not limited to

[emphasis added] what is listed.”

BMPs for water quality were developed by the US. Forest

Service (Pacific Southwest, Pacific Northwest, and

lntermountain Regions), certified by the State Water

Quality Control Board, and approved by the

Environmental Protection Agency.

3. COMMENT: include the following in all EA’s for

proposed activities:

-— prepare analysis which identifies the existing fishery

habitat condition of the waterways which may be po~

tentially impacted by sedimentation caused from the

proposed activity and other activities. This analysis

must include the cumulative impacts to fishery habi
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tat from all activities. The analysis must be conducted

by a professional fisheries biologist. (548)

RESPONSE: The analysis you suggest is currently per

formed during the NEPA analysis process, as required

under the CEO regulations. In compliance with NEPA,

qualified personnel perform the analysis personnel for an

interdisciplinary review.

4. COMMENT: Include the following in all EA’s for

proposed activities:

— post-project mitigation measures and analysis which

identifies that water quality and fishery habitat are

being maintained in accordance with section 1604 of

the NFMA and Sec. 319 of the Clean Water Act. (548)

RESPONSE: Monitoring for effectiveness of mitigation is

a requirement under CEQ regulations with which the

Forest must comply. Further, the Forest also has the re

sponsibility of monitoring to determine if water quality

BMPs are effective for meeting water quality objectives. if

they do not, the Forest recommends revisions to the

BMPs’ effectiveness.

5. COMMENT: include the following in all EA’s for

proposed activities:

- in cases when existing water quality and fishery habi

tat requirements are not being met, or may not be met,

the EA should identify these conditions and recom

mend the proposed be delayed or terminated pursu

ant to Sec. 1604 of the NFMA. (548)

RESPONSE: Under CEQ requirements, the Forest EAs

and E185 must disclose adverse effects that may result

from a proposed project. The Forest EA analysis also

identifies management constraints or mitigation measures

to protect aquatic resources, and to alleviate any unavoid

able negative effects on the resources. An EA must also

provide a range of alternatives, one of which is a “no

action” alternative. The Forest does not proceed or allow

operators to proceed with a project that is in violation of

other laws and regulations. in some cases, enhancing

water quality can be an objective or opportunity during

project implementation, or the focus of a project itself.

6. COMMENT: 37% of the water produced in the MNF

does not meet established water quality standards. FS is

required to comply with the NFMA and Clean Water Act.

Your Forest is also required to comply with See. 319 of

the Clean Water Act on a basin-by-basin basis to protect

water quality. (548)

RESPONSE: As stated in EIS Chapter 3, water quality is

improved by applying BMPs for water quality. BMPs were

developed by the Forest Service, certified by the SWRCB,

Public Comments U-79



081 - Fish

and approved by the EPA. BMPs provide direction for the

Forest to comply with the Clean Water Act.

7. COMMENT: Water quality and fishery habitat in all

waterways and basins in the MNF must be protected at

all times by the F8 from timber harvesting, livestock

grazing, mining and other activities. (548)

RESPONSE: The Forest applies BMPs for water quality

to all Forest activities. BMPswere developed by the USPS,

certified by the State Water Resources Control Board,

and approved by the EPA.

8. COMMENT: Off-road vehicle use, etc. (671)

RESPONSE: The Forest applies BMPs for water quality

to all Forest activities. BMPswere developedby the USPS,

certified by the State Water Resources Control Board,

and approved by the EPA.

9. COMMENT: Main concern proposed poisoning of

Willow Creek to remove those fish that would compete

with the Modoc sucker, not so concerned with the actual

introduction proposed, and with the lack of concern with

the species already in existence. Concerned with the poi

son used. How long will the effects last? When will it be

safe to use the creek again? Will willow creek be outlawed

against fishing completely for fear of harming an endan

gered species? Once approved for recreational use, can

you guarantee its safety? (1061)

RESPONSE: Applying chemicals for fish control is under

thejurisdiction ofCDFG and, therefore, beyond the scope

of the Forest Plan. The effects of chemical treatment for

fish control are described in CDFG’s EIS regarding their

use of rotenone ("Rotenone Use for Fisheries Manage

ment," April 1985).

10. COMMENT: in the Management Area 45 South

Adin, description page (proposed Plan) 4-214, 5th para

graph describes Willow Creek as a low quality area for

trout. From personal knowledge trout have been the main

fish caught for a least 4 generations. (1061)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan only covers Forest lands;

records indicate that portions of Willow Creek on Forest

land is currently low quality for trout. Downstream of the

Forest boundary, the predominant species on record is

trout.

11. COMMENT: MCCA would appreciate a specific

reply:

— Recommend all streams should be classified as to

fisheries probability, year around water levels, etc.

And different types should be managed differently.

(1283)

RESPONSE: Streams are classified as perennial or

ephemeral, by the quality of fisheries they support, and for

other water uses (see EIS Appendix M). We modified the

Riparian Area Prescription in the final Forest Plan to

reflect various management practices for various stream

classes and different morphologies.

l2. COMMENT: Caltrout opposes logging and road

building in previously untouched, unroaded areas and

wilderness areas which contain significant trout re

sources unless the area is subject to an approved fishery

management plan. it is not clear to what extent proposed

new road developments will impact the resident fishery

or what specific mitigation for these impacts are to be

made. (1295)

RESPONSE: We address potential impacts on a site-spe

cific basis. Any necessary mitigation measures are also

addressed at that time.

13. COMMENT: We note with regret the Plan’s lack of

resemblance to the spirit of “Rise to the Future,” the

theme of which is to raise forest fisheries output to a

status equal with other forest products. We urge MNF to

comply with the Chiel’s directives, and commit to the

spirit of “Rise to the Future”. (1295)

RESPONSE: We disagree. The Forest Plan does reflect

the spirit of “Rise to the Future.” Forest Standards and

Guidelines and the Riparian Area Prescription (Chapter

4) address protection and enhancement of fisheries and

aquatic resources. We will also continue implementing

BMPs for water quality during all Forest activities. Of

these activities, fisheries are considered one of the bene

ficial uses under watershed protection.

The Forest Plan also addresses enhancement

opportunities for fisheries habitat through structural and

non-structural habitat improvements. Trout habitat and

riparian systems in general are expected to improve under

all alternatives. Largemouth bass habitat in artificial

reservoirs will improve under the Preferred Alternative

(PRF). Recovery of endangered species habitats is

included under all alternatives.

l4. COMMENT: Native fisheries should be restored and

maintained at or near historical conditions. Water qual

ity and spawning grounds should be upgraded to benefit

native fisheries. (1341)

RESPONSE: CDFG decides whether to effect changes in

the species compositions of streams. The Forest, however,

is committed to maintaining biological diversity and native

complements of fish in project areas, including but not

limited to endangered native species on the Forest. Al

though the Forest Plan specifically addresses only MIS
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fisheries, improving water quality for M18 or other bene

ficial uses should also benefit other native fisheries.

1S. COMMENT: Modoc National Forest is home to

many fine trout streams and their preservation is para

mount to other aspects of this Plan. (1222)

RESPONSE: We agree. We place much emphasis on

water and trout habitat quality in the Forest Plan. Protec

tive measures are mainly addressed in the Forest Stan

dards and Guidelines and the Riparian Area Prescription

(Chapter 4).

16. COMMENT: Plan 4-168-Fandango: shouldn’t

there be a recovery plan to implement or an attempt to

develop one so that the [redband trout] species can be

delisted? (107)

RESPONSE: The subspecies is not currently listed as

threatened or endangered, and as yet there is no recovery

plan. A recovery plan would be useful for developing a

program to reduce the possibility of ever listing the Goose

Lake redband trout. Developing a recovery plan will in

volve cooperation among the MNF, CDFG, Oregon Fish

and Wildlife, BLM, SCS, various water districts and pri

vate landowners in California and Oregon. The Forest is

committed to cooperating with the other agencies in the

developing a plan, as stated in the Forest Standards and

Guidelines.

17. COMMENT: Lassen Ck. provides important habitat

for the Goose Lake redband trout. However, beaver dams

and grazing activity impacts have seriously reduced the

stream’s productivity. This must be corrected by the

MNF under Sec. 1604 of the NFMA and Sec. 19 of the

Clean Water Act. (548)

RESPONSE: The Riparian Area Management Prescrip

tion covers beaver dams and grazing with respect to man

agement of trout streams, including Lassen Creek.We will

further evaluate Lassen Creek projects during a site-spe

cific environmental analysis.

18. COMMENT: The redband trout is a federal candi

date for listing and as such should be placed in the

“sensitive” category of M18 (DEIS p. 3-156) (661)

RESPONSE: The Forest is currently conducting an eval

uation of the Goose Lake redband trout to determine if it

can ber appropriately listed as “sensitive”. Forest Stan

dards and Guidelines and Riparian Area Prescription

provide management that maintains or enhances habitats

for trout species, including the Goose Lake redband trout.

As an M18, the subspecies will also be monitored (p. 5-20).

19. COMMENT: Restoration activities should continue,

with cattle excluded from riparian grazing. (671)
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RESPONSE: Restoration activities will continue as dis

played in the Forest Plan. We will apply improved grazing

systems and adjust livestock stocking rate to meet riparian

objectives. We will exclude livestock in areas where these

approaches fail to meet prescribed objectives.

20. COMMENT: Fandango (32): Lassen Creek and

Buck Creek need to be specially managed for redband

trout migrating from Goose Lake. (708)

RESPONSE: We will evalute management activities and

projects in and around Lassen Creek and Buck Creek on

a site-specific basis. Enhancing riparian habitat for the

migratory Goose Lake redband trout is also part of the

Forest Plan’s overall objective to improve water quality

and trout habitat. The Forest is committed to cooperating

in the recovery efforts for the subspecies, especially the

lake run population, as stated in the Plan’s Forest Stan

dard and Guidelines. Maintaining the migratory route

below the Forest boundary is outside the Forest's jurisdic

tion.

21. COMMENT: Greater attention needs to be given to

maintaining the gene pool of the unique redband trout

found in Goose Lake. (1222)

RESPONSE: Genetic analysis and maintenance of a

“gene pool” are the direct responsibilities of the CDFG.

We cooperate with the Department to ensure that viable

populations of fish species are maintained, and that

aquatic and riparian habitats are protected or enhanced.

Because we do not have genetic information, we take the

conservative stance of protecting Goose Lake redband

populations that use the Forest by preventing further deg

radation of stream spawning and rearing habitat. The Plan

provides direction for protecting and enhancing the pop

ulations, as addressed mainly by the Forest Standards and

Guidelines and Riparian Area Prescription.

22. COMMENT: Protect Lassen Creek by acquiring pri

vate inholdings, fencing out cows, and removing beaver

which interfere with trout spawning migrations. (1227)

RESPONSE: We will continue restoration activities as

displayed in the Forest Plan. We will improve grazing

systems and adjust livestock stocking rate to meet riparian

objectives. We will exclude livestock in areas where these

approaches fail to meet prescribed objectives.

Manipulation of beaver populations is under the

jurisdiction of CDFG. The Plan’s Riparian Area

Prescription addresses assessing the impacts of beaver

dams on fisheries, and manipulating the dams ifnecessary.

23. COMMENT: 4-168. Fandango Management Area

(MA). Goose Lake redband trout. Much more intensive

management of the cattle allotments including cattle ex

clusioir in the riparian areas of the Lassen and Willow
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creeks drainages should be specifically emphasized as a

very important part of the effort to rehabilitate these

streams. (364)

Beaver control to prevent fish migration barriers is an

other important activity that should be specifically listed.

The Modoc NF should also attempt to acquire private

inholdings in Lassen and Willow creeks.

RESPONSE: We will continue restoration activities as

displayed in the Forest Plan. We will improve grazing

systems and adjust livestock stocking rate to meet riparian

objectives. We will exclude livestock in areas where these

approaches fail to meet prescribed objectives.

Manipulation of beaver populations is under the

jurisdiction of CDFG. The Plan's Riparian Area

Prescription addresses assessing the impacts of beaver

dams on fisheries, and manipulating the dams if necessary.

24. COMMENT: Plan, p. 441. Recent genetic analysis of

the rainbow trout complex (by Berg 1987) identifies three

distinct groups of redband trout: an inland form,

Parasalmo gairdnen' gibbsii, that occurs in Oregon and

Idaho, a McCloud River form, P. g. newbenyi, that occurs

in the McCloud River drainage, and a Goose Lake form,

P. g. ssp., that occurs in Goose Lake and some of its

tributaries. Plan, p. 4-168. Willow Creek and its tributary,

Buck Creek, are important spawning areas for the Goose

Lake redband trout. (1316)

RESPONSE: We corrected the description of the Goose

Lake redband trout (currently called Oncorhynchus

mykiss subsp.), and included Buck Creek as spawning

habitat for the subspecies. This subspecies is found in

tributaries to Goose Lake and the upper Pit River. The

migratory population from Goose Lake has not been

checked electrophoretically, but the Forest is currently

cooperating in this effort with the CDFG.

The Goose Lake redband trout is not listed under the

threatened and endangered species section of the Plan

because it is not officially listed as T&E by either the State

or federal government. We are currently evaluating this

fish for listing as a Regional “sensitive” species. We will

maintain or enhance its habitats, and monitor populations.

If the Goose Lake redband trout becomes listed,

amendments to the LMP may be necessary.

25. COMMENT: The Plan should recognize, either in

the discussion on threatened and endangered species or

in the section on special habitats, that the MNF contains

important spawning and nursery habitat for the dwin

dling run of Goose Lake redband trout that annually

migrate (or attempt to migrate) from Goose Lake into

Lassen Creek and other Goose Lake tributaries. The

Goose Lake redband trout is a Category 2 candidate

species. (1316)

RESPONSE: Because the Goose Lake redband trout is

still a “Category 2" species, it is not currently afforded the

same consideration as a listed threatened and endangered

species. The habitat for the subspecies, however, is already

emphasized in discussions regarding Lassen Creek and

otherMNF tributaries to the lake that have spawning runs.

We included a discussion of the Forest's role in habitat

protection and enhancement for the Goose Lake redband

trout in the final Plan and E18. Because the species is an

M18, we will monitor the Goose Lake redband trout dur

ing project implementation.

26. COMMENT: 4-45. (12). For warmwater species (not

just largemouth bass) add the following guideline: “Pub

licize angling opportunities for largemouth bass, sunfish

and catfish in those waters managed for these species

with underutilized populations.” (364)

RESPONSE: CDFG bears the primary responsibility for

publicizing angling opportunities. Although we commonly

cooperate in these efforts, it would not be appropriate to

include a standard or guideline, such as you suggest, in the

Forest Plan.

27. COMMENT: Note that fishery management activi

ties are the responsibility of the DFG and habitat man

agement is that of USFS. The Plan should primarily

address the costs and benefits of habitat mgt funded by

USFS; habitat mgt funded by other agencies and mgt by

the DFG (such as increased stocking oftrout) should not

be attributed to the Modoc NF. (364)

RESPONSE: We agree. However, it is important for the

Forest to have population information to be more effective

at habitat improvement work and monitoring for other

Forest activities.

28. COMMENT: For lakes, reservoirs on Modoc NF

(and ponds), structural habitat improvements including

spawning bed construction, cover development and

aquatic weed control are inappropriate for bass (see our

comments on DEIS pp. 3-191 And 3-192) and trout. Com

binations ofcold and warmwater species are undesirable.

Management promoting these activities should there

fore, be deleted. Guidelines that would be appropriate to

add include (1) riparian protection, (2) prevention of

siltation and turbidity from shoreline and upstream

areas, (3) development of boat and shoreline access and

fishing access, (4) promotion of angling opportunity for

underutilized fish, (5) discouraging the illegal use of live

bait fish, and (6) discouraging any transplanting of fish

except with a written permit from the DFG. (364)

RESPONSE: Structures may be useful in congregating

adults to areas where forage is available. Not enough is

currently known about the effects of structures on the

population, especially in turbid, shallow reservoirs. The

Forest will coordinate with CDFG to develop a warmwa
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ter fisheries habitat improvement plan to determine what

structures may heop with warmwater fisheries.

Fish management is under the jurisdiction of CDFG.

Population decisions are under the jurisdiction ofCDFG,

providing the decisions do not affect threatened or

endangered species. “Improved access” is already

addressed in Chapter 3. “Improved recreational facilities”

has also been listed. Public information regarding the

illegal movement oflive fish is carried out as a cooperative

effort between the Forest and CDFG.

29. COMMENT: Monitoring. On page 5-19, the Plan

indicates that Lost River and shortnosed suckers will be

monitored every five years. The DFG recommends that

the frequency be increased to annual. (364)

RESPONSE: Assessing habitats (which is the Forest's

responsibility) every five years through habitat typing,

photo points, and hydrology transects should suffice. As

more information on the species is discovered, more hab

itat parameters may become part of the typing procedure.

Regarding population levels, the Forest will cooperate

with CDFG and other agencies because of the magnitude

of such a population evaluation.

30. COMMENT: On page 5-20, the Plan provides for

monitoring of“fisheries”. Goose Lake redband should be

listed separately instead of being combined with trout

and largemouth bass. (364)

RESPONSE: The monitoring plan has been changed. The

lake run Goose Lake redband trout is addressed sepa

rately from other trout populations, including resident

Goose Lake redband trout populations.

31. COMMENT: Habitats will be monitored every five

years. This is not sufficient for a subspecies teetering on

the brink of extirpation. The DFG suggests that, at a

minimum, the spawning runs in Lassen and Willow

Creeks and subsequent fry production as well as riparian

habitat be monitored annually. (364)

RESPONSE: We will monitor Goose Lake redband trout

populations in Lassen and Willow Creeks annually; and

we will monitor habitat condition every five years. If

changes in the habitat are major, we will notice them

during population monitoring. Other changes will proba

bly be gradual; therefore, five-year intervals of habitat

monitoring should suffice.

32. COMMENT: Ash Creek was one of the best fishing

streams in the MNF. Now you can hardly catch a fish

there. (1130)

RESPONSE: We will evaluate Ash Creek for habitat

improvement possibilities during the environmental anal

ysis process for timber sales, allotment management plans,
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or other Forest activities, including those directed at fish

habitat improvement.

33. COMMENT: Trout in Johnson Creek, Rush Creek

and Ash Creek have deteriorated at an alarming rate the

last few years. (366)

RESPONSE: Ash Creek trout are supplemented by a

CDFG stocking program, which is beyond the Forest’s

jurisdiction. We will assess fisheries and habitats in all the

creeks you named as they come up for habitat improve

ment projects or environmental analyses for other Forest

management activities.

34. COMMENT: I would like to know why more of the

streams in the Warner Mts. are [not?] planted with trout.

(914)

RESPONSE: Stocking fish is under the jurisdiction of

CDFG. The Forest's role is to improve fish habitat in

streams.

In addition, some streams in the Warners are in drainages

that contain pure-strain Goose Lake redband trout.

Stocking is avoided to prevent hybridization and loss of a

unique subspecies. In wilderness areas, introductions of

species that were not already present is prohibited. The

appropriate strategy for long-term trout fisheries in the

Warners and elsewhere is to improve habitats so that fish

populations are self-sustaining.

35. COMMENT: Can alternate fish harvest strategies be

used to reduce impacts to fish populations? [para

phrased comment]. (979)

RESPONSE: Stream closures and other fishing regula

tions that affect harvest are under the jurisdiction of

CDFG, and beyond the scope of the Plan.

36. COMMENT: Plan 5-12: MNF will monitor riparian

areas annually, and 20% ofidentified monitoring sites for

fisheries, i.e., trout and bass, annually (proposed Plan

5-20). Do these statements refer only to MlS fish species,

and over what period of time will 100% of identified

monitoring sites have been studied? There should be a

schedule outlining a monitoring timetable of the 20% of

the monitoring sites. If 20% of the sites are sequentially

monitored then all the sites will have been monitored at

the end of5 yrs. We believe 5 yrs is too long and that severe

damage to the riparian zone from grazing could occur

before the next monitoring. (1295)

RESPONSE: Some MIS were selected as indicators of

entire systems; therefore, we will monitor a MlS fish spe

cies. We will develop a monitoring schedule of specific

sites in conjunction with monitoring of other Forest man

agement activities; therefore, a schedule is not presented

in the Plan. Habitat degradation at a rate that would be

noticeable earlier than a 5-year monitoring period would
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most likely be of such magnitude that it would be visible

during population monitoring surveys as well as during

surveys conducted for the environmental analysis process.

If such conditions are identified, we can schedule more

intensive monitoring on a site-specific basis.

37. COMMENT: Plan 5-20. Fisheries monitoring tech

niques should include habitat surveys. The DFG would

like to participate in selecting monitoring sites. E-6. For

fisheries, water quantity should be monitored along with

quality. Substrate sediment sampling should also be con

sidered. (364)

RESPONSE: DFG has an opportunity to recommend or

comment on monitoring sites during the EA process for

projects on the Forest. Flow is part ofthe stream condition

monitoring process and is also considered in measuring

for water quality. The Forest uses the USFS Region 5 fish

habitat assessment method which includes substrate,

cover, and other habitat parameters to monitor changes in

habitat.

38. COMMENT: The proposals for instream fish habi

tat structures and pool excavation; wetlands development

or expansion; and additional stock-watering facilities ap

pear to have a cumulative impact of increasing the over

impoundment of water in the Clear Lake watershed. The

DEIS should quantify the effects of the proposed im

poundments on downstream water rights users. "appro

priate, the draft should address measures to offset

downstream water reductions. (1316)

RESPONSE: Instream structures and pools should have,

at most, an effect of raising the water table, allowing

critical summertime flows to increase. Because the waters

have already been adjudicated, Forest wetlands and other

impoundment facilities must be developed within the ex

isting water rights situation, following the State’s water

rights procedures and requirements.

39. COMMENT: 3-187. Diversion, storage, and con

sumptive uses of water are the primary causes of the low

flows and water levels that limit the habitat capability for

trout in streams and reservoirs. Other factors that affect

habitat capability in lakes and reservoirs include (1)

populations of competitive and predatory gamefish such

as largemouth bass, bluegill, etc., and (2) poor water

quality. We are unaware of any lakes or reservoirs on the

Modoc NF where trout are limited by “low levels of

aquatic vegetation” or “poor stocking and coldwater spe

cies composition.” The Modoc NF should supply more

detail on what they will do to improve habitat in lakes and

reservoirs to increase high capability habitat from 24%

to 66%. We note that in-lake habitat structures are not an

accepted method of improving trout habitat. (364)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 3 addresses human causes for

reduced water levels and flows. Species composition in

lakes and reservoirs is under the jurisdiction of CDFG.

Because various species have different habitat require

ments, we must conduct detailed analyses of fish habitat

and potential improvements in lakes and reservoirs on a

site-specific basis.

40. COMMENT: DEIS 3-188. The estimates of increased

trout production attributable to habitat improvement

should be re-evaluated. (364)

RESPONSE: These estimates are based on the same hab

itat capability models that we used to estimate the current

biomass. We will further evaluate the models, as well as

other relationships of habitat parameters to fish biomass,

on a site-by-site basis as Forest projects are analyzed and

implemented.

41. COMMENT: DEIS 3-191 and 192. There are numer

ous problems in the section on largemouth bass.

— (1) Largemouth bass require relatively warm waters;

“clear water” is not a requirement.

- (2) Vegetation and structure that provides cover for

young fish is detrimental in most Modoc NF waters

because it increases recruitment and exacerbates the

slow growth and stunting problems that typify the

area.

— (3) Largemouth bass are not a good stream fish; they

are more suited to lakes and ponds.

- (4) Largemouth bass do conflict with other resource

uses, particularly trout management since they are

both predators and competitors in trout lakes and

reservoirs; there is also more demand for trout than

for bass fishing (note that most bass populations on

the Modoc NF are under-harvested whereas trout are

harvested at relatively high rates).

— (5) Habitat improvement opportunities should not

include provision of hiding cover, development of

spawning sites and structural improvements.

— (6) Largemouth bass should not be stocked in reser

voirs by the Modoc NF.

— (7) “Multiple species fish management” of trout and

bass is not advisable.

— (8) Bass management would benefit from improved

access, promotion of more fishing use in waters that

are managed for bass and public information pro

grams that discourage the illegal stocking of bass

(and other species of fish). (364)
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RESPONSE:

— (1) We agree that relatively warm waters are required

for largemouth bass; however, clear waters could also

benefit bass in that waters free of sediments are better

for spawning as well as forage production.

— (2) Structures may be useful in congregating adults to

areas where forage is available. Not enough is currently

known about the effects of structures on populations,

especially in turbid, shallow reservoirs.

— (3) We agree and we removed the sentence on improv

ing stream and river habitat for largemouth bass.

— (4) The text (Chapter 3) has been modified to reflect

your concern with conflicts between trout and bass

management. Regarding harvest, as you pointed out,

public access may be the cause rather than less interest.

- (5) See (2) above.

— (6) Stocking is under the jurisdiction of CDFG. If the

Forest feels that stocking may be beneficial, the Forest

will comply with CDFG requirements and obtain the

necessaryCDFG permit before implementing an oper

ation.

— (7) Again, fish management is under the jurisdiction of

CDFG. If CDFG decides to maintain multiple fish

species in reservoirs, the Forest will work towards en

hancing habitat to suit CDFG’s management practice.

-- (8) “Improved access” is already listed in HS Chapter

3. We added “improved recreational facilities”. Public

information will be addressed cooperatively by the For

est and CDFG.

42. COMMENT: [Appendix] K-Z. Arctic grayling were

stocked in Bullseye and Little Medicine Lakes in the

1970s but have not established reproducing populations;

fathead minnow or rough sculpin on MNF. We would

appreciate any documentation of these species on the

Modoc NF. (364)

RESPONSE: Because the species might again be stocked

in the lakes, Arctic grayling will be maintained on the list.

Rough sculpin and fathead minnow have not been re

ported on the Forest. We have corrected the Appendix.

43. COMMENT: The stream management section

should include a guideline that says “establish minimum

flow releases from reservoirs that are adequate to sustain

good fish populations in the downstream areas as well as

the reservoir.” (364)

RESPONSE: Forest impoundments are subject to water

quality requirements for beneficial uses including fisher
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ies. We will address specific flow releases and fisheries on

a site-specific basis.

44. COMMENT: Standards and guidelines should be

changed to: “in cooperation with the California Depart

ment of Fish and Game, establish adequate minimum

pools for all reservoirs.” (364)

RESPONSE: We included this in the Riparian Prescrip'

tion standards and guidelines.

45. COMMENT: The wording in standards and guide

lines should be changed: “Large wood debris providing

habitat to coldwater fish and not creating barriers to fish

migration will be maintained...” (364)

RESPONSE: Guidelines #1 and #5 in the Riparian Pre

scription provide direction for maintaining large woody

debris and removing barriers to fish migration, where

appropriate.

46. COMMENT: [Plan] 4-238. Medicine Lake MA, third

paragraph. Blanche Lake is not stocked with trout. (364)

RESPONSE: The correction has been made.

47. COMMENT: On page 4-168 of the Plan, MA 32 —

Fandango: Goose Lake redband trout also spawn in Wil

low Creek and most importantly in Buck Creek, where the

best spawning habitat exists. Goose Lake spawners which

were prevented by a series of concrete structures from

ascenting Willow Creek for manyyears, are currently able

to use this system again now that a fish ladder has been

completed. (364)

RESPONSE: The correction has been made.

48. COMMENT: Redband trout, DEIS 3-190: the OFG

has contracted with Dr. Graham Gall at the University of

California at Davis (UCD) to conduct a genetic study of

the endemic rainbow-redband trout complex including

populations inhabiting Goose Lake and tributaries. Elec

trophoretic analysis of these populations indicates that

the rainbow-like trout in the upper Pit River and Goose

Lake drainages are very different from those occurring in

the McCloud, Klamath, or Columbia River systems.

“Goose Lake redband trout” has been informally ac

cepted. The DFG also recommends that they be accorded

sensitive status because of their uniqueness and relative

scarcity. The UCD genetic studies also show that the

Goose Lake trout does not possess the genetic character

istics diagnostic for rainbow trout of hatchery ancestry,

thus indicating that little or no hybridization has oc

curred with planted rainbow trout. The UCD genetic

studies also confirmed the existence of resident or non

migratory populations of Goose Lake redband trout in a

number oftributaries to Goose Lake, the upper Pit River,

and Alkalai Lake. These include Davis Creek, Joseph
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Creek, Parker Creek, East Creek, Turner Creek, Rush

Creek, Halls Canyon Creek, Ash Creek, Eight-Mile

Creek, and Twelve-Mile Creek. Presumably, the rainbow

like trout in the unsampled adjacent streams are also

Goose Lake redbands. Since only two Goose Lake tribu

taries on the Modoc NF are available to spawning Goose

Lake trout (Lassen Creek and tributary Cold Creek, and

Willow Creek and tributary Buck Creek) greater efforts

should be made to maintain and improve this limited

stream habitat if extirpation is to be averted. (364)

RESPONSE: We corrected the text in EIS Chapter 3 to

say that Goose Lake redband trout inhabit the MNF. A

further investigation of fish from the streams of Gall’s

study indicated that Buck Creek, Thomas Creek, Davis

Creek, Lassen Creek, East Creek, Dismal Creek, Parker

Creek (S Fk), and Turner Creek contain pure-strain

Goose Lake redband trout alleles (Dr. William Berg, UC

Davis, person who conducted the rcdband study out ofDr.

Gall’s lab, personal communication). Joseph Creek and

Ash Creek are not pure. The Riparian Area Management

Prescription addresses maintaining and improving

streams containing Goose Lake redband trout.

49. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] P. 4-9 Wildlife and

fish: 2. Not all riparian areas will have or can have viable

fish populations. (1153)

RESPONSE: We agree; however, the statement to which

you refer does not say that viable fish populations will be

maintained in all riparian areas. It states that riparian

areas will be managed to optimize fish habitat and fish

populations; viable populations may not be supported.

50. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] P. 4-150 Element c-Z

1-c,d,e: better suited for guideline. Enhance cold water

fisheries in streams by improving, and/or maintaining

stream stability, pool/riffle ratios and shading and/or

narrowing of channels. (1153)

RESPONSE: These standards are applicable to all

streams containing eoldwater species; therefore, they are

better suited for standards.

51. COMMENT: DEIS 3-146: allegations in 2nd para.

Need to be more specific and quantified. (1263)

RESPONSE: The explanations are under the Water sec

tion of EIS Chapter 3. Parameters that were used in the

watershed assessments, including cumulative watershed

effects, are addressed in Chapter 3. These effects are used

in determining a “threshold of concern,” given as an in

dexed figure. Under water quality assessment, Chapter 3

explains how various activities affect streams.

52. COMMENT: DEIS, p. K-2. The list of fish on the

Modoc Forest should include the Goose Lake redband

trout (Salmo sp. or Salmo gairdneri ssp.). The Lost River

sucker is in the genus Deltistes (see miller 1981). The

correct spelling to the scientific name for the shortnose

sucker is Chasmistes brevirostris. (1316)

RESPONSE: Redband trout (formerly listed as Salmo

newbenyi) has been changed to Goose Lake redband trout

(Oncorhynchus mykiss ssp.). We corrected the genus name

of Lost River sucker to Deltistes and the species name of

shortnose sucker to brevirostris.

53. COMMENT: We support the designation of rain

bow, redband, brook and brown trout as Management

Indicator Species (Plan, p. 4-20). (1295)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.

54. COMMENT: The need to improve our reservoirs for

fishing and camping is a must ifwe are going to have 60%

increase in usage. (749)

RESPONSE: We agree. Improving recreation access is

included. Facilities improvement has been added.

55. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] P. 4-150 2 A: delete

“except”.(ll53)

RESPONSE: This has been deleted from the Final Plan.

  

1. COMMENT: Species designated as MIS must be

monitored and that their population numbers should not

decrease due to mgt. activities. However, the DEIS (p.

4-121) indicates that the pileated Woodpecker, and pre

sumably other old-growth species, will decrease over the

planning horizon for the PRF. This projected decrease in

M18 populations, which is most likely a result of habitat

loss, is in violation of CFR 219.19, which in part requires

maintenance and improvement of habitat of all MIS. All

sensitive animal species should be designated as MIS and

require species-specific monitoring and mgt plans. (1018,

1248)

RESPONSE: 36 CFR 219.19 requires us to maintain via

bility of MIS populations. Decreases in MIS are permissi

ble as long as the viability of these species is not

threatened. We expect species dependent on mature or

old-growth stands of timber to decrease as these seral

stages become less common. Sensitive animal species are

treated as MIS in the Forest Plan. We will also monitor

sensitive species. Monitoring techniques for each MIS and

special habitats are defined in Plan Chapter 5 and Appen

dix E. See also following comment and response.

2. COMMENT: DElS 4-117: “Land managers assume

that if they maintain viable populations of [MIS] , they

will maintain viability of all species which use the For

est.”—not a safe assumption. Basis for this assumption
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in the case of each MlS. -Species represented by each

MlS.

- Viability level for each M18 and species represented.

- in appraisal of survival of M18 and associated spe

cies, how valid are Forest viability standards? (1248,

1252)

RESPONSE: If management indicator species were the

only ecological consideration in the Plan, this would be a

valid concern. We use habitat components (such as vege

tation diversity, hardwoods, snags, down logs, wetlands,

riparian areas, and aquatic habitats) as well as specific

plant and animal species as barometers for assessing

changes in habitats, and ensuring that sufficient habitats

are maintained to sustain viable plant and animal popula

tions. Using M18 as ecological indicators is only a small

part of the fish, wildlife and botanical portions of the Plan.

In addition, management indicator species are divided

into one or more of the following categories:

— species listed as federally threatened, endangered or

sensitive (viability is a concern);

— species designated as sensitive to management activi

ties;

— species that are ecological indicators of specific vege

tation communities or seral stages;

- harvest species; and

— species that are of local interest.

Population thresholds were set primarily for species

where viability is a concern. Forest-wide Standards and

Guidelines, management prescriptions, and management

area direction are sufficient to ensure the continued

viability of the remainder ofM18. UsingM18 and direction

for special habitats, we believe that all species on the

Forest will remain viable, or contribute to viability for

wide-ranging species.

3. COMMENT: The Modoc Forest Plan treatment of

indicator species, i believe, is not in compliance with

minimum management requirements (MMRs) and the

National Forest Management Act: the Plan's guidelines

for management of indicator species’s habitat are too

vague to provide the required minimum protection for

these species. The Plan identifies the marten and the

pileated woodpecker as indicator species for old growth

but fails to establish any standards for management of

old growth to sustain these species the Plan does not

establish minimum numbers of breeding pairs of either

species to meet MMRs, does not establish minimum

habitat acreage to sustain each such breeding pair. The

MNF Plan offers no guidelines for minimum manage

ment of indicator species and no assurance of the contin
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ued viability ofthese species as the Forest rapidly cuts its

remaining olddgrowth stands. (16)

RESPONSE: We apply specific management guidelines

to most of the indicator species. Habitat requirements are

based on habitat capability models for these species. Mod

els are based on the literature as applied to Modoc Na

tional Forest habitats, and were peer reviewed. ElS

Chapter 3—AfiectedEnvironment provides population es

timates.

We have done little work on the marten and pileated

woodpecker on the Modoc. The extent to which these

species occupy habitats on the Forest (both currently and

historically) are largely unknown. Based on the literature,

and habitats that exist on the Modoc, we feel they are good

indicator species for mature and old-growth habitats.

in the Final EIS and Plan we designated habitats to

manage for these species. in the PRF, we are managing 13

territories for marten on the Doublehead and Warner

Mountain Ranger Districts; i.e., roughly 2,000-acre areas

that are managed primarily for older and mid-seral stages.

Please refer to the pine marten standards and guidelines

(Plan Chapter 4) for specific information on how these

areas will be managed. Most of these territories will also

provide habitat for pileated woodpeckers. In addition, we

will manage 5 territories specifically for pileated

woodpeckers on the Big Valley Ranger District, where

habitat conditions for pine marten are probably marginal.

These territories are are a minimum of 600 acres. See

standards and guidelines for pileated woodpeckers (Plan

Chapter 4) for specific information on habitat

management.

Standards and Guidelines for old growth, snags and down

logs will be applied to habitats outside these territories and

should be sufficient for travel corridors between them. We

will monitor habitats for pine marten and pileated

woodpeckers on the Forest. Viability for these species

cannot be met on the Modoc alone. To be effective

adjacent Forests such as the Shasta-Trinity, Klamath and

Lassen must also provide habitat for these species.

4. COMMENT: Plan 440 Wildlife and Fish SStG: S&Gs

in the various RXs should be contained in the Forest-wide

directions, S&Gs. E.g., Plan 444, areas critical to the sage

grouse shall be “managed,” but no suggestion is made as

to what that mgt should be. in contrast, in the Rangeland

Mgt RX and others, the specific mgt is detailed (see

4-112). (107)

RESPONSE: Several species addressed in the Forest Plan

use specific types of habitats. For example, sage grouse

primarily use rangelands and are heavily dependent on

meadows for summer forage. Essentially all sage grouse

habitat management falls under the Rangeland Prescrip

tion. Thus, we address management direction for sage
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grouse more specifically in this portion of the Plan. In

these cases, the standards and guidelines in management

prescriptions provide additional direction to the Forest

wide Standards and Guidelines. We modified Forest-wide

Standards and Guidelines to define management which

provides suitable habitat as defined in the sage grouse

habitat capability model.

5. COMMENT: Increase protection of critical habitat

for antelope, deer, raptors, the Modoc sucker, and old

growth dependent species of wildlife. (186)

RESPONSE: Plan Chapter 4 (Forest-wide Standards and

Guidelines, management prescriptions and management

area direction) discusses protection measures for these

species.

6. COMMENT: DEIS 3-171 (pileated woodpeckers):

since pileated woodpeckers need eight snags per acre,

how valid is MMR of 1.5 snags/ac}! How is Forest to

provide 8 snags/ac distributed throughout woodpecker

habitat? Land allocation and snag plan over snag-suit

able forest acreage. — article by Raphael and White. They

find the need for more than 2 snags/ac. (1248)

RESPONSE: Your reference to eight snags per acre is the

managment goal within a 1-2 acre patch around the nest

site; it doesn’t refer to the entire home range of the pair.

Preferred habitats probably do contain snag densities

> 1.5 per acre. The 1.5 per acre snag density standard is

viewed as a minimum, and is based on Region 5 guidelines

which were adapted from research in the Blue Mountains

of Oregon and Washington (Thomas et al. 1979). They

suggest that snag densities below this level would not

support viable populations of cavity-dependent species in

northeastern Oregon and southeastern Washington for

ested habitats. In habitats managed primarily for pileated

woodpeckers, prescribed snag densities have been in

creased. Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines (Plan

Chapter 4) provides specific information on snag densities

in pileated woodpecker habitat.

7. COMMENT: Pileated woodpecker: develop 10 nesting

territories with a minimum of300 acres with high habitat

capability. (500)

RESPONSE: We designated five 600-acre pileated wood

pecker territories on the Big Valley Ranger District. In

addition we designated 13 pine marten territories on the

Forest, most of which also meet habitat requirements for

pileated woodpecker. Other comments and responses in

this section provide more information.

8. COMMENT: Forage allocations in all allotment mgt

plans should be revised to include antelope. We ask that

consideration for delineation ofpronghom kidding areas

he made part of the final Plan. Any inundation of these

areas because of inadvertent flooding [should] be con

trolled if possible. Monitoring antelope for abnormal kid

loss disease, herd fluctuations and habitat changes

should be included in your final Plan. (558)

RESPONSE: We estimate that the forage for pronghorn

is one pound per day per pronghorn (30 pronghorn per

AUM). Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines for prong~

horn address direction for recognim'ng pronghorn forage

requirements in allotment management plans . Unless an

allotment has high pronghorn densities, forage availability

for pronghorns is generally not a limiting factor. The

quality of forage for pronghorn is a more important issue.

Guidelines in the pronghorn habitat capability model, and

Interstate Antelope Conference Guidelines and Prong

horn Technical Note provide the most direction for prong

horn management. TheCADepartment ofFish andGame

will do population/composition monitoring for prong

horn. Department of Fish and Game personnel will be

involved revising allotment management plans.

9. COMMENT: DEIS 3-174, 175:

— research underway to determine snag densities, pile

ated wood-pecker numbers.

— snag inventory

— snag retention-recruitment plan. Budget, completion

dates for all of above.

— How does above quote [on p. 6 of letter] (DEIS 3-174)

square with DEIS 3-174 on needs of pileated wood

peckers? (1248)

RESPONSE: We will monitor habitats considered suit

able for supporting pileated woodpeckers. We will inven

tory nest sites and collect habitat data to determine

management requirements for this species on the Modoc.

Please refer to previous comments on pileated woodpeck

ers.

10. COMMENT: Pileated woodpecker (PWP): The evi

dence is not compelling that this bird is an appropriate

indicator species for olddgrowth-dependent wildlife. It

has yet to be demonstrated that the Forest Service model

for PWP habitat requirements is sufficiently valid to

justify the prescribed limited use ofland as applied in this

instance. According to a survey of PWP literature, (INC

AST Technical Bulletin No. 522, April 1987), researchers

have recommended the retention of snags in riparian

areas which are the most frequented habitat and have

found that nesting in second growth forest is common,

provided the trees are tall enough and snags are present.

The unlikely assumption of the Forest Service model for

PWP habitat that maintaining viable populations of this

species required extensive area and networks of snags

and down logs is not supported by substantial evidence

thatjustifies the provisions for limited use. The proposed

Plan by definition strongly relies on dependent interspe

cific relationship between PWP and old-growth habitat in
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all management areas. The vast majority of areas where

the Forest is proposing such an aggressive and wasteful

creation of snags and down logs are too distant from

riparian areas (19,000 ac, < 1.2% of the Forest area) to

provide any more than incidental wildlife use — most par

ticularly by the pileated woodpecker. (1252)

RESPONSE: As with many species, habitat requirements

for pileated woodpeckers vary over the species’ range. in

the eastern United States, preferred habitats are mature

oak forests. Riparian areas are also preferred in some

areas. Over much of the western United States, preferred

habitats are mature and old-growth conifer stands with

sufficient snags and down logs to meet nesting and forag

ing requirements. On the Modoc, most of the remaining

pileated woodpecker habitat is in mixed conifer and red

fir. Ponderosa pine stands may have supported pileated

woodpeckers at one time, as they do in central and eastern

Oregon. However, these stands lack suitable mature/old

growth habitat, and snag to function as pileated wood

pecker habitat. The snag creation program referred to is

not just for pileated woodpeckers. The Forest has 55

species of birds and mammals dependent on snags. Espe

cially in ponderosa pine, snag densities are well below

accepted guidelines. Please refer to the snag (resource

098) comments for further information.

11. COMMENT: (DEIS) 3-185 (paragraph 4). The Clear

Lake winter range is used by interstate antelope that

summer in Oregon. 3-185 (Paragraph 1) forage alloca

tions in allotment management plans should be revised

to include antelope. 3-201 interstate deer and antelope

that winter on the Forest provide hunting opportunities

in Oregon. The contribution to this recreational oppor

tunity needs to be recognized. 3-204 the 9,600 migratory

interstate deer are part of management objectives set by

the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission. (1317)

RESPONSE: This information is incorporated in the

Final B18. in relation to forage allocations, the Plan’s

Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines for pronghorn pro

vide direction for forage requirement analyses in allot

ment management plans. See also comment from

respondent #558 addressed previously.

12. COMMENT: The planning team should evaluate

designating the sandhill crane as an additional indicator

species for Forest wetlands. (16)

RESPONSE: Sandhill cranes were added as an M18 for

the Modoc.

13. COMMENT: Sandhill cranes: page 3-156 DEIS lists

six MlS-sensitive species. The greater sandhill crane is

an important declining species that the CDFG is trying

to recover through greater management effort on public

lands. [We request] Designation of greater sandhill

crane as a USFS sensitive species. Livestock grazing has
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a negative impact on this species and should be controlled

where it is causing severe habitat degradation and inter

ruption of reproductive activities. (364, 16)

RESPONSE: We developed Forest-wide Standards and

Guidelines for sandhill cranes; see Chapter 4 of the Forest

Plan. Designation as a sensitive species is a Regional

Forester decision. However, the Forest is currently evalu

ating sandhill crane for “sensitive" classification. The For

est recognizes that the sandhill crane is a State threatened

species; therefore, we designated it as a MIS.

14. COMMENT: The DEIS (p. 3-156, Table 3-19) should

be changed to include the golden eagle, osprey, pileated

woodpecker, prairie falcon and redband trout under the

category of sensitive M18. (1018)

RESPONSE: See the previous comment on designation of

sensitive species.

15. COMMENT: The indicator species chosen in the

Plan do not adequately represent all rare animal species

and most certainly do not represent all rare plants. Rec

ommends that the Plan address at least all species that

are known to exist in the Modoc NF that are T&E (i.e.,

listed as rare, threatened, or endangered by the federal

government or the State of California), are T&E candi

date species, are listed as sensitive by the Regional For

ester, or are de facto rare species (e.g., species listed in

the California Native Plant Society’s inventory of rare

and endangered vascular plants of California. By “ad

dress” we mean that specific quantified objectives de

signed to achieve viable populations of these species

should be set forth in the Plan in accordance with FS

Manual 2672.31 and 2672.32. (364, 661)

RESPONSE: in the Plan, we addressed all State-listed

plant and animal species that have known populations on

the Modoc.We added Swainson’s hawk and sandhill crane

to the Forest’s MIS list. However, we did not add great

gray owls because no known breeding populations occur

on or adjacent to the Modoc. We plan to conduct more

inventories to determine the status of these species on the

Forest.

We developed Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines to

ensure that habitats required by these species would be

mangaged. For federally listed species, management

direction is provided that supports recovery objectives per

FS Manual 2672.31. For sensitive species, management

direction was developed to ensure that the Forest

contributes to the maintenance of viable populations of

these species (FS Manual 2672.32). Forestwide Standards

and Guidelines and management prescriptions (Plan

Chapter 4) discusses management direction for

threatened, endangered and sensitive species. If we had

sufficient information about the species on the Modoc

National Forest, we established population goals. Where
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such information was not known, we used species-specific

habitat capability models to develop direction for habitat

management. The models were reviewed by biologists

familiar with the species’ habitat requirements.

16. COMMENT: Minimum population numbers for all

MlS plus fishers, wolverines, mtn lions, bobeats, black

bear, burrowing owl, river otter, badger, and other at-risk

species should be published in the final. MNF should also

select a cave-nesting species as M18. (500)

RESPONSE: Burrowing owls, mountain lion, bobcat,

river otter, and badgers are not listed as threatened, en

dangered or sensitive by federal or State agencies in Cal

ifornia. The extent of Wolverine (Forest Sevice sensitive

and State endangered) and fisher (Forest Service sensi

tive) populations on the Forest are unknown. Developing

population networks for species with large home ranges

(such as lions, fishers and Wolverines) would require lands

of several different agencies and private land owners.

Where caves are important for species such as Townsend's

big-cared bats, their habitats have been protected on a

site-specific basis. At this time, further protection is not

warranted.

17. COMMENT: Provide a pattern of 200-400 ac. units

of high habitat capability for pine marten in MAs 62, 31,

32, 33, 34, and 36. (500)

RESPONSE: The Forest identified 13 potential territories

(approximately 2,000 acres each) specifically for marten

management. See previous comments in this section, and

Standards and Guidelines for this species in Plan Chapter

4.

18. COMMENT: All candidate species for federal listing

presented in the Forest should be included in the Plan’s

management directions so that further reductions in

numbers do not occur and subsequent listing become

necessary. We are very concerned with the projections,

over the fifty-year planning horizon, for management

indicator species.These projections (DEIS p.4-12l) show

a decrease in two of the 28 indicator species populations

in the Preferred Alternative. These projected population

decreases are presumably due to decreases in the habitats

of these species, both of which are in violation of CFR

219.19 which requires maintenance and improvement for

all M18. (661)

RESPONSE: We included in the Plan candidate species

(Category 1 and 2) known to occur on the Forest that could

be affected by Forest management. Decreases in species

populations are not necessarily in violation of 36 CFR

219.19 unless viability of these species is threatened.

tions of high-capability habitat requirements are in

cluded only by reference. Fencing standards for prong

horn, the Modoc sucker recovery action plan, and the

bighom sheep management plan are also only referenced.

It is impossible to tell ifan area is being protected because

of bald or golden eagles, goshawks, peregrine or prairie

falcons, or osprey. Other MlS often are managed only by

application of Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines for

snags, down material, riparian zones, oaks, etc., with no

special areas designated. (708)

RESPONSE: The Land Management Planning data base,

located in the Supervisor’s Office, contains information on

known and potential habitat for all MIS. Old growth,

hardwoods and other special habitat components are also

located in this data base. Documents cited in the EIS and

Plan are located in the Supervisor’s Office. Incorporating

these maps into the Final EIS would have taken consider

able space.

To manage some species, we had to develop specific

Standards and Guidelines. We can manage other species

by applying habitat component Standards and Guidelines.

Where appropriate, these were used.

20. COMMENT: Recommend the cinnamon teal be used

instead; it is a good local nester. The mallard tends to be

an early nester requiring good residual cover, the teal a

later nester. (806)

RESPONSE: Although your statement is correct, habitat

management benefical to mallards would have similar

results for cinnamon teal. We see no need to add cinna

mon teal to the MIS list.

21. COMMENT: Willow flycatcher, Modoc, Lost River

and short nose suckers, and the Goose Lake redband

trout should not only be monitored, but also considered

for critical habitat designation. (1214)

RESPONSE: We feel the Riparian Prescription provides

sufficient protection for these species. Critical habitat is

normally designated for federally listed species, such as

the Modoc, Lost River and short nose suckers. Critical

habitat is listed in the Riparian Prescription for these

species. We are managing Lassen Creek for Goose Lake

redband trout under the Riparian Prescription. See also

resource 081 of this appendix.

Little is known about the willow flycatcher on the Forest.

They are dependent on meadows with a well-developed

shrub component. The Riparian Prescription should also

protect and enhance riparian communities for this

species. We will inventory and monitor this bird to

determine areas of the Forest where it is found.

19. COMMENT: The Plan does not contain maps of

known territories of M18. There are no maps for old

growth or high-capability habitat for M18, and descrip

22. COMMENT: DEIS 3-162 (willow flycatcher): To

what purpose are willows planted? DEIS 3-163: is not

LMP-DEIS required to present mgt. Plan, land alloca
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tions, equity-distributlon-diversity considerations for

this and other MIS vis a vis. Studies/inventories com

pleted, proposed for willow flycatcher. (1248)

RESPONSE: The reason willow flycatchers were added

as an M18 were twofold. First, they are a designated

sensitive species. Second, they are an ecological indicator

for willow stands in riparian areas. No inventory work has

been done on willow fiycathers on the Modoc. Manage

ment according to the Riparian Prescription should result

in the improvement of nesting sites for willow flycatchers.

The monitoring section of the Plan (Chapter 5) specifies

direction for assessing habitats and populations of this

species.

23. COMMENT: DEIS 3-172: The Forest could maintain

and improve blue grouse habitat through coordination

with other resources...." (1248)

RESPONSE: We agree. The coordination of wildlife hab

itat management with other resource uses is essential in

assuring that these habitats are protected.

24. COMMENT: DEIS 3-174 sage grouse: what spe

cies/habitat does sage grouse MlS represent? - are other

species represented by sage grouse in similar decline?

— to what extent is concern for sage grouse indicative of

need for concern for other MIS? (1248)

RESPONSE: Sage grouse are indicative of sagebrush

shrub/steppe habitats and riparian areas within these hab

itats. They are a good indicator of historical sagebrush

conditions within the Great Basin. Other shrub/steppe

dependent species, such as vesper sparrows, have also

declined in recent times. Pronghorn and sage grouse to

gether are effective barometers ofsagebrush communities

in the Great Basin.

25. COMMENT: What attempts have been made [to

reverse population decrease of sage grouse]? — How

effective can attempts be or how can attempts be ade

quately appraised for their effectiveness in absence of

baseline and other crucial research on “current popula

tion and trends”, and “limiting factors”?

- Plans for annual lek surveys, budget.

- Limiting-factors-research.

— What specifically is proposed? — "Many areas of For

est have or could have suitable habitat." —How can

habitat be protected for sage grouse in riparian areas?

Protection-enhancement plan as crucial element of

LMP-DEIS.

— NFMA requires distribution of species throughout

range. In plan to “reverse current trends” toward

species extirpation in all or parts of Forest, how can

species be reestablished throughout Forest range?
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What is range at various periods in past, including

likely pre-Columbian situation? (1248, 551, 708, 806)

RESPONSE: In areas where this species has been studied,

the decline of sage grouse can be related to both habitat

deterioration and hunting practices. On the Modoc, juni

per encroachment, fire suppression and heavy livestock

grazing have altered much of the historic habitat. The

invasion of exotic, non-native grass species further exac

erbated the habitat declines. Habitat restoration in ripar

ian areas and judicious treatment of historically suitable

habitats (currently unsuitable) could provide a habitat

base for the population to increase. A major concern with

terrestrial habitat improvement is the propensity of non

native species to invade treated sites. Hunting has been

closed in Modoc County since 1982. In other areas of the

State, sage grouse populations increased as a result of this

closure.

Plan Chapter 5 discusses monitoring requirements. These

will primarily center around lek counts and brood counts

in cooperation with the CA Department of Fish and

Game. Effects of livestock grazing on sage grouse habitats

will be addressed in allotment management plans. We will

make adjustments based on habitat requirements of sage

grouse per the literature and habitat capability models.

26. COMMENT: DEIS 3-178 (w. gray squirrel): “On

land not managed for timber, no attempt has been made

to manage habitat for gray squirrels.”

— How much mgt. of gray squirrels is likely to be neces

sary on untimbered land?

— What silvicultural practices have protected oaks in

commercial conifers to date? (1248)

RESPONSE: Most gray squirrel habitat is located in areas

where timber management occurs. Most oak-woodlands

grow among conifer species. Selection harvest systems of

conifers will leave the oak component intact. In pure pine

stands, we will manage mid-seral stage pine stands with a

snag component to meet habitat requirements for gray

squirrels. Meeting the Forest-wide Standards and Guide

lines for oaks, diversity and snags should maintain viable

habitats for gray squirrels.

27. COMMENT: DEIS 3-185 (pronghorn-opportuni

ties): Conditional “could” is not appropriate to require

ments of NFMA. Specific research, specific cooperative

programs, costs, completion date.

— What specific studies indicate decline in Likely Tables

herd? What are probable causes of decline?

- Have similar studies assessed ratios and decline in

other herds?

— is enough info available to warrant immediate

changes in mgt programs affecting deer and other

wildlife? (1248, 364, 551)
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RESPONSE: For information on forage allocation al

luded to in allotment management plans, see comment

from respondent #558, previously addressed. Indications

are that the LikelyTables herd is not as productive as other

herds in Modoc County- the CDFG conclusion based on

population censusing. CDFG has collected all population

information on pronghorn. Reasons for declines in prong

horn are similar to those for sage grouse: juniper en

croachment, degradation of riparian areas, fire

suppression, and historic heavy livestock grazing. Effects

of livestock grazing on pronghorn habitats will be ad

dressed in allotment management plans. We will make

adjustments based on habitat requirements of pronghorns

per the literature and habitat capability models. Monitor

ing populations is primarily the responsibility of CDFG.

28. COMMENT: MNF has not adequately emphasized

monitoring techniques [of sensitive species and commu

nities]. (1018)

RESPONSE: Monitoring techniques (Plan Chapter 5 and

Appendix E) are specific for all special habitats and MlS.

We have made changes in monitoring intensity between

the draft and final Plan.

29. COMMENT: Plan 4-40-wildlife and fish S&G: Why

do the S&Gs apply only to the M18 and not to all Forest

wildlife? The treatment of M18 appears to violate 36 CFR

219.19 which calls for the designation of MlS because

their population changes are believed to indicate the

effects of mgt activities. This should be clarified. (107)

RESPONSE: Monitoring all 350 + vertebrate species that

occur on the Modoc is impossible. Therefore, we selected

MlS and special habitats to portray changes in terrestrial

vertebrate populations as a result of Plan implementation.

30. COMMENT: The DFG’s pronghorn antelope man

agement plan should also be added to the list of plans

“incorporated by reference,” since pronghorn herd goals

from this plan are discussed. 2-7. Pronghorn should be

added to the second paragraph under wildlife and fish as

follows: “by allocating forage needed to meet deer and

pronghorn herd plan goals. (364)

RESPONSE: We incorporated your suggestions into the

final Plan.

31. COMMENT: 4-190. Patterson MA, last paragraph.

Pronghorn do not “frequent” this area. Few pronghorn

occur here. (364)

RESPONSE: We believe this adequately reflects the oc

currence of pronghorn in the area.

32. COMMENT: 4-224. Crowder MA. the area is impor

tant summer habitat for pronghorn. (364)

RESPONSE: This was added to the Final Plan.

33. COMMENT: Willow flycatchers, page 3-163, the

DEIS should indicate that this species is on the DFG’s

list of bird species of special concern. (364)

RESPONSE: The willow flycatcher is proposed as a State

endangered species. This was added to the Final E18.

34. COMMENT: Blue grouse: initiate a study with adja

cent forests to determine population levels and the rea

sons for the species’ decline. (500)

RESPONSE: We will monitor habitats considered impor

tant to blue grouse at the project level. We will also work

with the CA Department of Fish and Game in any moni

toring with which they are involved.

35. COMMENT: Sage grouse: begin a study to identify

limiting factors for sage grouse populations and annually

survey known leks to determine populations trends. (500)

RESPONSE: We will specifically address habitats consid

ered important for sage grouse in pertinent allotment

management plans. We will also assist the Department of

Fish and Game in lek and brood surveys. See also the

comment from respondent #1248, addressed previously.

36. COMMENT: Maintain all conifer Species in grey

squirrel habitat to provide multiple food crops. (500)

RESPONSE: The most important habitats on the Forest

for gray squirrels are oak woodlands or mixed oak/conifer

habitats. Meeting the guidelines for oaks, diversity and

snags will ensure ample habitat for gray squirrels.

37. COMMENT: One pound offorage per day for prong

horn seems low. (500)

RESPONSE: Pronghorn are selective feeders. This value

is normally used for pronghorn. Ofgreater significance for

pronghorn is the quality of the forage (i.e., perennial forbs

in the spring and summer). See also the comment from

respondent #558, addressed previously.

38. COMMENT: Cooperate with state and other federal

agencies to add other species as MlS as they are recog

nized as sensitive. (500)

RESPONSE: in the final Plan, we added as MlS State

listed species that are not listed by the Forest Service.

These include Swainson’s hawk (State threatened) and

sandhill crane (State threatened).

39. COMMENT: P. 4412 3-B-1: What constitutes an

active lek? Historical data? Actual activity within the last

5 years? It should be actual activity within a designated

amount of time. (1153)
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RESPONSE: The Rangeland working group (composed

ofvarious representatives of the community and local and

State agencies) changed this standard and guideline to

refer to sage grouse habitat without any designation to lek

activity. See this standard in Plan Chapter 4.

40. COMMENT: DEIS 4-121: ls the Medicine Lake

Highlands the only place a viable population of pine

marten will remain in the entire MNF.? (1220)

RESPONSE: Marten habitat capability on the Modoc is

probably the highest in this area. Habitats for pine marten

have been designated in the Medicine Lake Highlands,

and other portions of the Forest where they are currently

found (i.e., the Warner Mountains and other suitable

habitats outside of the Medicine Lake Highlands).

41. COMMENT: DEIS 3476: “Neither the yellow-bellied

sapsucker nor its habitat is managed on the Forest.”

Timber harvest may reduce suitable snags near riparian

areas. (1248)

RESPONSE: The Riparian Prescription and snag

mmanagement guidelines will assure that suitable habitat

is managed for red-breasted and red-naped sapsuckers

(formerly called yellow-bellied). Timber harvest will prob

ably not have a significant effect on these species.

42. COMMENT: DEIS 3-171 (osprey-opportunities):

What specific snag retainment and recruitment plan for

areas adjacent to water sources has been proposed in

LMP-DEIS or elsewhere to ensure suitable osprey nest

ing habitat? (1248)

RESPONSE: Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines ad

dress specific snag and live tree standards, and other

management requirements for osprey.

43. COMMENT: The hairy woodpecker and the yellow

bellied sapsucker are too common and widespread across

North America to merit discussion in this context. (1252)

RESPONSE: Both species are good MIS for snags be

cause they are primary excavators. Hairy woodpeckers are

conifer forest generalists on the Modoc, and red

breasted/red-naped sapsuckers (formerly called yellow

bellied) are indicative of riparian hardwood stands. Both

are MIS because they are ecological indicators for other

species dependent on similar habitats.

  

1. COMMENT: Osprey provisions for 30-acre buffers

surrounding each nest are unnecessary. No need for spe

cial provisions other than the availability of nesting plat

forms. (LMP 443 (a)). (1252, 126)

86 - Goshawks

RESPONSE: We developed osprey standards and guide

lines to ensure continued use ofnest sites. S&Gs are based

on habitat requirements of the species as documented in

the literature, and modified for conditions specific to the

Modoc National Forest. A habitat capability model was

developed and reviewed by biologists familiar with the

species and its requirements.

2. COMMENT: The Department of Fish and Game code

calls for buffers of 5-20 acres, and you have called for

buffers of up to 160 acres. It has not been conclusively

proven that goshawks need old growth. (1009, 1230, 126)

RESPONSE: The Plan states that we will manage 50-100

acres of habitat for goshawk nest stands per territory, not

160 acres. Habitats managed for goshawks can contribute

to old-growth seral stage allocation; and where they occur

in old growth, they are considered part of the old-growth

allocation. Goshawk nest stands are not necessarily old

growth; both mature and old-growth habitats are consid

ered suitable for nesting goshawk habitat.

3. COMMENT: Goshawk pairs needed to maintain a

viable population is 73 pairs. The MNF current has 71

pairs. Why does the PRF manage for 100 pairs? The

major problems with managing goshawks above MMRs

is:

— MMRs already have built in safeguards concerning

perpetuation of the species.

— the goshawks habitat requirements is for late seral

type stands “old growth”.

— a nest territory calls for an active nest stand of 25-80

ac. and an alternate nest stand. Total 50460 ac. per

territory.

DEIS 3-160: if the MNF manages for an additional 27

territories, that would be an additional 1350-4320 ac. of

old-growth timber excluded or modified from timber pro

duction. I recommend that the committee request mgt for

no more than the MMRs requirement of73 pairs/territo

ries on the MNF. (126)

RESPONSE: We developed the population network for

this species from Regional management guidelines which

are based on a habitat capability model developed by the

Modoc National Forest and reviewed by other species

experts.

Ifwe followed minimum spatial distribution guidelines per

Regional direction, then 73 pairs would be required for

the Forest. This population level has no safeguards built

into it. Thus, 100 pairs were selected to provide that buffer.

The current estimated population on the Forest is 254

pairs.

Public Comments U-93



86 - Goshawks

Please refer to the previous comment for a discussion on

the size of nest stand and applicability to old-growth

management.

4. COMMENT: 4-122. Goshawk. Does the minimum vi

able population allow for a catastrophic loss of habitat,

i.e., wildfire? (364)

RESPONSE: We based the population network for gos

hawks on minimum spatial distribution guidelines devel

oped at the Regional level. Under the Preferred

Alternative, we selected 100 pairs as a management goal —

27 pairs above the number considered to be viable. One of

the reasons for this allocation was to provide a hedge in

the event of catastrophic habitat loss, such as wildfire.

Please note that the population network referred to in

your comment is for the Current Alternative, not the

Preferred. See the two previous comments for discussion

on how we determined the population network.

5. COMMENT: On page 4-41 ofthe Plan, goshawk guide

line (a) provides for the protection of100 nest stands.The

DFG recommends that this number be increased to at

least 120 to account for the uncertainty in estimating

minimum viable population. Guideline (b) should pro

vide for the establishment of 120 acres per 10 square miles

rather than 50 acres per 18 square miles of protected

nesting territories. (364)

RESPONSE: Standards and Guidelines for goshawks

were developed and reviewed by biologists that are famil

iar with the habitat requirements of this species. One

hundred territories is above the population network cal

culated to maintain a viable population (73 pairs). Based

on the literature, optimum territory size for goshawks is

approximately 7,500 acres (12 square miles). Under me

dium habitat capability, approximately 11,500 acres (18

square miles) is considered appropriate. Forest-wide

Standards and Guidelines recommend habitat of at least

medium habitat capability (per the habitat capability

model). Thus, we determined that 50-100 acres per 18

square miles is the minimum for a nesting pair.

6. COMMENT: Proposed 50-acre territories is below

that recommended by published documents. The old

growth requirement for the goshawk should be a mini

mum of 125 acres. The DEIS (p. 3-160), States that “73

pairs (of goshawks) would ensure population viability.”

However, there aren't any references or other documen

tation to support that statement. The Plan should docu

ment all references regarding the habitat type and area

needs, as well as population size and distribution for

maintaining viable populations. (661)

RESPONSE: The population network viability for gos

hawks was based on a habitat capabilty model developed

and reviewed by biologists familiar with the species’ hab

itat requirements. Using these habitat requirements, we

determined that 73 pairs would meet spatial distribution

requirements over the Forest. The goshawk habitat capa

bility model is located in the Supervisor’s Office. See the

previous two questions for further information.

7. COMMENT: DEIS 3-162:

— How can an understanding ofgoshawk needs (needs of

all MlS) come solely from monitoring timber sales with

out antecedent baseline inventories and research on

goshawk numbers, nest sites, habitat allocations?

— Why were goshawk studies terminated? How long

should such studies be continued? Funds necessary to

assure study continuity. Under Endangered Species

Act, T&E species must demonstrate nesting, roosting

and other use of substitute territory. is not this prac

tice appropriate for sensitive goshawk species as well

as most other Forest species likely to be endangered

by timber/livestock/commodity emphases?

— Studies, inventories on goshawks, budget, completion

dates. similar information on all other MlS species.

(1248)

RESPONSE: Excellent baseline data exists for goshawks

on the Warner Mountain and Devil’s Garden Ranger

Districts which have designated their share of the 100

territories proposed in the Plan. The Big Valley and

Doublehead Districts are still in the process ofdesignating

their territories. We have been conducting goshawk inven

tories since approximately 1980. The Modoc National

Forest developed management guidelines for this species

that have been adopted on a Regional basis. Thus, the

Modoc has excellent baseline information for goshawks by

which management practices can be assessed.

Goshawk studies have not been terminated. We monitor

nest sites, and will continue to monitor them when the Plan

is implemented. See Plan Chapter 5 —Monitoring.

8. COMMENT: DElS 3-161 (goshawk- current mgt):

[MNF should not relegate] LMP-DElS planning to tim

ber sale planning stage. What is Forest legal jurisdiction

for this slippage? Are LMP-DEiS adjuncts of timber sale

planning?

DEIS 3-162: What are the differences between the two

ways of designating [goshawk] territories? Would not

NFMA responsibility to improve species/habitat require

protection of active nest sites? Assure that (critical) hab

itat not impaired unless equivalent alternative nesting

sites are utilized by the species. (1248)

RESPONSE: Goshawk territory allocation is not neces

sarily relegated to the timber sale planning stage. We have

already designated most territories on the Forest. Active

nest sites are the highest priority for territory designation.
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We manage designated nest stands with an objective of

maintaining or improving the stand for nesting goshawks.

For those districts that have not met territory allocations

(because active nest sites have not been found), then

territories are designated using criteria stated in EIS

Chapter 3-Ajj'ected Environment. We designate during

the project planning stage of an environmental analysis.

Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines, and Raptor

Management Prescription (Plan Chapter 4) discusses

direction for managing goshawk territories.

9. COMMENT: Raptor RX:

— P. 4-102 S&G a.1.-Change to (S) to conform with

Endangered Sp. Act.

— P. 4-103 S&G b.3.—Change 2nd sentence to “other

times, administratively close area to ORV use if con

flicts arise.

- P. 4-105 S&G a.2.- Change entire standard to “pred

ator control and pesticide use requires consultation

with US. Fish & Wildlife Service.

— P. 4-106 S&G b.4.-Same change to standard as pre

vious comment.

- P. 4-108 S&G 1.b. and 2.b.- Differentiate between

system vs. temp. Roads. Emphasize use of temporary

roads, which are later obliterated or closed.

RESPONSE:

— P. 4-102 a.1. will remain a guideline because each case

may be handled differently and not according to a

measurable standard.

— P. 4-103 b.3. This change was incorporated into the

Final Plan.

— P. 4-105 a.2. This guideline essentially states this.

— P. 4-106 b.4. This guideline essentially states this.

— P. 4-108 lb and 2.b. We will determine the type of road

construction on a site-specific basis.

10. COMMENT: Peregrine falcons, [DEIS] page 3-158:

it might be added that the number of known breeding

pairs of peregrine falcons in California in 1987 was 80,

with 146 fledged young from natural production and

managed sites (Jurek, per. Corn.) (364)

RESPONSE: We have included 1989 data which is the

most recent available.

11. COMMENT: Ospreys, page 3-170 the DEIS should

indicate that this species is on the DFG’s list of bird

species of special concern. (364)

087 - Modoc Sucker

RESPONSE: This information is included in EIS Chapter

3 —Afi'ected Environment.

  

1. COMMENT: The agency has insufl‘icient information

to conclude that the Modoc sucker ever resided in Willow

Creekand should not attempt to establish the fish in that

creek. (11)

RESPONSE: Based on the distribution of the species in

other tributaries to the Pit River, there is reason to believe

that the Modocsucker did reside in Willow Creek. In 1985,

a possible hybrid was caught in the stream. Whether the

suckers currently in the creek are “Modoc suckers” or

hybrids, the recovery plan for the Modoc sucker requires

establishing enough populations so that in the event of

catastrophe, the species will likely survive. Willow Creek

is under investigation for being such a refugium stream.

2. COMMENT: i am not in favor of planting the Modoc

sucker in Willow Creek or Dutch Flat Creek. (699)

RESPONSE: We are currently investigating both creeks

for the purity oftheir Modoc sucker populations. Ifwe find

pure strains in the creeks, “planting” will not occur. If we

find hybrid strains as we suspect for the Willow Creek

population, or if enough genetic impact has occurred that

only pure Sacramento suckers are now found (complete

introgression), then “planting” would mean reintroducing

a species that was historically present in the stream. This

procedure follows the Modoc Sucker Recovery Plan’s

direction to expand the distribution of the endangered

species to at least historical levels, and to include refugium

streams to increase the chances of species survival in the

event of a catastrophe in other Modoc sucker streams.

3. COMMENT: It has been brought to my attention that

the Forest Service is going to poison the trout in Willow

Creek, and plant the Modoc sucker. Willow Creek runs

through private land and would affect land owners. (891)

4. COMMENT: On page 4-216: Why would the Forest

Service plan on killing privately planted trout on pri

vately owned sections ofWillow Creek to allow the Modoc

sucker to be transplanted? Recommend an environmen

tal and an economic impact statement should be pre

pared before any action is taken to move these species,

since the threatened and endangered species protection

act is very restrictive to management activities where

threatened and endangererd species occur. (1283)

RESPONSE [to comments 3 and 4]: Rainbow trout (spe

cifically the redband subspecies), as well as speckled dace

and Pit sculpin, are historical co-inhabitants of streams

with the Modoc sucker. Therefore, these species are kept
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in the stream along with the sucker in order to maintain a

complete community of fish.

The method used is to remove as many as possible of the

target fish, including all native species; place them in

holding tanks, treat the system, then return the target fish

to the system.

Brown trout, brook trout, and other species that are not

native to the area did not occur historicallywith the Modoc

sucker or redband trout. These non-native fish will

probably be removed from Modoc sucker streams.

The Forest Service will not do the chemical treatment nor

will it work on private land. Chemical treatment is under

the jurisdiction of CDFG, as is any manipulation of a fish

population. The role of the Forest Service in the Modoc

Sucker Recovery Plan is mainly to improve stream habitat

for the species on Forest lands. We also conduct the

required environmental analysis if CDFG wishes to treat

creeks on Forest land.

5. COMMENT: 3-160. The section on opportunities for

the Modoc sucker should note that a chemical treatment

of Rush Creek may be required to eliminate hybridized

suckers if the fish ladder is eliminated to create a barrier.

This section should also provide for the potential acqui

sition of private lands to secure at least two new streams

where “pure” populations can be established (3-167).

(364)

RESPONSE: Establishing populations in two systems out

side the Turner and Rush systems is noted in Chapter 3.

Land acquisition is listed in the Modoc Sucker Action

Plan, to which the Forest is a signator.

Directions for chemical treatment are addressed in the

Modoc Sucker Action Plan. Actual treatment and any fish

population manipulation is the responsibility of CDFG

and, therefore, beyond the scope of the Forest Plan. The

environmental analysis for chemical treatment projects on

the Forest would, however, be conducted by the Forest

Service in cooperation with CDFG.

6. COMMENT: Protect and restore habitat within the

historic range of these species. Restoration of habitat

may require restoration of water to the streams as an

integral part of restoration of riparian and instream

habitat. (364)

RESPONSE: This is the intent of stream habitat rehabil

itation (see Chapter 4). Water is not missing through

diversion, so there is no means of direct restoration of

water to the system. By improving riparian areas, it may be

possible to raise water tables, thereby making summer

flows possible through slower release of water into the

system.

7. COMMENT: 4-42. (5). all streams in the historical

range of the Lost River and shortnose suckers should be

managed (1) as directed in the Riparian Area Manage

ment Prescription, (2) to improve fiow and water quality

conditions and (3) in accordancewith the sucker manage

ment or recovery plans that may be developed in the

future. (364)

RESPONSE: We have added to Standards and Guide

lines that we will manage Lost River and shortnose suckers

in accordance with any recovery plan that may be devel

oped in the future. As with all water systems, direction for

water quality is to improve water quality conditions. This

can include flow, such as providing instream requirements

for beneficial uses, as well as other water quality parame

ters.

8. COMMENT: Plan 4-208: Management Area 44 -

North Adin - is discussed. The DFG recommends that this

section note that the area contains Dutch Flat, Rush, and

Johnson Creeks, all critical streams for the Modoc

sucker. Dutch Flat Creek has been identified by the inter

agency Modoc sucker working group as the highest pri

ority stream for restoration. On page 4-232 of the Plan,

MA 59 - Happy Camp - is discussed. As noted in the Plan,

Hulbert, Washington, and Turner Creeks are important

habitat for the Modoc sucker, and should be enhanced.

The Plan should also specifically provide for enhance

ment of two important Modoc sucker spawning areas -

Cottonwood Flat (tributary to liulbert Creek) and Coffee

Mill Gulch (tributary to Washington.) (364)

RESPONSE: In Chapter 4 of the Plan, the section on

Management Area 44 discusses Dutch Flat, Rush, and

Johnson Creeks. Regarding specific duties of the Forest

with respect to habitat enhancement, under the Riparian

Area Management Prescription we state that we will re

habilitate, which includes enhancement. We will also

maintain critical Modoc sucker habitats in accordance

with the Modoc Sucker Recovery Plan. The tributaries

mentioned are considered part of the critical habitat.

9. COMMENT: On page 3-156 in Table 3-19, Forest

management indicator species (MlS) under sensitive the

Lost River and shortnose suckers are listed.

On page 3-166: Question how can you have a MlS that is

hybridized? Question how can you have a MlS that has

not been positively identified on the Forest for over 12

years?

On page E-3 in the fish and wildlife monitoring tech

niques: Why does it not sample the water to‘ find if the

species are actually there (i.e. electrofishing or measure

population trends)? Question why is there no criteria or
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procedure outlined for determining if the fish are pure

forms ofthe sensitive species or are hybridized? Why does

the Forest Service continue to use the shortnose sucker

and the Lost River sucker as MlS’s in light of the follow

ing fact? The Klamath Basin Threatened Fishes Recovery

Team (comprised of representatives from State Fish and

Game Departments, Fish and Wildlife Service, state uni

versities and the Forest Service) which was formed ap

proximately in the early 1970's disbanded in 1979 over an

impasse concerning surveys to determine the distribution

and populations of these species (AMS Wildlife Section

S, pages 3 and 4). (1283)

RESPONSE: The Lost River and shortnose suckers were

both federally listed as endangered species in 1988. Thus,

they are treated as one type ofM15 in the Forest Plan. Both

species were found in the Willow Creek drainage in 1989

(USFWS surveys). Determining the purity of the

shortnose sucker is beyond the scope of the Plan. The

Forest is required to act in accordance with the listing of

the two species, and to protect their habitat in the Willow

and Mowitz Creek drainages whether or not the popula

tion is possibly hybridized.

10. COMMENT: Plan, p. 4-33. Recognition should be

given to how important riparian habitats are to the sur

vival and recovery ofthe Modoc sucker, shortnose sucker,

Lost River sucker, and Goose Lake redband trout. Proper

management prescriptions are needed to insure that ri

parian habitats are maintained and restored where nec

essary alongside streams that support the Modoc sucker,

shortnose sucker, Lost River sucker, and Goose Lake

redband trout. (1316)

RESPONSE: Under the Riparian Area Management Pre

scription (17), enhancing riparian areas is addressed in

accordance with the Modoc Sucker Recovery Plan and

future plans for the other two suckers. We added a section

on the Goose Lake redband trout to the Prescription and

to the Standards and Guidelines.

11. COMMENT: i would also like to see the Modoc

sucker planted. Ifyou are trying to get numbers up to get

them off the endangered species, I think if you put them

in the wildlife area it would be an excellent idea, especially

the one in Ash creek and there is probably other places.

(1398)

RESPONSE: The goal of all endangered species action

plans is to increase populations to the point where they

could be de-listed. The usual approach is to maintain

populations where they are known to exist, and to re-es

tablish populations where they historically existed. If ex

isting or historic streams that are either suitable or

recoverable for the species are insufficient, the Modoc

Sucker Recovery Plan also calls for establishing popula

tions in additional streams to increase the likelihood of

087 - Modoc Sucker

species survival in the case of a catastrophe to other

Modoc sucker streams.

While the upper part of Ash Creek is probable historic

habitat for the Modoc sucker, the lower Ash Creek

Wildlife Area is most likely not historic habitat. The

decision to develop a Modoc sucker refugium, a State

refuge, in the wildlife area is beyond the scope ofthis Plan.

12. COMMENT: Plan, p. 4-14. Table 4-2 should include

the shortnose sucker and the Lost River sucker among

the species for which management prescriptions and ob

jectives are established. These two species were recently

proposed for addition to the list of endangered and

threatened wildlife. Habitat for these two fishes occurs in

the Modoc Forest in Willow, Boles, and Mowitz Creeks

(tributaries to Clear Lake Reservoir). (1316)

RESPONSE: The Plan has been updated to reflect the

endangered status of these species.

13. COMMENT: Regarding guidelines for T&E fish,

separate guidelines should be established for the

shortnose sucker similar to that proposed for the Modoc

sucker. (This species, in addition to the Lost River

sucker, should be listed under the heading of“threatened

and endangered species” because listing is expected prior

to publication of the final Plan.) (364)

RESPONSE: The Plan has been updated to reflect the

endangered status of these species.

14. COMMENT: (DEIS) 4-119 there is no discussion on

the effects ofthe alternatives on Lost River and shortnose

suckers. (1317)

RESPONSE: Because the Lost River and shortnose suck

ers have been listed as federally endangered species, all

alternatives provide measures to increase Lost River and

shortnose sucker populations. The Forest will implement

habitat improvements and protection in accordance with

the forthcoming recovery plan for the species. Until the

recovery plan is completed, protection and enhancement

of their habitat is required of the Forest under all alterna

tives. Direction is outlined in BMPs for water quality for

beneficial uses, and the Endangered Species Act, Section

7.

l5. COMMENT: DEIS, p. 3-16. On Lost River and

shortnose suckers, it should be noted that surveys are

needed to determine the current distribution of these two

fishes on the Forest. (1316)

RESPONSE: Surveys have been performed to determine

species distribution. Additional surveys were conducted

by USFWS in 1989. As Forest activities are proposed in

sucker drainages, we will survey the drainages again for
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up-to-date distribution, as well as to monitor species pop

ulations.

l6. COMMENT: Plan, p. 5-12. In the monitoring and

evaluation specifications for "riparian areas,” we believe

a 10% reduction in channel and riparian condition for

streams that support the Modoc sucker, shortnose

sucker, and Lost River sucker is too great a variation to

allow before corrective action is called for. We recom

mend that the threshold for triggering remedial action be

established at a reduction of5% in channel and riparian

conditions. (1316)

RESPONSE: The monitoring plan (Plan Chapter 5) has a

separate section for the Modoc sucker. We added plans

for the Lost River and shortnose suckers because of their

endangered species status. For streams with the endan

gered fish species, we did not establish any percent of

change that requires further action. It is listed as “any

significant change.” The monitoring itself will tell us what

level of change should be considered significant and evoc

ative of a change in actions. This significant change could

be more or less than your suggested 5%, depending on

monitoring results.

17. COMMENT: Plan, p. 5-12. In the monitoring and

evaluation requirements for the Modoc sucker, the pro

jected cost of only $500 for the annual monitoring speci

fied in this element does not appear adequate. We

recommend that a more realistic allocation be provided

for these important recovery actions. (1316)

RESPONSE: The cost estimate has been increased.

18. COMMENT: The Plan should allow for protection of

rare and endangered species in only the areas they now

are found. (11)

RESPONSE: One of the reasons endangered species be

come endangered is that their current distribution and

amount of suitable habitat are no longer sufficient to

maintain the species population. For this reason, we need

to expand the distribution of endangered species. For the

most part, expansion is from current to an historic distri

bution. If the historic habitat is degraded and cannot

sufficiently maintain the species, the distribution will be

expanded to include non-historic habitat in order to in

crease the probability of the species survival. As a federal

agency, the Forest Service is required under the Endan

gered Species Act to promote the conservation of any

threatened or endangered species.

19. COMMENT: Plan 4-118: What data exists to show

that the Modoc sucker’s range ever included streams that

they are not presently occupying? (126)

RESPONSE: Determinations of historic distributions are

based on several factors, including presence of a species

or hybrids of the species, the geologic history of the drain

ages, the habitat requirements of the species, and the

history of past events (human-caused or natural) that

changed the habitat.

20. COMMENT:We believe that the shortnose and Lost

River suckers should remain on the sensitive or endan

gered species lists until the question of hybridization is

resolved. Even if hybridization of present populations is

established sometime in the future, restoration of “pure”

stocks to historic habitat should be a goal. (364)

RESPONSE: Both suckers were added to the federal

endangered species list in 1988. They are now, therefore,

on the Forest’s T&E list. Implementing any restoration

plan of “pure” stocks is beyond the jurisdiction of the

Forest Service and the scope of the Plan. However, in

accordance with the Endangered Species Act, the Forest

is responsible for the conservation ofthreatened or endan

gered species. The Forest will rehabilitate, enhance, and

maintain those drainages that the two species use.

21. COMMENT: The fish section contains some mis

spellings and incorrect genera: the Sacramento sucker

should be Catastomus not Catastomus. The Lost River

sucker should be in the genus Catastomus not Chasmistes.

The shortnose sucker is Cltasmistes brevt'rostris not

Chasmistes breverostris. (364)

RESPONSE: Actually, the genus of the Lost River sucker

is Deltistes. This and the species name of the shortnose

sucker have been corrected. Catastomus is now

Catastomus.

22. COMMENT: Page 4-256 of the Plan, MA 65 - Steele

Swamp - is discussed. The Plan fails to note that Willow

and Boles Creeks are important spawning streams for the

- Lost River and shortnose suckers. (364)

RESPONSE: The importance of the creeks to the suckers

is covered under MA 66 - Clear Lake.

23. COMMENT: Lost River and shortnosed suckers,

3-167 of the DEIS Table 3-22 lists streams inhabited by

these species. Mowitz Creek should be added. (364)

RESPONSE: With the recent discovery of the suckers in

Mowitz Creek (1989 USFWS survey), we have included

Mowitz Creek in the Plan on any list of Forest-owned

habitat for the suckers.

24. COMMENT: Plan, p. 3-41. Species proposed for en

dangered or threatened status do receive special consid

eration during the interval between publication of the

proposed rule and the final determination. (1316)

RESPONSE: If your comment is in reference to the Lost

River and shortnose-suckers, the two species have been

federally listed as endangered, and are now considered
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under the Forest's T&E species list. Actions regarding

their habitats will be in accordance with their forthcoming

recovery plans.

25. COMMENT: (DEIS) 3-167. The shortnose sucker

should remain on the Regional Forester’s sensitive spe

cies list until the question of hybridization is resolved.

(1317)

RESPONSE: The shortnose sucker has been federally

listed as an endangered species. it is now on the T&E

species list.

26. COMMENT: Suckers - RMP 3-155 to 160 - the mul

tiple-use concept can still apply in those areas with T&E

species. (530)

RESPONSE: Multiple-use will frequently require com

promises on the parts of all users involved. Under the

Endangered Species Act, the Forest Service, as a federal

agency, is responsible for promoting the conservation of

threatened and endangered species. Therefore, a compro

mise that results in a negative impact on the population is

is not allowed. If, however, analysis indicates that another

use of a riparian area will not have an adverse effect on

endangered species, that use may be allowed.

27. COMMENT: On page 3-159 of the MNF DEIS: “Ex

cept during spawning, the Modoc sucker species prefer

large shallow, muddy bottomed pools with partial shade

and cool temperatures.” Willow Creek is a small warm

watered creekwith a bottom that ranges from coarse sand

to rough rock. (1061)

RESPONSE: Willow Creek is a stream that could be

improved so that it would contain suitable habitat for the

Modoc sucker as well as rainbow/redband trout, an his

toric co-inhabitant with the sucker. With respect to what

constitutes Modoc sucker habitat, the wording in the

DEIS has been corrected so that “prefer” is changed to “is

most abundant in.” The fact that the suckers are most

abundant in “muddy bottomed pools” is more a reflection

of habitat availability than of habitat preference.

28. COMMENT: Numbers ofsuckers are far higher than

discussed in DEIS. (1145)

RESPONSE: A recent estimate of the total Modoc sucker

population is at 1,500 (Jack Williams, former USFWS,

now with BLM WO). This new figure is reflected in ElS

Chapter 3 - Affected Environment.

At some times of the year, as in early summer before the

usual drop in thejuvenile/young- of-year population, there

may be more than 1,500 Modoc suckers. However, the

critical portion of the population is that portion which can

reproduce; i.e., suckers that will mature and survive until

the next spawning season.
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29. COMMENT: DEIS 3-159: “Modoc suckers..also in

1980, CDFG and the MNF jointly developed a Recovery

Action Plan which identified major problem areas and

actions necessary for species recovery.”

— Cost of Plan; length of study. in what ways might this

cooperative endeavor be a model for other MlS inven

tory/studies?

— What actions have been implemented in Modoc

sucker plan? What studies completed on “identified

major problem areas”? (1248)

RESPONSE: Actions we have implemented has been

added to the EIS Chapter 3 - Affected Environment.

Other than using the Action Plan as a guideline for actions

to protect and enhance other MlS, the Action Plan would

not be very useful as a “model for other MlS inven

tory/studies.” For endangered species, individual recovery

plans have been or will be developed. Likewise for other

MIS, inventory and monitoring plans will be developed for

each individual species. A program's actions and timeta

bles for other species depend on their individual habitat

requirements, sensitivity to impacts, life history require

ments, etc. Furthermore, the Modoc sucker plan involved

other agencies. Inventories and studies for Forest MlS can

only address habitat management for a species and give

direction only to the Forest.

30. COMMENT: DEIS 3-167: “Lost Riverand shortnose

suckers...because past studies conducted on these species

made no attempt to determine numbers, current popula

tions are unknown.”

— past studies — proposed future ones — study specifica

tion.

— what was determined by past studies? (1248)

RESPONSE: Past studies focused on the distribution of

the two species in the Lost River drainage. Some habitat

measurements were taken. However, without good popu

lation information to go along with them, analysis of criti

cal habitat parameters has not been possible.

31. COMMENT: DEIS, p.3-159. in the discussion on the

Modoc sucker, it should be noted that Dutch Flat Creek

is likely to contain hybrid fish. (1316)

RESPONSE: ElS Chapter 3 includes a section on those

streams that are considered to contain pure strain Modoc

suckers. With respect to the Dutch Flat Creek population,

genetic studies on the purity of the population have not yet

been performed. Whether or not the population is deter

mined to be pure or hybrid, the Forest has the responsi

bility under the Endangered Species Act to manage the

drainage for endangered species.

32. COMMENT: It is bad to have the Modoc sucker spoil

our fishing- it should be eliminated. (36S)
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RESPONSE: Managing habitat for the conservation of

the Modoc sucker should not conflict with recreational

fishing. Furthermore, habitat improvements for the

Modoc sucker are the same habitat improvements that

improve water quality and habitat condition for redband

trout, which were historically found with the sucker and

will be maintained as part of the native fish community.

33. COMMENT: The Modoc sucker is strictly a trash

fish and the moneys used to propagate them could be used

to a much greater advantage. (366)

RESPONSE: Under the Endangered Species Act, the

Forest Service has the responsibility to promote the con

servation ofany threatened or endangered species, includ

ing the Modoc sucker.

34. COMMENT: Putting out money on the Modoc

sucker is absolutely bunk. (366)

RESPONSE: Under the Endangered Species Act, the

Forest Service has the responsibility to promote the con

servation ofanythreatened or endangered species, includ

ing the Modoc sucker.

35. COMMENT: The pit river sucker is obviously a pet

project and I feel it is not in the public’s interest to change

things. it has been doing fine, and i am sure it will keep

on doing so if it is not bothered by [a] biologist. (808)

RESPONSE: Under the Endangered Species Act, the

Forest Service has the responsibility to promote the con

servation ofany threatened or endangered species, includ

ing the Modoc sucker. To this end, the Forest will manage

streams to improve habitat condition so that it can support

the species as well as its historic co-inhabitants, rain

bow/rcdband trout, speckled dace, and Pit sculpin. With

respect to the effects ofbiologists, any biologist who works

with an endangered species does so under strict restric

tions of the US. Fish and Wildlife Service.

36. COMMENT: Copy of comments I addressed to the

BLM and their replanning analysis in March of 1980. i

feel these comments dealing with range and wildlife per

tain to the MNF in future planning as well. in referring

to the Modoc sucker, i am wondering if this is the trash

fish found in irrigation ditches and creeks or is it the

permittee grazing livestock on public land. (1387)

RESPONSE: The Modoc sucker is probably not the fish

that you see in irrigation ditches.

37. COMMENT: On the list of endangered species, I

want to comment on two species. The Modoc sucker and

the peregrine falcon. Enjoy them and leave them alone.

They are sensitive and bothering their habitat will only

encourage their extinction. l’m in favor of the Care plan

and support SOC. (1063)

RESPONSE: Under the Endangered Species Act, the

Forest Service has the responsibility to promote the con

servation ofany threatened or endangered species, includ

ing the Modoc sucker. To this end, the Forest will manage

streams to improve habitat condition so that it can support

the species as well as its historic co-inhabitants, rain

bow/rcdband trout, speckled dace, and Pit sculpin.

38. COMMENT: The Modoc sucker—what ajoke! Leave

it alone-if it becomes extinct so what. That’s God’s

will- drop the entire program. (1145)

RESPONSE: Under the Endangered Species Act, the

Forest Service has the responsibility to promote the con

servation ofany threatened or endangered species, includ

ing the Modoc sucker. To this end, the Forest will manage

streams to improve habitat condition so that it can support

the species as well as its historic co-inhabitants, rain

bow/rcdband trout, speckled dace, and Pit sculpin.

' '

1. COMMENT: Expand bighorn range, and decrease

livestock allotments accordingly. The best expansion is

into Cottonwood and Owl creeks, allowing much more

practical boundaries for herd management. Expand into

the North Warners; the best possibility there is Soldier

Creek. AMPs there should be managed with that poten

tial in mind. (708)

RESPONSE: in late 1987 and early 1988, the entire big

horn sheep population in the South Warner Mountains

were lost in an all-age die-off. The suspected cause of the

die-off was a pneumonia bacteria (Pasturella

haemolytica — type a) most likely transmitted from domes

tic sheep or goats.

Currently, the Forest is part of an interagency team

evaluating the potential for bighorn reintroductions in

northeastern California. We developed several additional

Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines for bighorn sheep

that provide direction for reducing conflicts with domestic

livestock and establishing new populations of bighorn

sheep on the Modoc National Forest.

In the southern Warner Mountains disease transmission

concerns need to be resolved both on the Forest and on

private lands adjacent to the Forest in Surprise Valley,

prior to another re-introduction. To be successful, this

venture will require commitments from the Forest, CA

Department of Fish and Game, livestock permittees and

private landowners.

2. COMMENT: Bighorn sheep herd in South Warner

[should be] supported. (81)
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RESPONSE: The southern Warner Mountains are con~

sidered excellent bighom sheep habitat, and are the high

est priority for re-establishing bighorn sheep on the

Modoc.

3. COMMENT: Reduce or eliminate livestock grazing

allotments in this and other areas where such livestock

grazing poses a threat to native species. We especially

recommend a reduction or removal of livestock grazing

in the South Warner Wilderness to at least protect the

California bighom sheep in this crucial habitat. (274)

RESPONSE: We added Forest-wide Standards and

Guidelines to provide direction for managing livestock

relative to potential bighom sheep reintroduction sites.

See also the previous comments.

4. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] P. 4-60 Element c 4:

The Experimental Stewardship Program should be in

cluded when developing the Bighorn Sheep Plan. (1153,

1071)

RESPONSE: The Experimental Stewardship Committee

will be included in developing a bighorn sheep recovery

plan.

5. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] P. 442 3-A: A reintro

duction and management plan should be in place prior

to the reintroduction of any species. (1153)

RESPONSE: We agree. A recovery plan for northeastern

California is currently in preparation which will provide

the framework for future bighorn re-introductions.

6. COMMENT: Contributing factor to the bighom

sheep die-off— selenium. (364)

RESPONSE: Selenium is not considered the major factor

in the die-off. The most probable cause of the die-off was

a bacterial pneumonia, transmitted by domestic livestock.

See response to comment #1 in this section.

  

1. COMMENT: Neither the Plan nor the DEIS describe

exactly what a viable population is considered to be in

terms of estimated numbers and distribution of repro

ductive individuals. in no case is there a description

provided of how viable population levels are actually

calculated or the assumptions, probabilities, and risks

associated with that level. (364, 661)

RESPONSE: There is a great deal of debate among ecol

ogists regarding the concept of viability. The textbook

answer is: in order to ensure the continued existence of a

species (viability), a minimum of 500 reproducing individ

uals within a species or sub-species are needed. in the

strictest sense, viability relates to a specific species over its

089 - Viable Populations

entire geographic range. A species that is extirpated from

a portion of its geographic range may still be viable.

In 26 CFR 219, direction pertains to maintaining viable

population levels at the planning area level- in this case,

the Modoc National Forest.For many species, viablility

cannot be met on a single forest.

At the Forest level, the major concern with viable

population is relative to species which are classified

threatened, endangered or sensitive. For threatened and

endangered species, recovery plans are the main guidance

for maintaining viable populations of these species. in the

Forest Plan, management direction for these species

meets or exceeds direction in the recovery plan. Where

recovery plans do not exist, management is closely

coordinated with the US. Fish and Wildlife Service.

For most of our species, we manage in accordance with

habitat capability models that were developed for these

species. These models are species-specific and have

habitat requirements for high (preferred) and medium

(required) habitat capabilities. Habitat capability models

were developed by biologists familiar with the species, and

were reviewed by species authorities. We determined

populations for several of our MIS species based on these

models. See ElS Chapter 3-Afiected Environment.

Viable populations of most the MIS cannot be met on the

Modoc National Forest alone. For example, only a small

portion of the Forest is known for its pileated woodpecker

habitat. To support a viable population as defined

previously, the Klamath, Shasta-Trinity and Lassen

National Forests would have to contain sufficient habitats

for these species. Likewise, although this Forest has

nesting sandhill cranes, most of the important nesting

habitat for this species is located elsewhere. Viable

populations ofspecies such as Wolverines, with large home

ranges, may require management on a state-wide basis.

A goal of the Forest Plan is to ensure a commitment to

managing habitats at a level commensurate with the

species occurrence on the Forest. By managing habitats in

accordance with the habitat capability models (medium

habitat as a minimum), we believe that the Forest is

providing for the maintenance of viable populations.

2. COMMENT: Management is only described for man

agement indicator species. 1 object to the idea that all we

are shooting for is viable populations. (708)

RESPONSE: Viability is viewed as a minimum standard.

For most of our species, we are managing towards habitat

conditions that will exceed viability requirements. See also

the previous comment and response.

3. COMMENT: Species forced to exist in minimal habi

tats with minimal populations will become locally extinct

because of catastrophic events. These species need better
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protection which it appears that the MNF will only com

mit to when they are declared to be rare or endangered.

Designated high quality habitat dispersed throughout the

MNF will maintain these species. These areas should be

depicted in each MA in the MA direction section. (1260)

RESPONSE: As stated in the previous responses, viability

for some species cannot be achieved within the Forest

boundary alone. In addition, for most of our MIS we are

managing at levels that exceed viability requirements.

Limited habitats, such as old growth, are distributed

Forestwide to loss from catastrophic events. The

goals of the Forest are to assist in recovery of threatened

and endangered species, and to ensure that sensitive spe

cies do not become threatened or endangered. We believe

that Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines, management

prescriptions, and management area direction meet this

intent.

4. COMMENT: Is it the Modoc NF goal to maintain only

“viable populations” of harvest species? (364)

RESPONSE: No. Forest objectives include ensuring the

viability of all plant and animal species.

5. COMMENT: i would like to give my approval to the

Forest Service Plan. Modoc National Forest has a unique

position of being a protector of many wildlife species.

Let’s make their existence a little easier. (1049)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support.

  

1. COMMENT: Timber harvest in areas of potential

eagle habitat should be modified or eliminated. (342)

RESPONSE: In bald eagle nest territories and winter

roost areas, we will manage to improve or maintain habitat

quality for this species. The Raptor Management Pre

scription (Plan Chapter 4) addresses specific direction,

and applies to all bald eagle nest territories and winter

roost areas. Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines out

lines specific direction for managing golden eagle nest

territories.

2. COMMENT: Goals and objectives. Regarding the

Plan’s wildlife and fish goals listed on page 4-9, the goals

pertaining to threatened, endangered and sensitive spe

cies (3 and 4) provide that recoverygoals shall be attained

for T&E species and viable populations of sensitive spe

cies shall be maintained through maintenance of habitat

qualityand quantity. These goals should, first, make clear

that State of California T&E species are included, and

second, that critical habitat will be identified where it is

not set forth in a recovery plan. Regarding wildlife and

fish objectives described on page 4-19, the DFG recom

mends that the Plan should include objectives for all

T&E, candidate, sensitive, and de facto rare species of

animals and plants that exist in the Modoc NF, or de

scribe the manner in which they will be developed (as

required in CFR section 219.19(7). (364, 707, 661)

RESPONSE: Two State of California threatened species

have been added to the MIS species list, Swainson’s hawk

and sandhill crane. The changes recommended for p. 4-9

regarding Calif. T&E species are included in the final

Plan. Habitat objectives for all threatened, endangered

and sensitive species are located in the Forest-wide Stan

dards and Guidelines (Plan Chapter 4). Population objec

tives were not set for some of these species because the

extent of their occurrence on the MNF and current pop

ulation sizes are largely unknown. For additional informa

tion, see comments relating to MlS (resource 084).

3. COMMENT: Documents present suggestions for con

tent, format of plan but fail to present plan: DElS 3-158:

“Opportunities...mgt. direction could be improved

through plans for [bald eagle] territory and roost areas

which are mutually acceptable to the MNF, CDFG, and

the USFWS.”

-— Specific legwork, programs of cooperation between

agencies, budgets, research completion dates should

be specified.

- How can allocations for timber, livestock, bald eagle

and other planning Elements be made without base

line bald eagle and other MIS data? (1248)

RESPONSE: The purpose of EIS Chapter 3-Ajfected

Environment is to provide existing information on the

status of management activities- not to specify detailed

management. The Raptor Management Prescription

states that bald eagle nest territory and winter roost man

agement plans will be prepared for each nest territory or

winter roost site. We will include specific direction in these

documents. The Prescription states that all management

activities will maintain or enhance habitat conditions in

these areas. We have excellent baseline data for all our

bald eagle nest sites, and one winter roost area. For other

MIS, see responses to comments in found in that section

(resource 084).

4. COMMENT: The Preferred Alternative designated an

area south and east ofLava Beds National Monument for

management under the Raptor Management Prescrip

tion. Ensure that all areas indicated as daytime roosting

areas in Kiester’s work and referenced in the “Caldwell -

Cougar Bald Eagle Winter Roost Management Area

Plan” prepared by Maurice S. Fasenfest and David A.

Sinclear of the Doublehead Ranger District, dated No

vember 1978, be included under the Raptor Prescription.

Portions of sections 3, 4, 9, 14 and 15 in T44N, R4E may

have been inadvertently excluded. The NW corner of sec
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tion 3 as prescription element 12-14. This area is very

close to Lava Beds National Monument’s Caldwell Butte

nightime communal roost and includes both heavy and

light daytime roosting areas. (1316)

RESPONSE: Thank you for the above information. We

will manage the Caldwell-Cougar bald eagle winter roost

area in its entirety under the Raptor Management Pre

scription. Lava Beds National Park and the Modoc Na

tional Forest are preparing a joint document that will

provide management direction for this roost. The docu

ment includes both the primary and secondary zones iden

tified by Fasenfest and Sinclear.

5. COMMENT: Tionesta (63): Lava Beds south bound

ary eagle roost prescription. The entire roost area along

the south boundary should have the Raptor Manage

ment/Wildlife Prescription. (708)

RESPONSE: Please refer to the previous comment for

dileneation of the Caldwell-Cougar bald eagle winter

roost area.

6. COMMENT: While northeastern California provides

habitat for about half of the bald eagles wintering in the

State, the Modoc NF does not provide half of the habitat.

The Modoc NF receives relatively little use by immigrat

ing waterfowl. The Tulelake Basin (not Forest land) is the

largest concentration point for waterfowl. (364)

RESPONSE: We agree. EIS Chapter 3-Afi'ected Envi

ronment explains this fact. The Forest is significant for

bald eagles in that it provides a portion of roosting habitat

for birds that forage in the Basin.

7. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] 441. a. (1)(b). “The

Modoc NF will attempt to manage for recovery of the

species.” The wording attempt to should be deleted. (364)

RESPONSE: We changed the standard the final Plan to

state that the Forest will assist in the recovery of this

species.

8. COMMENT: individual species comments. Bald ea

gles, on page 2-69 of the DEIS (Table 2-5) “annual out

puts” are expressed in terms of number of “active nests”

or “potential nests”. These are inadequate for monitoring

population trends, because one breeding pair may have

one or many alternate nests within their territory. The

management unit should be the “active territory” or “po

tential territory”. (The same is true regarding peregrine

falcons.) in addition, for base year 1982, files indicate that

Modoc NF supported one possible and five known active

territories. in 1986 and 1987, this had increased to seven

active ten'itories. On page 3-157, the DEIS states that the

number of pairs of bald eagles in northern california is

51 pairs; rather, in 1987, it was 66 occupied breeding

territories. (364)

092 - Threatened and Endangered Species

RESPONSE: The intent of the EIS and Plan is to manage

nest sites as territories. We changed the final documents

to reflect territories as defined in your comment. We also

updated ElS Chapter 3 —Afl’ected Environment to reflect

more recent nest information for the Forest.

9. COMMENT: Species-specific guidelines should in

clude, but not be limited to the following: incorporation

of the guidelines from both the “Pacific States Recovery

Plan for the American Peregrine Falcon” and the “Pacific

States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan” as they relate to the

Modoc NF. (661)

RESPONSE: We used these documents to determine

population goals for these species in the Plan, and we

added them as references to the Standards and Guidelines

for both of these species.

10. COMMENT: In addition, although approximately

half of the entire California population ofwintering bald

eagles (about 500 birds) occur in this area, only 3.1

percent of Forest lands are managed for raptors. The

Plan predicts a 60 percent increase in fishing, hunting,

and non-consumptive use, but does not discuss a seem

ingly significant opportunity to increase public aware

ness of endangered species management by promoting

controlled eagle viewing. (707)

RESPONSE: We developed the Raptor Management

Prescription primarily for goshawks and bald eagles. For

est-wide Standards and Guidelines (Plan Chapter 4) pro

vide additional direction for other raptors that are MlS .

The Raptor Management Prescription is applied to all

known bald eagle nest territories and winter roost areas.

The Forest is significant for bald eagles in that it provides

a portion of roosting habitat for birds that forage in the

Basin. We feel that management direction for raptors is

more than adequate to ensure the protection and manage

ment of habitats for these species.

11. COMMENT: Bald eagles: Most ofthe Caldwell-Cou

gar roost is in raptor management classification in the

Preferred Alternative. However, to the west of fruit

growers’ land, clearcuts and partial cuts are planned.

This is too close to the night roost, and includes some

moderate-use day roost. Up near the Cougar roost, in

heavy-use day roost, there is partial retention zone, and

some modification in moderate-use day roost. There is

modification VQO in the Raptor Management Prescrip

tion adjacent to the Cougar night roost in heavy-use day

roost area, and more modification VQO in two areas of

raptor management in moderate-use day roost. Since

raptor management is supposed to have a VQO of reten

tion or partial retention, someone has made a mistake.

Protect Modoc Lake, the bald eagle summering area.

(708)
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RESPONSE: Thank you for the information. We will

manage all known day and night roost areas in the Cald

well-Cougar roost under the Raptor Management Pre

scription. No timber harvest is planned in these habitats

on national forest lands. As your comment notes, VQO

objectives for areas managed under the Raptor Manage

ment Prescription are retention or partial retention. No

VQO of modification is designated in the Caldwell-Cou

gar management area. The importance ofModocLake for

summer bald eagles is unknown. Birds that use the Medi

cine Lake territory could use this area for foraging. It is

probably of secondary importance to these birds. As a

minimum, we will apply the Riparian Prescription to

Modoc Lake to protect the fishery in that fake.

12. COMMENT: Support recovery efforts for the listed

threatened and endangered species on the Forest. In

crease the populations of these species so they may be

eventually delisted. (807)

RESPONSE: Your request is a major goal ofthe Plan, and

is so documented in Chapter 4.

13. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] P. 441 A 1 b: Isn’t the

eagle population stable or increasing? P. 4-43 Osprey a:

What is the definition ofan active nesting site? Used once

every 20 years? (1153)

RESPONSE: The bald eagle population appears to be

increasing in California. It is still listed as an endangered

species. An active nest (territory) is one that is currently

occupied by a nesting pair.

14. COMMENT: A sensitive species should not be

treated as if it were endangered. Habitat forgame species,

especially waterfowl and big game, should be given prior

ity. (1311)

RESPONSE: The goal for sensitive species is to manage

them so that they do not become listed as threatened or

endangered. Normally, sensitive species are not managed

as if they were threatened or endangered because the risk

of their extinction is less than T&E species. Threatened

and endangered species are given the highest priority for

management, followed by sensitive species. These catego

ries include species where viability is a concern. The re

maining species — harvest, ecological indicators and

special interest species-—have lower priorities for man

agement.

15. COMMENT: I urge you to classify this NF as a

national wildlife-biological preserve and national critical

habitat areas to save all life including the bald eagle,

peregrine falcon, Modoc sucker, goshawk, willow fiy

catcher, CA bighorn sheep, marten, Lost River sucker,

shortnose sucker, and mountain lion. (l4)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service is a multiple-use agency

and as such is mandated to manage all resources respon

sibly. See specific comments regarding these species in the

MIS section (resource 084).

16. COMMENT: The bald eagles and other endangered

species ofModoc NF need an environment clear of traces

ofman in order to try and save their already diminishing

populations. (414)

RESPONSE: We believe that the Plan provides strong

direction for the fish, wildlife and botanical resources. We

also believe we can maintain these species above viable

population levels. See also the previous response. (831)

17. COMMENT: Threatened species are all part of the

evolution of the universe. You can’t stop change, nor is it

right to do so, or to try to do so. Nor is it right to deny

scores ofjobs so one species might survive.

RESPONSE: Federal law mandates that the Forest con

tribute to recovery efforts for federally endangered and

threatened species under the the Endangered Species Act

(1973) as ammended in 1988.

18. COMMENT: 4-41 23. wildlife and fish — 1. bald eagle

a. winter roosts: my family and l have observed bald

eagles wintering in Lake City/Mill Creek Canyon. (333)

RESPONSE: Thank you for the information. This infor

mation will be forwarded to the Warner Mtn. Ranger

District. if the roost site lies on national forest lands, we

will designate the area as a bald eagle winter roost site and

manage the site under the Raptor Management Prescrip

tion.

1. COMMENT: We are disturbed with the levels of dis

turbance to sensitive plant habitat that would result from

implementation of the PRF. DEIS 4-74 describes the

probability of disturbance by alternative. These relative

levels range from highest for RPD, low for the PRF and

lowest for RBU and AMN. These projected levels of dis

turbance could in fact require the eventual intervention

by the USFWS to list the species as T&E. This is contrary

to the MIR established by the region. Calif. Native Plant

Society requests that the MNF modify their actions to

substantially reduce risks to sensitive plants to a low

level. (1214, 1018)

RESPONSE: The Modoc National Forest has a strong

commitment to manage sensitive species in a manner that

ensures their population viability on national, forest lands.

All threatened, endangered, and sensitive species are as

sessed for any proposed project in a site-specific environ
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mental analysis. This commitment is emphasized in Forest

Standards and Guidelines (Plan Chapter 4).

2. COMMENT: Cal. Native Plant Soc. requests that the

final Plan and E18 include a full discussion of impacts to

sensitive plants and how the MNF intends to reduce or

eliminate these impacts. If the MNF does not have this

info, CNPS requests that an EA methodology be devel

oped which will generate this info prior to undertaking

intensive mgt. of Forest resources, or the renewal of

grazing leases. (1214)

RESPONSE: Impacts to sensitive plants, and how these

can be mitigated, are best addressed through the format

of Species Management Guides. The Modoc National

Forest currently has no Species Management Guides.

Long-term plans call for preparation of guides for all

sensitive species. This commitment is reflected in the

monitoring section ofthe final Plan (Chapter 5), which has

been revised in response to this comment. Further, poten

tial for impacts to sensitive plant species is analyzed and

discussed in site-specific environmental analyses and bio

logical evaluations prepared for conference with the For

est Service prior to implementing any project.

3. COMMENT: In the absence of Species Management

Guides, CNPS feels the only responsible management for

MNF is total avoidance of impacts to sensitive species.

This should be stated in the Plan and DEIS. (1214)

RESPONSE: The monitoring guidelines in the final Plan

have been changed as follows: “There will be no impacts

to plant populations that do not have a Species Manage

ment Guide/Plan, unless recommended by the Forest Su

pervisor” (Chapter 5). A standard has been added which

states: “Allow no disturbance of identified sensitive plant

habitat without direction from Interim Management

Guides, Species Management Guides, or a site-specific

Environmental Analysis” (Chapter 4).

4. COMMENT: Plan 3-27 states that no changes in the

current grazing strategy are necessary for sensitive plant

protection. I cannot agree with that blanket statement.

Instead, each population of sensitive plants should be

individually assessed to see if current or proposed graz

ing impacts are detrimental. (676, 364)

RESPONSE: The Plan Chapter 3SummaryoftheAnaIysis

of the Management Situation (Sensitive Plants) has been

amended in response to your comments.

5. COMMENT: Plan 4-8. Sensitive plants. The Plan

should require an evaluation of intensive land uses, such

as livestock grazing, logging, etc., where sensitive species

occur.(364)

RESPONSE: These topics are addressed in Species Man

agement Guides. The Plan provides for preparation of
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Species Management Guides. The guides will specify

types of research and exclosure studies that are appropri

ate for each taxon. In the absence of interim or final

Species Management Guides, we will evaluate impacts to

sensitive plant populations in site-specific environmental

analyses.

6. COMMENT: The Plan has omitted any mention of

opportunities to upgrade the status of sensitive plant

species.(364)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service Manual (FSM 2672.32

10/86 Amendment 52) directs us to include objectives in

forest plans to ensure viable populations ofsensitive plants

throughout their geographic ranges. These are displayed

in the Plan, Chapter 4- Forest Standards and Guidelines.

7. COMMENT: There are no speciflc indications of the

intent to complete the Modoc NF inventory and survey

such species to determine their locations, status, trend

and management sensitivity to various USFS projects.

The DEIS and Plan need to provide for the completion of

such inventories and surveys. (364, 1214)

RESPONSE: The Modoc N.F. has prioritized eleven sen

sitive plant species on the basis of sensitivity to different

land management practices, habitat requirements, species

endemicity, etc. Several species need additional informa

tion. We will focus inventory efforts on high priority spe

cies, and those species and populations that could be

impacted by land management practices.

8. COMMENT: The following statements should be

added to the MlRs in the DEIS:

— Sensitive plant species, although not subject to the

provisions ofthe Endangered Species Act, will receive

special management to prevent their placement on

federal lists as discussed in FSM 2670.3.

- The Modoc NF will develop species management

guides for all of their sensitive plants.

— The Modoc NF inventory of sensitive plants will be

completed before the next round of Forest plan

ning.(364)

RESPONSE: Management implementation requirements

are defined at the Regional Office level, and little discre

tionary control exists regarding their application at the

Forest level. However, as stated in the Forest Plan, sensi

tive species will be managed so that they will not be

federally listed.

Regarding your first suggestion, Forest Service Manual

direction is not necessarily reiterated in the Plan.

Regarding the second suggestion, we revised the

monitoring section to reflect the requirement for

preparing Species Management Guides.
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9. COMMENT: Plan 4-34-This is insufficient as a de

scription of what the Modoc NF intends to do regarding

the task of keeping the sensitive plant species off the

official federal lists. The Plan should include specific

guidelines (see suggested MlRs) regarding Modoc NF

inventory efforts for sensitive plants, monitoring plans

and a schedule for completing the species management

guides on all sensitive plants on the Modoc NF. Further,

botanical surveys in proposed project areas should be

specified to occur at the appropriate season when the

plants in question can be identified.(364)

RESPONSE: We changed Forest Standards and Guide

lines in response to this and other comments.

10. COMMENT: We suggest that the following mini

mum implementation requirements be adopted in the

Plan: Sensitive plant species will be managed in a manner

to prevent their placement on federal threatened and

endangered lists as discussed in FSM 2670.3. (661, 672)

RESPONSE: This statement is made in Plan Chapter 4

(Management Direction), under Forest Standards and

Guidelines.

11. COMMENT: One additional area of concern to the

Calif. Native Plant Soc. is the mgt of sensitive plants

during the period before species mgt. guides have been

prepared. The interim mgt. of sensitive plants could be

crucial to their long-term viability because during this

stage it is possible to make decisions that could signifi

cantly adversely affect them. (1214)

RESPONSE: We revised monitoring guidelines in re

sponse to this and other comments: “No impacts will be

allowed to occur to plant populations that do not have a

species management plan unless directed by the Forest

Supervisor‘as a result of site-specific environmental anal

ysis, and where appropriate after conference with the U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service.”

12. COMMENT: The monitoring Plan refers to interim

and existing species mgt. guides, yet these are not men

tioned elsewhere in the documents. Calif. Native Plant

Soc. feels strongly about MNF having a commitment to

the preparation of species mgt. guides. These guides take

a species-wide, and Forest-wide look at sensitive plant

mgt. They identify the habitat needs, mgt. constraints,

opportunities for enhancement, and make determina

tions of what populations are required for the long-term

preservation of the species.

CNPS feels strongly that species mgt. guides are neces

sary, critical tools for mgt, and request that MNF should

make a firm commitment in the Plan to prepare these

guides. (1214)

RESPONSE: We acknowledge that Species Management

Guides are an important component of sensitive plant

management, and provisions for their preparation have

been added to the monitoring plan, as well as the Manage

ment Direction (Chapter 4) section of the Plan.

13. COMMENT: Plan 3-27 8: DEIS 3-100: 1f surveys

focus on known populations of listed species, unknown

populations and/or rare species not currently known

from the MNF will never be recognized and protected.

Calif. Native Plant Soc. opposes this approach and will

not tolerate operating under such insupportable assump

tions about the distributions of sensitive plants. The

MNF is poorly known from a botanical standpoint. Rely

ing on existing info will result in future impacts to sensi

tive species unless substantial changes in philosophy and

methods are enacted. (1214)

RESPONSE: We are aware of the deficiencies of.existing

plant distribution and population information. The

Forest’s philosophy in the last several years has been to

actively support the logistics of outside research projects.

These projects have included work on the taxonomy and

distribution ofPanfibrata, efforts to generate comprehen

sive species lists of the Warner Mountains, and research

to compare alpine floras ofthe Warner Mountains and the

Jarbridge Mountains. To date, two species have been

added to the sensitive plant list as a result of these projects,

and more are likely to follow. In the meantime, site-spe

cific searches for sensitive plants are conducted when

potential areas of impact are evaluated. We will continue

to rely on and encourage these and similar projects, re

gardless of the status of our botany program.

14. COMMENT: App. B (Res. & Tech. Needs) identified

the need for inventories of geology, soils, riparian areas

and cultural resources. A Forest-wide botanical inven

tory of sensitive plant species needs to be included here

as well, and completed over the next planning period.

(1214)

RESPONSE: Your comments have been incorporated

into the Research and Technical Needs section ofthe Plan

(Appendix B).

15. COMMENT: Calif. Native Plant Soc. feels that: 1)

project and Forest-wide inventories should be executed

by qualified botanists, and 2) “fioristic” and not “predic

tive” surveys should be conducted for all projects with

moderate to high levels of ground disturbance, and for

areas receiving heavy use such as grazing allotments. The

PRF’s proposal to continue grazing and convert thou

sands ofacres of mixed conifer and eastside pine into tree

plantations are areas where fioristic inventories provide

the only method to ensure that sensitive species are not

overlooked and subsequently lost. (1214)

RESPONSE: Regional direction (FSH R-S 1.11b)

states that plant surveyers shall be selected based on their

familiarity with the plants and plant communities of the
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area, and that training shall be provided in sensitive spe

cies identification and identification of their habitats. A

professional botanist shall supervise the preparation ofthe

species management guides. Site-specific surveys are con

ducted in suitable, previously unsurveyed habitat, prior to

ground-disturbing activities.

16. COMMENT: The following taxa should be added to

the table on [DEIS] 3-98 and 3-99 as potential sensitive

species pending further evaluation. Recent field surveys

have strongly indicated that these taxa should be consid

ered sensitive: Astragalus inversus, Carex halliana,

Cryptantha subretusa, Cupressus baken' ssp. baken', Dimere

sia howellii, Erigeron acris var. debilis, Iliamna baken', Pen

stemon cinereus, Phacelia inundata, Pogogyne sp. nov.

(J okerst in prep.), Polygonum polygaloides ssp. es

otericum, Rorippa columbiae. in addition, the following

lists plants that should be on the Modoc NF watch-list of

potential sensitive plant taxa that may occur on the

Modoc NF: Camissonia minor, Carex sheldonii,

Chenopodium gigantospemtum, Corydalis caseana var.

caseana, Epilobium oreganum, GratioIa heterosepala,

Hackelia cusickii, Navarretia subuligera, Oncuttia tennis,

Penstemon shastensis, Poa rhizomata, Polygonum

bidwelliae, Polystichum kruckbergii, Spanina gracilis, 771e

Iypodium brachycarpum, Thermopsis macrophylla var.

argentata. (364, 500, 661, 672)

RESPONSE: Polygonum polygaloides esotericum has

been confirmed and added to the Forest’s sensitive plant

List. The other species are potential sensitive plants for

which information is lacking. These have been placed on

a Forest Watch List.

17. COMMENT: 4. Monitoring programs for all sensi

tive, state-listed rare, threatened and endangered, and

federally-listed threatened and endangered species shall

be implemented to determine baseline population sizes,

population trends and habitat requirements before the

next round of Forest planning. Without such specific and

clear direction regarding this rare and important re

source applied to all alternatives, it is not possible to

visualize howthe Modoc NFwill “manage sensitive plants

to ensure that they do not become threatened and endan

gered by Modoc NF activities.” (364, 1214, 1316)

RESPONSE: See Forest Plan, Chapter 5 - Monitoringand

Evaluation Requirements.

18. COMMENT: On page 3-156, the DEIS lists MlS for

the Modoc NF. No sensitive plant species are so identi

fied. This is a major omission. All rare plants, including

sensitive, threatened, endangered, etc., should be desig

nated MlS to help avoid conflicts with management ac

tivities. (364, 1218)

RESPONSE: Sensitive species are essentially managed as

management indicator species; i.e., they are managed to

096 - Sensitive Plants

maintain viable populations throughout their range on the

Modoc NF.

19. COMMENT: On page 3-30 to 3-35, the DEIS dis

cusses diversity, but includes no discussion of rare plant

species. This should have been included as part of the

discussion on richness, one component of diversity. The

number of plant taxa and the numbers of rare plant taxa

contribute to the diversity on the Modoc NFjust as to the

number of vegetation types present. (364)

RESPONSE: We acknowledge that sensitive plants are

components of biological diversity. We also recognize the

rarity of their numbers or habitat. They are designated as

sensitive in order to receive an emphasis appropriate to

their status.

20. COMMENT: Management Direction: Sensitive plant

species aren't mentioned in future condition or mission;

they are finally mentioned in goals. There are no sensitive

plant objectives. (708)

RESPONSE: Objectives for sensitive plants are found in

the Plan, Chapter 4—Management Direction — under For

est Standards and Guidelines.

21. COMMENT: Special interest area designations

should be considered if this would protect a species. (708)

RESPONSE: Special Interest Areas (SIAs) are those

areas recognized by the Forest Service as having special

significance for recreational, scientific, cultural, or educa-'

tional use. We set aside these areas and protect them for

their special characteristics. Some areas of the Forest are

suitable for SIA designation because of botanical charac

teristics, and provision for these have been included in the

Final Plan.

22. COMMENT: MNF sensitive plant program appears

to be one which receives little funding, is a low priority,

w/o a staff botanist capable of designing and implement

ing an effective day-to-day program. Without this kind of

attention the sensitive plant program does not have the

visibility to be controversial. Calif. Native Plant Soc. has

little confidence that sensitive species are receiving the

care and protection required by Forest Service policy and

law, especially when we note that a large number of spe

cies currently receive no attention on the Forest. We

request the MNF make the changes necessary to improve

the effectiveness of the program. (1214)

RESPONSE: The Forest Sensitive Plant Coordinator is a

collateral duty; district biologists have responsibility for

field surveys for sensitive plants. We protect known pop

ulations of sensitive plants.

23. COMMENT: The projected $500 annual cost seems

to be a gross underestimation of the true cost ofconduct

Public Comments U-107



096 - Sensitive Plants

ing the required pre-disturbance fioristic surveys and

long-term monitoring. (1316)

RESPONSE: We have amended projected costs in

reponse to your comment.

24. COMMENT: CNPS requests that the below S&Gs be

adopted by MNF and incorporated into the Plan. All

sensitive plant populations will be actively managed by

conducting the following activities:

1) Habitat will be provided all sensitive plant species

found on the MNF sufficient for their continued exis

tence, and if feasible, their declassification as sensitive or

Threatened and Endangered (to “recover” the species).

2) Mgt. of Calif. State listed rare, T&E species shall be

coordinated, and efforts to promote the delisting ofState

listed species shall be made where changes in Forest mgt.

would contribute.

3) Conducting fioristic inventories of project sites and

areas of ground disturbance.

— reconnaissance will be performed by personnel with

botanical and field expertise in sensitive plant mgt.

— potential impacts to populations shall be documented

and mitigative actions taken to eliminate significant

impacts.

4) Forest~wide inventory for sensitive plants shall be

completed before the next round of Forest planning.

5) Species Mgt. Guides, that function as recovery plans,

will be prepared. Guides shall: provide background and

status of the species; identify possible undiscovered sites

where a species may occur; identify enhancement oppor

tunities; locate core or critical areas determined neces

sary for long-term protection; and define activity

constraints. (1214)

RESPONSE: We revised Forest Standards and Guide

lines in the Final Plan. Some of the above concepts were

included. Items 1, 2, 3, and 5 are included in Forest Service

Handbook R-S 2609.25 - Threatened and Endangered

Plants Program Handbook, and will be used on the Modoc

NF.

25. COMMENT: in the Plan under Future Condition of

the Forest, Calif. Native Plant Soc. requests the following

information be provided for sensitive species: 1) which

species will have habitat protected, and what proportion

ofthe known populations will be protected; and (2) which,

if any, species could possibly be delisted as a result of

Forest mgt. (1214)

RESPONSE: We have not changed Forest Mission and

Goals. The desired future condition of the Forest is em

bodied in Forest Standards and Guidelines, Management

Prescriptions, and Management Area Direction (Plan

Chapter 4), which translate the Forest Mission and Goals

into more specific direction and practices.

Standards and Guidelines specify that management

activities will not lead to the listing of any sensitive species.

26. COMMENT: I support the PRF because it will man

age and protect sensitive plant species as though they

were officially classified as threatened or endangered. (7)

RESPONSE: Thank you. Your comment has been noted.

27. COMMENT: Seeding is especially damaging to na

tive species. This should be discouraged. (708)

RESPONSE: We prescribe seeding for disturbed areas

where impacts to native species is not a consideration.

28. COMMENT: Calif. Native Plant Soc. is very con

cerned about ongoing impacts to sensitive plant popula

tions and their habitats, and the mgt. philosophy on the

MNF which has allowed these impacts to occur. The Plan

3-27 states, “Because sensitive plants probably existed

and survived 100 years of grazing, no change in current

grazing strategy is necessary.” This type of simplistic

approach to sensitive plant mgt. is seriously flawed and

could lead to the further decline of certain species. Stud

ies done by the Sh-T NF on Calochon‘us Iongebarbatus var.

Iongebarbatus found dramatic differences between grazed

and roadside populations (Jokerst, 1983). is the MNF

aware ofthis study? How can the Forest assume all is well

with species that continue to be impacted when no sup

porting data is gathered? (364, 676, 708, 1214)

RESPONSE: We agree with your comment that the

quoted statement in Draft Plan 3-27 is erroneous; we have

removed it. Calochonus longebarbatus var. Iongebarbatus

is prioritized for a Species Management Guide.

29. COMMENT: Sensitive species’ habitat should also

receive protection from destruction or adverse modifica

tion. in order to maintain plant diversity at levels cur

rently found in the Modoc NF, it will be necessary to

ensure that viable populations of all species are main

tained. (364)

RESPONSE: See Plan Chapter 4 Standards and Guide

lines-Sensitive Plants which addresses sensitive plant

management.

30. COMMENT: DElS 3-100 states that areas of known

populations are surveyed before land disturbance or ex

change. it is not stated, however, that suitable habitat for

sensitive plants where there are not known populations

is to be surveyed, as it should be before any disturbance

takes place. [would like to see added to the sensitive plant

guidelines on Plan 4-34 the following statement: “inven

tory suitable habitat for additional populations of sensi

tive plant species.” (676)
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RESPONSE: We modified Forest Standards and Guide

lines as a result of this and similar comments.

31. COMMENT: Under Management Area Direction

(Plan, pages 4-158 to 4-268) there should be a discussion

about the sensitive plant populations of each area. De

tails about each population may not be known, but these

gaps in knowledge should be acknowledged and used as

references for future surveys. (364, 676, 1214)

RESPONSE: We modified Management Area Direction

(Plan Chapter 4) in response to this and similar comments.

32. COMMENT: Plan 3-27: When listing sensitive plant

species, scientific names as well as common names should

be used, since common names are not universally uni

form. (676, 1387)

RESPONSE: Both scientific names and common names

are listed in EIS Chapter 3Afi'ectedEnvironment. We used

scientific names throughout the remainder of the docu

ment because common names are inconsistent, nonexis

tent, ambiguous, or misleading.

33. COMMENT: Reasons for species being classified

“sensitive”—grazing pressure perhaps? (1248)

RESPONSE: The Regional Forester lists plant species as

sensitive when population viability is a concern. This can

happen when (1) a significant downward trend in popula

tion numbers or density occurs or is predicted; (2) a

significant downward trend in habitat capability, would

reduce a species’ existing distribution, occurs or is pre

dicted; or (3) numbers are so low or distribution so limited

that special management consideration is required to

maintain presence and viability, regardless of current

trend.

34. COMMENT: DEIS, pp. 3-98 And 3-99. Only three of

the nine plant taxa described on these pages will remain

candidates in the forthcoming update to the notice of

review for plants. They are Eryngium matht'asiae, Mimulus

pygmaeus, and Poafibrata. (1316)

RESPONSE: Thank you for this information.

35. COMMENT: Two other candidate plants, the

Deschutes Miik-Vetch (Astragalus tegetarioides) and

Greene's Mariposa Lily (Calochortus greenei) may occur

in the Modoc Forest. The former species is known from

Ash Valley, the latter species has been reported from

“Forestdale” (northeast of Taylor Mountain). Both of

these plants are Category 2 candidates. (1316)

RESPONSE: Thank you for the information onAstragalus

tegetan'oides. The collection of Calochortus greenei to

which you refer stored at the Jepson Herbarium, Univer

sity of California, Berkeley. it was recently examined

(3/19/87), confirmed to be Calochon‘us longebarbatus var.
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longebarbatus, and so annotated. The plant was subse

quently removed from the Modoc N.F. sensitive plant list.

36. COMMENT: Endangered flora: lf juniper were

felled and just let lay that these species would come back

at a rapid rate. (387)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We agree that

this technique may be applicable to juniper types on the

Modoc. It will be evaluated in preparation of a juniper

management plan to be completed after release of the

Forest Plan.

99.8. saw

1. COMMENT: Snag recruitment should be considered

only on a site-specific basis where professional mgrs can

show real need exists.

RESPONSE: Your comment is essentially what is pro

posed in the final Plan. We will manage snags as stands are

brought under treatment. The goal is to meet Regional

guidelines for snag densities (1.5 snags per acre as a

minimum), over the rotation period of the stand. See

Forestwide Standards and Guidelines (Plan Chapter 4)

for specific information. (2)

2. COMMENT: Snag management is portrayed as an

MMR on the MNF when in reality the MMR is to provide

for viable populations. Without a documented need to

protect the viability of a particular species, the costs are

simply too great. Snag mgt should be dropped in its

entirety until a proven need is shown. (21, 1006, 1007, 720,

1252)

RESPONSE: The snag standards in the Forest Plan are

based on Regional guidelines for snag management.

These guidelines were developed after reviewing the liter

ature and consulting with biologists familiar with the hab

itat requirement of cavity-dependent species. Their

findings suggest that average minimum requirement for

most cavity-dependent species is approximately 1.5 snags

per acre. Below this level, viability for these species cannot

be assured. Snag management at this level assumes that

these snag densities are met on 100% of the forested area

(or available habitat).

On much of the Modoc, particularly in eastside pine

stands, our densities are significantly below 1.5 per acre,

mostly the result of historic heavy logging and

management to eliminate snags. In the Plan, we provide

direction to improve snag densities on the Forest to meet

habitatrequirements of cavity-dependent species over the

long term.

3. COMMENT: 4-45 snags (1) (a) Should this be some

thing to be adopted or rejected in the FORPLAN alterna
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tives? 1.5 snags/acre seems to be rather finite measure

please explain research if any? (126)

— (1). (C) Where is the economic analysis and effect on

ASQ? Why is this presented as a fact rather than an

alternative?

RESPONSE: The effects of snag management were mod

eled in FORPLAN in terms of expected reductions in

ASQ due to snag management. We compare this informa

tion by alternative in EIS Chapter 4 —Environmental Con

sequences. The response to the previous comment explains

why 1.5 snags per acre was established as a snag manage

ment standard.

4. COMMENT: 1. Snag densities data base- how was

the data base for snag densities determined? The LRMP

states that transects and other field evaluation were done.

We need to know:

— a) What percentage of the land was transected?

— b) Was the percent statistically valid?

— c) Was the transects representative ofthe timber types

present?

— d) Was the acreage allocation by timber type correct?

— e) Who did the field work?

if the snag-dependent species currently on the Forest

have viable populations with only 0.2-0.6 snags/ac, why

does the Forest need to manage for more than the current

snag density?

What are the economic effects of “no salvage logging” on

the Modoc National Forest?

What are the economic impacts from snag management

plans on the Modoc?

— a) Timber volume lost PNV, interest, future losses

(including salvage)

— b) Timberland acreage lost to snag retention

— c) Cost to topping trees & snag recruitment

— d) Management cost by forest service

— e) Timber purchasers cost do to new regulations

- 1') How does snag management relate to KV funds?

Summary: [snag recruitment should generally be discon

tinued and done only on site-specific basis where a dem

onstrated need exists.) (126)

RESPONSE: We conducted transects to determine snag

densities mostly in eastside pine on Devil’s Garden

Ranger District; silvicultural data and other information

supplemented snag density data. No statistical tests were

done. We believe this information is adequate to display

needs in the Land Management Planning document. Snag

densities displayed in the E18 are also supported by ongo

ing research by the Pacific Southwest Experiment Station

(PSW).

Continuing research by the PSW addresses the question

of viability. This study is evaluating cavity-nesting bird

densities as they relate to snag densities in eastside pine.

Insufficient data prevents us from determiningwhetherwe

have viable populations of cavity-nesting species where

snag densities are low.

The effects of salvage logging are included in economic

analyses for managing snags. Generally, those trees that

would be salvaged are future snags. On a site-specific

basis, we consider salvage logging only where sufficient

snags and replacement snags exist to meet the standards.

ElS Chapter 4-Environmental Consequences discusses

reduction in ASQ due to snag management. Because we

will conduct snag treatment on acres treated for timber,

we could use K-V funds to create snags. This would be

done on a site-specific basis. See Plan Chapter 4,

Forestwide Standards and Guidelines, for further

information.

5. COMMENT: As stated in App. G, p. 6, the volume

would be reduced by 6.6 MMBF in the 1st decade for a

loss of $38.8 million in PNV. (153)

RESPONSE: This was the expected reduction in A80 in

the Draft Plan. Under this assumption, we managed to

achieve snag density standards within 3 decades on all

forested acres. The final Plan states that we will manage

stands as they are harvested, and leave enough snags and

replacement snags for the rotation of the unit. As a result,

A80 is reduced. See ElS Chapter 4 —Environmental Con

sequences for specific information.

6. COMMENT: Snag fire potential and suppression

costs, safety hazard potential, diseased insect and animal

damage associated with host snag trees, snag falling rates

and the data base for snag densities were never fully

analyzed in the Plan. (231)

RESPONSE: The contribution of snags to increased fire

potential and suppression costs is insignificant. The con—

tribution of snags to disease and animal damage is un

founded. On the contrary, snags provide nesting habitat

for bird species that feed on insects that could cause

disease outbreaks in forested habitats. Thus, the manage

ment of snags may help buffer forests from disease. Snag

falling assumptions are based on research in Oregon and

are explained in ElS Appendix G —SnagManagement and

Modeling. Appendix G also explains the basis for existing

snag densities. See also previous responses.

7. COMMENT: Snag modeling. The reductions in tim

ber harvest and the potential receipts from pine timber

needed to create snags is the direct result of the uncritical

adoption of the Regional snag policy numbers for the
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Modoc NF. This data could help define the naturally

occurring snag levels on the Modoc NF. A few old-growth,

undisturbed pine stands still exist on the Modoc NF

where naturally occurring numbers of snags can be

found. I inventoried and reported on one of these stands

when l was on the Modoc. All this data suggests that the

current standard has never been met for site lV eastside

pine stands over their rotation. My research indicates

that about 19% of the standing inventorywould be neces

sary to implement these standards unless a very expen

sive topping program is maintained. Recent experience

on the Bird and Quaking Fire salvage would seem to

indicate this. The logistics of providing for an even distri

bution ofsnags over time and topography in future young

growth stands have not yet been solved. Since natural

stands produce snags in clumps at widely varying times

and places a great deal of effort will be required to main

tain the relatively even distribution required by the cur

rent standards and guidelines. (256)

RESPONSE: We agree with part of your comment. Snags

are not evenly distributed over the landscape and tend to

be clumped over time and topography. We know that

historic eastside pine stands had shorter fire intervals. The

suppression of fire, increased livestock grazing, and high

intensity logging altered these stands significantly. The

results were the conversion of understory vegetation from

grass/forbs to shrubs, the reduction in mean stand diame~

ter, and the encroachment of juniper and white fir into

these stands. Therefore, essentially no undisturbed stands

of eastside pine exist on the Modoc. The change in Forest

structure undoubtedly had an impact on the number and

sizes of snags in these habitats.

We suspect that eastside pine stands never had snag

densities that are found in westside Sierra Nevada or

northern California mixed conifer or fir stands. We know

that an aggressive snag removal program existed on the

Forest up to 25 years ago. Although we can’t demonstrate

historic snag levels, we believe that the EIS and Plan offer

reasonable goals for snags on the Forest.

The PSW is conducting research on the relationship

between snag densities and cavity-dependent bird species

populations. This information will be used as a basis for

future snag management direction.

8. COMMENT: Snag and downed materials and mgt

proposed in the Plan are excellent. Where high habitat

capability for snag and downed exists, snag and downed

log levels should be maintained at those levels. (500)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support.

9. COMMENT: Snag recruitment-RMP [proposed

Plan] 445 to 47: We do, however, oppose your proposal

to treat sound trees to produce snags. Snag recruitment

must not include sound, marketable timber trees. (530)
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RESPONSE: We will use sound trees to produce snags on

a site-specific basis. We will create snags from live trees

only in timber harvest areas and habitats designated spe

cifically for wildlife purposes, where snag densities are

below those stated in the Forestwide Standards and

Guidelines (Plan Chapter 4).

10. COMMENT: No compensation for snag densities

below MMRs which are also undoubtedly extremely low.

What compensation necessary? How achieved? Likeli

hood of achievement under PRF? (1248)

RESPONSE: Under the Preferred Alternative, we will

manage snag levels that are below MMRs to levels pre

scribed in the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines. We

believe that we will be able to meet snag objectives by the

6th decade, with the exception of burn areas and current

plantations. We will manage on a site-specific basis: we

will manage snags on acres harvested, with enough snags

and green trees retained to meet objectives over the rota

tion period of the stand.

11. COMMENT: Your snag density guides appear to be

a bare minimum. A total of 1.5 snags per ac. represents

suboptimal numbers, especially for the larger (over 24"

dbh) snags. You pay little attention to non-avian users of

snags: what species is the relationship between animal

numbers and snag density; what are the seasonal uses of

snags? (664)

RESPONSE: We based snag management direction on

Regional Guidelines that were developed by reviewing the

literature and by biologists familiar with habitat require

ments of cavity-dependent species. The standards are a

minimum objective for snags. The emphasis in the Plan

tends to be related more to avian species because these

are easier to monitor. We believe that if we meet snag

standards for these species, then the needs of non-avian

species will also be met. The marten is an example of a

non-avian species that was chosen partially for its depen

dence on snags and down logs.

12. COMMENT: The Forest is currently deficient in

snags and the levels set for the Forest are only MMRs,

not the optimal numbers for such species as pileated

woodpeckers. We should continue to blow the tops off

green trees and existing snags. (708)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We will top

snags on a site-specific basis as necessary to meet snag

Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines.

13. COMMENT: The snag issue. There has been urging

by some to renew salvage logging while the snag situation

is being studied. I feel this would be unwise. Snag densi

ties are so low the addition of a few snags by natural

mortality will not bring the snag numbers up to any
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foreseeable minimum that the snag study may establish.

(807)

RESPONSE: We will not consider salvage sales where

snag deficits exist. The only areas where salvage may be

considered are wildfire areas, or where sufficient

snag/tree densities occur that allow for existing and re

placement snags.

14. COMMENT: In order to determine the number of

snags required, there needs to be a “breeding pair” and

“cavity-nester” inventory done. (1009)

RESPONSE: We agree. The PSW is in the second of a five

year study to determine relationships between snag den

sities and cavity-dependent bird populations in eastside

pine. We will use the results of this research to modify snag

standards and guidelines that currently exist in the Plan.

15. COMMENT: Modoc should not have started this

practice until the new Forest Management Plan was

passed. (893)

RESPONSE: NFMA requires that all resources receive

balanced consideration in planning processes. The avail

ability of snags for cavity-dependent species is an impor

tant concern on the Modoc National Forest. We believe

that that Preferred Alternative provides a reasonable ap

proach to maintaining and improving snag densities for

these species. See previous comments for specific infor

mation.

16. COMMENT: I support snag recruitment by topping

live ponderosa pine trees until the MMR for snags ofthat

species is met Forestwide. Further research is superflu

ous. (900)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support. We feel that

further research is necessary to validate cavity-dependent

species requirements on the Modoc.

17. COMMENT: The snag management program needs

critical review. There is not an alternative in the DEIS

that provides another option. (1062)

RESPONSE: Snag densities prescribed in the Plan are

management requirements for all alternatives. They were

developed at the Regional level and are applicable to all

Forests in Region 5. The literature and professional exper

tise suggest that snag levels prescribed in the Plan are

necessary to maintain viable populations of cavity-depen

dents species.

18. COMMENT: The Modoc should rigorously explore

all alternatives to provide habitat for cavity-nesters that

are less impactful on the ASQ and PNV. The Modoc

should clearly discuss the assumptions the snag habitat

requirements are based on and identify uncertainty re

lated to those assumptions. (1070)

RESPONSE: Snag levels prescribed in the Plan were

based on Regional guidelines for snag management that

were, in turn, based on known habitat requirements of

various snag-dependent species. Maintaining snags will

undoubtedly have an impact on ASQ and PNV, but this

does not preclude our responsibility to manage for all

resources as defined in NFMA and 36 CFR (Code of

Federal Regulations) 219. Appendix G-Snag Manage

ment and Modelling display assumptions for snag habitat

requirements; previous responses to comments in section

also explain them. We believe that management direction

stated in the Plan will provide for cavity-dependent spe

cies while minimizing the impact to ASQ.

19. COMMENT: The Modoc failed to involve the public

in developing its snag requirements. More importantly,

the requirements for snags are not the result of interdis

ciplinary analysis as the NFMA regulations require.

(1070)

RESPONSE: As stated in previous comments, snag stan

dards and guidelines were based on Regional direction.

This direction applies to all Forests in Region 5. NFMA

states that all resources (including cavity-dependent spe

cies) will be considered in land management planning. We

believe that the snag standards in the Plan are reasonable.

Theyprovide minimum management guidelines for cavity

dependent species to ensure that populations of these

species are retained on the Forest. The Forest Plan is an

interdisicpinary product. it was developed by resource

management specialists from a myriad of resource back~

grounds, including foresters and silviculturists.

20. COMMENT: The Scarface and Gerig fires alone

produced 47,000 acres of snags in one year. The restraint

applied to determine how or which snags will be counted

results in a snag program which duplicates habitat which

is provided as the result of other constraints and which

serves no justified purpose. (1282)

RESPONSE: Although burn areas can exceed snag stan

dards the first few years following a wildfire, they usually

become deficit within 10 years of the burn. Burn areas are

also incapable of producing snags for recruitment pur

poses. For these reasons, burn areas were not included as

areas that will be managed for snags.

Snags in burn areas are important for some species such

as purple martin and Lewis’ Woodpecker. However, when

snags in burn areas fall down, those burn areas remain

snag-deficient until replacement trees mature to sufficient

size and can be managed for snags. This can take more

than 100 years. Thus, these acres do not duplicate other

areas for snag production.

21. COMMENT: DEIS 3475: Since snag inventories are

essential baseline for FMP-DEIS, what are plans to ob
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tain this data necessary for design of FMP-DEIS rather

than procrastinate to timber sale-project level?

DEIS 3-193: What insects and reptiles need to be consid

ered MlS to represent snag species? Reptile, e.g., to rep

resent down-wood?

DEIS 3-195: Since baseline data on snags are unavailable

and monitoring is, therefore, impossible, how can FMP

DElS be legal documents under the provisions ofNFMA

and NEPA? (1248)

RESPONSE: As mentioned previously, the PSW is in its

second year of a research study to quantify snag-density

requirements for maintaining viable populations of cavity

dependent species. We will use this information to modify

snag-density requirements in the Plan. We will apply snag

standards will be applied at the project level, when timber

management activities are planned. This appears to be the

most cost-effective way to ensure that snag densities are

met.

We believe that by managing snag and down log densities

as prescribed in the Plan for existing MIS, we will meet

requirements for insect and reptile species dependent on

similar habitats. Martens require down logs for denning

and foraging sites, and several cavity-nesters use down

logs for foraging.

Snag baseline levels are based on the best information

available to the MNF; and were derived from field surveys

and the known literature for cavity-dependent species.

NFMA requires that all resources be considered in

planning endeavors. NEPA essentially requires us to

incorporate scoping, analysis and disclosure in the

environmental analysis process.We feel that our approach

to the snag management issue meets both of these Acts.

22. COMMENT: DElS 3494: Inventory at FMP-DElS

stage on current snag-density and snag needs in juniper

vegetation type. Snags in juniper type under heavy pres

sure from fuelwood gathering. What MlS represents ju

niper vegetative type? impact of firewood cutting on

juniper/wildlife. (1248)

RESPONSE: Snag densities for juniper are discussed in

the Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines (Plan Chapter

4) for snags. Snag densities in juniper are probably not a

limiting factor for cavity-dependent bird populations in

these types. Most juniper cut for firewood on the Forest

are green trees. In addition, because of the juniper’s rapid

expansion in the last century, most of the trees are young

and of small diameter.

Juniper habitats were identified as a major concern on the

Forest because of the abundance of this vegetation type.

In fact, the expansion ofjuniper on the Forest has probably

had an adverse effect on several Forest MIS (including

sage grouse, pronghorn, deer, and Swainson’s hawks) by
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reducing the availability of historic habitats for these

species. Although, some of these species may be

dependent on juniper for some portion of their life cycle,

their populations have apparently not been limited. The

Forest is reponsible for producing a juniper management

plan that will provide guidance for managing these stands.

23. COMMENT: DEIS 3-195:

— Why do burned areas inevitably become snag-defi

cient? measures to avoid the inevitable.

— Other areas also seem inevitably to become snag-de

ficient. what are the reasons/causes outside of burned

areas for snag deficiencies?

— lf sanitation salvage were not undertaken in burned

and other areas, would snags be ofsufficient numbers

to withstand inevitability factor? @Bull comment =

impact of sanitation salvage on insect and wildlife

populations/habitat. (1248)

RESPONSE: Burned areas become snag~deficient be

cause of their inability to produce replacement snags.

After existing snags and other burned trees fall down,

there are no replacements. We have attempted to increase

the snag lifespan for existing snags by topping them; but

ultimately they will become snag-deficient. Snags are de

ficient in other forested habitats because of past logging

and snag eradication programs. Currently, we do not per

mit salvage harvest unless sufficient snag or replacement

tree densities exist to meet standards in the Plan.

24. COMMENT: DEIS 3-195: “No matter...what meth

ods are used to increase the time a snag will stand” snag

deficiency occurs. What methods are used? How exten

sively throughout the Forest? Have snags been spiked to

keep them standing? To what degree does inevitability

factor mititate against any kind of snag mgt.?

Are alternatives, including PRF, also dominated by the

inevitability factor as measured by the resource reduc

tion, removal, extirpation trend outlined in FMP-DEIS?

(1248)

RESPONSE: The most effective method known to in

crease snag longevity is topping, which apparently extends

the life of a snag by up to 3 times (30 years). Spiking snags

will not enhance their natural longevity, but may discour

age illegal firewood cutting.

25. COMMENT: DEIS 3-196 (snag levels/recruitment):

are RPA timber targets the inevitability factor? Do timber

sales affect snag situation in other sections of Forest in

same way as eastside pine forest? (1248)

RESPONSE: You refer to EIS Chapter 3 —Afiected En vi

ronment, or the current situation on the Forest. Standards

for snags are displayed in the Plan Chapter 4, Forest~wide

Standards and Guidelines for snags. We developed the

standards to ensure that snag and replacement snag den
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sities are managed in harvested areas during the rotation

period for these stands. Using this strategy, we believe that

we will reach desired snag densities on the Forest within

six decades.

26. COMMENT: DElS 3-196 (snag study): does this

study apply to eastside pine forest type only? (1248)

RESPONSE: Yes; however, it may also apply to other

forest types where snag deficiencies are documented.

27. COMMENT: DEIS 3-175 states that snag-density is

less than 1 snag per ac. Forestwide and .5 per ac. in

eastside pine.

— What inventories provided this info?

— Since snag-density is below standard Forestwide and

in eastside pine, particularly, and major five-year

study is proposed on present conditions and remedial

measures, what opportunities can be promoted for

. moratorium during study period on Forest activities

affecting snag producing areas? interim Forest tim

ber/road lsanitation salvage/firewood/snag reten

tion/recruitment! enforcement etc. Policies pending

outcome of studies.

—- Can FMP-DElS be completed and validated without

this snag (and other) vital element(s)?

— in what ways is the snag study a model of other neces

sary studies such as major investigations ofeach MlS

and species represented (in addition to snag-depen

dent species)?

— Nature of snag study, specific study features. Budget

breakdown.

— What other forests involved? Nature of cooperative

tasks among participating Agencies. How extensive is

participation by PSW in snag study, and in past and

prospective studies on the Forest? Can this experi

mental research approach be brought to each forest

so that in a sense each Forest becomes a research

station in addition to its other functions?

- is CDFG involved in snag study, also adjacent region,

as well as ODFW? (1248)

RESPONSE: Baseline snag data was collected mostly on

the Devil’s Garden Ranger District, and supplemented by

silvicultural data and observations by Forest personnel.

Eastside pine is the only strata known to be deficient in

snags . A moratorium on logging is considered unneces

sary. Standards and Guidelines (Plan Chapter) provide

direction for retaining snags and recruitment trees for

snags. We believe that information collected on snags is

sufficient to provide direction for future snag manage

ment.

PSW 15 currently studying eastside pine to determine

relationships of snag densities to cavity-nesting

populations. The study proposal for this project contains

specific information regarding methods and costs. This

document is located in the Supervisor's Office. Progress

reports of findings to date are also available. This study

has a steering committee that involves Forest Service,

Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game, and industry

representatives. Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife is not

involved in the study.

28. COMMENT: DEIS 3-194: No snag-density info on

juniper vegetative type. DEIS 348: Study proposal to

obtain data on accessibility tojuniperwoodlands, includ

ing means to control access and cutting operations so

that other limits are achieved.

- What data exist on thermal and hiding cover for deer

in western juniper subject to firewood cutting?

— Are standards established and enforced to promote

proper cutting patterns?

— Standards for VQO considerations.

— Date of completion, budget for juniper studies listed

in FMP, App. B.

DEIS 3-51: what species besides deer are adversely af

fected [by woodcuttingjuniper] ? MlS forjuniper stands.

(1248)

RESPONSE: See a previous response to comment #1248

that discusses cavity-dependent species in juniper habi

tats. For further information on juniper/deer relation

ships, see responses to comments on deer management

(resource 100). Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines

(Plan Chapter 4) discusses Deer cover/forage ratios direc

tion.

Visual quality objectives are stated in the various

management prescriptions. A VQO map accompanies the

EIS and Plan documents.

We will prepare ajuniper management plan for the Forest

to provide further direction managing these habitats. This

plan will involve State agencies, other federal agencies,

and interested members of the public. It should be

completed within two years of the Final EIS and Plan.

29. COMMENT: DEIS 3-195: justification for allowing

snag cutting in “designated units for lodgepole pine”.

Difficulties ofenforcement, measures to improve enforce

ment. (1248)

RESPONSE: Snag densities are not deficient in most

lodgepole pine habitats. We will consider cutting snags

only in designated areas where sufficient snags exist to

allow densities above those prescribed in the Plan.

30. COMMENT: Snags (down wood, slash piles, culls

presumably) are already deficient. Present snag-depen

dent species population have no doubt severely declined

from earlier periods. Indication of numbers of snag-de
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pendent species (and all other species — MlS especially)

over past decades, including pre-Columbian period.

(1248)

RESPONSE: At this time, only eastside pine stands are

snag-deficient. Cavity-dependent species in these habitats

have probably declined both in number of species and in

populations from historic times. The extent of this decline

is largely unknown.

31. COMMENT: We support the snag S&G MMRs but

don’t think that they can be met with clearcutting. As

clearcuts cover more area there will be fewer acres that

meet snag standards. Without snags in these decades the

dead and down material standards which we support

cannot be met either. (1260)

RESPONSE: Under the guidance of the Final EIS and

Plan we will only manage snags on treated acres, with

enough snags or replacement trees for the rotation of the

treated stands (estimated 120 years). In this way, we be

lieve we can maintain snag densities prescribed in the Plan

as a harvested stand proceeds through various stages of

succession. Following management direction for snags

should also ensure that down log standards are also met.

32. COMMENT: The snag management program and

the extra goshawks are two examples of Forest land being

removed from production thus, reducing timber receipts

to our districts. Out of our $5,000,000 budget, $757,000 is

currently from the timber receipts. Decreased income
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from Forest receipts can lead to the reduction of phasing

out of education programs. (693)

RESPONSE: The management of goshawk nest stands

should overlap substantially with vegetation seral stage

requirements; thus, no additional loss in revenues should

occur for goshawk management. The Forest recognizes

that managing snags will have an affect on A80 and

resulting PNV. However, we are also responsible for en

suring that species dependent on snags have suitable hab

itat. Economic impacts of implementing the Preferred

Alternative is documented in EIS Chapter 4-Environ

mental Consequences.

33. COMMENT: Snag management. Continue snag re

cruitment until it can be scientifically demonstrated that

snags are of no value in a balanced and healthy forest

environment. (706)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. Research

provided from PSW should help us resolve this issue. (See

previous responses in this section highlighting PSW re

search.)

34. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] 447 dead 8: down: (2)

(a): Are we going to create 1 log/acre or take what's

available? (C) “yard logs”—at whose expense? (126)

RESPONSE: If necessary, we will leave a minimum of 1

down log per acre as specific areas come under treatment.

The yarding of logs could be done using several methods;

e.g., using K-V monies or using wildlife habitat improve

ment monies; or as a part of the timber sale contract.
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1. COMMENT: Many ofthese animals winter on private

land. Any herd increases will have an affect on local

landowners. We suggest that any plans to increase herd

numbers also include plans to address depredation to

private landowners by the herds. (530, 1067)

RESPONSE: The objectives of the Forest Plan address

only impacts to lands administered by the Forest Service.

The Forest is committed to providing habitat to support

deer populations at levels prescribed in the California

Deer Herd Plans. An increase of deer on the national

forest lands does have the propensity to increase depre

dation of private lands on the winter range. At this time,

the extent of this depredation, and the resolution of this

concern is largely unknown.

2. COMMENT: Summer range is not the problem, with

the deer it’s your winter range. There are two reasons that

you have trouble with the deer. Hunting pressure in the

high country and no winter feed for the deer. is the feed

that you leave in the mountain ranges by reducing live

stock numbers going to help feed the deer population in

december January, February and March? (1032)

RESPONSE: Although winter range is a major concern in

the management of deer herds, summer range was also

identified as a concern on some portions of the Forest.

Hunting pressure probably has a negligible effect on the

deer population. The heavy hunting of bucks changes the

composition of the deer herd (more does), but has only a

minor effect on the total population. The conversion and

decline of deer winter ranges is probably the most limiting

factor on deer herds in Modoc County. However, most of

the deer winter range lies outside Forest boundaries. One

objective in the Plan is to ensure that sufficient summer

range is available to meet needs identified in the deer herd

plans prepared by the California Dept. of Fish and Game.

3. COMMENT: (DEIS) 4-120: with a majority of range

land in “poor” or “fair” condition, it does not seem

plausible to meet deer forage needs with the projected

livestock use. 4-140: There are also possible conflicts with

the ODFW herd management objectives. (1317)

RESPONSE: For the purposes of analysis and compari

son, forage was made available to deer at a level commen

surate with the deer herd goals as stated in the CDFG

Deer Herd Plans. After estimated forage needs were met

for deer, the remaining forage was available to livestock.

We used the forage allocation model defined in Appendix

L of the Plan only as an approximation of forage conflicts

between deer and livestock. Specific analysis will be re

quired further at the allotment management plan level.

ODFW concerns were added to the section dealing with

possible conflicts with federal, regional, state and local

land use plans.

4. COMMENT: [Plan] 4-9 (paragraph 5) it is question

able that Forest direction will achieve the goal to “provide

habitat quality and quantity necessary to meet the

Forest’s share ofpopulation objectives” for the interstate

deer herd. A much more aggressive program will be re

quired to solve existing livestock grazing problems.

(1317)

RESPONSE: Please refer to the previous comment. De

termining deer forage is an important step in preparing

individual allotment management plans. We feel that For

est-wide Standards and Guidelines (Plan Chapter 4) pro

vide sufficient direction to ensure that habitat needs for

deer are met.

5. COMMENT: in the DEIS Ch. 3, Pg. 183, Under range,

states that we have an “inadequate knowledge of herd

requirements.” I feel more extensive population studies

should be done before any forage base for deer is at

tempted to be directed toward winter range for the

Warner Mountain herd. Many of these deer winter on

private lands of ranchers who hold Forest permits. Any

reduction of livestock use of Forest land for these ranch

ers, will cause the rancher to intensify his utilization of

his own property. These areas are critical for deer winter

ing, with this intensifying of livestock use of these lands,

there can also be created a backlash towards wildlife.

(1296)

RESPONSE: The Forest in cooperation with CDFG is

conducting studies on deer in the Warner Mountains. The

objectives of this study are to identify limiting factors

affecting the recruitment of fawns into the adult popula

tion, and to develop management objectives and strategies

to increase the productivity of the deer herd.

As stated previously, we will evaluate forage needs at the

allotment management plan level. See the two earlier

comments regarding the Forest’s responsibility to manage

habitats for deer when they are using the Forest. We agree

that studies on on winter ranges outside the Forest are

necessary and should be encouraged.

6. COMMENT: Would the deer population naturally

increase if there was more juniper control? Decreasing

the cattle numbers should not be a consideration in this

issue. More accurate and more current forage measure

ments should be taken on fall and winter deer ranges and

all other ranges as well. (1063)

RESPONSE: Juniper encroachment is a major factor in

the decrease of forage on the Modoc National Forest.

Treatment ofjuniper stands is a viable method for enhanc

ing forage conditions for both deer and livestock. We will

address the need for decreasing livestock numbers during
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the preparation of allotment management plans on a site

specific basis. In revising AMPs, we will address forage

availability and its allocation between livestock and wild

life.

7. COMMENT: 3-72: Vegetation preferred by deer:

— extent and impacts of competition and conflict be

tween livestock and deer.

- vegetative-associations affected by clearcut practices.

— effect of agriculture (timber monoculture) on vegeta

tive associations preferred by deer. (1248)

RESPONSE: ElS Chapter 3-Afi’ected Environment ad

dresses vegetation communities preferred by deer. The

potential for forage competition between deer and live

stock is also addressed in the EIS. For planning estimates,

forage was made available first to meet estimated deer

needs. The remaining forage was allocated to livestock.

We will address specific allocations at the allotment man

agement plan level. The effect of timber management

practices on deer varies considerably. The production of

early seral stages can improve deer summer and transi

tional range. Eliminating bitterbrush and other forage

shrubs on winter and transitional ranges could have an

adverse effect on deer. We developed the Timber-Forage

Prescription (Plan Chapter 4) in part to balance timber

management and deer habitat requirements. See resource

102 for further discussion.

8. COMMENT: [DEIS] 3-180 (paragraph 1) forage

needs for the interstate herd should reflect mgt. goals,

not the current population level. 3-181 (Paragraph 2)

there are clear management objectives for the interstate

deer herd (see comments on 3-204, ). 3-184 (Paragraph 6)

there should be no livestock grazing on winter range after

June 30, or on transition range after September 30. (1317)

RESPONSE: We developed forage needs for deer from

the management goals in the CDFG’s deer herd plans;

they are specific for each herd. The Forest is co-signator

to these plans, and they are incorporated by reference.

Our analysis, located in EIS Chapter 3 —Afi'ected Environ

ment and Appendix L, includes both the current situation

and management in relation to meeting deer herd objec

tives.

Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines (Plan Chapter 4)

provides direction regarding forage allocation for deer on

the winter range. Seasonal restrictions for livestock on

deer winter and transition ranges may not be useful. in the

Rangeland Management Prescription, utilization levels

are provided for shrub species on deer winter and

transition ranges. This direction will ensure that sufficient

forage remains for deer when they are using the area. We

will address additional forage requirements for deer site
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specifically in the allotment management planning

process.

9. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] P. 4-113 C: poor stan

dard. What are you going to do, shoot the deer if they over

utilize bitterbrush and there is no livestock grazing on an

allotment? This should be a guideline not a standard.

Bitterbrush utilization is also dependent on the number

of bitterbrush plants per acre, deer concentrations and

livestock grazing. R 4-117 A-6-a and b. Make these guide

lines rather than standards which will allow you greater

management flexibility. (1153)

RESPONSE: The Rangeland Work group developed an

additional guideline in the Rangeland Management Pre

scription under Wildlife (Plan Chapter 4). This guideline

states that bitterbrush will be allocated on an allotment

by-allotment basis, and that forage allocation will be split

equally between deer and livestock (50% each of the

40%).

in the final Plan, we have not changed the standards to

which you refer in the draft on page 4-117. As standards

(vs. guidelines) they provide specific direction on the sizes

of treatement units on summer and winter ranges. And

because they are specific (and measurable), they should

be considered standards.

10. COMMENT: [DEIS] 2-47: forage in excess of mini

mum requirements should be allocated to reduce energy

expenditure is of extreme importance on transition and

winter ranges; therefore, forage allocations for deer and

antelope need to be immediately calculated into all allot

ments. (1317)

RESPONSE: We based these values an average derived

from a literature review. We will allocate deer and live

stock forage site specifically during allotment manage

ment planning.

11. COMMENT: 3-76, 3-79: Why [is] wildlife not consid

ered in original assessment [for forage needs for deer and

pronghorn and other wildlife]?

— nature of original assessment. Procedure for making

assessment. Date, plan for periodic assessments.

- areas allocated to wildlife that livestock would not use.

— 22,100 AUMs = 67% of current wildlife forage needs.

Why wildlife- needing protection and enhance

ment — shortchanged?

— What other wildlife besides deer and pronghorn de

pendent on range? Forage needs and deficiency for

these species. (1248, 1214)

RESPONSE: We did not consider forage partitioning for

deer and livestock in original assessments and allotment

management plans because we did not know the require

ments ofdeer nor recognized when thesewere done. Many
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allotment management plans were done 20 + years ago.

Concerns about competition between livestock and deer

were largely unknown at that time.

The portion of your comment referring to stocking rates

relates to the current condition on the Forest. See EIS

Chapter 3-Afiected Environment and Appendix L.

Converting current deer numbers to AUMs resulted in

32,985 deer AUMs on the Forest. Based on the estimated

total AUMs of available forage, 122,500 AUMs are

currently allocated to livestock and 22,100 AUMs (67% of

the current requirments) are allocated to deer. Under the

Preferred Alternative, forage estimates increase to 47,900

AUMs by the end of the 1st decade to meet current deer

numbers. By the 5th decade, forage available for deer is

50,700 AUMs which approximates the management goals

for deer in the state Deer Herd Plans.

It is important to note that the deer and livestock forage

model used in the B18 is only an estimate. We used it

primarily as a tool to determine the potential for deer and

livestock conflicts. We will conduct site-specific analyses

of forage competition concerns during allotment

management planning.

The major concern with forage availability is deer.

Pronghorn consume considerably less, and are much less

populous than deer on the Forest. We believe that meeting

the deer forage requirements will also suffice for

pronghom needs. The important issue with pronghorn is

forage quality, not quantity. Pronghorn are selective

feeders; they forage on specific parts of plants. Plan

Chapter 4 provides direction for allocating forage for

pronghorn in the allotment management planning process

in the Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines.

12. COMMENT: Mule deer winter range should not

cause any reduction in timber harvest and vice versa.

Thennal cover is a vertical rather than a horizontal

environmental phenomenon and there is no justification

to provide super abundant areas of such habitat. One of

the greatest detriments to optimum mule deer popula

tions is that 90% of the vegetation is in the form of trees

not available for forage. Browse availability is the pri

mary critical factor in overwintering deer and this re

source ls most compatible with productive forest

management. (1252)

RESPONSE: Management for deer winter ranges should

not significantly reduce timber harvest activities. The

major detriment to deer resulting from timber manage

ment on winter ranges is the loss of shrub understories.

The Timber-Forage Prescription was developed to assure

the maintenance of forage species (primarily shrubs) for

deer use. See resource 102 for further information.

13. COMMENT: 1. What affect do predators have on

fawn survival and thus on the rate of herd increase? 2.

What effect will the removal of private lands as wintering

areas have on the deer herd? 3. If we experience another

deer herd die-off, as explained in Ch.3, pg. 179, will it be

due to summer forage conditions created by the Forest

Service on private ground? (1296)

RESPONSE: Predators are a natural component of eco

systems. Their populations normally fluctuate with the

availability of prey species. In relation to deer, predators

can have a significant impact on fawn survival depending

on deer population levels and habitat suitablility. Much of

the habitat management (or lack of it) on Forest land has

favored predator populations by increasing concealment

ofpredators. This has been demonstrated in several ungu

late populations. Ongoing deer research in the Warner

Mountains suggests that fawn survival is high during the

first 3 months following parturation. At this time, we do

not believe predation is major limiting factor for this deer

herd.

Much of the deer winter range is on private lands. This is

especially true for the Warner Mtn. deer herd. Removing

this land base as a deer winter range would probably have

substantial impacts on the deer herd.

We doubt that a major deer die-off result from enhanced

summer range on Forest Service lands. Our responsibility

is to ensure that we can meet the demand for deer as stated

in CDFG’s deer herd plans. We recognize that deer herds

will not expand beyond the carrying capacity of the winter

range.

14. COMMENT: What are the limiting factors for each

deer herd in the Modoc NF? (810)

RESPONSE: Limiting factors for the deer herds are de

scribed in EIS Chapter 3-Afl'ected Environment, and

more explicitly in the Deer Herd Management Plans de

veloped by the Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game.

15. COMMENT: [DEIS 3-181 to 184] 3-184: List the

specific plans, studies, inventories, policy changes to im

plement each of these proposals. Budgets, completion

dates.

— Define disagreements between FS and CDFG over

deer and other species and consideration of CDFG

concerns in PRF.

- Forest is signatory to deer herd mgt. plan and, there

fore, is obliged to carry out these programs. indica

tion that Forest is helping implement these mutually

accepted mgt. Needs. Nature and degree of participa

tion of forest in deer herd mgt plans.

— impact ofchemical release (herbicides) on deer forage

in transitional range. (1248)

RESPONSE: The information provided the portion of the

Affected Environment which you referenced is back

ground information on deer herds and how other re
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sources affect these herds. Plan Chapter 4— Forest-wide

Standards and Guidelines, management prescriptions and

management area direction — addresses specific manage

ment direction for deer.

We developed the Preferred Alternative using, in part,

management objectives in CDFG’s deer herd

management plans. Forage estimates in the Plan were

developed to meet objectives in those plans. See previous

comments in this section that discuss the deer herd

management plans.

We will not use herbicides on a large scale on the Forest.

The impacts from herbicide use on deer transitional range

will be negligible.

16. COMMENT: LMP App. B-5, #1: What other deer

herds besides Adin lack “range boundary”, “migration

pattern”, “habitat improvement needs” assessment and

related research/inventories? Why are these crucial data

unavailable after all the funds and effort spent on deer

herd mgt plans? (1248)

RESPONSE: Deer herd boundaries, which were deline

ated based on CDFG’s work, are theoretical. Until telem

etry work is done to determine specific migration routes,

extent of summer range, and the demographical nature of

deer herds, this information will have to suffice. Most

telemetry work is the responsibility of CDFG. The Forest

Service is responsible for habitat improvement and man

agement. Obviously, the two go together. After studying

deer herd habitat use patterns, the Forest can then pro

pose specific habitat improvement projects to benefit

deer. For the most part, deer herd management plans are

generic and were used primarily to develop goals and

objectives for managing deer herds.

l7. COMMENT: What are lessons learned in mgt terms

from the decline and fall of this allegedly protected har

vest species of such great importance to Forest mgt.?

Since attention-getting deer are in decline, what is the

likely fate of unattended species? (1248)

RESPONSE: The subject of deer declines is a compli

cated and often misunderstood issue. Individual deer can

use habitats over hundreds of square miles during the

course of a year. Habitats can include variations in own

ership patterns, vegetation patterns, land use patterns,

and numerous other factors. Each deer herd must be

examined individually to assess the potential limiting fac

tors. The Forest Plan used applicable CDFG deer herd

plans to devise management strategies which ensure that

habitats are available for deer in sufficient amounts to

meet herd objectives. Deer are not the only species con

sidered in the Plan. We also address management indica

tor species, sensitive plants, fish species and several

habitat components to ensure that biological diversity
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would be maintained. Please refer to resources 084, 096,

081, and 080 for further information.

18. COMMENT: Maintain mule deer winter range capa

ble of supporting a 40% increase in the Devil’s Garden

Interstate Mule Deer herd. (1303)

RESPONSE: The Plan estimates forage to allow for an

increase in the Interstate deer herd from 8,200 deer to

10,000 deer (18% increase) in the first decade of imple

mentation; it remains roughly at this level through the 5th

decade. This number ofdeer corresponds with goals in the

Interstate Deer Herd Plan prepared by the Calif. Dept. of

Fish and Game.

19. COMMENT: Deer and antelope levels you wish to

manage for are derived from some conversation with

CDFG. I do not believe either of you have sufficient data

to know what the potential is. These species are in a

depressed state and their present numbers, herd size, or

their movements are not well documented. Your mgt as

sumptions or models are founded on false data. (806,

1066)

RESPONSE: We derived assumptions and based our

models on the best available information. The CDFG

addressed current and potential population levels in their

deer herd plans. These were based on demographical

information on the deer herds collected for more than 25

years. The Forest Service used range and timber vegeta

tion typing to assess suitability of habitats for deer. We feel

that the information available is useful in assessing impacts

of livestock and timber management activities on deer;

and for developing management strategies for managing

deer at populations levels stated in deer herd plans.

20. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] 4-44-Wildlife—9.c.:

There is a documentation that shows ideal mule deer

habitat to be 40% cover/60% forage of which 100-20% of

cover is required to be thermal cover if habitat security is

sufficient through road closures. (126)

RESPONSE: Preferred cover/forage rations depend on

the season of use. Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines

for deer vary between winter and summer transitional

range. Likewise, the importance of security areas varies

depending on the time of year. Security areas are impor

tant in the early summer (fawning) and fall (hunting sea

son).

21. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] P. 4-110 Element C

Wildlife 3-2: What constitutes cover for deer? (1153)

RESPONSE: Thermal cover is defined as a tree crown

closure of at least 60%; or a 75% crown closure of shrubs.
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Hiding cover is vegetation conceals at least 90% of a deer

at 200 feet.

22. COMMENT: Plan 1-2: Add the Adin deer herd man

agement to those plans “incorporated by reference.”

(364)

RESPONSE: This was done.

23. COMMENT: 4-196. The Long Bell MA includes sum

mer deer range which is productive deer habitat. (364)

RESPONSE: This statement was added.

24. COMMENT: Manage for sufficient habitat to sup

port deer numbers in the CDFG deer herd mgt. plans.

(551)

RESPONSE: Goals in the Plan reflect those in the Calif.

deer herd plans.

25. COMMENT: The deer population in [the DG Inter

state deer herd] appears to have declined as much as 75%

from peak population level estimates over the past 40

years. 1987-88 head counts on summer range on the

Oregon side by ODFW tally, substantiate the Interstate

herd to be 67% of its herd mgt objective. A limited one

week season is being proposed. However because oftrade

off made years ago for Oregon’s excess bucks, ironically

Calif. has increased the hunting pressure on the Inter

state herd with a separate third season hunt annually,

(regular rifle, late bow, later muzzleloader). (558)

RESPONSE: Establishing hunting seasons is under the

jurisdiction of the Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game and,

therefore, beyond the scope of the Forest Plan.

26. COMMENT: In order for the deer herd to increase

some changes will have to be made in the present hunting

regulations. Some type ofeffective predator control must

also be implemented. (1277)

RESPONSE: These concerns are the responsibility of the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (predator control) and

Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game (hunting seasons). Both are

beyond the scope of the Forest Plan.

27. COMMENT: Planting bitterbrush in the Lava Beds

area will continue to fail as long as you plant in the middle

of a deer herd. (1145)

RESPONSE: Bitterbrush seeding projects in the Lava

Beds area have been relatively successful. To avoid deer

depredation ofyoung plants, we have fenced areas to deer

and livestock following seeding. When the Plants are ap

proximately 3 feet high, we will remove the fence. We are

currently in our third year of seeding.

allocated to deer. Does this allocation meet deer herd

planning needs? (1248)

RESPONSE: This comment refers to EIS Chapter 3-Af

fected Environment and describes the current condition of

the Forest. The Preferred Alternative estimates forage

needs for deer to meet current numbers in the 1st decade.

By the 5th decade, we estimate that forage will be available

to meet deer herd plan goals.

29. COMMENT: FLW benchmark: with respect to deer

populations and habitats, you present the following:

— mule deer populations will increase with abundance

of forage,

-— less forage will be available to livestock,

— the value of mule deer forage will be higher than that

of livestock forage, 8:

— you are not improving deer habitat.

After the first3 statements, the fourth needs clarification.

(1263)

RESPONSE: The fourth statement refers to direct habitat

improvement projects specifically for deer. Under the

FWL benchmark, deer increases would result primarily

from reallocating a greater percentage of the available

forage to deer, and using timber harvest methods that

would enhance deer habitats.

30. COMMENT‘: [DEIS] 3-156 the population goal for

20 percent above 1982 levels does not reflect the mule deer

management objectives of ODFW. Management objec

tives set by ODFW are based on available habitat (see

comments, page [DEIS] 3-204). (1317)

RESPONSE: This table (at the beginning of the Wildlife

section in EIS Chapter 3) refers to RPA goals for mule

deer, resident trout and cavity-nesting species. The PRF

Alternative manages deer well above this level. See previ

ous comments for additional information.

31. COMMENT: Some of the population goals for deer

herds are not realistic because the plans were prepared

without consideration for the effect of land ownership

patterns on the deer. (807)

RESPONSE: Deer herd plans were developed by the

Dept. of Fish and Game. Population goals were based on

the characteristics of each deer herd, including available

winter ranges, available habitat, desired habitat utilization

levels, and herd demographics. The process varied for

each deer herd.

28. COMMENT: NFMA states that we maintain “and”

(not “or” as in). Evidently 67% of what is needed is

32. COMMENT: Suggested that winter range be man

aged for 50/50 and summer range be 40/60 of cover to

forage on each management area. Hiding cover needs to

be considered as a part ofthe cover requirement. And, as

described in Appendix B (B-3) “quantify the relationship
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between thermal and hiding cover and deer forage.” For

age requirements and the ability ofthe Forest to maintain

adequate levels ofboth forage qualityand quantity should

be further described. The forage requirements in the

LRMP are about half of what is described as necessary

for bioenergetic demands. (1279)

RESPONSE: We derived cover/forage ratios from re

search, and modified them to apply to the Modoc National

Forest. Appendix B identifies research needs on the For

est. After we identify the relationship between thermal

and hiding cover for deer, we can apply this information

to resource management situations. The deer forage

model was developed to provide an analysis of live

stock/deer forage competition. We will conduct specific

analyses during the development of allotment manage

ment plans. We feel that the deer forage model provides

a reasonable assessment of forage competition concerns.

As with any model, many assumptions were made. As we

learn more about deer biology specific to the Modoc, we

can update this model.

33. COMMENT: [There have been] significant contri

butions made to the numbers and quality of wildlife

currently on the Forest by the cattlemen and there is no

mention of this in the Plan. (1403)

RESPONSE: We agree 'that the development of water

sources and use of private lands by deer and pronghorn

for winter ranges have been beneficial practices for these

wildlife species.

34. COMMENT: Meadows should have cattle exclosures

of sufficient size to allow increased fawning areas. (1341)

RESPONSE: We will manage meadows according to the

Riparian Management Prescription. Improved riparian

habitat conditions will be beneficial for fawning habitat.

Fencing riparian areas is one management option for

ensuring the protection of meadow habitats. However,

many riparian areas can be managed without large-scale

fencing projects.

35. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] 4-14. Table 4-2 -

Wildlife and Fish — deer population estimates. How were

they determined? (Base year populations should be recal

culated using the change in ratio program). What per

centage of populations is the Modoc NF claiming? (364)

RESPONSE: We derived deer population estimates from

CDFG’s deer herd plans.CDFG suggested that numbers

stated in the Draft were also sufficient for the Final EIS

and Plan. Thus, these figures were never modified. The

percentage ofpopulations claimed on the Modoc National
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Forest are discussed in EIS Chapter 3 —-Aflected Environ

ment and Appendix L.

36. COMMENT: Why are the pronghorn increasing be

yond land capabilities and deer who utilize similar range

need more AUMs? Has any consideration been given to

Salwasser’s theory of the 70-year cycle? That area has

been heavily grazed early in this century yet the deer

numbers increased throughout the 30's. What caused

that sudden drop? (1272)

RESPONSE: Deer require more AUMs than pronghorn

because they are larger and are less selective in their

foraging behavior. Deer consume an average of6.5 pounds

offorage per day, whereas pronghorn consume an average

ofonly 1.0 pounds offorage per day. Livestock grazing and

fire suppression at the turn of the century increased

shrubby vegetation types that were beneficial to deer. As

a result, deer populations increased significantly. We be

lieve that juniper encroachment has significantly reduced

the amount of available forage for deer and livestock, and

may be a reason for the decline in forage availability for

both of these resources.

Deer declines in the western United States have received

considerable attention in recent years. Population

fluctuations are a normal phenomena for essentially all

wildlife species. Factors attributed to recent deer declines

in the western United States include: habitat loss as a

result of human alteration, human disturbance, forage

competition with livestock, incompatibility with livestock,

climate changes, and seral stage changes.

  

1. COMMENT: The limiting factor of deer herd expan

sion is not explained. Depredation by coyotes and condi

tion of fawning habitat (on private lands) are major

factors. The Plan addresses forage as the limiting factor,

whereas providing more feed possibly would not improve

deer number. The Plan also does not address the cohabi

tation on public and private lands that the deer use

during their annual travels. if there is an increase of 50

percent of the deer population on public lands, does this

mean that private landowners will feed twice the number

of deer in the winter months? Many ranches suffer eco

nomic losses when deer eat hay stacks and alfalfa fields.

A plan that will synchronize public and private deer

management will be a great benefit to the deer. (1066, 503)

RESPONSE: in most wildlife populations, including deer,

several limiting factors may occur. Suspected limiting fac

tors on Modoc deer herds are explained in HS Chapter

3-Affected Environment. in the Forest Plan we empha

size identifying limiting factors on the Forest and finding

resolutions for these concerns. A concern we identified

Pubic Comments U-121



101 - Deer Forage

was the availability of forage for deer while they are on the

Forest.

We developed direction for management of deer levels

prescribed in the Plan from CDFG’s deer herd plans. The

Forest has the responsibility to manage a forage base that

will support deer at levels identified in the deer herd plans.

Increasing the amount of forage allocated for deer on the

Forest will probably not be sufficient to increase deer

numbers. If other limiting factors, such as poor condition

of the winter range and predation are not resolved, then

deer numbers will probably not increase above the levels

that limits the herds. We recognize that many deer using

the Forest for summer and transitional range, also use

private lands in the winter months. We agree that federal

and state agencies, and private land holders need to work

together to develop a management scenario that will

provide for deer.

2. COMMENT: An important goal of the present plans

' is increasing the deer herd population on the Warners. is

the actual deer forage produced on the Forest known?

Will the proposed increases cause greater pressure on the

adjacent landowners? it is our opinion that the Forest is

not producing the natural browse deer prefer. (1221)

RESPONSE: We developed the deer herd goals stated in

the Forest Plan from goals of CDFG’s deer herd manage

ment plans. Forage estimates were based on production

capabilities of vegetation communities. We used these to

estimate AUMs available for herbivores, including deer

and livestock. Whether proposed increases will cause

greater pressure on adjacent landowners is largely un

known. The ability for a deer herd, or any wildlife popula

tion, to increase is based on the year-round carrying

capacity of the habitats on which they are dependent. If

forage isn’t available on the winter range to support deer

numbers per the herd goals, then they will probably not

increase to those goals. The Modoc has the responsibility

of providing the habitat conditions necessary to meet our

commitment to deer herd goals. See the previous com

ment and reponse for further information.

3. COMMENT: We are in disagreement on the state

ments relative to the competition for forage between the

cattle and deer population. (1244)

RESPONSE: The forage allocation model was developed

primarily to determine if competition between deer and

livestock for forage is a concern on the Forest. The analysis

has a broad scope and was not intended for site-specific

recommendations concerning the reduction of livestock

on the Forest. The deer/livestock forage model indicates

a concern regarding the availability of forage for deer and

livestock. We will conduct site-specific analyses the allot

ment management planning process. See EIS Chapter

3-Afiected Environment and Appendix L—Mule Deer

Forage Requirements for details.

4. COMMENT: Stewardship has been proven to provide

a solution to conflict and is an excellent method to ad

dress permittee concerns that we cannot live with, listed

as follows: reduce livestock grazing to meet deer manage

ment numbers. A) Winter feed for the deer herd; B) Too

big a percentage of overlap of feed figured. No credit of

forage for deer on unsuitable range. (1071)

RESPONSE: The Experimental Stewardship Program

will be used to facilitate allotment management planning

on the Warner Mountain District. On all districts, we are

developing Technical ReviewTeams to address the effects

oflivestock grazing on other resource values. These teams

will include permittees, range conservationists, wildlife

and fisheries biologists, and other specialists as necessary.

Concerns regarding forage competition between wildlife

and livestock will be addressed at this level.

5. COMMENT: Deer forage demand: The MNF recog

nizes that deer consumption rates and diet preferences

change by season (as noted in DEIS L-3 and [proposed]

Plan 4-45); these differences in AFCR are not reflected in

Table L-l. instead, the MNF utilized the spring/summer

AFCR of 6.5 deer/AUM for all seasons when calculating

current and herd goal AUM demands. By applying the

appropriate AFCR for each season, current estimated

deer forage demand would be reduced by approx. 4,300

AUMs. This constitutes an error of 13%. Since the MNF

utilized a subtractive process (i.e., total available forage

minus deer forage demand = forage available for live

stock) in the allocation approach, the proposed reduction

in livestock grazing would be decreased by 4,300 AUMs.

The process of rounding values for the daily AFCR re

sults in an over estimation of deer forage requirements.

E.g., utilizing the actual value of the winter season AFCR

of2.8 lbs/day equates to 11.9 deer/AUM as opposed to 11.0

deer/AUM utilized by MNF. When the rounding error and

the use of the appropriate AFCR by season are consid

ered, estimated deer forage demand on the MNF would

equate to approx. 27,750 AUMs or approx. 16% Less than

shown in the document.

MNF bases the determinations of percent of deer diet

comprised of bitterbrush, grasses, and forbs by season on

Leach (1956), Walimo and Regelin (1981), and Salwasser

(1979). Upon review of this literature, RCI disagrees with

the MNF’s interpretation of the results by these authors.

Based on Table 3 of Leach (1956) the contribution of

bitterbrush, grass, and forbs to fall deer diets would have

been 64% as opposed to the 82% portrayed on DEIS L3.

in term winter range, the DEIS shows afigure of 70% as

opposed to the averaged value of 48% derived from Table

3 of Leach (1956) Leach’s summer range value, Table 4,
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for percent diet composition of bitterbrush, grass and

forbs is 52%.

Based on these values, utilizing MNF’s methodology,

applying the appropriate AFCR by season, and not

rounding the daily AFCR to whole values, the current

estimated forage demand for deer would be approx.

18,000 AUMs. Based on the MNF forage allocation pro

cedures, use of this estimated current deer forage de

mand figure would result in >4,000 AUMs of available

forage instead of an over-allocation of forage as por

trayed in the DEIS.

Upon review of Tables 6-9 and 6-10 of Salwasser (1979),

RC] was unable to derive the 85% and 45% diet overlap

figures presented in DEIS App. L. An important point

regarding these food habits results are the standard

deviation values associated with the data. These values

suggest that the results are extremely variable and that

the reliability is questionable. Deer food habits results

are not necessarily “hard facts”, but rather very rough

approximations based on limited samples which are not

exact reflections of deer diets.

Assuming that the “65%” value associated with Wallmo

and Regelin (1981) as cited on DElS L-3 is based on figure

37 of that citation, RCl contends that the MNF misinter

preted the data. MNF utilizes the 65% figure to support

the use of the 85% and 45% of deer diets comprised of

grasses and forbs as presented in Salwasser (1979).

Data used to construct Fig. 37 was derived from Kufeld,

et al (1973) and is based on the modification of food habit

results through an arbitrary ranking system. it would

have been more appropriate (in terms of the MNF’s

methodology) to have used the averaged results of the

various food habits studies themselves. Having done so,

the results would have shown that the average percent

contribution ofgrasses and forbs to deer diets for all food

habits studies during the spring and summer was 50% as

opposed to the 65% value for the modified data. The 50%

value, incidently, compares favorably to the 52% value

derived from Leach (1956).

The AFCR (a weight measurement) is the product of

percent composition of diet comprised of bitterbrush,

grass, and forbs (expressed in percent by volume) times

total pounds consumed (weight). Consequently, the as

sumption is made that the percent by volume of

bitterbrush, forbs, and grasses is equivalent to the % by

weight. The validity of this assumption is questionable.

Since a portion of the total deer population is comprised

of yearling animals and they consume less forage than

adults, it would seem reasonable to make this allowance

in determining total deer forage demand. The result

would be a further decrease in estimated current deer

forage demand.
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Assuming that current deer forage demand and deer

forage demand associated with the deer herd goals are

18,000 AUMs and 28,500 AUMs, respectively, would there

be a substantial change in the analysis results of the

alternatives? What would the ramifications be to the

economic, social, and range issues of the PRF?

ls deer habitat on MNF the limiting factor of the inter

state, Glass Mtn., Warner Mtn. and Adin deer herds in

all cases? if not, wouldn’t the reduction of livestock to

allocate forage to achieve deer herd goals be unwar

ranted?

Recognizing that current and projected deer forage de

mand plays an important role in the EIS analysis, why

weren’t the appropriate seasonal AFCR values utilized in

DEIS Table L-3?

MNF cites Leach (1956) as the source for the 82% and

70% figures for % composition of diet comprised of

bitterbrush, grass, and forbs for the fall and winter sea

sons. Where specifically in Leach (1956) are there values

presented? Why does MNF consider these values as more

appropriate than the 64% and 48% values derived from

Table 3 of Leach (1956)?

Whydoes MNFconsider the 85% value for%composition

of diet contributed by grass and forbs during the spring

and summer more appropriate than the value of 52% of

Leach (1956) as supported by the 50% value of Kut‘eld, et

al?

Would the MNF concur that the procedure used in the

Plan and DEIS to establish AFCR and deer forage de

mand has the very real potential to produce inaccurate

results? (1217)

RESPONSE: As with most models, we had to develop

assumptions that would portray conditions specific to the

Modoc National Forest. We feel that the assumptions in

this model were realistic in depicting habitat conditions on

the Modoc and in determining deer needs for planning

purposes. The deer forage allocation model was an at

tempt to identify forage needs for deer in the land man

agement planning process, and to address these needs

with respect to domestic livestock. The deer/forage model

should be viewed in relative terms. it was not intended to

be a site-specific forage resource allocation, but rather to

identify concerns regarding forage availability. We will

determine site-specific allocations during the allotment

management planning process.

We converted deer forage needs to AUMs so that we

could compare them with livestock forage needs. As a

basis for the model (EIS Appendix L), we used deer

weights, daily forage consumption for each season, dietary

overlap for each season, and the time of use on the Forest.

Under current management, 22.1 M AUMs of forage are

available for deer. The model estimates a need for 32.8
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M AUMs of forage to meet current needs. To meet deer

herd management goals, an estimated 51.8 M AUMs will

be required.

Current, 122.5 M AUMs are available for livestock.

Assuming that the total AUMs available do not change

significantly, then AUMs available for livestock would

have to be reduced to accommodate deer AUM needs.

Again, these are estimates, and will require more specific

analysis at the allotment management plan level.

Site-specific data does not exist locally to make precise

predictions of forage availability and diet overlap. The

model takes the following into consideration:

- (1) Deer forage selectivity. Much more than minimal

forage allocation is needed to ensure that deer require

ments are met. Although assumptions in the model may

be conservative, they should be used as a safeguard to

ensure that needs for deer are met.

— (2) The model should be viewed as a tool to compare

relative differences in alternatives, and the resulting

impacts on deer. Assumptions in any model are open

to debate. The main purpose of the model was to

identify limiting factors for deer, and how each alterna

tive addresses these factors.

— (3) Until a more refined model is developed that un

dergoes peer review, this model should be used as a

baseline to display deer forage needs.

— (4) Specific forage allocations will be addressed at the

allotment management plan level.

6. COMMENT: What rationale is used by MNF to pri

oritize deer use over livestock use? Are there any legal or

regulatory requirements which mandate the MNF to

manage for deer herd objectives at the expense of live

stock grazing? (1217, 1255, 603)

RESPONSE: We developed our goals for deer population

levels from objectives in CDFG’s deer herd plans to which

are co-signators. In addition, RPA goals state that, as a

minimum, deer population goals in forest plans should be

a minimum of 120% above the 1982 population levels.

7. COMMENT: Reserve fall green up for wildlife on

winter range. (1303)

RESPONSE: The major concern on deer winter ranges is

maintaining sufficient browse (bitterbrush) for deer. Stan

dards and guidelines in the Range Management Prescrip

tion for wildlife provide specific direction for livestock use

on deer winter ranges. These will ensure that sufficient

forage remains on the winter ranges for deer.

8. COMMENT: While the draft states that the present

acreage allotment only suffices for 67% of the current

forage needs, no supplementary facts are offered. is there

unreasonably large deer and pronghorn mortality due to

lack of forage? Since wildlife populations are uncon

trolled, what measures, if any, are implemented to keep

wildlife from using forage allotments of other animals?

(1304)

RESPONSE: The model was developed primarily to as

sess potential for forage competition between livestock

and wildlife. See previous comments and E18 Appendix L

for further explanation of assumptions in the model. The

model indicates that forage for both deer and livestock is

a limiting factor in deer population expansion. Wildlife

populations are controlled to a certain extent by hunting,

which is a Dept. of Fish and Game regulated activity. The

Plan displays estimated forage available for deer and live

stock that will allow continued livestock grazing at near

current levels, and the management of the deer herds at

population levels prescribed in deer herd plans. The con

cern about deer using forage allotments of other animals

is minor. A more significant concern is the regulation of

livestock to ensure forage availability for wildlife.

9. COMMENT: Deer winter range is not adequately de

lineated and management direction is not adequate. The

goal for cover should be 50 percent of the area in well

distributed thermal cover stands. Again, the shrub com

ponent needs management emphasis. Livestock grazing

on winter range should be discontinued after June 30.

Roads should be minimized (approaching zero miles

open roads) and no ORVuse should be permitted between

December 1 and March 31. (1317)

RESPONSE: Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines and

management prescription direction address specific man

agement direction for deer winter ranges. Winter ranges

have been delineated and are located in the Forest data

base in the Supervisor’s Office. Direction for managing

deer winter ranges is based on the literature and consul

tation with Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game personnel famil

iar with deer biology. We strengthened Forest-wide

Standards and Guidelines for deer (Plan Chapter 4) re

garding road construction and ORV use.

10. COMMENT: [Plan] 4-44 (9.a.) The desired thermal

cover/forage ratio for deer on winter range is 50/50. The

goal should be to ensure thermal cover does not go below

50 percent on winter range, or to manage for improve

ment approaching 50 percent where cover is lacking.

(9.B.) Transition and summer range should be managed

to provide for minimum of 40 percent cover well distrib

uted over the area. Monitoring units should not exceed

10,000 acres. (1317)

RESPONSE: We feel that the major concern on our deer

winter ranges is the quality and quantity of forage browse

(primarily bitterbrush). Thermal cover standards in the
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Plan Chapter 4 are sufficient for meeting deer seasonal

cover requirements.

11. COMMENT:[Proposed Plan] 3-21. Supply and de

mand-first paragraph. the last sentence of the first

Paragraph needs to be more specific on the assessments

for wildlife. What is available for wildlife? Are “current

forage needs” for wildlife being fulfilled in AUMs consid

erations? If not, why not? Third paragraph —what is the

demand analysis for wildlife?

We question the reasoning for the forage allowances for

livestock and Wildlife. Because a very limited number of

livestock operators have obtained a vested interest in

grazing on the Modoc NF is not sufficient justification to

continue this preferred treatment. Wildlife associated

recreation provides much more benefit to the user public

than livestock but does not receive commensurate forage

allotments. Such statements as ranchers have “always

been dependent on public ranges,” “reducing forage

would force ranchers to move livestock to lands that

currently are producing hay” and “forage reduction

would also place increased demands on other forage

sources, thus bidding up the price of these feed supplies”

indicate the Plan's bias toward livestock and against

wildlife. is catering to limited number oflivestock owners

at the expense of an important wildlife resource in the

best public interest? (364)

RESPONSE: The forage availability analysis described in

this section reflects the current situation. The Preferred

Alternative provides deer forage requirements and direc

tion for incorporating them into resource management

activities following Plan implementation. ElS Chapter 3—

Affected Environment contains the demand analysis for

deer, and is based primarily on deer hunting demand. The

section you refer to here deals primarily with livestock

grazing. Reducing livestock for any reason would have an

adverse affect on the individual permittees and the local

community.

The Plan attempts to balance the needs of wildlife with

livestock grazing demand on the Forest. Under the

Preferred Alternative we manage deer habitat to facilitate

goals specified in the State Deer Herd Management Plans,

and recognize the need for livestock reductions where

adverse effects on wildlife cannot be mitigated.

l2. COMMENT: Pronghorn and deer should be man

aged for improved habitat trend rather than a specific

forage allocation. Forage allocations for deer and prong

horn are considered an MMR that needs to be verified.

(500)

RESPONSE: The Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines

(Plan Chapter 4) provide direction for forage quality,

cover requirements, water requirements and other man

agement considerations for deer and pronghorn. Forage
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requirements shown in the Plan represent estimates. We

will make allocations site-specifically in allotment man

agement plans. These allocations will be monitored.

13. COMMENT‘. The Interstate Deer Herd Mgt. Plan

(CDFG, 1982) indicates that Sandberg’s bluegrass, lu

pine, buckwheat and cheatgrass are important compo

nents of the DG herd’s spring diet. As such, an

improvement in ecological range condition would likely

necessitate a decrease in % composition of these species.

Assuming that MNF attains its goal of“good condition”

for rangelands, would there be a decrease in the carrying

capacity of the deer spring ranges? (1217)

RESPONSE: An increase in ecological condition proba

bly would not significantly decrease forb species impor

tant to deer spring diets. Species such as lupine and

buckwheat would still be a part of these stands. Other

species of palatable forbs and grasses would also become

available.

14. COMMENT: Issues that should be required include

the true bioenergetic requirements for ungulates. Sea

sonal variations on energy levels from inadequate adja

cent ranges. An example would be, where winter range is

inadequate, studies have shown, increased energy re

quirements of spring and summer range. Home range

sizes increase for deer when resources are jointly used by

livestock. information provided in the DEIS could be

improved on page 247, as stated earlier. In the section

3-178 through 3486 there could be expanded to better

describe the ecological relationship. This is better de

scribed in Appendix L. (1279)

RESPONSE: The citation you reference in the proposed

Plan on p.2-47 refers only to Standards and Guidelines

applicable to all alternatives, and is not meant to be an

ecological appraisal of deer and livestock interrelation

ships. DEIS 3-178 to 3-186 is a brief description of the

current deer herd situation on the Forest. Again, it was not

meant to provide a detailed analysis of deer and livestock

interrelationships. In the Final Plan, Appendix L is refer

enced in this section.

15. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] Old (decadent)

mountain mahogany stands provide important food and

cover for deer on winter and transition ranges. Due to its

high value for deer, a cautious approach should be taken

to the manipulation of mahogany until successful pro

jects can be demonstrated. (1317)

RESPONSE: We agree. The Calif. Dept. of Fish and

Game and other interested publics will be involved in

developing projects to enhance deer habitats. Projects will
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first be done on an experimental basis until successful

regeneration of these stands can be demonstrated.

16. COMMENT: Conversion of forage requirements of

AUM equivalents is the best idea of any forest plan re

viewed. Behavioral modifications related to bioenergetic

requirements should be considered. The relationship be

tween forage available and population level should also

be included in the evaluation of forage requirements.

(1279)

RESPONSE: The forage allocation model was meant to

be a broad-based model for use in determining forage

competition between deer and livestock. Although crude,

it does evaluate bioenergetic requirements by season-of

use, and evaluates forage requirement for current and

proposed population levels.

17. COMMENT: As to the planting ofbrush for deer and

- fencing the area 011', why not go to an area where the deer

are not grazing at this time and plant the brush and

develop water so the deer can come in and browse when

the brush has grown so it can survive grazing. (961)

RESPONSE: Your suggestion is within the realm of hab

itat improvement opportunities. A major concern is the

geographic area use patterns that deer have developed.

Deer tend to use the same winter and summer ranges year

after year. Habitat improvement projects done in areas

where deer use is light or non-existent may not be used.

Our priority is to ensure that existing high-use areas are

properly managed; then we will expand into less-used

areas.

18. COMMENT: L-3. dietary overlap. Sage and juniper

are very important in the diet of several wildlife species.

Sage is important forage to livestock. (364)

RESPONSE: In certain seasons, sagebrush and juniper

can be important to wildlife diets. In general, though, these

are not limiting forage classes. Deer that rely entirely on

sagebrush and juniper for forage will do poorly (as will

livestock). EIS Appendix L the need for high quality

forage to minimize forage competition between deer and

livestock.

19. COMMENT: Also wildlife do use water facilities

(water holes, troughs, windmills) on private land and

range. This is an added expense and competes with live

stock. (971)

RESPONSE: Wildlife will use water facilities that are

developed for livestock. In some instances, these enhance

habitat availability for wildlife. The extent of competition

for water between wildlife and livestock at livestock water

developments on the Forest is probably not significant.

  

:m...;r...g.

1. COMMENT: Timber-Forage Prescription. Plantation

failures were traced back to poor site preparation which

allowed vegetative competition to deplete the upper soil

horizon of moisture before the newly planted seedlings

could develop a strong root system. Therefore I see a real

potential for reforestation failures if you implement the

Timber-Forage Prescription on about 1,500 acres each

year.

Page 4-11 of the [proposed] Plan shows that the acres

allocated to the intensive timber prescription for 50 years

are less than the acres allocated to timber-forage and

page 4-13 shows 2,900 acres of regeneration per year, but

I did not see a summary of the Timber-Forage Prescrip

tion to be implemented in the first decade (the acres are

shown for each management area). Since the very need to

implement this prescription rests on the assumptions

made about future forage production on the transitory

range these assumptions need to be verified as early as

possible. i believe that normal timber plantations with

the relatively wide spacings and frequent thinnings pre

scribed on the Modoc NF will be found to produce at least

the minimum levels of forage needed to meet range goals.

(256)

RESPONSE: We developed the Timber Forage Prescrip

tion to provide timber harvest opportunities while main

taining or enhancing forage quality and quantity for deer.

Although under this prescription timber will not be man

aged at full yields, it does provide a balance between

timber management and deer forage requirements. This

prescription is currently being tested. The Timber Forage

Prescription does not preclude clearcut harvesting, but

provides direction for maintaining forage for deer. The

2,900 acres of regeneration mentioned in your comment

are RPA goals. The Preferred Alternative states that we

will regenerate 3,800 acres per year. This includes those

acres treated in the Timber-Forage Prescription. Four site

preparation options are available under this prescription.

An important facet of this prescription will be monitoring.

As we apply this prescription and learn more about under

story responses and growth yields, we will fine-tune the

prescription.

2. COMMENT: Hackamore (53): The interstate Deer

Herd uses this area, and it is not a good idea to program

such a large area to a still-experimental prescription so

quickly. Bitterbrush may not regenerate in clearcuts, ad

equate populations must be left during timber harvest.

Adequate thermal cover is a necessity. (708)
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RESPONSE: The intent of the Timber-Forage Prescrip

tion is to ensure that we maintain important forage species

during timber harvest activities for deer. As mentioned

previously, an important part of this prescription will be

monitoring. As we learn more about the responses of

forage to this treatment, we can fine-tune the prescription.

3. COMMENT: The standards and guidelines in many

instances are unrealistic and unattainable. Examples of

this are: “(8) within deer winter range and transition

habitat allow an annual (July-April) average of no more

than 40% utilization of bitterbrush by deer and livestock

combined. How do you regulate deer usage of

bitterbrush? it is conceivable that deer could eat more

than 40% ofthe annual growth ofbitterbrush before cattle

are allowed in the area, especially if deer numbers are

increased (pers. Comm. Salwasser Mar. ’83). Will cattle

be allowed in an area if deer have consumed more than

40% of the annual bitterbrush growth? (1283)

RESPONSE: The Rangeland Work Group modified this

standard and guideline so that the allocation will be split

50% for livestock and 50% for wildlife. Thus, 20% con~

sumption of this bitterbrush by livestock will be permitted.

The remainder will be left for wildlife and regeneration

purposes. We will apply this guideline where appropriate

as allotment management plans are revised.

4. COMMENT‘. The (DEIS) in Appendix L-Mule Deer

Forage Requirements states grasses, forbs and

bitterbrush are important to the diets of both livestock

and deer. They are the only vegetation types used to

calculate total forage production and livestock capacities

on grazing allotments. Salwasser states that bitterbrush

is a valuable early winter forage. its use declines by late

January. Juniper, sagebrush, and grasses dominate the

diet through mid-march. (Salwasser, Ph.d.thesis 1979).

Why did the Forest Service neglect to include juniper and

sagebrush in its forage production calculation? (1283)

RESPONSE: Bitterbrush, grasses and forbs are the most

important forage classes for deer. Deer will eat sagebrush

andjuniper when preferred species are not available. They

tend not to do as well on these diets. The same is true for

livestock.

5. COMMENT: A large amount of the bitterbrush has

become old with large plants that cannot be utilized by

the deer. I believe this is a result of inadequate use of the

plants. Also in many areas the junipers are crowding out

the bitterbrush plants. (1277)

RESPONSE: We agree. Juniper encroachment has been

a significant factor in forage reduction. Bitterbrush plants

on some parts of the Forest receive sparse use. This is not

the case on important winter ranges. Much of the

bitterbrush on the Forest has become decadent as a result

103 - Deer on Private Lands

of age — notjust inadequate use of plants. Some stands are

80 years old.

6. COMMENT: Wildlife and fish. What is the 'limber

Forage Prescripton? (364)

RESPONSE:We developed the Timber-Forage Prescrip

tion to provide both timber and forage outputs. The goal

of the prescription is to balance timber outputs and forage

needs for deer. Plan Chapter 4 describes in detail this and

all other management prescriptions. See previous com

ments that discuss this prescription.

7. COMMENT: Recommend that the Timber-Forage Rx

be used where possible to harvest timber. (551).

RESPONSE: We are applying the Timber-Forage Pre

scription to nearly 10% of the Forest’s land base, and

about 40% of the area managed for timber.

  

1. COMMENT: No consideration has been given to local

ranchers who are going to have to feed a deer herd with a

50 percent increase. Any increase in grazing should be

shared equally between livestock and wildlife and not

giving it all to wildlife. (603, 154, 940, 992, 1025)

RESPONSE: We believe our forage estimates for deer

and livestock are balanced in the Preferred Alternative.

At the end of Decade 1, approximately 118.8 M AUMs of

forage are available for livestock, and 47.9 M AUMs are

available for deer. This should be sufficient to meet the

current herd requirements for deer. We will address live

stock and deer forage competition on a site-specific basis

during the allotment management planning process.

2. COMMENT: lRe: Delta Lake allotment] —Whut con

siderations have you given ranches who border these

allotments, 5 or 6 miles? We feed a great number of deer

all summer and contend with them all winter. (698)

RESPONSE = RESPONSE: The deer forage model is

applicable only to the Modoc National Forest. We

analyzed the model primarily to determine the potential

for deer and livestock forage competition. Wewill conduct

site-specific analyses during allotment management plan

preparation.

3. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] P. 4-19 Wildlife and

fish: There is no need to provide forage for deer on

summer range if the winter range is not adequate to

maintain said population of deer. Before reducing live

stock grazing you should first look at year-round deer

forage needs. What impact would increased deer num

bers have on private landowners? What impact would

increased deer numbers have on the local economy? What
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percentage of the deer herd population winter on private

vs. federal land? (1153, 1080)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan only addresses deer needs

for national forest lands in seasons when deer use these

lands. EIS Appendix L describes in detail how forage

needs were modeled for deer. As mentioned previously,

deer populations will only increase if all their seasonal

needs are met. The Forest intends to meet its commitment

to deer herd management plan population goals for those

portions of deer herds dependent on the Modoc National

Forest.

4. COMMENT: The Modoc NF is only partially respon

sible for the support of the individual mule deer and

pronghorn herds. These herds are also partially depen

dent upon other public and private lands. (364)

RESPONSE: We agree. Thank you for your comment.

  

1. COMMENT: [Excerpt from the conservationist alter

native]

The concept of integrated pest management is supported,

but only where pest species are primarily controlled by

predator species. To achieve this, sufficient macro and

micro habitat must be maintained throughout the Forest

to provide adequate populations of all predator species.

(80) (364) (500) (1260)

RESPONSE: The effects of pests and diseases in the

ecosystem are usually the result of a pest complex rather

than the action of a single organism. Complexes also in

volve the host and vegetative conditions, environmental

influences, pest population, and the effects of manage

ment activities. Integrated pest management recognizes

interrelationships of the pest-host system. it also recog

nizes that insects, diseases, and destructive animals are

important elements of forest and rangeland ecosystems,

and are considered pests only when they impede manage

ment goals and objectives. In selecting pest management

methods, all techniques (including chemical, biological,

mechanical, manual and cultural) are considered on case

by-case, project level bases. Methods are selected accord

ing to site-specific analysis ofbiological effectiveness, cost,

and effects on human health and the environment.

2. COMMENT: it is possible to remove dwarf mistletoe

by prescribed burning. Since mistletoe is species specific,

monocultures run a much greater risk of spreading the

infection. I have done mistletoe burns in uneven-age

stands which doubled as thinning burns. it is also possi

ble to fell the infected trees to provide more fuel to get a

hot enough fire to scorch out the mistletoe. This is ignored

in DEIS Appendices l 8: P. Prescribed burning can also

be valuable in keeping uneven-age stands from converting

to shade tolerant species. (708)

RESPONSE: This is a technique with which we are

unfamiliar. T.R. Peace, in Pathology of Trees and Shrubs

(1962) p.165, indicates “...that flame guns have been used

to destroy Loranthus on Eucalyptus in Australia. The

mistletoe can be withered without seriously damaging the

tree, but it is doubtful if the parasite would be completely

killed, and in any case the method could be used only on

low and easily accessible trees.” We believe our analysis is

adequate and will proceed as displayed in the Plan.

3. COMMENT: I believe the Plan should clearly provide

that the Devil’s Garden RNA must be fenced to exclude

cattle and firewood cutters. (16)

RESPONSE: The Devil’s Garden Research Natural Area

boundary is signed. Livestock will not jeopardize the RNA

because grazing is limited by water shortage. In addition,

rimrock on the eastern border virtually prevents

accessibility by woodcutters and livestock from that side.

The Forest has no plans to fence the RNA.

4. COMMENT: The southward invasion of the tent cat

erpillar on dispersed bitterbrush may have a direct yet

unsubstantiated effect on declining deer numbers. Was

pest control not considered due to herbicide curtailment,

or wait-and-see remedy approach taken? (558)

RESPONSE: The invasion is a natural occurrence. While

it may have caused some short-term losses of bitterbrush,

many seedlings are now establishing themselves. We fore

see no long-term detrimental effects to deer populations.

5. COMMENT: Why aren’t there predator controls of

coyotes on the forest land? (914)

RESPONSE: Predator controls are established on na

tional forest land by the US. Fish and Wildlife Service on

site-specific bases. The ModocNF has exercised predator

controls, usually in connection with cattle and sheep allot

ments.

6. COMMENT: Also strange are the various “treat

ments” proposed. Animal “pests” that are denigrated

and slated for “treatment” are rabbits, porcupines, deer

(p. P-22) and even pocket gophers. Cutting down any

vegetation “infested”with “pests” definitely cuts down on

diversity, and many of those “pests” help facilitate soil

production. You have a lot to learn. With regard to soils,

there is a naked effort to downgrade erosional problems

due to clear-cutting and logging, as well as cattle-grazing.

It is simply assumed that this will continue (p. 4-135; p.

4-139). Long-term soil nutrient deficits are not dealt with

except by the prescription of fertilizers (as in Iowa). The

probable cause of the deficits, removal of soil nutrients

in the form of logs, slash, firewood and beef, is not con~

fronted directly. The physical presence, in inches, of top
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soil to be washed off the surface by rain and snowmelt in

your proposal, has been the result of thousands ofyears

of forest canopy producing leaf litter, branches, trunks

and stumps. If it were not for this property of the canopy,

and the protection of the canopy, there would be no soil.

Yet it is precisely this that the clear-cutting alternative (or

rather, all six clear-cutting “altematives”) seeks to dis

pose of. (1253)

RESPONSE: There is no attempt to denigrate any animal

species. The animals listed in Appendix P are listed as

major potential wildlife pests. The Forest recognizes in

terrelationships of the pest-host system. It also recognizes

that insects, diseases, and destructive animals are impor

tant elements of forest and rangeland ecosystems; and are

considered pests only when they impede management

goals and objectives. In selecting pest management meth

ods, all techniques (including chemical, biological, me

chanical, manual and cultural) are considered on a

case-by-case, project level basis. Methods are selected

according to site-specific analysis of biological effective

ness, cost, and effects on human health and the environ

ment. Clearcutting does not automatically mean there will

be no soil. Logging debris can substitute for the canopy in

the role of soil protection. The Forest has examples of

clearcuts which we believe weathered the 1986 storms very

well; the soil is still in place. Please refer to Forest Stan

dards and Guidelines (Plan, Chapter 4) for a complete

discussion of soil productivity.

7. COMMENT: Pests - Plan p. 4-29 D. - Add “to prevent

human-related diseases”. (73)

RESPONSE: Your suggestion has been incorporated into

the final document.

  

1. COMMENT: The Calif. Native plant society opposes

the use of herbicides, especially if the cut requires herbi

cides to provide a certain level of sustainable yield. Her

bicides may also threaten the soil microbes that forest

ecosystems require. Too many unanswered questions per

taining to herbicides remain to be answered. MNF should

develop a plan that does not depend on herbicides. (273)

(1031) (1048) (1177) (1214)

RESPONSE: For all alternatives we assumed that all

methods of vegetation management are available, includ

ing limited use of herbicides. in the event that herbicides

are not available on the Modoc NF, we will modify the Plan

to reflect expected changes in timber yields and costs. EIS

Chapter 2, Section E assesses expected effects of manage
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ment on harvest levels and costs with and without the use

of herbicides.

The Plan tiers to the EIS for Vegetation Management for

Reforestation which was released in 1988. This document

rigorously discusses all aspects of vegetation management

which includes the use of herbicides for reforestation,

including a human health risk assessment.

Herbicide use, as well as other vegetation management

activities, will be determined during site-specific project

planning and documented in Environmental Assessments

or Environmental Impact Statements as the project

warrants.

2. COMMENT: Herbicides were not adequately ad

dressed as an accompanying “tool” of even-age mgt. (27)

(169) (333)

RESPONSE: Because the use of herbicides greatly con~

cerns many publics, the Regional Forester has released a

separate EIS specifically addressing the control ofvegeta

tion including the use of herbicides. The Plan tiers to the

Vegetative Management for Reforestation EIS. In his

Record of Decision, the Regional Forester noted in part

that he had selected Alternative 1 (Emphasize Local

Management Flexibility - Modified) to be the Regional

policy. Alternative 1 allows the full range of methods for

controlling competing vegetation, including the limited

use of herbicides. The decision was made after fully con

sidering physical, biological, economic, and other social

effects of the eight alternatives fully analyzed in the 515.

Based on the EIS risk assessment and additional con

straints required by the Regional Forester for the use of

herbicides in this Region, we believe that any risks associ

ated with herbicide use will be kept to acceptable levels;

levels comparable to those commonly accepted by people

in everyday life, such as driving cars or flying airplanes. In

general, the modifications to Alternative 1 are:

— The use ofherbicides containing inert ingredients listed

by the US. Environmental Protection Agency (List #1

or #2) is prohibited except for herbicides in which fuel

oil is the only listed inert ingredient.

- No herbicide will be used that is listed by the State of

California in compliance with the Safe Drinking Water

and Toxics Enforcement Act (Proposition 65), without

first receiving a safe-use determination from the State

Health and Welfare Agency.

— The herbicide fosamine will not be used because

human health risks could not be adequately evaluated

in the EIS; the available data for cancer and chronic

toxicity are too limited.

3. COMMENT: We’re supposed to borax our stumps.

You're promoting the welfare of the wildlife and keeping
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from endangering species, but we’re putting out chemi

cals there which the Forest Service wants us to do. (1388)

RESPONSE: Borax is a chemical and, as with any chem

ical, its use should not be taken lightly. Borax is used to

treat recently created stumps to inhibit the entry and

eventual spread of Fomes annosus root disease. The use

of this chemical in the manner prescribed on the label is

not known to pose problems for wildlife or the environ

ment.

  

1. COMMENT: Areas within the Forest subject to par

ticular geologic hazards should be shown on a map.

Specifically, those areas identified as having a high prob

ability for landsliding, mud flows, earthquake shaking

and liquefaction, fault rupture, flooding, expansive soils,

and accelerated erosion should be shown. Perhaps this

will be done for the forest geologic resource inventory

(GRI), but it should also be included here. (364)

RESPONSE: The Analysis of the Management Situation

(AMS) for Geology includes maps displaying areas with a

high probability for mass wasting and areas of known

seismic activity, i.e., recent faults. The AMS is available

for review in the Forest Supervisor's Office. We will de

velop site-specific information on a project-by-project

basis. The level of detail will depend on our preliminary

assessment of the probability of a geologic hazard occur

ring in the area.

2. COMMENT: Plan (page 3-13): we recommend that the

GRl be incorporated by reference or in total, if feasible,

into the final Forest Management Plan. (364)

RESPONSE: We will complete an order 2 and 3 (GRI)

for landslides during FY 91-92. We will include the results

from the site-specific survey in environmental analyses for

future activities. Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines

require that management activities protect resources from

geologic hazards.

3. COMMENT: A geologic resources inventory should

be completed in the 1st decade before the next planning

round. The soils map and timber suitability determina

tions should be evaluated again when it is completed.

(1260)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

4. COMMENT: The discussion of the geology of the

Forest (page 3-52, et seq.) is much too brief to allow an

accurate analysis or evaluation of geologic resources or

geologic hazards. (364)

RESPONSE: The Analysis of the Management Situation

(AMS) for Geology is a detailed description of Forest

geology. The AMS is available for for public review at the

Forest Supervisor’s Office. In addition, the bibliography

section of the Forest DEIS lists references offering a

detailed geologic description of the Forest.

5. COMMENT: We [failed to find] “seismicity” in the

glossary: (1263)

RESPONSE: The word was used in error. We replaced it

with “seismic activity”.

' i i I

1. COMMENT: Practices will not reduce soil organic

material. Adopt soil compaction standards 14 in soils

page 4-34 to #4, add in a manner that does not cause soil

volume loss. The surface layer of organic material will be

maintained. 'll'ees will be planted through this material.

Lop and scatter slash. Avoid any practice that destroys

or retards mycorrhizal development. Adopt soils stan

dards C, D & E on page 4-35. (500)

RESPONSE: Recent scientific research has shown the

importance of maintaining adequate amounts of large and

small organic material for maintaining long-term soil pro

ductivity. The soils standards and guidelines in the Plan

include large and small organic debris. These standards

and guidelines also outline to what extent we will allow

compaction or soil volume loss. All soil-disturbing pro

jects on the Forest are evaluated on a project-by-project

basis with the intent to meet at least these minimum

amounts.

2. COMMENT: Range site development and mapping: it

is apparent that the level of intensity of MNF soil survey

is too broad in which to permit an accurate delineation of

range sites on the MNF. Attachment 1 provides the results

ofa review ofa draft copy of the MNF Soil Survey manu

script performed by Mr. Chuck Saulisberry. Saulisberry

is the former range site soils coordinator for Nevada

(SCS liaison to BLM State Off.) and was instrumental in

the development of the Surprise Valley-Home Camp area

soil survey, which is included within the MNF soil survey

boundary. Excerpts from attachment #1 which refers to

the MNF draft soil survey include the following:

“My main concern with the survey is that the family-level

mapping with only a few phases of soil families included,

presents a much too broad taxonomic unit on which to try

to closely tie a potential plant community. The series-level

surveys bordering the MNF do a much more refined job

and present a significant contrast to the MNF work.”

“The MNF mapping attempted to develop range sites on

their family level taxons without enough attention given
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to phasing families so as to tightly restrict the plant

community interpretation. This cannot be done using

only general soil family characteristics. A count of the

rangeland soil families shows that over half ofthem have

been assigned two or more range sites.”

“inclusions shown on the Map Unit Descriptions (MUD)

range up to 35%! Most of the MUDs are in the 20-25%

range, and this may be accurate in view of the broad

description needed to describe the soil family character

istics. The MNF mapping has up to 9 soils or land forms

in their inclusion.”

“The broad nature of the potential plant community

description is shown by having both big sagebrush and

low sagebrush in the same community in several sites.

Normally this is not done, as production potentials for

these species are vastly different and their environmental

needs are not similar.”

“IfMNF persists in their efforts to hold to their determi

nations, then I would urge them to delete all references to

inferences to the use or viability of SCS soils~site data

which is not being used as intended. MNF should also

refrain from using the term ’range site’ which is widely

accepted as the SCS term, and should develop their own

terminology for NF plant communities.”

Would the MNF concur that their delineation and deter

mination of the extent of range sites on the forest repre

sents a very rough estimate, and as such, that the estimate

of current carrying capacity could be in error? (1217)

RESPONSE: The MNF Soil Resource Inventory (SRI)

Order 3 is a reconnaissance level soil survey. it was de

signed for forest level planning, and for preliminary proj

ect level planning. With proper field verification SRI 3 soil

surveys can be used for detailed resource management

planning and for project level planning. The primary de

terminants in the design of capability areas in the LMP

data base were vegetative maps in combination with the

MNF SRI Order 3 soil maps. For the east side of the

Warner Mountain Ranger District, the Surprise Valley

Home Camp soil survey, authored by the SCS, was used.

This combination of soil and vegetation mapping, in addi

tion to the high degree of documented SRI Order 3 qual

ifies these capability areas and the range sites assigned in

the LMP data base as being adequate for detailed or

project level planning purposes.

Why the high percent of inclusions and so many included

soils in the map units? The percentage of inclusions in a

typical SRI 3 map unit represents about 15-20% ofthe unit

area. These inclusions represent every soil type, or land

form which were observed in the unit during the field

mapping. This includes dissimilar as well as similar soil

types as mapped in the unit. In contrast, the SCS will only

note the dissimilar soil types which may effect differences
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in use and management, even if many included soils were

recognized during mapping. An average of 15-20%

inclusions is not out of line with National Cooperative soil

survey standards and SCS policy, especially when this

includes similar as well as dissimilar soils. Kinds and

percentages of inclusions were approved by the SCS for

the final correlation of the Modoc National Forest Soil

Resources Inventory.

Whydo many soil map units have two range sites identified

for one named soil in the map unit description? Our

mapping unit design and range of soil characteristics for

each named soil in the map unit closely follow the SCS

guidelines as set forth in the SCS National Range

Handbook and the SCS California Notice #1 supplement

to the above. Where these guidelines are not met in a

mapping unit soil type, two range sites are listed with the

first being the most prominent.

We find that low sagebrush exist on the shallower sites

while big sagebrush exists on the deeper end. In fact, we

typically find a low sagebrush/bigsagebrushbreak at about

the 14-16 inch soil depth on the Modoc Plateau

Geomorphic Province. This is why we have described low

sagebrush and big sagebrush as being in the same range

site when soils may range from 10 to 20 inches in total

depth.

Should we delete all references to the use ofSCS soils and

range data and drop the term “range site” from our soil

survey manuscript? It should be emphasized again at this

point that the MNF Order 3 soil survey is part of the

National Cooperative soil survey effort which is

administered by the SCS. We have had a memorandum of

understanding with the SCS since the beginning of the

survey effort. The SCS, as the leading agency, has

participated in the preliminary review, at least five yearly

progress reviews, the final field review and the final

correlation review of our soil survey. For the past two

years, the SCS has been reviewing and performing any

final editing of the MNF soil survey manuscript for GPO

publication. As in past reviews, the SCS will either make

or suggest changes they feel are appropriate.

Pursuing this “range site" term one step further-the

Range Inventory Standardization Committee Society for

Range Management has suggested that the term

“ecological site” would be better to use in lieu of either

“range site” or “habitat type”.

Does the MNF concur that these range sites give only a

“very rough estimate” of carrying capacity due to our

“delineation and determination of the extent of range sites

on the Forest” and “that the estimate of current carrying

capacity could be in error”? We feel that the MNF SRI

Order 3 and the Surprise Valley—l-lome Camp soil survey,

in combination with the l:15,840 scale aerial color photo

vegetation maps, has given us a reasonably accurate
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delineation and determination of range sites on our

Forest, both for this Plan and for preliminary allotment

planning. Because there is not a strong linear correlation

between range condition and forage availability, our

estimate of carrying capacity is suitable only for

programmatic planning. We will determine actual

carrying capacity on the Forest and initial allotment

stocking levels on an allotment basis through site-specific

analysis and monitoring.

3. COMMENT: RCl provides the following recommen

dations to the MNF’s Plan and DEIS. Please note whether

MNF will adopt these recommendations, or if not, the

rationale behind rejecting them.

MNF should list their deviations from SCS methodology

for determining range condition, clearly state that the

assumption of range condition being linearly correlated

to forage availability is not advocated by the SCS, and

that the MNF “range sites” should be distinguished from

SCS “range sites” since the two are not synonymous.

RESPONSE: Please refer to the previous response con

cerning the term “range sites”. The methodology for de

termining range condition in R5 is similar in most respects

to that of the SCS. The major difference is that the SCS

uses key indicator plants from that particular range site

potential plant community in which condition is being

measured, whereas R5 uses a master list of desirable

species found in our regional range handbook. The Parker

3-step line transect, or semi-permanent condition/trend

plots are the normal methods used in this determination.

It is true that the correlation is not linear between forage

availability and range condition. We have rewritten range

site descriptions in the MNF SRI Order 3 manuscript and

no longer include this correlation.

4. COMMENT: The more marginal the timber site, the

more organic material needs to be enhanced and pro

tected. Much of the < 20 timberlands and even the 80-20

timberlands are probably dependent on the water holding

capacity of organic material and 200-300 year old buried

decomposed large stems. Management practices that de

stroy this structure of these important ecological condi

tions and proposals to create bare mineral soil and

windrow and burn are guaranteed to reduce long-term

soil productivity.

Measurements ofsoil organic material and bulk densities

to determine levels before timber harvest on all sites

proposed for timber harvest are needed. Future timber

harvest should not occur until these factors have recov

ered to the pre-harvest levels. (1260)

RESPONSE: We expanded the soil standards and guide

lines in the Plan to include maintaining at least minimum

desired levels of both large and small organic material.

Presently the Forest Experiment Stations and the Forest

Service are working under a national cooperative

agreement to do an in-depth study of the above issues on

various benchmark soil types. The results from these

studies may help us to refine S&Gs.

5. COMMENT: Plan 4-34-Soils 8816: A. (1) What is

the “total allowable soil loss” used here? It should not be

based on T-values used by the SCS. These are inappropri

ate for forest and rangeland sites. The Forest should use

its best estimate, but in any event, should not permit

erosion to exceed 500 lbs/ac/yr, on the average. (107)

RESPONSE: Soil loss tolerance “T” values were origi

nally developed by the SCS for use as soil loss threshold

values for maintaining long-term soil productivity. They

were set up for use on agricultural and rangeland soils.

Since that time, research has shown that natural soil for

mation rates are normally less than these assigned “T”

values which range from 1 to 5 ton/ac/yr. Literature review

by Earl Alexander, current R-10 Regional Soil Scientist,

indicates that soil formation rates tend to range from

about 1/4 to 1 ton/ac/yr. Under the Soils Standards and

Guidelines section of the Plan we have set the allowable

soil loss at 1 ton/ac/yr. This is based on the above literature

review, and on our best estimate of what amount can be

tolerated. In addition, during project work ifwe determine

that 1 ton/ac/yr limit is too high for a soil type, we will

assign the lower limit. That can range from less than

1/4-ton to 1 ton.

6. COMMENT: Plan 4-34-Soils S&G: B. (2) What is

meant here by “fertilization” and whyare fertilizers being

used on our public lands? We oppose the forest plans to

support agri-business by buying its “fertilizers” to artifi

cially increase productivity which is being damaged by

uncorrect livestock (and other) management problems.

Doesn’t this conflict with the Forest Plan commitment to

improving water quality and riparian area conditions?

(107)

[Same comment for 4-119- RX #11]

RESPONSE: Fertilization is an important silvicultural,

range and wildlife management practice as well as an

important soil and watershed rehabilitation practice. It is

not intended to be used indiscriminately or take the place

of other management tools such as proper livestock man

agement. Fertilization can be used to increase growth,

shorten periods of growing vegetation to a target size,

increase growth in certain size classes to fill gaps in size

class distributions, capture sites faster,,and maintain or

restore soil fertility where it has been lost. A standard 100

to 200 lbs/ac nitrogen application using urea fertilizer
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under typical forest soil conditions results in none to only

very minimal nitrogen leaching below the root zone. In

addition, our own management constraints for fertiliza

tion projects prohibit fertilizer applications in riparian

areas and stream zones. When these precautions are im

plemented, water quality and riparian zones are not sig

nificantly impacted.

7. COMMENT: Pg 4-34 soil compaction: (1) Why not

invoke these measures when soil moisture reaches plastic

limit? Pg 4-34 erosion: (1) What is the documentation for

this 10 to 20 year theory? Pg 4-35 erosion (2) “parallel to

the slope” should be on contours? Pg 4-35 (3) range from

10-25 feet should be 10 or 25 feet? Pg 4-35 b. (3) What are

“priority conifer plantations” and what are “subsequent

site release treatments”? (126)

RESPONSE: In response to public comment, we rewrote

the soils Standard and Guideline section ofthe Plan. Most

of the wording in your comment was changed. Priority

conifer plantations refer to those plantations where soil or

foliar nutrient analysis has shown a nutrient deficiencyand

a good response to fertilization is expected. Subsequent

site release treatments refer to the idea that if a good

response was indeed achieved, then the trees would then

be well above the competing vegetation; and later treat

ments to reduce this vegetation from destroying the plan

tation would, therefore, not be needed. For the

compaction comment, please reference the (1266) re

sponse below.

The 10-to-20-year figure mentioned on page 4-34 of the

Draft Plan is expressing the normal time span between

planned re-entries of a typical timber harvest unit.

Management activities for that entry period will not

exceed the total allowable soil loss for that time period.

For example, ifa commercial thin is planned in year 80 and

followed in year 100 by a final harvest, then not more than

20 tons/ac of soil loss will be tolerated during that 20-year

period.

8. COMMENT: Pg 4-34 Soils-l find no prescription

provided for high erosion hazard and mass movement

areas. I question any logging, especially clearcutting,

within these eastside watersheds. 37% of the water pro

duced on the Forest does not meet established water

quality objectives. 1 see evidence of such degradation in

Mill Creek and other eastside streams, particularly dur

ing spring runoff and summer rains. I would urge all

possible protection to the eastside Warner watersheds.

Pg 4-35 Soils. Erosion (3.) — mechanical vegetative dis

turbance. This statement conflicts directly with SMZs

(listed DEIS 3-94). No vegetative disturbance mechanical

or otherwise should be allowed within the 50-250 ft. width

on stream class and side slope. This should be corrected.

121 - Soil, General

Pg 4-39 21. Water-l repeat all objections made under

soils above. (333)

RESPONSE: We will address these concerns on a proj

ect-by-project basis. Generalized prescriptions and stan

dards and guidelines for the Plan were not developed to

document all possible strategies we may use to limit ero

sion; mass wasting, etc. for different watersheds, harvest

units or project areas. The Soils AMS lists many measures

to minimize erosion or mass wasting which are used in

project precriptions. During project planning, we specify

and clearly define Best Management Practices and recom

mended soil conservation treatment measures relating to

soil productivity protection for individual projects.

Through proper project planning and implementation of

these measures, we can manage all forested soils on the

Modoc for timber harvest, including clearcutting in most

cases. We may need to alter the size and spacing of clear

cut units, or even defer for a future re-entry period to

mitigate the potential for high mass wasting or erosion

hazard.

Concerning SMZs vs. natural drainage buffer widths, we

are actually talking of two seperate areas. The SMZ, as

mapped and defined by the Hydrologist for water quality

protection, normally includes prominent lower and

mid-slope streamside zones with riparian vegetation.

Surface water can be year-round to intermittent. Natural

drainages mentioned in Section 4 (Soil S&G’s) represent

those areas not mapped as SMZs but still in need of

protection due to excessive erosion which could be caused

if disturbed. These areas normally represent the upper

slopes of watersheds; surface water is normally only

present during spring runoff.

9. COMMENT: 3-29. Fertility. This section should ad

dress selenium levels in the Modoc NF soils and the

potential impacts to wildlife. Low selenium may have been

a contributing factor to the bighom sheep die-off at the

Lava Beds National Monument. (364)

RESPONSE: Selenium levels on our soils tend to be very

low. Tissue analysis of deer browse species both before

and after an application of nitrogen and sulfur fertilizer

showed selenium levels well below the accepted minimal

amount needed by animals. The fertilization had no effect

on foliar selenium levels. On the positive side, if a small

amount of selenium were added to the fertilizer mix, foliar

selenium levels could be brought up to desired levels. Prior

to adding selenium, biological data will have to be substan

tiated. Because the level of selenium is typically low, it is

unlikely a factor leading to big horn sheep die-off. See EIS

Chapter 3 —Aflected Environment, wildlife, section 24.

10. COMMENT: Evaluate all projects for soil water

holding capacity changes. Exclude all consumptive and

disturbing activities where soils or watersheds have been
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degraded and need restoration. Close areas with extreme

and high soil erosion hazard ratings to off-highway vehi

cle use. Limit OHV use to existing roads and trails on

soils with moderate erosion hazard ratings.

Monitoring is a part of the Forest Plan. Follow Best

Management Practices while providing gravel and ser

vices to the public. Evaluate and modify any action that

causes deleterious impacts. (500)

RESPONSE: Historically, most of the Forest has been

open to OHV use in one form or another. Over the years

this has resulted in unimproved trails becoming estab

lished in most areas. Due to the topography and layout of

the land, these trails and OHV use areas tend to be

congregated on the less sloping upper side slopes and

ridgetops ofsoil map units and watersheds which mayhave

an overall high or very high erosion hazard rating. In

reality, OHV trails tend to be most prominent on areas

which would have low or moderate erosion hazard poten

tial if a more detailed soil survey were made.

The Plan contains specific management area direction for

OHV use in sensitive areas. Sensitive areas include soils

with a high or very high erosion hazard rating.

Management area direction states, “On sensitive

watersheds and other sensitive areas allow, OHV use only

on established roads and trails...Restrict use or obliterate

roads and trails, when necessary, to protect the soil

resource and maintain water quality.” This direction

specifically applies to MAs 31, 32, 33, 34, 36, 42, 43, 44 and

61. Reference also Recreation standards and guidelines in

Plan Chapter 4.

11. COMMENT: On soils identified as low in regenera

tion potential, activities which will favorably modify the

microclimate to help ensure regeneration success will be

planned. On soils identified as having a potential for

mass-wasting, harvesting activities and road-work will be

designed to reduce the risk. (500)

RESPONSE: This is precisely the sort of input that Soil

Scientists working with other members of project teams

develop when formulating alternatives on a project-by

project basis. These measures are incorporated into the

analysis of site-specific projects.

12. COMMENT: Highest priority should be placed on

protecting soil fertility. Erosion rates in excess of soil

formation rates cannot be tolerated. Decline of soil or

ganic material content must likewise be avoided. Com

paction and removal of lands from timber production

through road and landing construction should be mini

mized. (686)

RESPONSE: We agree. See previous responses and soil

standards and guidelines in Plan Chapter 4.

13. COMMENT: Any prescribed burning for fuels man

agement or site preparation should evaluate effects on

soil fertility and nutrient cycling. (972)

RESPONSE: We evaluate these effects for each site-spe

cific project. We incorporated into the Soil S&G section

of the Plan new soil productivity guidelines which specif

ically relate to maintaining soil fertility and nutrient cy

cling through maintaining at least minimum amounts of

large and small organic debris and soil organic matter.

14. COMMENT: Topsoil disturbance should be kept at

absolute minimum levels. The damaged acres are ofgreat

rehabilitation concern. Emphasis for funding and project

priorities should be on the stopping and healing ofaccel

erated erosion on the 10,000 acres mentioned. New road

construction should be prohibited in sensitive or sloping

areas to limit further soil disturbance. (1030)

RESPONSE: We agree that topsoil disturbance should be

minimal and that first priority should be to rehabilitate

those acres subject to accelerated erosion. See the Soil

S&G section in Plan Chapter 4.

We will analyze new road construction in sensitive

watershed areas on a case-by-case basis. If we determine

that a road cannot be developed without causing excessive

soil erosion, mass movement or water quality degradation,

then we will not permit its construction.

15. COMMENT: An increase in the ES! over the fifty

year planning period does not provide us with much

confidence that water quality and associated beneficial

uses will be protected in the future. The ES] for the

Preferred Alternative in decade 5 is actually higher than

for the industry Alternative. Please explain. (1068)

RESPONSE: The ESl of 111 under the Preferred Alter

native is marginally higher than the 110 under the industry

Alternative in the 5th decade. This is primarily because we

have planned more acres ofwildlife improvement projects

and more livestock grazing AUMs for this decade under

the Preferred Alternative vs. the Industry Alternative.

Note in the EIS that the E81 is only an “indicator of

potential erosion and sedimentation”. By implementing

BMPs, Soil and Riparian standards and guidelines, and

sound conservation treatment measures on the ground,

actual on-site and off-site erosion or sedimentation would

remain in check-even under the worst case ESI of 151

under the RPD Alternative.

16. COMMENT: The California Native Plant Society is

concerned about proposals to use seeding for erosion

control. What types and sources of seeds are proposed?
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CNPS advocates using only native seeds collected from

the local region. (1214)

RESPONSE: We decide types and sources of seed at the

site-specific project level. We normally select the types of

seed from already established and desired varieties in the

nearby areas. We use non-native types where the need for

rapid establishment is driving concern. In the wilderness

area, only native species will be used.

17. COMMENT: How was the “series” level soil survey

(i.e., Surprise Valley-Home Camp soil survey) incorpo

rated into the family level MNF soil survey in terms of

range site delineation? Was current forage production

within the Surprise Valley-Home Camp soil survey area

which lies within the MNF considered in the total avail

able forage figure for the MNF?

Why were Surprise Valley-Home Camp Range Sites 23-1

and 23-7 listed in Appendix G of the MNF draft soils

report but not assigned soil taxons? Conversely,whywere

Range Sites 23-18 and 23-20 not listed?

Howwas range site data within the Surprise Valley-Home

Camp soil survey incorporated in MNF soil survey? Does

MNF contend that the correlation of 4 different range

sites to 1 soil taxonomic unit is consistent with SCS

criteria?

How do the existing SCS range sites which were utilized

in the documents correspond to the MNF range sites (i.e.,

SCS Range Site 23-17 corresponds to which MNF range

site, etc.)?

in relation to those range site descriptions which were

developed “in house” by MNF, how many years of clip

ping data were they based on? Were relict study areas

used as a basis for these range site descriptions?

Did MNF utilize the previously collected range analysis

vegetation mapping results, which was performed in the

1960’s to delineate the extent and location of range sites

within soil families? (1217)

RESPONSE: Yes, we used the Surprise Valley-Home

Camp (SV-HC) soil survey in considering total forage

production on the Modoc N.F. The SV-HC soil survey was

never incorporated into the Modoc N.F. SRl 3 soil survey.

it was never meant to be. These documents represent two

separate National Cooperative soil survey areas.

Yes, the forage production estimates from the SV-HC soil

survey were included in the total available forage figure

for the Modoc National Forest. We used range site data

from the SV-l-lC soil survey, as well as range site data from

several other adjacent SCS soil surveys, essentially as

sideboards in formulating similiar ranges sites and

correlating estimated total forage production on similar

soils with similar climatic conditions on the MNF.

121 - Soil, General

There is no Appendix G. in the MNF SR] 3. We suspect

you must be referencing some other report- perhaps the

Range Analysis of the Management Situation. SV-HC

Range Sites 231, 23-7 and 23-20 were assigned 2-digit

codes in the LMP data base and are represented by 53, 50

and 56 respectively in the data base. Their use is described

in the SV-HC Survey. Range Site 23-18 was never assigned

a new 2-digit number because very few acres occur on the

Forest. For productivity purposes it was correlated with

the MNF SRl 3 Range Site 18. For comparison, the

productivity estimate in a favorable year is 900 pounds/ac

for the SV-HC 2318 Range Site vs. 1,000 pounds/ac for

the MNF SR] 3 Range Site 18.

A soil family will have from one to four (normally one or

two) range sites assigned to it depending on its phase,

moisture regime, or total soil depth. A couple of our soil

family names have more than one range site assigned.

When mapping soils at the family level, soil taxonomy is

used plus normally the “common family name”. The MNF

mapped the Deven Family soil which is a Lithic Argixeroll

in soil taxonomy. Lithic Argixerolls can be mapped in both

aridic and xeric moisture regimes, which is exactly what

we did on the MNF as advised by the SCS in one of their

yearly progress review visits. This was carefully explained

in the Deven Family soil pedon description under Range

ofCharacteristics. in other words, soil scientist can readily

discern from reading this pedon description that the

author is actually describing the equivalent oftwo seperate

soils (if mapped at the series level). Those Deven Family

soil map units mapped in the dryer aridic moisture regime

represent one soil type under dry rangeland areas, while

those mapped in the xeric moisture regime represent the

other soil type mapped in the more moist rangeland areas.

The extent and location of a soil family was first mapped

in the field. The range site was then tied to this

delineation - not the other way around.

Range site data from several adjacent SCS and BLM soil

survey areas were used and compared with similar range

sites and estimated total forage production for similar soils

with similar climatic conditions as found on the MNF. This

range site information from adjacent survey areas

supplied us with examples, numbers and sideboards to

keep us on line as we developed our own range sites. The

range conservationist assigned to this task of developing

range sites worked closely with the Forest Soil Scientist

and with other range and wildlife specialists on each ofthe

districts and those in the Supervisor's Office. All existing

rangeland information pertinent to this project was used

and analysed.

18. COMMENT: DEIS 4-139 [irreversible or irretriev

able commitment of resources-soils]. What is worse

case loss under each of the land-disturbing activities

annually or by decades and alternatives? (1248)
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RESPONSE: Irreversible and irretrievable impacts are

discussed in EIS Chapter 4-Environmental Conse

quences.

19. COMMENT: Increases in soil organic matter and

decreases in compaction could be used to demonstrate

improving range condition for all condition classes.

(1260)

RESPONSE: This might be possible, but would be very

costly to implement. Other methods (such as periodically

monitoring potential plant community vegetative species

condition and trend, or constructing semi-permanent silt

fences to capture and measure amounts of soil erosion

from a portion of a watershed) might prove more cost

effective.

20. COMMENT: Standards and Guidelines on p. 4-34,

The maintenance of long-term soil productivity. Entirely

appropriate since the underlying soil is the basis for the

well-being of all resources. However, the discussion pro

ceeds to restricting skid trails to 15% of harvest area and

using predesignated skid trails without qualification.

Qualifiers, such as “when soil moisture dictates” or “as

necessary, ” would be appropriate. Otherwise, restricting

skid trails to 15%, even in dry conditions on pumice soil,

would preclude use of mechanical feller-bunchers, an

unnecessary restriction. The requirement to yard cull

logs some unspecified distance to achieve two to three logs

per acre (all acres?) as discussed on p. 4-48 of the LMRP

does not appear to be a very economic activity and again

is presented outside the context of alternatives. (1266)

RESPONSE: We have rewritten the soil standards and

guidelines. Please note the new wording addressing your

comments in Plan Chapter 4.

21. COMMENT: Plan 2-6-Water and Soil: Good! Pg

4-34 (17) A: Soil compaction -good guideline. Pg 4-35 17

A: Erosion 3-Sound standard. (107, 1153)

RESPONSE: We appreciate your positive comments in

these areas.

22. COMMENT: Upon completion of the Forest-wide

geological inventory the soils inventory will be re-exam

ined. (500)

RESPONSE: Forest-wide S&Gs (Plan Chapter 4) already

direct that we will field-verify the soils inventory, or that

we will complete a more detailed soil survey wherever

major soil-disturbing activities are planned. We will follow

this direction regardless of whether a Forest-wide geolo

gical inventory is completed.

1. COMMENT: is basic soil productivity sufficient to

support a long-term sustained yield of 75 MMBF? If so,

would timber cutting need to be increased or included in

certain areas to a greater extent than is the case in your

Preferred Alternative? What kind of areas? What would

the environmental effects be? (1021)

RESPONSE: Information from draft and published soil

surveys which cover the Modoc National Forest indicates

that the Forest’s basic soil productivity is capable of sus

taining 75 MMBF. This, however, would mean that essen

tially all capable, available and suitable acres would be

managed for timber production with little regard to other

resource needs. This could be done in a manner which

would maintain the resource; however, the cost for doing

business and protecting the soil would increase, as we

would be working more intensively and on acres of mar

ginal and sensitive lands.

2. COMMENT: Management direction and S&Gs do not

recognize the importance of maintaining soil organic

material. (1260)

RESPONSE: The final Plan includes soil S&Gs for main

taining minimum amounts of large and small organic ma

terial for nutrient cycling and soil microbial activity. See

Plan Chapter 4.

3. COMMENT: Modoc National Forest has extensive

areas of friable soils, especially volcanic types, which the

Forest recognizes as requiring special management and

regeneration attention. We recommend that the SMA

specifically account for these highly erodible situations,

extend the protection area and prevent any forest activi

ties that would result in erosion. (1295)

RESPONSE: We will analyze all proposed management

activities which result in soil disturbance at the project

level, when we can better identify the soil resource.

Through an interdisciplinary approach, we will design

management activities to protect the soil and maintain

productivity while also providing goods and services to the

public.

4. COMMENT: 4-18. Table 4-4, continued-Soil and

Water-second paragraph: What does all this mean?

(SRI Order 2, noninterchangeable areas, SRI 3 map

units, etc.). (364)

RESPONSE: SRI is an acronym for Soil Resource Inven

tory. Soil scientists recognize five (5) orders (levels) of

inventory. Order 5 is the most generalized reconnaissance
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level, whereas Order 1 is the most detailed or site specific.

An Order 2 inventory is still considered a detailed level

soil inventory and is normally the accepted level for city,

urban development, or farm management planning where

agriculture is more intensively practiced. An Order 3 SR]

is the most intensive of the reconnaissance level soil sur

veys (i.e., Orders 3, 4 and 5 are all considered reconnais

sance level surveys) and is normally the accepted level of

survey for forest level and rangeland planning purposes.

SRI 3 map units are normally a two- to four-digit symbol

on the soil map which is used to identify the soil mapped.

These symbols are linked to the descriptive map unit

which describes the soil(s), includingmany interpretations

for use and management. Non-interchangeable is a term

used to describe soils that are marginal as to commercial

timber capability andlor suitability.

  

1. COMMENT‘: DElS (page 443) a rating “high” is

assigned to 15%, and no land assigned to a moderate or

intermediate value. The lack of any land in the interme

diate category seems unlikely, but no explanation of the

rating (category) system is provided. We recommend,

that a full explanation of the mass wasting potential

scheme employed here be included in the final EIS. The

final ElS should indicate whether mass wasting, includes

the process of creep and whether the low potential for

mass wasting would still apply to 85% ofthe Forest. (364)

RESPONSE: We will complete a Forest-wide Geologic

Resource Inventory during 1990-1991. At that time we will

delineate the moderate to low risk areas. We believe that

most resource impacts are associated with high-risk areas;

so we identified those areas first.

  

1. COMMENT: it is difi'rcult to evaluate whether BMPs

will adequately protect the 350,000 acres of high or very

high erosion hazard, 16,000 acres with high potential for

mass movement, and 10,000 acres currently experiencing

accelerated erosion. The Plan does not say whether these

acres are on suitable timber land.(708)

RESPONSE: The acres you mention represent a compi

lation of all acres on the Forest which would fit these

categories. Most are on moderate to steeply sloping range

land soils unsuitable for commercial timber production.

All these acres will be adequately protected and rehabili

tated as necessary. We ensure protection on these areas

through range allotment management plans, timber sale

environmental assessments, and the judicial use of water

quality BMPs and soil conservation treatment measures.

125 - landslides

We will design watershed rehabilitation projects where

needed to stabilize soils and enhance its productivity.

2. COMMENT: Strongly support efforts to monitor

compliance with best management practices and to eval

uate water quality and stream stability. More frequent

evaluations than the proposed annual evaluation of

BMPs where the situation warrants. Field logs of BMP

compliance should be maintained at least weekly by the

project coordinator and should not be left to an end-of

year evaluation.(1068)

RESPONSE: The annual monitoring as shown in the For

est Plan Chapter 5 represents only the compliance check

and report for compliance with the Plan. We contineu to

monitor BMPs on a project-by-project basis.

3. COMMENT: These documents both recognize and

support the requirement to meet Basin Plan water quality

objectives, and that this is best accomplished using sec

tion 208 approved BMPs. This is as specified in the 1981

management agency agreement between the State Water

Resources Control Board and the United States Forest

Service.(194)

RESPONSE: Approved BMPs represent a crucial list of

management tools which the Forest Service hasbeen given

responsibility to implement to meet water quality objec

tives. We recognize their importance and will comply with

Plan direction and management agency agreements in

their implementation.

4. COMMENT: The DEIS and Plan seem to assume that

BMPs along with limited habitat improvements (e.g., 1.5

miles of stream improvement per year) will result in

increased fisheries potential. Our experience indicates

that fish and wildlife resources usually lose to budget cost

considerations, inadequate consideration of fish and

wildlife relative to other forest uses and inadequate im~

plementation of BMPs. Fishery resources have not re

ceived adequate consideration in the past because the

Modoc NF has not had a single fishery biologist on its

staff. in order for fishery resources to be protected, qual

ified fishery biologists must be on the staff to participate

in the Planning and evaluation process.(364)

RESPONSE: Since December 5, 1988, a fishery biologist

has been on staff on the MNF. Fishery budget in the region

has been on the rise for the last 4-5 years. The region has

adopted “Integrated Approaches to Riparian Area Man

agement” that advocates internal and external partner

ships to promote efficient expenditure of funds in the

improvement of riparian areas. Partnerships with range,

fisheries, 'wildlife, timber and watershed have increased
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funding for riparian-dependent resources. We expect this

trend to continue.

5. COMMENT: Vague references to BMPs and lack of

funding priority lead us to question the adequacy of the

Plan, and the Forest Service’s commitment to manage the

Forest for uses other than timber harvest and livestock

grazing. (671)

RESPONSE:We plan, design and implementBMPs at the

project level for all management activities which may have

an impact on water quality. At the Forest Plan level, it is

impossible to provide details because BMPs are project

and site-specific. The BMP Handbook which contains a

detailed description of each BMP is available for inspec

tion and distribution to the public.

6. COMMENT: Plan Appendix N: However, broad,

LRMP-DEIS are specific to the ground and species con

sideration and need a broad baseline of specific resource

inventories, data. The project-by-project level applica

tions of BMPs to specific sites are determined by specific

land based LRMP-DEIS policy and strategies, like live

stock allocations, namely exclusion from riparian areas.

Based on specific knowledge of livestock impacts, con

fiicts, LRMP-DEIS can obviate some projects, recom

mend others. (1248)

RESPONSE: We conduct environmental assessments of

all resources at the project level planning phase of all

proposed management activities.

7. COMMENT: Support increased protection of

streams, meadows and other water bodies from effects of

logging and road construction. (1257)

RESPONSE: We agree. See previous response.

8. COMMENT: Modify timber sales contracts if new

circumstances indicate that irreversible soil or water

damage will occur. Adopt BMPs as minimum standards

for timber practices. Evaluate BMPs for applicability to

Modoc. Test assumptions and results of BMPs by moni

toring. Monitor water quality to determine baseline con

ditions and effects from timber management activities.

(500)

RESPONSE: We agree. Your suggestion and the intent of

the Forest Plan are the same. We do and will continue to

use BMPs for maintaining or improving water quality.

  

1. COMMENT: ...apprehension and prosecution of any

one who destroys cultural resources. (500)

RESPONSE: People caught damaging, destroying or ille

gally removing protected cultural resources will be prose

cuted for violation of one or more of the following:

Antiquities Act of 1906, Public Law 59-209, Archaeologi

cal Resources Protection Act of 1979 and 36 CFR 261.9

(ab)

2. COMMENT: There is no mention of specific objec

tives within the life ofthe Plan. Several important aspects

of cultural resource management are not adequate: stan

dards for evaluation ofproperty types; monitoring sched

ule for known sites for natural degradation or vandalism;

the lack of consistent procedures for project-related in

ventory/evaluation; the lack ofa Comprehensive Cultural

Resource Management Plan (CCRMP). (1316)

RESPONSE: The Preferred Alternative identifies as a

goal a complete inventory of cultural resources for the

Forestby the year 2050 AD. We use current criteria for

evaluating sites for National Register of Historic Places

eligibility to determine site significance. Plan Chapter

5-Monitoring includes a cultural resource monitoring

schedule. Procedures for project-related cultural re

source inventory and evaluation are identified in Section

106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1964 (as

amended) and counterpart Forest Service Manual direc

tion. We have no plans for a separate Comprehensive

Cultural Resource Management Plan (CCRMP); how

ever, Chapter VIII of the Forests’ Cultural Resource

Overview (1983) presents some recommendations to that

effect.

3. COMMENT: in general, the cultural resource stan

dards and guidelines for management areas are not really

standards and guidelines but specific performance objec

tives. As performance objectives, they completely lack any

specific planning information of how or when they will be

accomplished, and are not supported by the DEIS for the

Preferred Alternative for the Forest. For example, por

tions of two historic trails, the Lassen/Applegate emi

grant trails, are located within the Fandango, Stone Coal,

North Adin, Devil’s Garden, Crowder, Happy Camp,

Steele Swamp, and Clear Lake management areas. Al

though there is a stated objective to inventory and nomi

nate the trails to the National Register of Historic Places,

there is nothing in the Plan to support the objective. This

is the same situation with the important obsidian sources

in the Fandango, Lake City, Patterson, Medicine Lake,

and Black Mountain management areas, the rock art

sites in the Devil’s Garden, Steele Swamp and Clear Lake

management areas, the high elevation prehistoric re

sources in the South Warner Wilderness management

area and the Modoc War resources in the Clear Lake

management areas. Cultural resources are not addressed

at all in the Fitzhugh, Long Bell, Portuguese Ridge,

Hackmore, Tionesta, Mears, and Mount Dome manage
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ment areas, presumably because no inventory has been

made of the cultural resources in these areas. (1316)

RESPONSE: Plan Chapter 2 — Public Issues andManage

ment Concerns states that one significant cultural resource

site will be signed (for interpretive purposes) each year for

two decades, and that two significant sites per year will be

nominated to the National Register of Historic Places. We

will nominate significant sites specifically identified within

Management Areas. At two sites per year it will take time

to eventually get the Forests’ most significant cultural

resource properties on the National Register. The Na

tional Park Service proposed adding several historic emi

grant trails to the existing National Historic Trail System,

including portions of the Lassen and Applegate trails. The

Modoc will cooperate with the NPS in inventorying and

nominating portions ofthe Lassen and Applegate trails on

Forest lands. Using special funds, we are preparing Na

tional Register nominations for 14 locations (including

individual site nominations and district nomination of

locations containing concentrations ofprehistoric and his

toric sites).

If we did not specifically mention significant cultural

resources within particular management areas, then either

they have an insufficient cultural resource inventory or

have no major significant sites or concentrations of sites

known or currently identified.

4. COMMENT: The Preferred Alternative (PRF) places

little emphasis on cultural resource management needs,

restricting actions to a project basis. It is clear from

comments made elsewhere in this [draft] document (pp.

3-25 through 29) that project cultural resource manage

ment needs are not currently being met.

While the RPA alternative with departure (RPD) offers a

completed forest inventory by 1995, the probable high

increase in destruction of or damage to cultural re

sources associated with this alternative makes its selec

tion undesirable in terms of cultural resource

management. The Amenities Alternative (AMN) provides

the best overall cultural resource management program

by including non-project inventory and an increase to

three signed per year which retaining the backlog evalu

ation goal of 50 sites per year, and developing 8 interpre

tive sites. Neither the Reduced Budget (RBU) nor the

industry (IND) alternatives addresses the inventory re

quirements of Section 110 of the National Historic Pres

ervation Act (P.L. 89-665) and are, therefore,

unacceptable in terms of cultural resource management.

It is difficult to assess the environmental consequences of

the various alternatives as so little is known of the cul

tural resource data base on the forest. It seems logical to

suppose that (AMN) would have the lowest potential for

conflict with cultural resources; however, it is less clear

that PRF and CUR present only moderate conflicts, or
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fewer than RPD (given that all project work will provide

full compliance with the federal laws and regulations). As

a result of failure to conduct non-project inventory/eval

uation to evaluate backlog properties, and to adequately

monitor cultural properties under PRF and CUR, con

fiicts cannot be adequately assessed. (1316)

RESPONSE: See previous response. Cultural Resource

Management is primarily a support function. Archaeolo

gists conduct compliance inventories and clearances for

other projects such as timber sales, road construction,

land exchanges, etc., generally with little funding available

for activities not associated with projects.

The relative ranking of the various proposed alternatives

in relation to potential conflict with cultural resources was

our best guess based on the information at hand.

5. COMMENT: The DEIS does not adequately address

the inventory, evaluation, treatment or management of

these resources. Consistent procedures are needed and

should be based upon a comprehensive cultural resource

management document which provides specific guidance

for inventory, evaluation, treatment and management of

the Forest’s known and unrecorded cultural resources.

(1316)

RESPONSE: Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines

(Plan chapter 4) identify the general procedures we follow

to inventory, evaluate, treat and manage cultural re

sources. Various federal laws, regulations and Forest Ser

vice Manual directions contain specific procedures with

which the Forest must comply. The Forests’ Cultural Re

source Overview (1983) presents a recommended cultural

resource management plan in Chapter VIII.

6. COMMENT: There are more features associated with

Native American religious ritual in this region than I have

seen elsewhere during my entire life in the remote regions

of CA, WA, and OR. Some of these places are still used

by Indian people for religious practices. Many Native

Americans do not trust the FS enough to reveal the

locations of these religious shrines. It is therefore the

responsibility of the Forest to use what knowledge it has

to protect these sites. Until these places have National

Register status, they are difficult to defend, especially if

economically powerful forces are tied into exploitation of

the areas they occupy. This type of site should not be

mitigated. Place it on the National Register. (273)

RESPONSE: Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines and

the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 di

rect the Forest to help identify and protect these types of

resources. Specific methods of consultation with appro

priate Native American groups and individuals is beyond

the scope of the Forest Plan and are generally handled on

a case-by-case basis. We are currently documenting at

least two cultural resource properties of this sensitive
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Without an atlas, if the archaeologist cannot remember

if there is a site in a particular area, this area must be

surveyed. This can lead to duplication of effort. (273)

RESPONSE: The Forest does have a Cultural Resource

Inventory Atlas which we updated in 1987. Yearly updates

are planned at the end of each field season beginning in

1989. All activities which may require a cultural resource

inventory must be coordinated through the Forest Ar

chaeologist. The Forest Archaeologist will conduct re

search prior to any cultural resource inventory, i.e., he/she

will check for known cultural resource information for

proposed project areas. Areas that have had an acceptable

cultural resource inventory completed in the past will not

be re-inventoried. The Archaeologist will recommend

measures for protecting known cultural resource sites in

those areas.

28. COMMENT‘: Highgrade (MA 31): historic value and

safety problems of old mines should be evaluated. (500)

RESPONSE: We are currently completing the High

Grade Mining District nomination to the NRHP. We will

address safety problems with open mines and shafts in the

narrative report accompanying the nomination form.

29. COMMENT: it will be difficult to assess the scien

tific, historic and ethnic significance of each cultural

property before determining further treatment in the

absence of a contextural overview document. The absence

of a contextual document will make it extremely difficult

to evaluate individual properties. As a result, many prop

erties will have to be protected prior to evaluation, utiliz

ing the personnel and dollar resources of the Forest,

whether they are ultimately determined eligible for the

National Register of Historic Places or not. Such an

approach is neither time nor cost effective. The ability of

the Forest to interpret the significant cultural properties

to the public is adversely affected by the incomplete in

ventory ofcultural properties and the lack ofa contextual

overview document (a CCRMP) for the Forest. (1316)

RESPONSE: in Chapter VIII of the Forest Cultural Re

source Overview (1983), we propose a management plan

for cultural resources. The Overview, which also contains

contextual background prehistoric, historic and ethno

graphic information, is available in the Forest Supervisor's

Office.

30. COMMENT: We recommend that a CCRMP, to be

completed within five years, be included as a specific

objective in the Plan. The development of the CCRMP

document should be elevated to a high priority as the

attainment of the goals of the Plan would be best served

as a result. The CCRMP should be closely coordinated

with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) com

prehensive planning efforts which are currently in prog

ress. The CCRMP should include, at a minimum: a de

tailed overview ofknown resources; and specific plans for

inventory, evaluation, treatment and management of cul

tural resources. Until the appropriate sections of the

CCRMP have been completed, the objectives of the Plan

should be specifically explicit in terms of attainable per

formance goals. Known cultural resources should be

evaluated on a site-by-site basis, and, if they are found to

satisfy the criteria (36 CFR 60.4), nominated to the Na

tional Register of Historic Places. (1316)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

31. COMMENT: The proposed field monitoring of cul

tural resources [draft Plan] (p. 5-6) is too infrequent to

assure an adequate, responsible protection program.

(1316)

RESPONSE: We disagree. We feel that the proposed

cultural resource monitoring plan is realistic and attaina

ble.

32. COMMENT: Cultural sites are overemphasized.

(49)

RESPONSE: As proposed in the PRF Alternative, the

cultural resource program responds to existing federal

laws, regulations and procedures.

33. COMMENT: is it premature to nominate two

sites/year with regards to evaluation and why two sites?

(126)

RESPONSE: We do not believe it is premature to nomi

nate two sites per year; on the contrary, we think that goal

is reasonable and attainable.

34. COMMENT: Assuming the above sites are of signif

icant historical importance, the problem is the acreage

allocated to each one. The proposed acreages are an

overkill. (126)

RESPONSE: Actual acreages will be trimmed down to the

smallest possible areas. For example, the High Grade

Mining District area, when nominated, will probably not

exceed 1,000 acres.

35. COMMENT: Acreage allocated for archeological

sites, historical sites and wildlife habitat must be kept to

a minimum. (231)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

36. COMMENT: Summary pg.26—under Cultural Re

sources - statement: “As a result of other resource activ

ities, in combination with the cultural resource program

provided in each alternative, RPD and lND have the

highest potential for resource conflicts.” Specifically
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- cooperate with local Native Americans, historical, ed

ucational, and scientific groups to protect the re

source. (500)

RESPONSE: Plan Chapter 2 and Forest-wide Standards

and Guidelines (Chapter 4) address your concerns.

18. COMMENT: Cultural resources-future condition

is to protect significant resources, the mission is to pro

vide for public awareness and enjoyment, while the goal

tries to do both, while providing for an inventory by

2050...too late to really satisfy the above. (708)

RESPONSE: Because cultural resource on the Forest are

so diverse and numerous, and because funding is scarce,

we cannot realistically propose to complete a Forest in

ventory much earlier than 2050. The Plan provides for

some public interpretation and awareness while also pro

viding project-related compliance inventories.

19. COMMENT: Several sites near Lava Beds were im

portant in the Modoc War. The Dry Lake battle site and

the Modoc horse corral nearby could be interpreted

within the context of the park's Modoc War program.

This is mentioned in the management area section; we

need to make sure it happens in a timely fashion. (708)

RESPONSE: Interpretation of Modoc War sites on For

est lands is accommodated in the Forest Plan. To the

extent possible, the Forest will work with the Lava Beds

National Monument staff and local historical society

members in developing interpretive opportunities.

20. COMMENT: In the Preferred Alternative a more

aggressive program of interpretation of significant his

toric and prehistoric sites for public visitation, enjoy

ment and education. (1034)

RESPONSE: Considering normal funding constraints, we

think that the signing and interpretive program recom

mended in the Preferred Alternative is a realistic and

attainable goal.

21. COMMENT: The Forest should prepare an educa

tional brochure and map for each signed site to be avail

able as “hand-outs” at the various Forest offices, the

Modoc County Museum and the Chamber ofCommerce.

(1034)

RESPONSE: The Forest will cooperate with the Modoc

County Historical Society to produce brochures; this is an

unstated part of the proposed interpretative efforts.

22. COMMENT: A third goal proposes to provide infor

mation for public education and enjoyment ofthe Forest’s

cultural resources; however, there is no provision in the

Plan for these activities. (1316)

130 - Cultural Resources

RESPONSE: See previous response.

23. COMMENT: Cultural and archeological sites must

be protected as natural educational resources to teach

people the value of natural biological relationships; also

a source of revenue for the Forestry department. (269)

RESPONSE: We are mandated by existing federal laws,

regulations and procedures to protect cultural resources.

It is unlikely, however, that we would place any interpre

tive locations on a charged entry fee basis on Forest lands.

24. COMMENT: We are concerned with the protection

of all historical sites and trails associated with early day

pioneers in the area. The Lassen-Applegate trails are

particularly noteworthy and there may be many more

deserving protection. There is a California Emigrant

'Ii'ails bill in Congress that would require the responsible

agencies to protect and identify significant historical sites

and traces. The Plan does not discuss this subject in any

depth. (1235)

RESPONSE: We identified the Lassen-Applegate trail

system in specific management areas as locations that

should be identified and nominated to the NRHP. If the

bill you mention is passed by Congress, the Forest will

cooperate with the National Park Service in identifying

and protecting portions of the historic trails on Forest

lands. We are aware of the bill and the NPS regularly

informs us of its status.

25. COMMENT: How can indiscriminate ORV traffic be

strictly controlled to avoid cultural sites if inventory of

cultural sites [is] not undertaken except for specific pro

jects? (1248)

RESPONSE: That is a difficult task. Perhaps one solution

is to incorporate cultural resource concerns into future

OHV plans. We could identify areas of known or antici

pated high concentrations of cultural resource sites, and

prohibit those areas from ORV use.

26. COMMENT: There are problems associated with

protecting cultural resources from vandalism and degra

dation from recreationist, natural degradation and im

pacts associated with Forest management practices.

(1316)

RESPONSE: Chapter 5 of the Plan addresses monitoring

cultural resources on the Forest. Persons caught vandal

izing cultural resources will be prosecuted under the ap

propriate law or regulation.

27. COMMENT: The Forest has no up-to-date atlas of

sites. It is impossible to know if there is a site in a

particular area without consulting the Forest Archaeolo

gist. An atlas should be established immediatelyand each

new site should be entered on the atlas as it is recorded.
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150 - Lands

RESPONSE: ElS Chapter 3-Ajj'ected Environment dis

cusses energy in more detail.

  

1. COMMENT: Under category a, add: consolidate NF

lands through acquisitions and exchanges that will ac

quire timber age classes needed for long-term Forest

management opportunities. Under category 6: drop #(1)

as it provides any easy out for not accommodating needed

uses. (126)

RESPONSE: The Forest FEIS and Plan provide general

direction for implementing Forest projects. We will de

velop a land acquisition plan that will identify specific

lands that we should acquire or which are available for

disposal. Resource specialists from all disciplines will re

view the merits of any acquisition proposals. Although

timber specialists may propose or advocate specific pro

posals based on timber attributes (e.g., a certain age class

of trees), the Forest will make a determination on a site

specific basis.

Regarding your second concern, our Washington Office

directs that when considering the use of National Forest

System lands for a commercial use, the Authorizing

Official should consider if private lands are available for

use. However, this does not mean that a proposal will be

disallowed on national forest lands. The responsible

official will evaluate the merits of the proposal regarding

environmental resource impacts, feasibility and

availability of private lands.

2. COMMENT: We support the exchange or purchase of

lands for protection of critical habitat and wilderness,

while not exchanging lands with special values. Land

transfers with other federal lands should make and pro

vide true consolidation, i.e., land units surrounded or

isolated adjacent to large units of land managed by an

other agency.

Special use permits and rights-of-way should not be is

sued in lands designated for Wilderness, SPNM, Raptor

Mgt, or where T&E species would be impacted. Utility

corridors should also avoid raptor and high habitat des

ignated areas. Values important to maintain the quality

of Lava Beds NM should be protected in these decisions.

(1260)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment regarding the

emphasis on acquisition through land exchanges. See pre

vious response, first paragraph.

Concerning rights-of-way and permits, the Forest Service

uses the permit system to ensure that commercial users of

national forest lands abide by rules and regulations

governing those lands. During the environmental analysis

associated with a permit issuance, the Forest ensures that

the proposed use does not conflict with current

management direction for the area. Regarding utility

corridors, Forest Standard and Guidelines (Plan Chapter

4) direct the Forest to avoid placing utility corridors in

wilderness, SPNM, or raptor habitat areas. Whenever a

proposed project is near or adjacent to the Lava Beds

National Monument’sjurisdictional boundary, we request

concerns and comments from that agency. We analyze

their concerns during the project’s NEPA phase.

3. COMMENT: Land exchange or purchase will be used

to acquire high habitat capability lands or key wildlife

areas needed to maintain viable populations. High-value

lands will not be exchanged. (500)

RESPONSE: We will evaluate any proposed land ex

change on its merits, in terms of Forest Standards and

Guidelines, and resource needs and values.

4. COMMENT: Would like to see more emphasis placed

on land exchanges. Mgt ofland would be enhanced for the

FS and pvt individuals ifland is consolidated into blocks.

(913)

RESPONSE: Consolidating National Forest System lands

is a primary consideration in identifying any proposed

land exchange.

5. COMMENT: Draft Forest Plan, page 3-14, land own

ership, last sentence: Where is the direction in the Plan

for “future land adjustments?” Is the direction in some

other plan? (1021)

RESPONSE: We will develop a specific land acquisi

tion plan after the Forest Plan is approved. See Plan

Appendix A.

6. COMMENT: What does your land adjustment plan

say for T.48N., R.15E., Sections 31 to 34? (1021)

RESPONSE: We will develop a specific land acquisition

plan after the Forest Plan is approved.

7. COMMENT: DEIS 3-56: District acreages do not total

to the same figures for mgt. areas. The differences are

small but clarification is needed. (1263)

RESPONSE: You are correct. The difference is not in the

coding of various polygons, but rather in the technical

aspects of computer modeling and map scanning. We are

attempting to reduce the difference through reviewing the

data entered. However, some differences will always exist.

8. COMMENT: DEIS 3-113: Unable to reconcile 639,942

ac. on first line of page with items 2-6 of Table 2-13.

Subsequent discussion of pp 3-116, 117 does not help.

(1263)
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RESPONSE: We corrected Table 2-13 in the FEIS.

9. COMMENT: On pages 3-14 of the Plan, under 9.

Lands, the following statement is made: “The Lava Beds

National Monument, administered by the National Park

Service (NPS) but on National Forest Land, totals an

additional 46,000 acres.” We believe that this statement

by itself with no further explanation may tend to confuse

readers as to the management authority and uses permit

ted on these lands. We recommend that the statement

either be eliminated or [replaced by] “With respect to

management of the 46,000 acres occupied by the monu

ment, Presidential Proclamation No. 1775 of November

21, 1925 (44 stat. 2591), which established the monument,

states the following: 'The reservation made by this proc

lamation is not intended to prevent the use of lands for

national forest purposes under the proclamation estab

lishing the Modoc NF, and the two reservations shall both

be effective on land withdrawn but the national monu

ment hereby established shall be the dominant reserva

tion and any use of land which interferes with its

preservation of protection as a national monument is

hereby forbidden.”’ (1316)

RESPONSE: Discussions continue between the Park Ser

vice and Forest Service concerning jurisdiction and man

agement of these 46,000 acres. We believe that the

statement in the proposed Plan adequately reflects the

jurisdictional status of these lands; we have retained it in

the final Plan.

10. COMMENT: Draft Forest Plan, page 2-3, Lands.

Could you send me a copy of the Forest Standards and

Guidelines for landowner coordination? (1021)

RESPONSE: Forest Plan Chapter 4 contains Forest-wide

Standards and Guidelines for all resources. Regarding

coordination, we will notify adjacent landowners of pro

posed projects to solicit opinions and to coordinate activ

mes.

  

151' .

1. COMMENT: Sierra Pacific urges the management to

include a more complete discussion of the purpose and

need, function, and impacts of utility corridors. We rec

ommend that the identified corridors be formally desig

nated as corridors in the management prescription

section of the draft Plan. (4)

RESPONSE: Existing corridors are identified in the EIS.

We modified the discussion of utility corridors and im

151 - Power Transmission Corridors

pacts on other resources in ElS Chapter 4—Environmen

tal Consequences.

2. COMMENT: Califomia-Oregon Transmission Proj

ect has progressed sufficiently through the planning pro

cess to identify location, right-of-way widths, and time of

completion. The Modoc NF mission statement should be

amended to include the provision of adequate utility cor

ridors necessary for a responsible energy policy in the

West. Under Forest program goals, energy transporta

tion should be included as an energy goal. We recommend

substituting the goal of achieving reliable, safe, effective,

and environmentally sensitive rights-of-way for the cur

rent proposed land goal of avoiding separate utility

rights-of-way.

Section D-Forest Standards and Guidelines-subsec

tion 3-Energy, should include the provision of ease

ments or for energy transportation needed to assure

sound energy policy in the West.

Sub-section 4 — Facilities, item e. (1) Limits allocation of

single-purpose transmission corridors, places new corri

dors contiguous to existing corridors, and encourages the

use of private lands. These guidelines should be elimi

nated and in their place a guideline that provides for

responsible siting of future rights-of-way in a manner

that considers environmental sensitivity, engineering fea

sibility, economics, reliable and safe service, and public

input. Transmission lines should be placed in the most

useful location regardless of ownership considerations.

Item f. (2) Limits new electronic communication uses to

existing, approved sites, where possible. The guidelines

should reflect the limitations imposed by topography and

connectivity points. Subsection 8 (b) (2), special use and

rights-of-way permits, which states that new or recon

structed power lines less than 33 kv will be buried, should

indicate that this will be done only where appropriate and

economically reasonable. (See December 30, 1976 MOU

between PG&E and Forest Service.) Subsection 8 (c),

utility corridors, should be rewritten to provide a more

sympathetic treatment of utility corridors.

lf corridors are precluded by the Forest, the EIR should

address this impact on energy policy in the West.

Section 3 — Management Prescriptions —A new manage

ment prescription should be created for utility corridors.

The prescription should focus on Forest management

practices that provide responsible protection of energr

facilities from fire and other hazards that effect the reli

ability of utility facilities.

Section F-Management Area Direction-The stan

dards and guidelines developed for individual manage

ment areas should provide for protection of utility

facilities. Standards and guidelines should be developed
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151 - Power Transmission Corridors

to assure that these facilities can be built on the Forest

when they are needed. (707)

RESPONSE: We expanded EIS Chapter 3 —Affected En

vironment to address the COTP project and associated

construction and permit for the 500kv transmission line.

In addition, the EIS discusses the Forest’s geographic

importance as an energy transmission corridor between

the power generating Pacific Northwest and the power

consumers of central and southern California.

In response to the location of future utility corridors and

associated uses, the Federal Land Policy and

Management Act of 1976, directs the Forest Service “...to

avoid the proliferation of rights-of-way [utility]

corridors...unless national and State land policies,

environmental quality economic efficiency, national

security, safety, and good engineering and technology”

decide that an additional corridor is necessary. The Forest

has incorporated the intent of the Act in the Standard and

Guidelines. However, the burden of proof in establishing

a need for additional utility corridors is the applicant’s

responsibility.

The Forest identifies electronic sites available for

commercial use. An applicant must identify a need for

additional sites. Burying power lines below the 33 kv

threshold is Regional policy and direction.

3. COMMENT: Affected Environment, page 3-59, Spe

cial Uses-While traditional sawtimber production may

be limited within a right-of-way, timber management ac

tivity is not totally excluded. There are timber manage

ment opportunities for cordwood, fence posts, and

Christmas tree production. Other activities such as hunt

ing, grazing, wildlife habitat management, and winter

recreation are traditional activities that can take place

within these rights-of-way. To imply these are single-pur

pose rights-of-way is incorrect. (1264)

RESPONSE: Timber activities beneath high voltage

power lines are limited. While power lines do provide

some benefits, the overall impact to local resources is

adverse.

4. COMMENT: Because the Plan does not specifically

recognize existing facilities, it does not recognize that

some forms of recreation or other management may be

incompatible with utility operations. (707)

RESPONSE: The FElS identifies all existing utility facil

ities. Few resource activities are truly compatible with

utility corridor activities in areas dedicated to the latter.

RESPONSE: We incorporated your suggestion in EIS

Chapter 3-Afiected Environment. A utility company has

the right, like any other fee land owner with a special use

permit, to access its interests within the national forest.

6. COMMENT: The final paragraph under special uses

indicates that approximately 1,500 to 2,000 acres offorest

land may be required to accommodate the three projects.

While it is true the land would no longer support com

mercial timber operations, many other forest uses would

remain. The draft ElS, therefore, incorrectly states that

the Forest land base would be reduced by 2,000 acres.

(707)

RESPONSE: Based on our observations of existing utility

lines, we think that few management activities are compat

ible with utility corridors. Overall, utility corridors ad

versely impact most other resources.

7. COMMENT: Section 9- Lands. The impact of the

Forest Plan on energy policy in the West is not evaluated.

On page 4-46, the draft ElS indicates that a corridor must

be consistent with management direction outlined in all

Plan alternatives. This unfairly singles out gas and elec

tric transmission projects. Like other legitimate forest

uses, transmission lines routes should only be required

to meet the management direction ofthe selected alterna

tive. (707)

RESPONSE: We expanded the utility section discussion

in EIS Chapter 3-Affected Environment regarding the

role of the Forest and utility corridors. However, the

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, directs

the Forest Service “...to avoid the proliferation of rights

of-way [utility] corridors...unless national and State land

policies, environmental quality economic efficiency, na

tional security, safety, and good engineering and technol

ogy" decide that an additional corridor is necessary. We

incorporated the intent of the Act in Forest Standard and

Guidelines. However, the burden of proof in establishing

a need for additional utility corridors is the applicant’s

responsibility. In reviewing applications for additional

utility corridors, the Forest will consider impacts to and

from other resources and compatibility with the present

management direction for the area. The Forest may re

quire that the applicant perform mitigation measures for

project approval; however, the requirements will be no

more restrictive than measures we would require for other

proposals.

5. COMMENT: The right of access by utilities must be

recognized in the Forest Plan. The Plan should state that

it ones not supersede existing permits. PG&E must retain

existing ingress and egress rights. (707)

8. COMMENT: The management direction discussed in

the Forest Plan for energy is to encourage development of

resources such as small hydroelectric and geothermal

generation. in contrast, the management direction for

utility corridors is to limit allocations of single-purpose

corridors, consolidate corridors, and encourage the use

of private land for new corridors. These two directions
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appear to be contradictory since extensive development

of small hydroelectric and geothermal resources in the

Forest will result in a proliferation of needs for utility

corridors.

in contrast to the management direction for resource

development, the strategic importance of the location of

the Forest to regional transmission planning is ignored

in the Plan. (997)

RESPONSE: We disagree with your conclusion in your

first paragraph. Hydroelectric generation is a resource

development; whereas as utility corridors are land encum

brances. Furthermore, the Federal Land Policy and Man

agement Act of 1976, directs the Forest Service “...to avoid

the proliferation of rights-of-way [utility] corridors...un

less national andState land policies, environmental quality

economic efficiency, national security, safety, and good

engineering and technology” decide that an additional

corridor is necessary. We incorporated the intent of the

Act in Forest Standard and Guidelines. However, the

burden ofproofin establishing a need for additional utility

corridors is the applicant’s responsibility.

EIS Chapter 3-Afl'ected Environment discusses the

Forest’s geographic importance as a site for transmission

lines.

9. COMMENT: We disagree with the statement that the

use of private lands, rather than Forest Service lands,

should be encouraged for corridor siting. Siting decisions

should be made based on environmental, technical feasi

bility, and economic considerations. Land ownership

should be a secondary consideration. (997)

RESPONSE: Before dedicating new utility corridors on

federal lands, the Forest must first analyze the need for

additional corridors, and then determine if the use is

available on private lands. Generally, the first consider

ation is given more detail than the second.

10. COMMENT: Pages 3-59 and 3-60. We disagree with

the statement that utility rights-of-way require large acre

ages and the maintenance of cleared rights-of-way. (997)

RESPONSE: The word large is somewhat ambiguous.

However, a 250-foot wide right-of-way is generally re

quired for overhead utility lines and a 40-foot wide right

of-way is needed for underground utility lines. We have

omitted that sentence from the Lands section in HS Chap

ter 3.

11. COMMENT: Forest Standards and Guidelines, page

4-23, e.(1) —TANC is disappointed in your statement that

the use of private lands should be encouraged for new

corridors. There is no qualification orjustification given

for this statement, and it is directly counter to the clear

153 - Other Special Uses

sentiment expressed by the public that the COTP should

be placed on public lands. (1264)

RESPONSE: National direction guides the Forest Service

to consider the availability of private lands for any pro

posed private use of forest lands. However, this direction

does not preclude the use ofNational Forest System Lands

for private use.

12. COMMENT: DEIS Chapter 3, Section 3, Subsection

9, pages 3-59 to 3-60: no mention is made of the transmis

sion that might be required to serve the Air Force pro

posed backscatter defense radar system. (1352)

RESPONSE: The utility line for the OTH-B project had

not been approved when the DEIS was issued. Since then,

the line was approved as a result of site-specific environ

ment assessment.

13. COMMENT: Page 3-10. The COTP should be men

tioned in the section on utility transmission lines. (997)

RESPONSE: We have included your suggestion in EIS

Chapter 3 —Afl'ected Environment.

14. COMMENT: Affected Environment, page 3-61, para

graph 1 —There appears to be a discrepancy between the

3,864 acres indicated in paragraph 1 on page 3-61 and on

table 34 on page 3-59, a total of 1,440.9 acres are shown

as permitted in utility corridors. (1264)

RESPONSE: Thank you for bringing the error to our

attention. in the draft we inadvertently omitted counting

acres covered by the Bureau of Reclamation’s transmis

sion. We have corrected both the text and Table 3-4.

15. COMMENT: The Plan needs to accommodate BPA

and other utility facilities. (1352)

RESPONSE: We have updated the FEIS and Plan to

include projects that are currently permitted for use on the

Modoc National Forest.

 

1. COMMENT: We request that MNF Mgt Plan address

present and future communication site requirements.

(1353)

RESPONSE: Plan Chapter 4, Forest Standard and Guide

lines for communication sites, states that sites will desig

nated and developed to minimize impacts to other

resources and to other electronic users. Plan Appendix U

lists the sites currentlywithdrawn as electronic sites; it also

lists sites that will be designated or withdrawn as a result

of the FEIS. We will develop a site plan after an electronic

site is officially designated. The site plan will describe
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154 - OTH-B Radar Site

approved uses of the electronic site and how the site will

be managed.

2. COMMENT: Discourage all profiteering from public

lands and by ventures such as guides, private camp

grounds, helicopter and plane tours, river boat tours, ski

corporations, pack animal enterprises etc. (1223)

RESPONSE: National forests are managed under a mul

tiple-use concept. This process provides for an integrated

approach to the use of many resources found on National

Forest System lands. In many cases, public use of these

resources can be facilitated and enhanced through private

enterprise operating on public lands under special use

permits.

1. COMMENT: The Air Force is considering siting of

three receiving sectors of the over-the-horizon backseat

ter (OTH-B) west coast radar system (WCRS) in the

Rimrock Lake area of Modoc NF. We recommend that

this activity also be considered in your discussion and

decision-making process. (003)

RESPONSE: When the draft EIS was issued, the special

use permit for the radar site had not been officially ap

proved. Since then, the electronic site special use permit

has been issued to the Air Force; we have updated the

FEIS to reflect that fact. Regarding the decision-making

process, the Forest is working with the Air Force to estab

lish protective measures for the radar site.

2. COMMENT: Draft EIS - page 3-44: military defense

installation — first line: “...an over~the-horizon-backscat

ter (OTH-B) defense...” The EIS for this project has been

completed and the AF is just waiting for funding from

Congress to proceed. (100)

RESPONSE: See previous response, first sentence.

3. COMMENT: DEIS Chapter 3, section E, subsection

5, page 3-42 — Utility transmission lines should include a

discussion of the California-Oregon Transmission Proj

ect, as well as other future transmission needs such as

that needed to service the proposed Over-The-Horizon

Backscatter defense radar site. Reference should be made

the facilities map for their location. The facilities map

should also be updated to include all existing and planned

PP&L, PGE and Surprise Valley Electric Coop. 'Ii'ans

mission corridors. (1352)

RESPONSE: When the draft EIS was issued, the special

use permits for the radar site and COTP had not been

officially approved. Since then, the electronic site and

transmission line special use permits have been issued; we

have updated the FEIS to reflect that fact.

Final maps will indicate their locations. The facilities map

displays the three existing utility transmission lines. We

elected not to display the numerous electronic distribution

lines located on the Modoc National Forest.

4. COMMENT: Reject the proposed “Over-The-Hori

zon-Backscatter” radar site described on p. 3-44. This is

a waste ofthe taxpayers’ money, an expensive boondoggle,

and also obsolete now that Reagan and Gorby have wined

and dined and God knows what else. (1253)

RESPONSE: We have issued a special use permit to the

US. Air Force for the Over-The-Horizon-Backscatter

radar site. Prior to approval, we analyzed anticipated

impacts associated with the project. The Air Force ana

lyzed the economics of the project.

  

1. COMMENT: p. 4-26: Modify section B: Special Use

and Rights-of-way permits, subsection (4), Part (3):

Under the evaluation of interior subdivisions, review the

need for alternate access routes for proposed subdivi

sions and the cumulative total number of parcels result

ing from existing and new land divisions based on the

area-wide circulation patterns. For existing and pro

posed subdivisions which presently use, or will increas

ingly depend on, USFS roads as part of the overall

circulation patterns, allow more than one access route as

needed to provide a circulation system to meet the needs

ofefficient traffic patterns and fire and emergency access.

(101)

RESPONSE: Forest Standards and Guidelines (Plan >

Chapter 4) allow for additional access if needed for fire

and other safety reasons. However, if access across private

lands is available to a parcel or subdivision, the Forest will

consider that fact before allowing increased access for fire

and other safety reasons.

2. COMMENT: What is the potential for resource im

pacts from “right-of-way acquisitions”? The Modoc

County Fish, Game and Recreation Commission is ask

ing for road closures. (364)

RESPONSE: All grants or permits for rights-of-way are

subject to Forest rules and regulations which include, but

are not limited to, Standard and Guidelines in Plan Chap

ter 4. S&Gs provide direction to minimize resource im
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pacts as a result of other management activities, such as

use of roads.

After the Forest Plan is approved, we will develop a road

closure plan. It will address road closures in areas where

resource damage is created because of a particular road.

3. COMMENT‘: Under Energ' (page 2-2), Forest-wide

Standards and Guidelines should provide for the estab

lishment of new utility rights-of-way in the Forest that

encourage the efficient use of energy resources and price

moderation ofgas and electric service in the West. (1017)

RESPONSE: The Federal Land Policy and management

Act of 1976, directs the Forest Service “...to avoid the

proliferation of rights-of-way [utility] corridors...unless

national and State land policies, environmental quality

economic efficiency, national security, safety, and good

engineering and technology" indicate an additional corri

dor is necessary. We incorporated the intent of the Act in

Standards and Guidelines.

4. COMMENT: Plan Ch.3, Section D, Subsection 9,

pages 3-14 to 3-15-This subsection should mention es

tablished corridors and indicate whether or not they have

been designated. (1352)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 3-Afi'ected Environment de

scribes existing utility lines and corridors.

  

1. COMMENT: Extent of livestock trespass on re

stricted areas. Enforcement needs. (1248)

RESPONSE: Livestock may damage some cultural re

sources; however, we currently have no data to assess the

extent of the problem.

2. COMMENT: The decision to manage wildlife popula

tions at minimum viable population levels means that

poaching laws will have to be strictly enforced. This

should be emphasized in the standards and guidelines.

Destruction or removal ofcultural resources should also

be emphasized in standards and guidelines. (1260)

RESPONSE: The standards and guidelines for law en

forcement specify that the Forest will enforce existing

laws. Persons caught vandalizing cultural resources will be

prosecuted under appropriate federal laws and regula

tions.

1. COMMENT: No input to this Plan about the recrea

tional minerals found in the Forest boundary. Need for

165 - Law Enforcement

more interaction with the local rockhounding/hobby min

ing people. Concerns 3-18; pumice linked to lightweight

concrete. “Note,” the current use of “perlite” is used in

post setting sakcrete. (5)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 3 —Afi'ected Environment in

cludes a detailed decription ofmineral collection and rock

boundingon the MNF. In addition, the Forest will develop

a rock collection policy and information program follow

ing release of the Forest Plan.

2. COMMENT: Needs to be better signing, posting of

areas and the placement of collection data boxes for our

members to use. Possible designation of gemstone/min

eral areas, as “reserves,” withdrawn from mineral loca

tion or commercialization. (5)

RESPONSE: The Forest will develop a rock collection

policy and information program as part of the Forest Plan

implementation.

3. COMMENT: The geothermal potential of the Glass

Mountain KGRA is the highest of any undeveloped area

in the United States. The economic impact on the counties

could be enormous; far outranking the hunting/recre

ation, timber, or grazing support to the counties. This is

not reflected in the document. (1316)

RESPONSE: Since the draft EIS was issued, exploration

has revealed that the Glass Mountain KGRA is one of the

geothermal resources most likely to be developed in the

United States. The final EIS includes recent information

and likelihood of development. Prior to full-scale devel

opment, the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Manage

ment will conduct additional environmental analysis to

disclose environmental impacts on geothermal develop

ment, as result ofother resource concerns, and the impacts

to other natural resources in the Medicine Lake area.

4. COMMENT: We recommend that comprehensive dis

cussions of mineral resources in the Forest and the cate

gorization of lands based on their potential for

containing mineral resources be included in the final EIS.

(364)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 3-Ajj'ected Environment is a

summary discussion of the Analysis of Management

(AMS). This AMS is avalable for review at the Forest

Supervisor’s Office. Chapter 3 summarizes the mineral

potential for leasable and locatable minerals. This poten

tial was developed from criteria established in the Re

gional Guide for developing Forest Plans. These

guidelines were disclosed in the Federal Register.

5. COMMENT: Diatomite and peat were not mentioned

anywhere in the Plan. It is recommended that a modern

inventory of all mineral resources in the Forest be done.

(356)
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RESPONSE: A literature search indicated no known ac

tive mines on MNF lands for the commodities you men

tion. The Forest is developing a more comprehensive

inventory of mineral potential on the Forest which will be

used in future planning reviews.

6. COMMENT: In addition to the federal regulations

cited, the California Surface Miningand Reclamation Act

(SMARA) should also be listed among the laws control

ling the administration and reclamation ofmined land in

California.

Within Section F of Chapter 4, Management Direction,

we recommend that North Adin, Fitzhugh, South Adin,

and Mt. Dome Management Areas contain specific stan

dards and guidelines for mineral resource development.

(364)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service has an existing memo

randum of understanding with the State of California to

ensure that surfaces disturbed as a result of mining oper

ations are adequately reclaimed upon completion of op

erations. The memorandum of understanding, currently

being updated, will be incorporated into the Forest review

of mining proposals.

Regarding your second concern, we have not precluded

mineral development in these areas. We review all

proposals following the NEPA process. At that time we

will develop mitigating measures for mining operations.

7. COMMENT: DEIS (page 4-50). We recommend that

a specific reference to the State Surface Mining and

Reclamation act (1975) be made in this section. (364)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service has an existing memo

randum of understanding with the State of California to

ensure that surfaces disturbed as a result of mining oper

ations are adequately reclaimed upon completion of op

erations. The memorandum of understanding, currently

being updated, will be incorporated into the Forest review

of mining proposals.

8. COMMENT: Highgrade (MA 31): Mining should be

constrained to reduce visual impacts. (500)

RESPONSE: For areas with a visual quality index of

retention, we will incorporate appropriate mitigation mea

sures in the plan of operation. This does not mean that

mining is precluded. Specific mitigation measures will be

determined through the NEPA process on a site-specific

basis.

9. COMMENT: irreversible effects will occur if oil, gas,

geothermal or hydroelectric development is allowed. De

velopment will irreversibly degrade recreation, riparian,

wildlife and visual values. 'lhese are not discussed in the

DEIS. (1260)

RESPONSE: This environmental document does not di

rectly approve or disapprove the leasing of lands for oil

and gas, geothermal, or hydroelectric development. It

discusses the constraints on and impacts from those devel

opments. When proposals for development are submitted,

we will conduct a site-specific environmental analysis.

During that process, we determine specific effects and

design mitigation measures.

10. COMMENT: Geological SIA’s: These 3 areas enclose

important mining activity currently in progress as well as

potential highly mineralized deposits. The Plan does not

adequately address the current activity nor does it speak

to the potential. (549)

RESPONSE: Glass Mountain Glass Flow is the only Geo

logical SIA in which locatable mineral potential is likely.

Existing mining claims are located within its boundaries.

If the site is formally withdrawn from mineral entry, it will

still be subject to valid existing mining claims. The Forest

Service has determined that the site has a higher value for

science and education than for mining potential. Thus, we

have proposed withdrawing the site from future mining

entry.

11. COMMENT: We would like to see mining activity in

general and our claims specifically included in Plan dis

cussion. We oppose any Plan which hinder development

of these claims. (673)

RESPONSE: The Final EIS includes a detailed discussion

of mineral activities on the Forest. Regarding your second

concern, the Plan does not close areas to mineral devel

opment. However, during the site-specific environmental

analysis of any plan of operation, we may require that

operators perform certain mitigation measures during op

eration. However, these mitigation measures do not pre

clude mineral development nor place an unreasonable

burden on mining operators.

12. COMMENT: The failure to recognize and protect

mining claims and commercial mining activities in the

Glass Mtn. area constitutes a derogation offederally-pro

tected property rights. I recommend that the Plan be

modified to include an entire section on mining activities

and that suitable protective provisions for mining be

added to the Plan. (687)

RESPONSE: The FEIS includes a detailed discussion of

existing mineral activities on the Forest. Regarding pro

tective measures, each management prescription (Plan

Chapter 4) contains a general theme for mining activities

and more specific guidelines in the prescription. Forest
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will evaluate the need for protective measures on a site

specific basis.

13. COMMENT: All mineral damage should be restored

to as good or better condition, and egress disruption

should be minimized ,i.e., noise, dust, visual. (1223)

RESPONSE: The Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines

(Plan Chapter 4) require reclamation plans for rehabilita

tion of disturbed surfaces and vegetation as a result of

mining activities. Site-specific mitigation measures de

pend on the location and level of activity.

14. COMMENT: Discuss the expected effects of mining

exploration and development activities will have on the

Forest. (1316)

RESPONSE: Because the Forest Service does not control

the timing, type, or degree of exploration, we cannot easily

determine effects of mining exploration. However, EIS

Chapter 4 (section 11) discusses the environmental conse

quences of mineral exploration under all alternatives.

15. COMMENT: The impacts, including the cumulative

impacts, of the expected mineral activities are not re

vealed. (1245)

RESPONSE: Because the Forest Service does not control

the timing, type, or degree of exploration, we cannot easily

determine effects of mining exploration. However, EIS

Chapter 4 (section 11) discusses the environmental conse

quences of mineral exploration under all alternatives. Cu

mulative effects and other mining-related impacts are be

addressed in the site-specific NEPA documents.

16. COMMENT: Issues concerning minerals should be

identified and developed in DEIS Chapters 1, 2, and 3.

Besides, the conflicts are not highlighted in chapter 4.

(1316)

RESPONSE: The major concern regarding minerals sur

faced during the scoping process: How will minerals be

managed? We analyzed this issue in the EIS. We address

the impacts from mineral activities on other resources, and

display the impacts of other resources on mineral activi

ties. See EIS Chapter 2 (Section E.), and Chapters 3 and

4 (Section 11).

17. COMMENT: lwould like to see a damper put on this

type ofaction on public grounds where no patented claims

are located and where no mineral deposits are shown.

(1387)

RESPONSE: The Mining Law of 1872 grants to individu

als the right to discover and develop mineral resources.

170 - Minerals and Mining

The Forest Service cannot disallow this activity unless an

area has been specifically withdrawn from mineral entry.

18. COMMENT: The Modoc has an opportunity here to

establish some benchmarks for geothermal resources.

Not only was this not done, but minerals is treated

throughout Chapter 2 as a fixed influence on Forest

values. The number of mining plans always remains the

same. This is unrealistic, because if areas are closed to

mining, or if no surface occupancy is allowed, then these

areas would not be open to mining, so the areas that are

available for new exploration would get fewer and fewer.

For those alternatives which have specific opportunities

for Forest production, the narratives should include the

opportunities for mineral development. (1245)

RESPONSE: Mining claims are a fixed value in Chapter

2 because (1) plans ofoperation are a function ofeconom

ics and not always a function ofacres of availablity, and (2)

the number of acres affected (high to medium potential)

vary only slightly by alternative.

We expanded our discussion of geothermal potential in

ElS Chapter 3-Aflected Environment.

19. COMMENT: The discussion of the acres which are

closed to mineral activities, beginning on page 4-52, does

not follow from any previous chapter. The discussion of

the effects under each alternative does not show any

advantage or disadvantage for minerals. The sections on

page 4-53 indicate that certain areas will always be closed

to mineral development, no matter what the potential.

The IND and RBU alternatives indicate lower semi-prim

itive constraints, but no justification is given for why the

mineral development is precluded. The mineral restric

tion by acres, in Table 4-11 on page 4-52, does not show

how many acres are open to development. This table also

indicates that 22.9 acres are always closed to surface

occupancy, but no previous chapter had a map that indi

cated where these places are. (1245)

RESPONSE: Table 4-10 displays impacts on mineral de

velopment. Areas closed to mineral development are sites

that were previously withdrwan from mineral entry, such

as wilderness areas, recreation sites, etc. In SPNM areas,

mineral activities are not precluded, although they may be

constrained as a result of the management prescriptions

which we apply to those areas.

20. COMMENT: Riparian areas from certain or all

types of mineral entry? Legality, procedures, practicality

from policy-political standpoints. (1248)

RESPONSE: The Forest has jurisdictional and legal au

thority to preclude or restrict any Ieasable mineral activi

ties which we have identified through a NEPA process.

Regarding localable mineral activities, the Forest has not
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withdrawn riparian areas. Rather, the EIS states that we

may impose restrictions and constraints on mining activi

ties in those ecosystems.

21. COMMENT: Minerals — Plan p.4-28 a. — Replace

“encourage” with “allow” or “permit”. (73)

RESPONSE: The Forest encourages mining activities in

areas that have valuable mineral resource deposits and can

be developed in a sound environmental manner.

22. COMMENT: Draft Plan—page 5-9; Table 5-1; min

erals: it appears that the monitoring frequency for “plan

ofoperations” and “withdrawals” have been flip-flopped.

P/O’s should be monitored as an ongoing effort, and wd’s

annually. The same flip-flop occurs under reporting fre

quency for the same two activities. (100)

RESPONSE: You are correct. Thank you for bringing the

error to our attention. In addition, we also changed fre

quency of withdrawals as a result of the recent mineral

withdrawal review. The majority of sites will be reviewed

in twenty years.

23. COMMENT: Each roadless area located in Appen

dix E should have a discussion on the mineral potential

of that area. In addition, the map of each area should

display the locations ofthe areas ofmineral potential and

the commodities involved. (1316)

RESPONSE: The mineral potential of roadless areas was

analyzed during the legislative process that released these

areas from further consideration as wilderness. A map

showing mineral potential for the entire Forest is shown

in Figures 3-14 and 3-15.

24. COMMENT: Silver State strongly supports the For

est Service’s Plan to consolidate and upgrade adminis

trative sites, including approximately 1-1/2 miles

northwest of Hayden Hill. (42)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.

25. COMMENT: In the introduction to the minerals

section, on Plan page 346, we suggest that the words

“deep-seated” and “oil and gas” be deleted from the

paragraph. (1316)

RESPONSE: We agree and have deleted both.

26. COMMENT: Draft ElS-page Summ. 21; Minerals:

How many of the 465 mining claims filed are still active?

(100)

RESPONSE: The term active claims means that a mining

claim has been filed with the BLM and the local county

courthouse. in the last year, mining claims have increased

slightly- a fact reflected in the FEIS.

27. COMMENT: The DEIS should contain a narrative

section on definitions of mining exploration and develop

ment terms, what the operations involve. (1316)

RESPONSE: We did not include definitions for these

terms because we felt that they were commonly used and

understood. The term exploration refers to activities, such

as geophysical work or drilling, which identify ore bodies.

On the other hand, development refers to extracting ore

for processing.

28. COMMENT: Monitoring and evaluation: p. 5-9

The annual cost for monitoring mineral plans of opera

tions [is more realistically] $1,000. (1245)

RESPONSE: We changed the figure to $2,000 in the final

Plan.

29. COMMENT: The mineral potential map on DEIS

page 3-68 should be at the same scale as the alternative

maps, so the reader can see how minerals will be affected

by each alternative. (1316)

RESPONSE: Large-scale maps are available at the Forest

Supervisor’s Office.

  

1. COMMENT: Each of the current mineral areas given

on page H-l of Appendix H should include statements

assessing mineral potential for locatable and leasable

minerals. (1316)

RESPONSE: Those acres were withdrawn prior to the

Forest Plan. The Forest recently completed a mineral

withdrawal review, as directed by FLPMA, which includes

a mineral report. This report is available upon request.

2. COMMENT: in the introduction to the minerals sec

tion, on page 3-16, we suggest that the words “deep

seated” and “oil and gas” be deleted from the paragraph.

(1245)

RESPONSE: We agree. Those terms are deleted.

3. COMMENT: Appendix 1 needs an introductory para

graph, explaining who will make the land description

decisions, concerning which lands are covered by the

stipulations and how the stipulations will be attached to

the leases. The conditions will be determined on a site

specific basis and stipulations attached as relevant, in

stead of having all the different types of stipulations

included on each lease.
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Stipulation No. 2 contains both year-around no surface

occupancy (N80) and seasonal NSO restrictions. We

recommend that the protection be separated into the two

types of restrictions, so that one stipulation is for total

NS0 and one stipulation is for seasonal NSO. This would

be consistent with the recently completed oil and gas

environmental document. (1245)

RESPONSE: Plan Appendixl contains a comprehensive

list of special stipulations that may be applied to any lease.

Wewill determine which stipulations to include during the

site-specfic environmental analysis project for each lease

application.

We have revised our stipulations to reflect current policy,

as you suggest.

4. COMMENT: Stipulation No. 7 protects scenic values.

The first paragraph of this section is an explanation of

the stipulation, while the second paragraph contains the

language of the stipulation. We would suggest that the

specific language of the stipulation be indented, so that

everyone can see which part will actually be attached to

the lease. (1245)

RESPONSE: We revised our stipulations to reflect cur

rent policy. In addition, we changed the format so that the

stipulations are much easier to read.

5. COMMENT: Appendix l-2, Special Stipulation #5,

should be expanded to note that geothermal, oil, and gas

operations may require a waste discharge permit from

the appropriate regional water quality control board.

(15)

RESPONSE: Before issuing a lease, the Bureau of Land

Management requires the applicant to obtain a waste

discharge permit. In addition, all mineral activity is subject

State requirements for water and air quality.

  

arisen ;
  

1. COMMENT: DEIS 3-65: I suggest that 500 megawatts

will support 500,000 homes or the diversified peak load

requirements of200,000 homes. The geothermal potential

of the area is far greater than you suggest. (687)

RESPONSE: As a result of geothermal exploration, in

dustry is updating its evaluation of the potential of the

Glass Mt. KGRA. Whatever the exact potential, the Glass

Mt. KGRA, will provide sufficent energy to serve as an

economical energy source.

2. COMMENT: A mineral potential map of the Forest

should be included. The geothermal potential of the Glass

Mountain KGRA is the highest of any undeveloped area

in the United States. The economic impact on the counties

  

172 - Geothermal

could be enormous; far outranking the hunting/recre

ation, timber, or grazing support to the counties. This is

not reflected in the document. (1245)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 3-Ajj'ected Environment in

cludes a mineral potential map (Figures 3-14 and 15), as

well as an in-depth discussion of the energy potential of

the Glass Mt. KGRA.

3. COMMENT:We request that the estimate ofpotential

power generation be revised and/or or be properly justi

fied and that the demand for that power also be ad

dressed. (1315)

RESPONSE: At the time we issued the DEIS, the best

information we had was 500 megawatts. Since then, the

potential for the geothermal development in the KGRA

has been revised downward. See EIS Chapter 3 —Afl'ected

Environment.

4. COMMENT: The current pace ofexploration has been

quite slow and, to our knowledge, it has not placed a

significant demand on the local groundwater system.

Therefore, we request that the Plan incorporate info

which clearly supports this statement or that the state

ment be deleted. (1315)

RESPONSE: Regardless of the pace of exploration, the

Forest Service is concerned about the impacts of geother

mal development on the availablity of groundwater. Es

sentially no surface water is available within the KGRA

area; thus, groundwater is the primary source ofwater. We

are limiting the volume of groundwater withdrawn in the

Medicine Lake highlands areas. We are permitting use of

groundwater withdrawal on a case-by-case basis for explo

ration.

5. COMMENT: The ElS should discuss any conflicts

between energy development and recreation and the eu

mulative impacts that could result, then develop a man

agement prescription based on the economic,

environmental, and public interest values involved.There

are no discussions of the possible cumulative impacts

from drilling and development in the special area around

the lake. (1245)

RESPONSE: The Glass Mountain KGRA lease was is

sued before we released our DEIS. The 1984 environmen

tal assessment discusses cumlative effects of geothermnal

leasing in the KGRA. The Forest and BLM will develop

an EIS prior to any major plant development. The ElS will

discuss cumulative effects associated with development.

6. COMMENT: Where water is insufficient, no geother

mal development should be allowed. (1260)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service has included a special

stipulation requiring protection of all surface and ground

water sources. Thus geothermal development will not
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have a significant effect on surface or groundwater re

sources.

7. COMMENT: We suggest that a Mgt Rx giving top

priority to mineral (or geothermal) development he in

corporated into the Plan and be applied to leased lands

where no overriding concerns exist. (1315)

RESPONSE: Management prescriptions which are ap

plied to areas with mineral potential include direction

requiring that other management activites will not pre

clude mineral development.

8. COMMENT: Page 3-17: We would suggest that the two

KGRAs be discussed separately to say:

“Geothermal energy is the most actively sought Ieasable

mineral on the Forest. Two known geothemtal resources

areas (KGRA) occur on the Forest. The Lake City-Surprise

Valley KGRA covers about 72, 900 acres, but less than 3,000

_acres is actually on the Forest. No activity has been done in

the KGRA. The potential for electric production from this

area is very low. Only 1 lease for 2500 acres (less than 4%

ofthe KGRA) exists on the Forest lands.

"The Glass Mountain KGRA contains 133,000 acres of

lands classified as valuable for geothermal development.

The KGRA was expanded in 1986, based on the increased

knowledge obtained from studies in the area. Presently,

33,000 acres have been leased. Temperature gradient holes

have been drilled within the KGRA, as well as two develop

ment wells. Afterthe remainingavailable lands in theKGRA

are leased, exploration and development activity will in

crease dramatically. 77te electrical generation potential of

this KGRA is about 500 megawatts ofpower.

“In addition to the geothemial interest, more than 300 oil

and gas leases and applications have been filed on forest

lands duringthepast 20years. Only 2 leases are still in effect,

but 68 lease applications for 238,300 acres are being

processed by the FS and the BLM. ” (1215)

RESPONSE: We agree with your comments and have

incorporated your intent in the EIS, except for the last

sentences regarding oil and gas applications. One oil and

gas lease on the Forest exists, and four applications are

pending.

Potential for the Glass Mountain KGRA has been scaled

down as a result of recent driiiings.

9. COMMENT: The name of the KGRA, identified on

[proposed Plan] page 4-174 and all references to the Lake

City KGRA, needs to be changed to the “Lake City-Sur

prise Valley” KGRA. (1215)

RESPONSE: So noted and changed.

10. COMMENT: [DEIS] Page 3-61 indicates that 50,600

acres of land have been withdrawn for KGRAs. This is

misleading, because KGRA lands are not withdrawn.

(1245)

RESPONSE: Generally, we do not withdraw KGRAs.

However, we currently have 50,600 acres of KGRAs that

have been withdrawn.

  

1. COMMENT: The Plan fails to demonstrate any inten

sive management of range and forage out-puts which

would allow continuation of the present livestock AUM

allocations. (1382)

RESPONSE: The Plan does not show these alternatives;

but in the EIS, the IND and RPD alternatives show in

creases or continuation of current numbers.

2. COMMENT: There are other alternatives available

rather than further decreasing cattle numbers, i.e., Allan

Savory’s holistic range mgt. Program practiced quite

extensively in other areas. (1244)

RESPONSE: Numerous grazing methods are available to

permittees. Several will be evaluated for each allotment on

a site-specific basis. The grazing system and stocking rate

most conducive to meeting management objectives will be

implemented at that time.

3. COMMENT: One ofthe best ways to gain more AUMs

or at least maintain is to develop more water reservoirs,

4-112, 4-116 (DEIS 8: Plan). (984)

RESPONSE: We agree, and have developed several hun

dred over the years. We will continue to develop reservoirs

on many allotments if determined appropriate by site-spe

cific analyses.

4. COMMENT: The PRF alternative does not consider

the loss ofrange for the individual permit holders or their

ability to recover new range for their ranching operations.

(1057, 530)

RESPONSE: We disagree. We did consider how reduced

grazing on Forest lands would affect ranching operations.

See ElS Chapter 2 and 4 in the Range and Socio-Eco

nomic sections. Any loss of range will be determined when

we develop the Allotment Management Plan (AMP). The

effects of that loss will be displayed in the site-specific

environmental assessment.

5. COMMENT: We are disturbed with the adverse effect

that the reduction in Forest receipts would have on the

county and local schools’ budgets. (585)

RESPONSE: Our analysis of economic effects in the EIS

Chapter 4, Section B indicates receipts to the county
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would increase slightly if the Preferred Alternative were

implemented.

6. COMMENT: All alternatives except RPD show reduc

tions in AUMs for livestock by 1990. Opportunities exist

Forestwide to mitigate this reduction through structural

and non-structural improvements. The use of transitory

range to alleviate this downfall should be reexamined.

(672)

RESPONSE: The RPD Alternative maintains current

grazing levels. The IND alternative provides an estimated

increase 11,600 AUMs (FEIS Ch. 4, Section 13). We will

evaluate and implement opportunities for mitigating live

stock reductions through use of transitory forage and

structural and non-structural improvements on an allot

ment-by-allotment basis.

7. COMMENT: The Plan reduces theAUMs for livestock

in all alternatives, and yet the range condition improves

under all alternatives. These two facts do not add up.

Under current range mgt some benefits are provided to

deer. It is my conclusion and recommendation that

Modoc Cares take the position that current stocking

levels should be maintained and that any improvements

be allocated proportionately to livestock and wildlife.

(126)

RESPONSE: The EIS displays two alternatives (RPD and

IND) which estimate continuation of or increases over

current levels. The PRF Alternative (Forest Plan) esti

mates a decrease of 3,700 AUMs in the first decade.

However, we will evaluate each allotment on a case-by

case basis. Through the CRMP, we will update stocking

rates and grazing systems as appropriate to meet site-spe

cific management objectives.

8. COMMENT: Range forage allocation should be at or

above current levels. 'Ii'ansitory range use could help

meet this goal. (271)

RESPONSE: We will determine forage allocation to do

mestic livestock, from permanent and transitory forage, on

an allotment-by-allotment basis using the CRMP.

9. COMMENT: As the owner of a cattle ranch and a

permittee with the opportunity of using Forest Service

lands in the Warner Mountain Ranger District for the

past number of years for summer grazing, I view the

Modoc Forest Land and Resource Management Plan with

deep concern. I use this grazing for about one-third ofmy

herd for four months of the year and l deem this essential

to the ranch operation. Any cut or denial of use would be

a drastic blow and lam not sure how or if] could continue

to operate. (335, 337)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapters 2 and 4 estimate effects on

current Forest-wide AUM levels. We will make stocking
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rate adjustments on an allotment-by-allotment basis to

meet site-specific management objectives.

10. COMMENT: My ranch has grazed cattle on Nesham

Canyon of the Lassen Creek allotment for more than 60

years. There has been no problem in the past and need

not be any in the future. I need my “Hanks Ranch”

allotment bad. Please don’t bother my permit. (337)

RESPONSE: See response to the previous comment.

11. COMMENT: The livestock industry is a very impor

tant business in the area and vitally linked to public land

grazing. The Plan should take a more positive view of

livestock grazing and recommend increasing AUMs into

the future. (11)

RESPONSE: We agree that the livestock industry is im

portant to the area. In the RPD and IND Alternatives, we

analyzed the effects of maintaining or increasing AUMs

(EIS Chapters 2 and 4). The Record of Decision provides

our rationale for selecting the Preferred Alternative as the

Forest Plan.

12. COMMENT: DEIS 3-76: have limited funds resulted

in deferrment of “range analysis annual allotment in

spection” and other livestock programs?

— basis for conclusion that rangeland Forestwide in

“fair or poor conditon has been sustained”. Sustained

in fair condition? sustained yield? budgeted “analy

sis, inspection” undertaken to sustain this conclu

slon.

- since 1980, equate funds lacking. Congressional ad

ministrational policies resulting in fund loss. Forest

recommendations for new budget allocations. (1248)

RESPONSE: Yes, our range analysis and annual inspec

tions have not been as frequent as we would like, due to

budget constraints. However, numerous annual allotment

inspections and site-specific vegetation studies have aided

our district range conservationists in estimating current

range conditions.

13. COMMENT: The Plan should address abuse ofsome

permittees on public ranges. There should be more teeth

in the Forest Service’s administration and rules. (1376)

RESPONSE: We feel that the Forest Service currently has

adequate authority to administer grazing on national for

est lands. The intent of the Plan is to provide broad

programmatic direction for Forest-wide management.

Problems encountered with individual permittees will be

dealt with on a site-specific basis.

14. COMMENT: Plan AMS: is generally good but does

not include a breakdown of the acreage of land that is in

satisfactory or unsatisfactory condition. (1260)
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RESPONSE: Plan Ch. 3, Section 13 (Range), Current

Management states, “About 120,000 acres of the Forest’s

permanent rangelands are in good to excellent condition,

492,000 acres in fair condition, and 340,000 acres in poor

condition. The trend is generally static to upward.” in

addition, FEIS Fig. 3-17 graphically breaks down acreage

by condition class.

15. COMMENT: An alternative analyzing the benefits to

wildlife and costs associated with eliminating grazing

entirely should have been considered in this Plan. At the

least, reductions in grazing must be enforced to bring all

riparian and range areas into good condition and protect

wetlands to reduce conflicts with nesting waterfowl.

(1220)

RESPONSE: We are required by the National Environ

mental Policy Act (NEPA) to analyze any reasonable

alternative. In light of the long history of public land

grazing in this area and grazing’s substantial contribution

to the local economy, we feel that eliminating grazing is

not a reasonable alternative. However, we do recognize

that grazing can have a negative impact on other resources

and uses including wildlife. These potential impacts are

displayed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. Further, a variety of

standards and guidelines have been incorporated into the

Final Land Management Plan to eliminate or minimize the

effects of grazing on other resources and uses. To meet

our goals and objectives under the Preferred Alternative,

we estimate that livestock grazing will decrease by 3,700

AUMs Forestwide during the first decade. Actual reduc

tions, if any, will be determined on an allotment-by-allot

ment basis.

16. COMMENT: Plan 4-29: (7) This is FS policy. But

what will MNF do with this info? it’s supposed to be used

to eliminate livestock grazing from unsuitable areas.

Please clarify. (107)

RESPONSE: We will use this information to adjust initial

capacity estimates for each allotment. The unsuitable

areas will not be fenced from grazing but no capacity will

be allowed for it.

17. COMMENT: What condition are the allotments in?

We have a printout (not in the Plan) showing conditions

on every allotment. The info can be incorporated into the

mgt area description. Then, the public will have the info

to evaluate whether a particular allotment should have a

b, c, or d strategy. (107)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan and ElS are programmatic

documents having detail consistent with program-level

direction. We did not intend to display allotment- or

site-specific analyses. Rather, we must conduct additional

analysis at the allotment level to design or implement the

AMP and achieve the objectives of the Forest Plan. The

details you have requested for allotment condition classes

are project design details that are beyond the scope of the

Forest Plan and will be addressed in subsequent AMPs

and associated NEPA documents.

18. COMMENT: DElS 2-61:Altematives. A statement on

improving unsatisfactory condition of range should be

added here. (107)

RESPONSE: The text has been modified in the EIS.

19. COMMENT: DEIS 3-75 - Fig. 3-17: What percentage

of fair condition rangelands is in unsatisfactory condi

tion because the trend is declining or static? How much

good condition rangeland has a declining trend? (107)

RESPONSE: As stated under the subheading Range Con

dition, ElS Ch. 3, Section 13, “The trend (for all classes)

is generally static to upward.”

20. COMMENT: DEIS 4-57: Other major impacts not

mentioned on range are watershed protection and water

quality MMRs. (107)

RESPONSE: These items are adequately addressed

under riparian area, water and soil sections in the EIS Ch.

4.

21. COMMENT: Some areas on the Forest suffer from

absolutely horrifying grazing impacts. This situation

must alter, or you will inevitably be faced with a stronger

movement to eliminate all grazing from public lands.

(189, 198)

RESPONSE: We agree public lands in poor condition is

unacceptable. However, unnecessarily jeopardizing the

livelihood ofranchers as well as the local community is also

unacceptable. We are committed to preserving commu

nity stability even as we improve Forest resources. We feel

that our goals, objectives, standards and guidelines, and

management area direction in the Plan indicate that we

are implementing a progressive grazing management pro—

gram designed to rapidly improve range condition and

resolve use conflicts. Our commitment to meeting these

constraints is reflected in an estimated decrease of 3,700

livestock AUMs in the first decade. EIS Chapter 3 displays

current range condition on the Modoc. EIS Chapter 4

displays effects of implementing the various alternatives.

22. COMMENT: We urge that the final Plan concentrate

on incorporating vigorous efforts toward improvement of

range conditions. All range trends must be moved toward

“good.” in case it is not found possible to do so, reduc

tions in grazing levels must be implemented. (198)

RESPONSE: See our response to 189 and 198 above.

23. COMMENT: Plan 4~l52 - Standards and Guidelines

(g). (Also Plan 4-154.Standards and Guidelines (G) —- “bet
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ter allotment management and livestock exclusion‘

should be listed as the first acceptable practice to remedy

stream channel degradation. (364)

RESPONSE: These standards and guidelines are physical

measures used to counter stream degradation. Allotment

management and livestock exclusion are included in

Range Management Direction.

24. COMMENT: The BFG recommends that livestock

should be excluded from the riparian corridor along

Lassen and Cold creeks particularly where structures

occur. The DEIS (page 3-191) states that fall grazing is

“preventing both streambank recovery and establish

ment of willows.” Of equal significance, studies by the

inter-mountain Region Forest and Range Experiment

Station have shown that livestock grazing along streams

frequently negates any benefits accruing from habitat

structures and that fencing should occur concurrently

with structure development. (364)

RESPONSE: We agree that riparian areas need special

management considerations because they are sensitive to

grazing and other land uses. Because of the linear nature

of these areas, it would be very expensive to fence each

one. We intend to solve grazing-related riparian problems

through range management practices and, where that

fails, through exclusion of livestock.

25. COMMENT: I believe that the preferred alternative

does not do nearly enough given the magnitude of the

problem. 340,000 Acres ofModoc Forest rangeland are in

“poor” condition because of overgrazing. (Plan at 3-19).

The preferred alternative proposes to meet this crisis

with a policy of gradual change which, even if funding is

available to implement the proposed range management

changes, would not bring the Forest into compliance with

State water quality standards for 40 years. The “ameni

ties alternative” would bring the Forest into 94% compli

ance with State water quality standards in twenty years

by immediately closing 10 grazing allotments. (16)

RESPONSE: Forest-wide water quality would not be im

proved solely by closing 10 allotments to grazing. Those 10

allotments are clustered in a small portion of the Forest;

closing them would only improve water quality on a limited

area. The AMN alternative also prescribes additional

acres of watershed treatment and implementation of the

Riparian Prescription Forestwide in the first decade. In

addition, we feel the PRF alternative represents a better

mix of resource outputs and constraints for net public

benefit. ElS Chapters 2 and 4 show environmental affects

for all alternatives. The Record of Decision provides our

rationale for selecting the Preferred Alternative.

26. COMMENT: Management situation/range & other

resources: The summary is generally good. There are
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some omissions. What are the actual figures on improve

ment, static condition, and decline in range condition?

How is the current forage capacity arrived at? (How can

you set such a high number when the range is already in

generally bad shape?) In several places in the range

analysis, improvements are advocated over grazing man

agement strategies. Given that the riparian section

states,"excluding cattle from riparian areas is the most

successful strategy for improving these areas,” the Forest

needs to consider when fencing is truly cost-effective and

when discontinuing or resting an allotment might get the

same result much more efficiently. Other improvements,

such as stock tanks and shoring up streambanks with

junipers, should be undertaken only within the context of

an appropriate grazing strategy. (708)

RESPONSE: Range condition and trend figures are dis

played in FEIS Ch. 3, Section 13. We estimated Forest

wide forage capacity by determining forage capacity for

each allotment. For the estimate, we relied on historical

range inventories updated with new condition and pro

ductivity classes more reflective ofcurrent conditions. The

Forest Analysis of the Management Situation (AMS) con

tains a detailed discussion of this process and is available

upon request in the Supervisor’s Office.We will determine

actual stocking rates, as well as grazing strategies and

improvements, on an allotment-by-allotment basis

through site-specific analyses.

27. COMMENT: lf permits cannot be cancelled because

of politics, long-term deferments should be brought forth

as a mgt tool. (806)

RESPONSE: At this time we have no reason to cancel

grazing permits. We already use deferments as a manage

ment tool.

28. COMMENT: What would happen to range condition

with current AUM level and current level of range im

provement funding? (1021)

RESPONSE: As displayed in EIS Chapter 4, the range

condition, watershed condition and wildlife habitat would

decline at an accelerating rate on those allotments not

properly stocked and managed.

29. COMMENT: (DEIS, pg 3-97) the current high per

centage of land grazed under continuous season-long

grazing systems must be altered if riparian areas are to

be restored. One of the grazing systems identified on page

3-97 (spring use only, rest-rotation, double rest-rotation,

substituting sheep for cattle, and total exclusion of live

stock) should replace continuous season-long grazing

and deferred grazing systems on all such allot

ments.(1068)
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RESPONSE: We agree and will continue to work towards

this end.

30. COMMENT: The DEIS concludes that ofthe numer

ous grazing strategies available, "strategies which sus

tain grazing are better than exclusion.” This conclusion

is untenable. Grazing impacts to riparian areas are an

unresolvable conflict. Exclusion of livestock from ripar

ian areas is the only long-term solution to recovery of

degraded riparian habitats. The MNF mustcome to grips

with fencing off riparian areas over the next decade, or

institute major reductions in AUMs and apply improved

grazing systems such as using exclusion fences. (1214)

RESPONSE: The Forest will evaluate several grazing

strategies, including total exclusion, on a site-specific basis

to reduce grazing impacts to acceptable levels in riparian

areas (FEIS Ch. 3, Section 16 Opportunities, and Plan

Chapter 4).

31. COMMENT: More water would be provided in the

uplands to encourage livestock distribution over the total

allotment before excluding cattle from the riparian areas.

(1283)

RESPONSE: We agree. However, if additional improve

ments and intensified management do not correct the

problem, we will consider exclusion as an alternative.

32. COMMENT: “Conditions have not improved beyond

[fair ecological condition] because of present grazing

practices.” In other words, “extensive” exclusion ofcattle

from riparian areas has not resulted in raising ecological

condition of riparian areas. Why not? (1248)

RESPONSE: Although individual riparian areas are

fenced on the Forest, most are not. Further, many of these

unfenced areas are not well managed. As a result, ecolog

ical condition Forestwide has not improved substantially,

although specific riparian areas have improved dramati

cally.

33. COMMENT: The one reliable method of improving

overgrazed riparian areas is to exclude cattle grazing.

Given these goals and standards and the degraded con

dition ofso many Forest riparian areas from overgrazing,

the preferred alternative should propose the immediate

closure of the most degraded allotments and provide for

a greater reduction in overall grazing. (16)

RESPONSE: The preferred alternative proposes studying

those allotments in a deteriorated condition first. We will

adjust stocking rates and grazing systems on those areas

first. Whether the allotment should be closed will be de~

termined from a site-specific analysis.

34. COMMENT: Plan p. 4-60 - Rx Wilderness Std.

Range: Rx’s are good, but confusing. The Plan appears to

be setting a higher standard for grazing mgt in a wilder

ness area? Or is it setting just a different standard for

wilderness areas? The first is not allowed by law; the

second is just common sense.

House report no. 96-617 (copy enclosed) is the only legal

mandate for what grazing mgt is and is not allowed in

wilderness areas. It should be incorporated into the Plan.

We suggest that grazing in wilderness be handled in this

manner- in the MA Direction sections: “Livestock graz

ing operations, where established prior to designation of

wilderness, shall, pursuant to Sec. 4(D) (4) (2) of the

Wilderness Act, be permitted to continue, subject to pro

visions of36 CFR 293. Committee guidelines and policies

regarding grazing in NF wilderness areas (H.R. Report

No. 96-1126, Dated 6/24/80) will be applied in practical,

reasonable, and uniform manner in all NF wildernesses.

These guidelines and policies are applicable only to live

stock grazing operations.” (107)

RESPONSE: The purpose of Standards and Guidelines

displayed in the prescriptions is to provide specific direc

tion and guidance for implementing the intent of the

prescription. The S and G’s in the Wilderness Prescription

are designed to maintain or enhance wilderness values and

character. We feel that the emphasis of the prescription

would not be served nearly as well with a reiteration of the

broad, programmatic language contained in Forest Ser

vice policy direction, Code of Federal Regulations, or

House Report #96-617.

35. COMMENT: I oppose any grazing in designated wil

derness. Eliminate grazing in S. Warner Wilderness to

eliminate conflict with recreation and bighorn sheep. (35)

RESPONSE: We have no justification for excluding all

livestock from wilderness areas. The Wilderness Act au

thorizes livestock grazing at levels compatible with wilder

ness values.

36. COMMENT: 3,000 AUMs are not a significant por

tion of total Forest AUMs. Cost benefit and other consid

erations in phasing livestock from wilderness. Need for 8

wilderness allotments by adjacent private leaseholders.

(1248)

RESPONSE: Three thousand AUMs may not be signifi

cant Forestwide. But for a permittee, they are essential for

rounding out the total ranching operation. The Wilderness

Act authorizes livestock grazing at levels compatible with

wilderness values.

37. COMMENT: ln DEIS Ch. 4, Pg. 110, under range

management it is stated that domestic livestock offend

some users ofthe wilderness. It should also be stated that

some users offend livestock and livestock operators

through harrassment destruction, and vandalism of live

stock, camps, fences, and signs. (1296)
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RESPONSE: Under the Wilderness Act, grazing is per

mitted if it is compatible with wilderness quality. The fact

that some users are offended indicates that a conflict

between grazing management and wilderness manage

ment may exist. As such, we have displayed that potential

for conflict in the EIS.

38. COMMENT: We strongly disagree that grazing of

any livestock should be allowed in wilderness areas and

request that future permits not include these areas, and

that current permits be transferred to other parts of the

Forest. (64)

RESPONSE: We have no justification to exclude all live

stock from wilderness areas. The Wilderness Act autho

rizes livestock grazing within levels compatible with

wilderness values.

39. COMMENT: (DEIS, pg 2-170) The Preferred Alter

native specifies improving ecological condition by man

aging livestock distribution through structural

improvements. What amount of improvements will be

constructed and at what cost? Is the amount of this type

of structural improvements equal in all alternatives?

(1068)

RESPONSE: The estimated number and cost ofstructural

improvements varies among alternatives, based on man

agement intensity for each alternative. We will determine

actual improvements and costs on an allotment-by-allot

ment basis.

40. COMMENT: The California Native Plant Society

(CNPS) is concerned that ifbudget cuts continue, current

levels of grazing and impacts will continue without the

needed structural improvements. What adjective will be

used to describe areas currently in poor ecological condi

tion exposed to 20 more years of grazing impacts? CNPS

requests that the MNF develop a much stronger policy in

the final Plan which insures that existing allotments will

receive the needed structural and non-structural im

provements in a timely manner, or face further reductions

in AUMs. (1214)

RESPONSE: If no attempt is made to improve range

management on the Forest over the next 20 years the areas

currently in poor condition would probably be reduced to

very poor or non-productive status. If we are unable to

install needed improvements or implement intensive graz

ing systems, our only recourse is to further reduce AUMs.

This will be evaluated on an allotment-by-allotment basis.

41. COMMENT: Watering tanks often claimed to be for

wildlife are cattle water holes. Water from large areas is

channelled into stock ponds. Areas formerly free of live

stock are now subject to intensive grazing to the detri

ment of wildlife.
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-- how costly are these cattle dispersion, water hole,

water tank projects?

— how many livestock are served by various types of’

water dispersion projects?

— impacts of dispersion projects on wildlife. (1248)

RESPONSE: While it is true that livestock and wildlife do

not differentiate between waterholes, they each drink

from water constructed primarily for the other. The idea

is to disperse both wildlife and livestock grazing use over

a larger area. Cost of water development varies with the

type and size of development. Numbers oflivestock served

by each development also vary depending on the allotment

stocking rate and amount of available forage. We will

conduct site-specific analyses on an allotment-by-allot

ment basis to determine costs and impacts associated with

water developement.

42. COMMENT: impact of fences (existing necessary,

unnecessary and future fencing) on vegetation (grazing

patterns, and other factors), wildlife (especially large

mammals-deer, bighorn, pronghorn) (also from graz

ing patterns), migration routes, water accessibility, and

other considerations. Worst-case appraisal of fencing

impacts. (1248)

RESPONSE: The impact of fencing will vary on a site-by

site basis. The Forest Plan and E18 are programmatic

documents having detail consistent with program-level

direction. We did not design or analyze projects on a

site-specific basis in the documents. We will conduct ad

ditional project-level analysis to design or implement pro

jects to achieve the objectives of the Plan. The details you

have requested for fencing are project design details that

are beyond the scope of the Forest Plan, and will be

addressed in subesquent project-level analysis.

43. COMMENT: DEIS 3-80 [see text]: these paragraphs

read like a textbook on range mgt. FMP-DElS are re

quired to step beyond enunciation of generalities to spe

cific on-the-ground planning application of broad

principles.

— how do each of the non-structural improvements in

quoted paragraph [see text] meet each ofthe 4 factors

of the previous paragraph? (1248)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan and E15 are programmatic

documents having detail consistent with program-level

direction. We did not design or analyze projects on a

site-specific basis in the documents. We will conduct ad

ditional project-level analysis to design or implement pro

jects to achieve the objectives of the Plan.

44. COMMENT: Non-structural improvements will in

clude burning, juniper woodcutting, and seeding with

native species. Methods of seeding not involving discing

and herbicides will be attempted. Pronghorn-passable
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fencing will be preferred in all pronghorn high and me

dium capability habitat, and all migration routes. Non

structural improvements will be restricted to those range

sites which can produce at least an average of300 pounds

per acre. Low sagebrush sites will not be manipulated.

(500)

RESPONSE: Your comments are in the Plan and E18, and

are commonly incorporated into site-specific projects.

45. COMMENT: The objectives give the level of non

structural range improvements as 6,800, when the issues

just stated it would only be 150 acres per year. Have the

22,000 acres of seedings been evaluated on the cost-effec

tiveness of maintaining them? There are also no range

improvement or riparian goals in the objectives charts.

(708)

RESPONSE: The 6,800 acres referenced here are cumu

lative over the 50-year planning horizon. We will evaluate

the 22,000 acres of seedings for cost efficiency as they are

developed and analyzed on a site-specific basis. Range

and riparian objectives are displayed in the Plan (Table

4-4). These objectives are further refined and displayed in

the Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines for Range and

Riparian Areas (Plan Ch. 4, Section D).

46. COMMENT: Plan 3-21 - Opportunities: “adding stock

tanks” is not a good idea without a good grazing mgt plan.

Such actions draw livestock into areas previously used

only by wildlife - in effect, spreading overgrazing around.

Please clarify. (107)

RESPONSE: We agree that randomly constructing im

provements without a management plan is not conducive

to good management. However, strategic use of water

developements disperses livestock over an allotment and

encourages balanced forage utilization.

47. COMMENT: Plan 4-109 - Rangeland Mgt Rx: There

appears to be an excessive amount of Forest acres in this

Rx. More acreage in a general wildlife Rx would be more

appropriate. Same for forage utilization. (107)

RESPONSE: The AMN alternative explored this objec

tive; but we dismissed it because of its adverse impacts on

the local economy (EIS Table 2-18).

48. COMMENT: Plan 4-115 - Range-Forage Rx; 4-133 -

Timber-Forage Rx; and 4-117 - Vegetation Rejuvenation:

sounds like something a quack would sell in a bottle!!

Doesn’t sound ecologically sound or financially feasible.

We question this concept. (107)

RESPONSE: Based on available research and local expe

rience, we feel the concept of improving forage availabil

ity, composition and vigor by the various methods listed is

ecologically sound. Economic efficiency varies greatly by

vegetation type, soil productivity and management objec

tives. We will evaluate and implement vegetation manipu

lation projects on a site-specific basis.

49. COMMENT: Plan 4-115 - Range-Forage Rx: Stan

dard 2.a.1.; 4-133 - Timber-Forage Rx:

— We suggest an additional standard here of “allow no

livestock grazing for two grazing seasons after pre

scribed or natural fires and plantings or seedings.”

— No routine “rejuvenation of mountain mahogany

stands” should be permitted. Current work is experi

mental only. We suggest this section be eliminated

here and added to Forest research needs. (107)

RESPONSE: The Range-Forage Prescription states, “All

cultivated acres will be rested for at least one growing

season after seeding. ” Two or more grazing seasons ofrest

may be used in cases where additional seedling establish~

ment or vigor is needed. We agree that rejuvenation of

mountain mahogany stands is experimental; we will not

practice it on a large scale. This will be added to our

request for research needs.

50. COMMENT: Plan 4-115 - Range-Forage Rx: Stan

dard 2.a.1.; 4-133 - Timber-Forage Rx: - 4-121: The Sierra

Club doesn't think “farming” is appropriate as a stan

dard for public land mgt. We don’t think the public really

wants our Forests turned into farms. We object to this

whole section. (107)

RESPONSE: “Farming” refers to intensive management

measures employed under the Range-Forage Prescrip

tion. We have changed all instances of “farming" and

“farmed” to “cultivation” and “cultivated”. The intent of

this Rx is to optimize forage production. It is not applied

to the entire Forest as a standard, but rather to selected

areas most suitable for intensive management.

51. COMMENT: App. ,l-l: We object to the statements

on “farming”. (107)

RESPONSE: See above response.

52. COMMENT: “Rangeland improvements are low on

the funding priority list.” (DEIS 3-143). The preceding

quotation seems to indicate that the Modoc NF does not

want to be “successful” and is not able or willing to fund

a successful rangeland improvement program. “imple

ment cost-effective range improvements” (Plan 4-29).

What are “cost-effective” improvements? Since it ap

pears that costs to exclude cattle from the riparian zone

exceed grazing revenues, how much improvement will

actually be accomplished? (364)

RESPONSE: The statement about rangeland improve

ments being low on the funding priority list is not correct,

and hasbeen removed from the final EIS. Cost-effective

improvements produce a benefit/cost ratio of 1:1 or
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greater. This does not mean we will not fund projects that

are not cost effective. Many times social or environmental

concerns out weigh strict economic analysis.

53. COMMENT: What are the 6,800 acres of non-struc

tural range improvements to be? Burning may be detri

mental to deer habitats. How will the 22,000 acres of

seedlings be maintained? By reseeding or by livestock

adjustments? (364)

RESPONSE: The non-structural improvements will range

from seedings of nonproductive lands to type conversions,

depending on the specific site and allotment. We will

maintain 22,000 acres ofseedings through rotation grazing

systems and some minor grubbing. All projects will be

accomplished through a site-specific environmental anal

ysis.

54. COMMENT: 4-29. 12. Range 0. What does “(1) im

plement cost-effective range improvements” mean? (364)

RESPONSE: Cost-effective range improvements provide

a benefit/cost ratio of 1:1 or greater. We analyze these

imrpovements on an allotment-by-allotment basis.

55. COMMENT: Instead of proposing to permit live

stock grazing to exceed grazing capacity until the year

2000, a far shorter time period should be established. The

Forest Service unquestionably has the authority to adjust

use now as well as the responsibility to do so. See, e.g., 36

CFR 222.4; Perkins v. Bergland, 608 f.2d 803 (9th Cir.

1979). We also submit that, whatever deadline is selected,

the Plan should specify the rationale for its selection.

(1257)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan gives direction to balance

livestock grazing use with capacity of the land to support

it. We predict this will happen by the year 2000. Since the

first priority will be given to those allotments in unsatisfac

tory condition, we see no justification for the additional

cost and impacts of achieving this balance sooner by sim

ply reducing livestock numbers.

56. COMMENT: Goals for improved range condition

and for development, revision and implementation of

Allotment Management Plans (AMP’s) should definitely

be adopted as part ofthe Plan. The former should include

specific quantified acre totals for each condition class.

(1257)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan and EIS are programmatic

documents having detail consistent with program-level

direction. We did not intend to display allotment- or

site-specific analyses. Rather, we must conduct additional

analysis at the allotment level to design or implement the

AMP and achieve the objectives of the Forest Plan. Forest

Plan Chapter 4 displays goals for improved range condi
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tion; Appendix S shows allotment management plan pri

orities.

57. COMMENT: MNF goals for range should include

these additions:

- rangelands will be in satisfactory condition by the end

of the planning period

- all grazing allotments and wild and free-roaming

horse territories will be under approved mgt plans by

the end of the planning period. These should be

backed up with acres improved to satisfactory condi

tion and Miles of damaged stream rehabilitated en

tries (Plan Table 4-2).

Plan 447: Additions to other resource program objec

tives need to include:

- existing AMPs should be revised to bring them into

compliance by a Reasonable time-1995-2000. Then

they can be revised periodically to update the mgt to

correct the problems. (1260)

RESPONSE: These suggestions are incorporated in the

Forest mission and goals (Plan Chapter 4).

58. COMMENT: Plan Ch. 2: The statement on range

presents a problem in that it implies that S&Gs in the rest

of the Plan are presumed to never reduce the total live

stock on allotments. Too manyallotments are in degraded

condition to believe that AUM reductions won’t have to

be made. (1260)

RESPONSE: We estimate a decrease of 3,700 AUMs of

forage available for domestic livestock in the first decade

(EIS Chapters 2 and 4, and Plan Chapter 4). The estimated

decrease is a result ofimplementing Standards and Guide

lines, and meeting the objectives described in Plan Chap

ter 4.

59. COMMENT: Plan 4-3, Overall Management: Im

proved Rangeland Condition -does this mean all range

land is in poor shape? If so, I think you need to prove it

through documentation. (1153)

RESPONSE: No, this does not mean all rangeland is in

poor shape. Good condition range can be improved to

excellent, fair to good etc.

60. COMMENT: The range goals are weak and confus

ing. The balance of grazing and forage capacity is sup

posed to be achieved by the year 2000. This could

postpone efforts, when the goal should be to immediately

start improving range condition until all range is in good

or better condition, hopefully by 2000. If this is what you

mean, clarify it. (708)

RESPONSE: By balancing grazing use with capacity, the

range will immediately start improving. However, the

length oftime it takes to reach satisfactory condition varies
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with type of vegetation, weather etc. For example, a range

with a woody component will require longer to reach good

condition than range with a strictly herbaceous compo

nent

61. COMMENT: The suitability of Forest lands for live

stock grazing. Suitability criteria area: slopes 40%are not

suitable for grazing cattle. Slopes 60% are not suitable for

grazing sheep. Lands incapable of producing at least 60

pounds of useable forage per acre, including permanent

bodies ofwater, are not suitable. Areas which are inacces

sible, physical barriers, may be designated unsuitable.

(500)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments. These items

are included in the Plan and EIS; and are commonly

incorporated in site-specific actions.

62. COMMENT: Plan 4-7 - Range: These goals are quite

weak. #2 is the only good one. There should be a goal for

improved resource conditions, such as, “Rangelands will

be in satisfactory condition by the end of the planning

period.” Please add “All grazing allotments and wild and

free-roaming horse and burro territories will be under

approved mgt plans by the end of the planning period.”

Obviously the objectives should be written to implement

these goals on 4-17. (107)

RESPONSE: To say rangelands will be in satisfactory

condition is not possible, because the length of time vege

tation responds to improved management varies depend

ing on weather and type of vegetation. Range with woody

component will take longer to reach good condition than

range with a strictly herbaceous component. The goal

concerning Wild Horse and Burro Management Plans is

reflected in Forest Standards and Guidelines (Plan Chap

ter 4).

63. COMMENT: Plan 4-17 - Other Res. Program Objec

tives. Range: existing AMPs should be revised to bring

them into compliance with the Plan (see p. i-2) by a

reasonable time- 1995 or 2000. (107)

RESPONSE: We agree and have incorporated this in Plan

Chapter 4.

RESPONSE: We feel these methods are adequately dis

cussed in the Forest Standards and Guidelines (Plan Ch.

4, Section D - Range).

  anagementw I‘ I‘ g

1. COMMENT: The MNF should increase and encour

age juniper wood cutting. This will increase rangelands

acreage and fill an important void for private firewood

users. (231)

RESPONSE:We will continue to encouragejuniperwood

cutting to improve rangeland production.

2. COMMENT: Plan 2-3. Firewood. Juniper and sage

lands should be managed with wildlife needs in mind.

(364)

RESPONSE: We agree and feel our Forest-wide Stan

dards and Guidelines accomplish this.

3. COMMENT: DEIS 3-75 refers to a “widespread re

duction in forage production.” Figures on the reduction

by areas. (1248)

RESPONSE: Specific figures on forage production are

not available for that time period. However, considering

the amount of acreage that is in fair and poor range

condition, it is reasonable to assume that there was a

commensurate loss of palatable forage as range sites de

teriorated.

4. COMMENT: I support cutting juniper stands to im

prove forage growth. (677)

RESPONSE: We agree and will continue that practice.

We will also develop a juniper management plan after the

Plan is released.

5. COMMENT: DEIS 3-207 [W. Juniper - opportuni

ties]: does “would” mean updated vegetation maps shall

be completed-budget, date of completion? (1248)

RESPONSE: Updated vegetation maps will be com

pleted. Precise dates and budgets are not known at this

time.

   

31$:- .. :-:-:-:-:-:_

64. COMMENT: Plan 447 - Other Res. Program Objec

tives. Range: Add to ways to improve ecologic condition:

adjusting livestock numbers to the carrying capacity,

changing seasons of use, using deferred or rest-rotation

grazing, enforcing conservative utilization levels, espe

cially for riparian areas, etc. (107)

1. COMMENT: We should not give away any part of our

national forests at less than market value. (45)

2. COMMENT: Below-cost AUMs should be eliminated.

(103i)
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RESPONSE (to the two comments above): The grazing

fees are set by Congress and, therefore, are outside the

scope of this Plan.

3. COMMENT: Grazing only benefits the individual per

mittees and is subsidized by federal taxpayers. Grazing

fees don't begin to pay for the damage that grazing does

to streams and wildlife habitat, let alone the damage to

wildlife itself and to recreation values. (342)

RESPONSE: As custodians of public trust lands, the For

est Service operates under authorities granted by Con~

gress. Grazing fees are set by Congress and, therefore, are

outside the scope ofthis Plan. However, beyond the return

of revenue to the government provided in fees, livestock

grazing provides other benefits, including contributions to

local and state economies. Grazing also supplies a product

of national demand. These benefits, as well as the adverse

impacts associated with grazing on the Modoc NF, are

displayed throughout Chapters 3 and 4 of the FEIS.

  

1. COMMENT: Transitory range forage can be provided

in harvested forest areas during the early stages oftimber

regrowth if an aggressive program is undertaken. As in

all forest outputs, we feel the Modoc NF stall’, in its

planning process, should seek the optimum level rather

than the convenient and easily attained. (1282)

RESPONSE: As shown in EIS Chapter 4, we rely on

transitory forage for approximately 49.9M AUMs in the

first decade.

2. COMMENT: 3-20. The transitory ranges are some of

the highest value deer habitats on the Modoc NF. This

section fails completely to mention wildlife or the value of

transitory range to wildlife, or the impacts of forest man

agement practices to wildlife which use these areas. (364)

RESPONSE: Direction outlined in the timber forage pre

scription covers wildlife needs for transitory forage.

Under this prescription livestock and wildlife forage pro

duction are given equal emphasis with timber production

on 164,200 acres of the Forest.

3. COMMENT: Any plan I could support must consider

the following: a scientific evaluation of the forage avail

able in timbered areas used as transitory range. Before

the final plan is adopted can you answer the following

question? Will a review of transitory range capacity he

done? (1025)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 3 discusses transitory forage.

An additional site-specific review will be done for each
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individual allotment as it is analyzed. We will take mea

sures to optimize and use that forage.

4. COMMENT: I'd like to see more seeding of grass in

the new tree plantations. (1229)

RESPONSE: We’ve done that in the past and found that

tree survival was extremely poor due to the competition

for limited moisture. If we lived in an area that received

36-40 inches of precipitation it might work. But our expe

rience indicates that if we plant grass in plantations we

cannot grow trees.

  

1. COMMENT: Livestock grazing in the Modoc NF must

be drastically reduced now, and if the past destructive

trends continue, stopped entirely in the near future. (356)

RESPONSE: We have curtailed trends of the late 1800's

and early 1900’s, and will continue to improve manage

ment on an allotment-by-allotment basis. As allotments

are analyzed, new grazing capacities will be adjusted for

each. We estimate that in order to meet goals and objec

tives defined in the Forest Plan, livestock stocking levels

will decrease by about 3,700 AUMs. We feel this is strong

evidence of our commitment to deal with conflicts result

ing from past improper grazing practices.

2. COMMENT: I would like to go on record to support

an increase in AUMs. AUMs should be kept near the

current numbers. (231)

RESPONSE: During our public involvement process we

gained consensus from the rangelands working group that

the final level of grazing on the Forest would be deter

mined on an allotment-by-allotment basis: AUMs on

some allotments will increase and some will decrease.

However, we estimate a decrease of approximately 3,700

AUMs in order to meet the goals and objectives defined

in our Forest Plan. EIS Chapters 2 and 4 analyze the

alternatives that maintain or increase AUMs. The Record

of Decision provides our rationale for selecting the Pre

ferred Alternative.

3. COMMENT: Any more cuts in AUMs will put us back

in the red-not to mention the impact it would have on

the community. (698)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan and B5 are programmatic

documents having detail consistent with program level

direction. That is, we cannot design or analyze site-specific

projects at this level. To achieve objectives of the Plan, we

must complete project-level design and analysis. We esti

mate a decrease of approximately 3,700 AUMs in order to

meet the goals and objectives displayed in the Plan. Re
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gional and local economic impacts are displayed for all

alternatives in Chapters 2 and 4 of the EIS.

4. COMMENT: The most efficient method of improving

range is to exclude cattle. (708)

RESPONSE: We disagree. By implementing intense graz

ing systems and proper stocking, we can meet the resource

objectives displayed in the Plan while avoiding major eco

nomic impacts to grazing permittees and the local econ

omy.

5. COMMENT: it is foolish to set out on a livestockAUM

reduction program with the intent to provide more forage

for a proposed 50 percent increase in the deer population

when the limiting factor of the deer herd is unknown.

(930)

RESPONSE: We are not implementing an AUM reduc

tion program. Rather, we estimated the effects of increas

ing deer herd numbers to levels consistent with goals

established in the State deer herd management plans. in

our site-specific analyses, deer herd needs will be consid

ered on an allotment-by-allotment basis.

6. COMMENT: We think to maintain the present AUMs

is reasonable. (992)

RESPONSE: We evaluated maintaining or increasing

AUMs in several alternatives (EIS Chapters 2 and 4). The

Record of Decision provides our rationale for selecting

the Preferred Alternative.

7. COMMENT: If the PRF is implemented, will livestock

reductions occur on an allotment-by-allotment basis

based on forage allocation? If so, what procedures will be

used? (1217)

RESPONSE: All allotments are evaluated on a case-by

case basis; stocking rates are adjusted according to the

condition of the range within each allotment. A technical

review team on the Warner Mountain Ranger District and

Coordinated Resource Management Plans on the Big

Valley, Devil’s Garden, and Doublehead Ranger Districts

are the methods we use to develop allotment management

Plans and conduct monitoring.

8. COMMENT: Draft Forest Plan, page 4-164, first sen

tence: how about changing “final” to “updated?” (1021)

RESPONSE: We have changed the Plan to read, “Use

technical review teams to update stocking rates and graz

ing systems on all allotments.”

9. COMMENT: What is current AUMs (1988)?

RESPONSE: We currently permit 122,500 AUMs.

10. COMMENT: The permitted numbers of livestock

should be hardwired into the computer as were other

constraints since the permitting system binds both par

ties to certain conditions. (1283)

RESPONSE: Grazing permits do not guarantee a con

stant number of animals on national forest land into per

petuity. Therefore, hardwiring permitted numbers in the

model would not be appropriate. For analysis purposes,

we hardwired AUMs in the CUR and IND alternatives.

However, this constraint resulted in unacceptable impacts

on other resources and uses. The Forest Plan and E18 are

programmatic documents having detail consistent with

program level direction. That is, we cannot design or

analyze site-specific projects at this level. To achieve ob

jectives of the Plan, we must complete project-level design

and analysis.

11. COMMENT: Why is there no allowance made for

different kinds of animals consuming the forage? How

can 100 yearlings (500-600-lb. steers or heifers) be as

sumed to consume the same amount as 100 cows or pairs

(cows with calves at side)? (1322)

RESPONSE: We do make allowance for yearlings: the

forage requirement of a yearling is 70% that of a cow/calf

pair.

12. COMMENT: We would like to see the range issue

question and response written in terms of correcting mgt

problems and adjusting livestock use to the carrying

capacity rather than how many AUMs will go to which

animal. (107)

RESPONSE: We agree. We will analyze each allotment

on a case-by-case basis and make appropriate adjustments

in stocking level. The forage estimate presented in the Plan

was for broad planning purposes only and should not be

construed as the final answer.
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1. COMMENT: See that cattle do not graze the meadows

to death so spawning gravels are not wilted by the rain

and melting snows. (43)

RESPONSE: Our standards and guidelines for riparian

areas are designed to protect and enhance these areas and

associated stream channels.

2. COMMENT: DEIS 3-74: why is MNF allowing contin

ued grazing on the 340,000 acres of range in poor condi

tion rather than allowing the land to recover? (1220)

RESPONSE: We feel that the Forest Standards and

Guidelines (Plan Chapter 4) allow for timely improvement

of all rangelands, including those considered in poor con
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dition. Exclusion is one management tool among many

that will be considered on a site-specific basis.

3. COMMENT: Is it true most range is in fair to poor

condition? This is very bad policy. Substantial reductions

or terminations are desirable until the range is in good

condition. (49)

RESPONSE: Yes, most rangelands are in fair to poor

condition. We feel that we can improve the condition of

the range through improved grazing systems without dras

tic reductions in livestock numbers. Some reductions,

however, are likely (EIS Chapters 3 and 4).

4. COMMENT: Dietary overlap and forage allocation

for deer is apparently calculated only on grass, forb and

bitterbrush areas. Dietary overlap is more extensive and

should include other areas and vegetation types. (364)

RESPONSE: We feel that the forage estimate is sufficient

for a broad planning document. We will handle the allo

cation on an allotment-by-allotment basis as the allot

ments are analyzed.

5. COMMENT: Range condition is to be measured here

by key forage plants. This does not include sensitive and

rare species that need to be inventoried, or put enough

weight on general diversity. (708)

RESPONSE: As allotments are analyzed sensitive and

rare plants are inventoried. As a part of the allotment

planning process if these populations are found, they are

protected or the physiological needs of the plant are met

to ensure the continued viability of the population.

6. COMMENT: Why was the impact of the 30% utiliza

tion standard not addressed in the DEIS? Figure 3-22

grazing management within riparian areas on page 3-96

of the DEIS shows approximately 55% of the current

management is continuous season long. The AMS for

riparian states approximately 45% in Table l is continu

ous season long within riparian areas. Ninety percent

cuts in alloted numbers may not avoid violating the 30%

standard (pers. comm. MNF personnel). The impact of

this standard is more than insignificant. (1283)

RESPONSE: The 50% and 30% utilization figures dis

played in the Forest Standares and Guidelines are con

tained in a guideline-not a standard. Guidelines allow

much flexibility in determining where and how they will be

applied on individual allotments. Because of such flexibil

ity, displaying impacts of this guideline for the entire

Forest is difficult and inappropriate. We will analyze and

evaluate the applicability of guidelines for each allotment
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in site-specific environmental analyses; and we will display

impacts at that time.

Figure 3-22 is correct and correlates with the 45% figures

shown in the AMS. Approximately 19,000 acres have been

identified as riparian areas on the Forest. Figure 3-22

shows that about 8,500 acres (nearly 45%) are currently

managed under continuous season-long grazing.

Even large reductions in stocking rates may not

substantially lower use in riparian areas or improve the

condition of those areas. Therefore, we must treat them

on a site-specific basis and consider management

alternatives, including intensive grazing strategies,

improvement to divert livestock from riparian areas, and,

where justified, exclusion fencing.

7. COMMENT: Will you require that cattle be removed

from the range at 30% utilization without first trying to

increase forage production? (1411)

RESPONSE: Utilization standards are analyzed and set

at the allotment level as one tool used to meet specific

management objectives. The utilization guidelines dis

played in the Plan provide Forest guidelines for complet

ing this effort while the “in general” qualifier allows

flexibility for the ranger districts to customize an allotment

management plan to deal with the specific conflicts en

countered on that allotment.

8. COMMENT: Page 4-151 ofthe small book reads; a. (S)

In general, manage livestock to meet the following utili

zation levels: 1. Under season long grazing use, < 30% of

the total annual grass/forb production. Who determines

the 30% figure and what studies were made to come up

with it? How are these standards going to be imple

mented? How and what time frame will be used in imple

menting these standards? (810)

RESPONSE: Our range conservationists, in conjunction

with permittees will determine utilization levels. Studies

to determine appropriate grazing levels have been con

ducted by the Forest Service and universities for more

than 40 years. We refined utilization criteria in the Forest

Standards and Guidelines for site-specific application in

the Riparian Area Prescription. AppendixT in the Forest

Plan discusses these criteria and their application, and

provides literature citations for further study. These

guidelines will be implemented on an allotment-by-allot

ment basis. We will start with allotments that are the most

critical, and work our way through all the allotments on

the Forest.

9. COMMENT: in the Standards & Guidelines 4-112

#Z-b (Plan) the Forest Service should be more liberal in

your interpretation of utilization. The 50% used and 50%

left that the Forest Service uses to determine if the range
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is overgrazed leaves a lot of forage that could be used.

(984)

RESPONSE: The reason for leaving 50% is to maintain

or enhance wildlife habitat, plant vigor, watershed condi

tion, etc. Forage production is not always the primary

objective for a particular land area.

10. COMMENT: Range forage allocation should be

maintained or increased to help the local economy. (1007)

RESPONSE: We analyzed several alternatives that con

sidered maintaining or increasingAUMs in EIS Chapters

2 and 4. The Record of Decision provides our rationale

for selecting the Preferred Alternative.

11. COMMENT: At what point does the accuracy of the

data fall below a level that is acceptable for even planning

purposes? The ElS does little to describe the highly spec

ulative nature of data. The reader is lead to believe that

the data is accurate. Use of a disclaimer would be appro

priate. (1217)

RESPONSE: We are not sure to which data you refer. We

feel all the data we used are acceptable for a broad pro

grammatic document like the Plan. We do not think a

disclaimer is necessary.

12. COMMENT: The Forest Service assumes that forage

production within a range site is the product of the mid

point of the condition class range times the potential

forage production. Under this procedure, it is assumed

that current forage production of a range site in fair

condition would be 38% of its potential production. Re

source Concepts disagrees that this assumption is a rea

sonable one. This one assumption has the potential for

producing substantial error in determining current for

age production on the Modoc National Forest. (1217)

RESPONSE: We feel this assumption is reasonable and

sufficient for a programmatic document such as the Plan.

We will continue to look at each allotment on an individual

basis and determine management and carrying capacity.

13. COMMENT: Attachment #2 provides the opinion of

the Calif. State range conservationist, Joel Brown, con

cerning this issue. Brown states in attachment #2:

“Underlying most misconceptions about range condi

tion/forage production is the belief that lower range con

dition and forage production are linearly related. I don’t

know ofany basis for this assumption. The basic assump

tion that current forage yield is the product of mean

condition class times the site potential to produce

bitterbrush, grass, and forbs is inherently wrong. The

yield of bitterbrush, grass, and forbs is not linearly re

lated to condition class. Was the assumption that mean

percent of condition class multiplied by the potential

production of grass, forbs, and bitterbrush equals cur

rent forage production subjected to any peer review from

outside the FS? If so, what entities were consulted?”

(1217)

RESPONSE: The linear relationship was not subjected to

peer review. We consulted with the Soil Conservation

Service on the use of the range sites that we used on a local

basis. We recognize that there is not a consistent linear

relationship between forage production and range condi

tion. However, we do feel that this assumption is valid for

estimates displayed in a programmatic document, such as

the Forest Plan. Actual carrying capacity will be deter

mined through site-specific analysis and monitoring.

14. COMMENT: The prescription of timber forage re

quirement is needed with forage given equal emphasis.

The need for winter deer feed is critical. The Forest is

short of bitterbrush and other deer feed. Deer winter on

private land 4 to 5 months each year. Some form of direct

payment should be made to the land owner. (749)

RESPONSE: We apply the Timber-Forage Prescription,

which strives to produce livestock and wildlife forage

equally with timber, to 110,291 acres distributed within

nine management areas (Plan Chapter 4). Because the

final number of deer is CDFG’s decision, determining

direct payments to the landowner is outside the scope of

the Plan. This estimate was used only for modeling pur

poses; actual allocation will be made on a site-specific

basis.

15. COMMENT: Before cattle are excluded from ripar

ian areas, the Forest Service should provide similar qual

ity and quantity of water. More water should be provided

in the uplands to encourage livestock distribution over

the total allotment before excluding cattle from the ripar

ian areas. (810)

RESPONSE: Before cattle are excluded or additional

waters developed, we will analyze each allotment for the

best use of forage, and to determine what improvements

are necessary to reach our objectives.

16. COMMENT: if all riparian areas were used only to

30% then all livestock and many wildlife species would

have to be removed from the Forest. The answer to ripar

ian improvements is on a case-by-case plan, not an arbi

trary unobtainable percentage rating. (1025)

RESPONSE: We agree. The 30% figure is a guideline in

the Forest Plan and may actually vary on a case-by-case

basis to accommodate unique situations encountered on

each allotment. However, if we cannot meet resource

objectives with other approaches, livestock may be re

moved early to meet the 30% criteria.

17. COMMENT: I would say that implementation ofthis

standard as to the reductions in grazing that it would
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cause has not been adequately researched in the economic

analysis of the Forest Plan. I would rather see a standard

set that would allow more flexibility so that Forest per

sonnel and cattlemen could take care of problem areas

and allow unabused areas to be managed as they are

currently: (1066)

RESPONSE: These utilization criteria are guidelines. We

will analyze each allotment on a case-by-case basis in

determining stocking levels. The AUM levels presented

are estimates of impacts that may occur as the Forest

meets its desired future condition displayed in the Goals

and Objectives section (Chapter 4) of the Plan.

18. COMMENT: I feel that there is great error in the

amount of forage production on the Forest. It is very

conservative. There were large acreages left out with no

forage allocation. It was classed as either unsuited or

some other analysis. It has no forage base for deer, yet

when the forage base is taken into consideration, then

deer is subtracted from the number of animal unit

months that is received for cattle. The deer comes out

first. What’s left goes for cattle and all of the base is not

in there. (1025)

RESPONSE: We will analyze allotments on a case-by

case basis to determine allocations. The information pre

sented in the Plan is for broad planning purposes; it does

not and cannot be interpreted down to a unit of land as

small as an allotment. We feel that our estimate of forage

production is reasonably accurate and sufficient for plan

ning purposes.

19. COMMENT: I recommend that the Forest Service

maintain current livestock numbers and monitor the

forage at the end ofthe grazing season for 3-5 years. There

should be sufficient information to fairly adjust livestock

numbers or deer numbers either upward or downward.

(1053)

RESPONSE: We will analyze allotments on a case-by

case basis and will make adjustments (either up or down)

based on that analysis. This process typically takes 3 years

to complete and is generally usedwhen a new management

scheme and stocking rate are being implemented.

20. COMMENT: Utilization limits should be included as

a strategy to allocate forage and to improve range condi

tions. it is clear that good integrated grazing mgt plans

are needed for each allotment and without them quick-fix

solutions, such as “adding stock tanks” (Plan 3-21), may

do more harm to wildlife and allotment condition than

good. (1260)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We agree.

21. COMMENT: An integral component ofMNF’s deter

mination of available forage production is the extent and
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class of range condition. There is no discussion provided

in the DEIS and Range AMS concerning how current

vegetation composition was determined for the MNF.

Based on discussions with MNF personnel, this data was

derived from a range analysis survey performed during

the 1960’s and verified by ranger district review. At what

level of intensity did the ranger districts review the 1960's

range analysis data in an attempt to update the results?

In approximate terms, what percent of area ofMNF was

upgraded and downgraded in condition class as a result

of the ranger districts‘ review of the data? What are the

percentages of the MNF permanent rangeland currently

in an upward and downward trend and how was trend

determined? (1217)

RESPONSE: The ranger district review was extremely

intense. About 10% was upgraded and about 10% was

downgraded. Trend in vegetation was determined by spe

cies composition. Trend in soil was determined by amount

of bare ground, evidence of erosion, amout of litter, etc.

Methodology for determining range condition is con

tained in the Range AMS which is available in the Forest

Supervisor's Office. EIS Chapter 3 displays range condi

tion and trend. .

22. COMMENT: 36 CFR 219.12(d) states, “Each Forest

Supervisor shall obtain and keep current inventory data

appropriate for planning and managing the resources

under his or her administrative jurisdiction.” Public

Range improvement Act section 4(a) requires the F8 to

maintain on a continuing basis an inventory of current

range conditions and trend on public rangelands. Does

the MNF consider they are in compliance with this regu

lation and law by utilizing data collected + 20 years ago?

Does the status of trend on MNF, based on professional

judgment, constitute a “record of trends of range condi

tion” as described by PRlA?

NEPA 1502.24 requires agencies to disclose any method

ologies used in the analysis and discussions within the

DEIS. Why did the MNF elect not to present methods

utilized to determine trend nor discuss the use of 1960’s

range analysis data to determine range condition? (1217)

RESPONSE:We feel that we are within all the regulations

that you cite. The methods we used to determine range

condition and trend were taken from the Range Environ

mental Analysis Handbook- California Region (R5). Al

though it was not referenced in the text of the AMS, it was

included in the reference section. Further, the Range

AMS, available in the Modoc National Forest Supervisor's

Officc, discusses methodology for determining range con

dition and trend.

23. COMMENT: In reference to methodology and scien

tific accuracy, 40 CFR 1502.24 states, “Agencies shall

insure the professional integrity, including scientific in
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tegrity, of the discussions and analyses in the environ

mental impact statements.” Does MNF consider the be

fore mentioned assumption as being scientifically

accurate? (1217)

RESPONSE: Yes, see above response.

24. COMMENT: Plan 4-17 states “Adjust permitted live

stock grazing to meet Forest S&Gs, including to improve

water quality, fisheries, and riparian areas, and meet

state deer herd goals.” As eluded to in the Plan and DEIS,

livestock grazing numbers will be reduced based on a

number of criteria. Yet, the MNF in its analysis, only

examines the etTects of livestock reductions resulting

from forage allocation to meet deer herd goals.

Why were all the effects of implementation of the S&Gs

not quantified in terms of livestock aum reductions?

Wouldn’t 40 CFR 1502.22 and 1502.16 require MNF to

address all of the reasonable foreseeable impacts to live

stock grazing? (1217)

RESPONSE: Effects of implementation are quantified

and displayed in Chapters 2 and 4 of the EIS. Estimate of

effects is based on implementation of the Forest-Wide

Standards and acreage allocation to a variety of manage

ment prescriptions. Guidelines, by definition, are not di

rective, nor points of decision. Rather, they provide

informal guidance for future site-specific analysis and

decision. Because guidelines may be implemented on a

site-specific basis it would have been unreasonable, if not

impossible, to model or estimate the resulting impacts. If

we incorporate guidelines into a particular site-specific

decision in the future, we will analyze and display the

impacts at that time.

25. COMMENT: lf livestock reductions portrayed in the

DEIS and Plan are for analysis purposes only, the docu

ments should clearly state this fact. In addition, the rea

sons why the info is suitable for analysis purposes only

should be included.

The values concerning current forage availability, deer

forage demand, and potential forage production should

be presented as “estimates” as opposed to fact.

MNF should list the assumptions used in estimated car

rying capacity and deer forage demand and the associ

ated potential for inaccurate results. (1217)

RESPONSE: We have modified the Plan to reflect that

these are estimates and that actual carrying capacity will

be determined on an allotment-by-allotment basis. EIS

Appendix B discusses modeling assumptions.

26. COMMENT: I question the data developed by Kerry

Gee on the effects of reduction on permitted use. As long

as l have seen ranch sales or assessor valuation, the

valuation of a ranch has been determined by the number

of livestock that a unit could run so a 20% reduction in

numbers could result in 20% decrease in the value of the

base property which could easily put some ranchers out

of business. (1272)

RESPONSE: We disagree. The 20% reduction may de

crease the value of the property, but would not necessarily

put people out of business. There are many other factors

involved in the profitability ofindividual ranches. As such,

these impacts are considered on an allotment-by-allot

ment basis and disclosed in site-specific environmental

documents.

27. COMMENT: in many management areas it is stated

that grazing should be managed for light use because of

wildlife. Salwasser states in his doctoral thesis that

“moderate summer grazing by livestock is generally ben

eficial to deer winter range.” (Salwasser PhD. thesis

1979). Recommendation - moderate use by domestic live

stock should be the goal in the deer winter range areas.

(1283)

RESPONSE: Livestock grazing on shrubs, if done prop

erly, is one method for keeping shrubs from becoming

decadent. In the Range Management Prescription, utili

zation standards were developed by the Range Work

Group for livestock and deer. These levels of utilization

will insure that sufficient forage is provided for deer winter

needs and plant recovery.

28. COMMENT: Plan 3-21 - Supply and Demand. The

statements on “current forage capacity” are confusing.

They seem to imply that there is no livestock overstocking

problem, butjust a technical problem in thatwildlife have

not been allocated enough AUMs. (107)

RESPONSE: We agree. The paragraph is confusing and

has been reworded in the final documents for clarification.

29. COMMENT: Plan 4-109 - Rangeland Mgt Rx: Range

- Mtce allotments. OK.

- Extensive Allotments. b. — Forage utilization stan

dards should be quantified, same as are in the Forest~

wide standards, or not mentioned. (107)

RESPONSE: We agree. These standards havebeen stated

in the Forest-wide Standards and do not need to be re

peated here.

30. COMMENT: For S&G 12.a.3, satisfactory condition

needs to be defined. (708)

RESPONSE: Satisfactory ecological condition is defined

in terms of range condition and trend. An area is consid

ered in satisfactory condition if it has a fair or better range

condition designation with static or upward trend. See EIS
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Chapter 3, and Plan Chapter 4, Range Standards and

Guidelines.

31. COMMENT: Somewhere in the new standards and

guidelines the Forest Service forgot that its original char

ter was to protect the local farmers and ranchers from

the large migrating herds of Miller and Lux and to im

prove the range for the local permittees. (940)

RESPONSE: Our original charter to improve the range

continues today as evidenced by the Forest’s strong com

mittment to balancing stocking levels and grazing capac

ity, displayed in the Forest Plan. Further, a review of our

grazing permit records indicate that the majority of graz

ingpermits on the Modoc National Forest are heldby local

farmers and ranchers, and constitute an important contri

bution to local agriculture.

  

1. COMMENT: Maintenance of the approximate pres

ent number of wild horses appears inconsistent with the

goals and objectives ofthe Plan. As stated at p.3-20 ofthe

Plan, “Allotments within horse territories are in the worst

ecological condition of any on the Forest.” How can eco

logical conditions be improved in these allotments if

horse numbers are not reduced? This Plan should revise

the 1985 Wild Horse Mgt Plan to reverse the trend of

environmental degradation from wild horses. (15)

RESPONSE: The statement about ecological condition

referred to damage done by more wild horses than we

currently have on the land. The current legislated number

of animals (305) is within the carrying capacity of the land.

With time and improved livestock management, the con

dition of the land will improve.

2. COMMENT: The removal of horses and burros from

the Modoc Forest would result in the improvement of:

water quality, less soil erosion, less over grazing, less over

all damage to range land and destruction of valuable

plant cover, more cost effective by: elimination of expen

sive round-up and holding pens. Elimination of costly

capture. Elimination of yearly mtce cost of captured ani

mals. The removal would release 4400 AUMs now allotted

to wild horses and burros for domestic livestock produc

tion. Wild horses and burros are not an endangered

species. (80)

RESPONSE: The Wild Horse and Burro Act requires

protection and management of horses on public land. The

number of animals is set by the Act: it is beyond our
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authority to change and, therefore, outside the scope of

this Plan.

3. COMMENT‘: The name wild horses is a misnomer.

Wild horses are domestic animals which were released on

the ranges during the settlement area of homesteading,

mining and later ranching and farming. (80)

RESPONSE: We agree. A better name is feral horses.

4. COMMENT: Plan 3-20 - Wild Horses: The statement

“Allotments within horse territories are in the worst eco

logical condition of any on the Forest,” raises several

questions. The statement seems to imply that the FS

knows the conditions of each allotment and uses some

criteria to judge some worse than others. Yet, this data is

not disclosed in the Plan. That statement should be clar

ified. if there is condition data on all allotments, it should

be part of the Plan. If not, the statement on wild horses

should be removed. (107)

RESPONSE: Wedisagree. Presenting this data in the Plan

is not appropriate because it is a programmatic document

having detail consistent with program-level direction.

However, we do agree the statement should be removed

from the Plan and have done so. EIS Chapter 3 shows

range condition figures.

5. COMMENT: 4-29 Range a. Are wild horses a benefit?

To whom? Are they having an adverse impact on wildlife?

At whoseexpense dowe continue to raise horses for future

“roundups” and captivity?

b. Why wait until 2000 to balance permitted grazing and

forage capacity? (126)

RESPONSE: Wild horses are a benefit to many people

who view them as a living symbol of the old west. As with

wildlife, grazing, or recreation management, the horses

are managed at taxpayers’ expense. The Wild Horse and

Burro Act requires the protection and management of

wild horses and burros on public lands. The PS does not

have the authority to change the Act. We are not “waiting"

until 2000 to balance permitted grazing and capacity. We

are analyzing allotments which are in less than satisfactory

condition. These analyses will point out necessary forage

improvement projects and stocking adjustments. The lag

between balancing use and capacity is due to the time

needed for vegetation to recover.

6. COMMENT: 1 agree with most of the provisions ofthe

Plan. Wild-horses should be controlled at levels not to

exceed present recommended levels. (1064)
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RESPONSE: The level of wild horse numbers was set by

Congress. We do not have the authority to increase or

decrease them.

7. COMMENT: Wild horses should be managed accord

ing to the ecosystem they are affecting, not a particular

population. Yet the goals give a set population, and the

objectives vaguely mandate “managingwild horses.” The

current 300 horses is an improvement from 1200 horses

in the past, but damage is still being done.(708)

RESPONSE: We agree and will evaluate horse numbers

(along with livestock and wildlife numbers) on an allot

ment-by-allotment basis, depending on the capacity of the

land. Our intent is to stock all ecosystems within their

carrying capacity. The number of horses we protect and

manage was set by Congress, and we have little discretion

to change the numbers.

8. COMMENT: Unfortunately, you simply reference

your Wild Horses Mgt Plan, so it is hard to tell what your

criteria were for setting the population numbers. if con

ditions are really as bad as you say, wild horses numbers

should be evaluated within the context of grazing allot

ment readjustments, sensitive plants, wetlands, and

other affected resources. (708)

RESPONSE: Congress set wild horse populations in the

Wild Horse and Burro Act, based on historical numbers.

We will evaluate populations on an allotment-by-allot

ment basis and adjust within the parameters allowed by

the Act.

9. COMMENT: lwould like to see the Forest address the

wild horse problem. if the horses were controlled it would

enhance the habitat for the wildlife, our deer and cattle

and all. (1376)

RESPONSE: If you desire more specific information, the

Devil’s Garden Plateau Wild Horse Management Plan is

available at the Forest Supervisor’s office. Horse numbers

are currently controlled at approximately 300 head as

directed by Congress in the Wild Horse and Burro Act.

10. COMMENT: The Plan does not properly address the

issue of controlling the increasing size of wild horse

herds. (1275)

RESPONSE: Controlling the horse herd is outlined in the

Wild Horse Management Plan which predates the start of

our land management planning process. We have had an

aggressive control program on the Forest since 1976. We

reached our management goal in 1983, and have main

tained it. The number of horses we protect was set by

Congress, and we have little authority to change it.

11. COMMENT: I think the Crowder horse (wild) herd

should be reduced. (1047)

  

RESPONSE: The Crowder Horse herd was a small herd

outside the defined territory and was totally removed in

1988.

12. COMMENT: Wild horses Plan p.3-20: delete last

sentence. (73)

RESPONSE: We agree and have done so.

13. COMMENT: Control wild horses by slaughter dur

ing feed shortage times for predators to protect game

animals. Discontinue present inhumane and expensive

disposal methods. (1174)

RESPONSE: Slaughtering wild horses is prohibited by

law. We strongly disagree that present methods of disposal

are inhumane. Our methods have been inspected by sev

eral animal protection organizations which have given

their approval. We do, however, agree that they are expen

sive.

 

' grammar"

1. COMMENT: Needs: To recognize the impact econom

ically of recreational rockhounds and their user day ac

counting. Past methods and the lack of our people’s

knowledge in the accounting process utilized in the plan

ning leaves a void. There are far more activities going on

in the known collecting areas, but there isn’t any report

ing going on. It is felt that there needs to be better signing,

posting of areas, and the placement of collection data

boxes for our members to use. (5)

RESPONSE: We recognize that recreational rock collect

ing is an important use on the Modoc and have tried to

reflect that value in the Forest Plan. We agree that we need

more signing, posting and data collection relative to recre

ational use on the Forest; but we feel that this is best dealt

with at the ranger district level as those needs are identi

fied.

2. COMMENT: Protect Bullseye and Blanche Lakes

from overuse, and develop hiking trails. (46)

RESPONSE: The Modoc National Forest Final Plan

identifies some recreation areas of overuse and proposes

management schemes to deal with this problem. Also,

standards and guidelines throughout the Plan are de

signed to prevent or halt natural resource degradation.

3. COMMENT: P. 4-33: Add under Section H: ...including

dissemination of information to public and private orga

nizations to encourage tourism. (101)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your suggestion; The Modoc

National Forest currently makes an effort to disseminate
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information to various organizations to encourage tourism

and will continue to do so in the future.

4. COMMENT: The alternative that correlates the best

to current and projected recreation use in Modoc County

is the RPD alternative. This alternative coordinates rec

reation, wildlife habitat improvement (improved deer

and wetland hunting) and visual resources to an accept

able timber management program. (126)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. However, we

feel that the Preferred Alternative provides the best over

all mixture of resource uses to benefit the needs of the

collective public who utilize the Forest. EIS Chapters 2

and 4 analyze all alternatives. The Record of Decision

provides our rationale for selecting the Preferred Alter

native.

5. COMMENT: Lava Beds south boundaryz-The Plan

includes an SPNM area on the southwest boundary. Our

[Conservationist] alternative would decrease the size of

this unit to the original roadless area plus an extension

to the east along the Tichnor Road to Section 6. Every

thing else would be recreation. (500)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We feel the

Forest Plan provides the most appropriate mix of recrea

tional opportunities in this area to meet the collective

needs of the public that use the Modoc NF.

6. COMMENT: As part of this recreational zone, Mount

Bidwell A (plus all of lower Bidwell Creek) and Mount

Vida areas are high enough quality for SPNM. (708)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We feel that

the mix of motorized and non-motorized prescriptions in

the Forest Plan is most appropriate in meeting the needs

of the collective public that use the Modoc NF National

Forest. Portions of the Mt. Vida and Bidwell area may

qualify for SPNM areas. However, most of this area was

heavily roaded and developed during the early 1900's for

the old Highgrade mining district.

7. COMMENT:—This would allow the railroad grade

which runs north of Cinder Butte to continue to be used

as a scenic through route to the Davis Road for both

motor vehicles and snowmobiles. It would also allow the

area near the Tichnor Road/Upper lce Cave junction to

continue to be used as a hunting and motorized dispersed

camping area. (500)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We didn’t

understand the comment adequately to respond.

8. COMMENT: The Sno-Park area planned on Medicine

Lake Road should have signed cross-country ski areas

associated with it. The railroad grade to Cinder Butte will

be probably designated for snowmobiles, so an alternate
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route should be marked. There is also a good loop to

southeast. (500)

RESPONSE: We are planning the winter Sno-Park area

on the Medicine Lake Road with a variety of winter rec

reation activities in mind, including both snowmobile and

cross-country ski routes.

9. COMMENT: The Forest Plan has only the developed

recreation prescription. This does not provide adequate

protection for recreation areas, as opposed to specific

sites. The goals, Standards and Guidelines, etc., provide

some protection for recreation uses, but base a lot of it on

fiat numbers— carrying capacity per acre ofROS classes,

rather than site—specific use criteria. (708)

RESPONSE: Undeveloped (dispersed) recreation areas

are addressed in the Forest Plan under the Standards and

Guidelines (Chapter 4) for all prescriptions. The Wilder

ness, Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized , and Visual Reten

tion Prescriptions emphasize dispersed recreation. Also,

we feel that the prescriptions adequately provide protec

tion and opportunities appropriate to those areas.

10. COMMENT: You have named Cave and Lily lakes,

and Plum Valley as sites needing rehabilitation; you have

already performed some at Bullseye and Blanche. This is

the type of thing you should be evaluating, with the total

use in an area secondary. People tend to concentrate.

Riparian areas draw people, and are easily impacted. The

number of people using Clear Lake in the Warners will

become critical before the total Warner use does, yet from

your total use per acre figures, you conclude there is no

problem, and doubt one will develop. (708)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan makes an effort to identify

impacts to the environment over broad land areas. Before

any rehabilitation work can begin, we must complete a

site-specific environmental analysis or design narrative at

each recreation area.

11. COMMENT: I would look at resource damage and

visitor experience at Clear Lake first. Developed recre

ation sites listed in the Plan should be managed accord

ing to the Plan’s prescription, except that VQO should be

retention and only hazard trees should be cut. (708)

RESPONSE: The Developed Recreation Prescription in

Plan Chapter 4 calls for a visual quality objective of Re

tention or Partial Retention.

l2. COMMENT: Dispersed recreation sites should have

at least partial retention VQO; the more popular ones

should have retention VQO. (708)

RESPONSE: The more highly used dispersed recreation

sites on the Forest have a visual quality objective of Reten

tion. Forest resource specialists felt that the Retention

VQO was an adequate rating to protect these sites from
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overdevelopmcnt impacts. See SPNM Management Pre

scription 4, standards and guidelines under Recreation.

13. COMMENT‘: 'li'ail construction should keep pace

with these increased demands. New trails should be lo

cated to avoid degradation of riparian areas and water

quality. Keywildlife areas such as raptor roosting site and

nesting areas or fawning areas should be avoided. (1260)

RESPONSE: The recreation (trails program) on the

Modoc National Forest varies from year to year because

the funding appropriated from Congress fluctuates annu—

ally. See Plan AppendixL -— TrailProgram . We also display

wildlife concerns and effects in a site-specific environmen

tal analysis whenever we design or plan trail work.

14. COMMENT: The Highgrade National Recreation

'Ii‘ail should be maintained and other trails should be

constructed. (708)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

15. COMMENT: Cave and Lily Lakes need protection

from current overuse, and should be managed under the

development Recreation prescription. (708)

RESPONSE: Cave and Lily Lakes are managed under the

Developed Recreation Prescription. See Plan Chapter 4:

Management Prescription 5, standards and guidelines,

under Recreation.

16. COMMENT: Highgrade (31): specific sites, particu

larly Cave and Lily Lakes, are already beyond currently—

developed capacity. Historic mines are deteriorating and

becoming safety hazards. Highgrade needs to be managed

mainly for its recreation and wildlife attributes. (708)

RESPONSE: Cave and Lilly Lakes are managed under

the Developed Recreation prescription in the Plan. Envi

ronmental safeguards are built into the standards and

guidelines for the Developed Recreation Site Manage

ment Prescription 5. Also, the Forest Service is not re

sponsible for the historic mining claims (safety hazards)

on private land on which most of the mining claims are

located.

17. COMMENT: Recreational use on Modoc National

Forest will increase faster than expected because of over

crowding in adjacent forests and the rapid growth in the

Reno and Redding standard metro areas. (1260)

RESPONSE: We considered the population growth phe

nomenon during the development and formulation of the

Final Plan. ElS Chapter 3 shows current and projected

demand; Appendix B discusses methodology for estimat

ing demand.

nize that the availability of all classes of recreational

opportunities are decreasing on southern, central and

adjacent forests; or that local Reno and Redding stan

dard metro areas, which have quick access to the Forest,

are rapidly growing. The Medicine Lake Highlands and

N. Warners campground overuse is just beginning. (1260)

RESPONSE: See response immediately above.

19. COMMENT: Recreation needs will have to be

planned for rather than reacted to with remedial action

as the LRMP proposes. The concept of recreation zones

to provide for recreational needs as proposed in the

Conservationists’ Alternative should be adopted to pro

vide for future recreation needs. (1260)

RESPONSE: We believe that we have adequately ac

counted for the expected increase in recreation through

the planning horizon. We also feel that the Plan provides

the goals, objectives, management direction, and prescrip

tions that provide for a diversity of recreational opportu

nities on the Forest. Plan Chapter 4 discusses management

direction. EIS Chapter 3 and Appendix B display pro

jected demand.

20. COMMENT: The visitors seem to be saying they like

the primitive experience. They don’t realize grazing is

part of the multiple use in the wilderness. (1296)

RESPONSE: Grazing is permitted in wilderness areas if

that use was established prior to enactment of the Wilder

ness Act of 1964. We try to explain to visitors and the

general public the variety of uses that are permitted on

national forests and their value.

21. COMMENT: It is the nonlocal, first-time users who

most need to be made aware that the wilderness experi

ence can be had within the grazing allotments, and is

compatible with the Wilderness’s multiple uses. The For

est Service should inform the public. (1296)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

22. COMMENT: Mining should be constrained to re

duce visual impacts, and the historic value and safety

problems of old mines should be evaluated. (708)

RESPONSE: Operators of existing or proposed mining

activities on the Modoc National Forest must meet the

visual quality objectives and landscape rehabilitation ob

jectives for the areas which they wish to use. Safety prob

lems associated with old mines are subject to state mining

laws and regulations.

18. COMMENT: The LRMP assumes that visitor use for

all categories will only increase slowly. it does not recog

23. COMMENT: Discourage all activities that could just

as easily take place in equally acceptable settings. Activi

ties such as bicycle races, marathon runs, strong man

events, mountain biking, ORV events, motorcycle races,

etc. (1223)
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RESPONSE: Generally speaking, we discourage organ

ized competitive events. However, we evaluate proposals

for competitive events on an individual basis.

24. COMMENT: It is important that the multiple use

concept be implemented to the fullest extent. Recreational

opportunities should be enhanced and developed with as

much roaded access as possible. (1057)

RESPONSE: Developed recreation opportunities are en

hanced and developed in a Roaded-Natural type of set

ting. However, Primitive and Semi-Primitive recreation

experiences are located in roadless settings. We try to

provide a wide array of recreation opportunities. While

some types of recreation experiences are facilitated by

roaded access, others are best carried out in a more

primitive setting.

25. COMMENT: I support the Preferred Alternative,

and its long range goals. Study could be enhanced by the

following information:

— Concerns 2-4; developed/dispersed recreation —The

recreational rockhound roams the areas not generally

used by the tourist. We are more akin to the hunters,

etc., and need access. We utilize the merchants in the

smaller outlying towns.

— Concerns 2-6; Recreational rockhounds, although not

consistently proper in their application, are very

much concerned with the visual resource and its val

ues to the planning staif. (5)

RESPONSE: We appreciate your support. We feel that

the Forest Plan adquately incorporates your concerns.

26. COMMENT: Summary page 22-recreation sec

tion- Compare figures. in 1981, total recreation use was

377,400 recreation visitor days (RVDs). The paragraph

goes on to state that the Forest provides a practical

capacity of 165,000 RVDs but use is currently at 50 per

cent! This means that RVDs should be at 82,500 RVDs

instead of 377,400 which is stated. Also, with growth

projections below the 1.8 percent statewide growth pro

jection, why/how are RVDs going to rise to 131,000 RVDs

by 2010? is this increase strictly in the hunting and

fishing section? (126)

RESPONSE: Thank you for pointing this out. The 165,000

RVD figure was meant as a capacity figure for developed

recreation. We corrected the paragraph in the EIS and

Plan. Eis Chapter 3 and Appendix 8 include projections

of recreation use and methodologies for determining

those projections.

27. COMMENT: Alternative - PRF page 2-65 - Third

paragraph — Need specific data that supports the general

statement that “the general character of the wilderness is

the same, but the number of recreationists doubles and
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they may use this area more than other parts of the

Forest.” This use pattern unsupported by growth trends,

is in contrast to current and projected recreation major

uses.

Alternative PRF page 2-68- Under the section recre

ation,what data supports the rise in M/RVD between the

first and second decade? 1.38 M/RVD per year (between

first and second decades) exceeds projected growth rates

for this area. (126)

RESPONSE: Predicting the created environment of the

Wilderness in the year 2030 is difficult; but the State of

California Economic Development Division and the

Board ofTourism point toward population increases in all

the major cities. This increased populace will undoubtedly

look for recreation opportunities on national forests. Also,

the Modoc National Forest recreation use data shows

steady increases of people recreating in the South Warner

Wilderness over the past 10 years. EIS Chapter 3 and

Appendix B include projections of recreation use and

supporting discussions of methodology.

28. COMMENT. Alternatives PRF page 2-68-Under

Recreation, why does the first decade, hunting-related

dispersed M/RVD (92.9) fall below the baselines 1982

M/RVD of (98.4)? (126)

RESPONSE: As is pointed out in the EIS, the California

Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) had an imposed

quota on mule deer hunting which covered the Modoc

National Forest in 1984. The quota reduced big game

hunting participation by 36%, thus causing a decrease

from the baseline 1982 figure. ElS Chapter 3 and Appen

dix B show methodologies and assumptions for determin

ing hunting-related RVDs.

29. COMMENT: Draft Forest Plan, page 4-162, last sen

tence. Add recreational and domestic purposes. (1021)

RESPONSE: Your comment has been incorporated in the

Final Plan.

30. COMMENT: The use figures in RVDs are not very

meaningful without additional information and analysis.

How many visitors were involved? How many overnight

visits were there? Conversely, how many day visits? How

far did the average visitor get past the boundary, or entry

point? What was the size of the average party? Range of

party size? (1263)

RESPONSE: We tried to capture the information that you

requested in the EIS and Plan. Some information items

simply are not available and, therefore, are not included

in the Plan.

31. COMMENT: The main pressure seems to be coming

from recreation.They said there are 12,000 DVS.They say

that one DVA is only 12 hours so you can see there are
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6,000 rather than 12,000 visitors; 40 percent ofthe visitors

are local people, so ifyou knock that down to 6,000, knock

off 40 percent of that, you're only talking about 4,000

outside visitors. (1296)

RESPONSE: One RVD or Recreation Visitor Day is

equal to twelve hours of recreation use in any combination

of persons and hours, i.e., one person for 12 hours, 3

persons for 4 hours, etc. EIS Appendix B provides a

discussion on recreational use calculations and projec

tions.

32. COMMENT: PRF Management Plan/The statement

in the Plan which says the Wilderness area will be man

aged for a primitive recreation experience creates the

misconception in the public sector that this is true prim

itive, pristine, wilderness, which it is not. (1296)

RESPONSE: Relative to developed recreation sites and

motorized areas the recreation experience in the wilder

ness is of a primitive nature. One of our objectives for the

South Warner Wilderness is to manage it for primitive

recreation opportunities. See the standards and guidelines

of the Wilderness Prescription 2, in Plan Chapter 4.

33. COMMENT: It’s never stated anywhere in the Plan,

but the implication seems to be that improvements in

recreational opportunities might somehow offset losses

to the local economy due to reduced timber harvest and

grazing allotments by enhancing tourism revenue. This is

simply not possible. (1407)

RESPONSE: The Timberlands Working Group, com

posed of concerned local citizens, noted that the recre

ation potential ofthe Forest may be a way to help revitalize

the local‘economies. We feel that the tourism generated

from the recreation potential of the Forest has the poten

tial of substantially contributing to the economies of the

local communities. See ElS Chapters 3 and 4 and Appen

dix, Socio-Economic sections.

34. COMMENT: 4-7. Recreation — item 5. This approach

could be applied to livestock and timber uses. (364)

RESPONSE: We agree. See the standards and guide

lines under the range and timber prescriptions in Plan

Chapter 4.

  

Instant.

1. COMMENT: I am for more developed recreation

areas. (108)

  

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan provides for a variety of

recreational experiences including developed recreation.

2. COMMENT: 1 support the Preferred Alternative and

its long range goals. it is felt the study could be enhanced

by the following information: concerns 3-22; developed

recreation-during good weather, the facilities at Plum

Valley should post an almost 100 percent use rate with

about 68 percent of that by the recreational rockhounds.

(5)

RESPONSE: We recognize that rockhounds constitute an

important component of the total recreation use on the

Modoc National Forest, particularly in the North

Warners. However, we have no information to substanti

ate the 68% you mentioned in your comment.

3. COMMENT: Developed recreation sites listed in the

Plan should be managed according to the Plan’s prescrip

tion, except theVQO should be Retention and only hazard

trees should be cut. (500)

RESPONSE: We will manage all developed recreation

sites according to the Plan’s prescriptions. However, as

noted in the Developed Recreation Prescription, Partial

Retention is an acceptable management level because

Retention is not always practicable or desired in a devel

oped site setting. Under the timber section of this pre

scription we state that tree stands will be managed to

enhance scenic and recreation values. Timber production

is not emphasized in these areas.

4. COMMENT: Highgrade (MA 31): Cave and Lily

Lakes need protection from current over-use and should

be managed under the Developed Recreation Prescrip~

tion. (500)

RESPONSE: The Forest realizes and displays in the EIS

and Plan the current overuse situation occurring at the

Cave and Lily Lakes area. We currently manage this area

under a Developed Recreation Prescription. We will de

velop site-specific plans to address the carrying capacity

of these sites and future expansion.

5. COMMENT: Coordinate with Cal-‘Hans and Modoc

County for earth spoil areas to create parking for recre

ational areas. Initiate and continue regular contacts with

local groups such as our committee regarding needs for

new campgrounds, rest room facilities, and day trip

amenities along scenic driving routes. Implement a feasi

bility study for construction of an amphitheater to make

it possible for event-specific activities to be developed by

local performing artists and groups. Some modification

is necessary for the Forest to pursue a more aggressive

recreation site development program. (973, 1252)

RESPONSE: We feel that the Forest Plan provides an

adequate foundation on which we can build an aggressive
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recreation program such as you suggested. We will de

velop site-specific recreation plans to implement the in

tent of the Forest Plan, and continue our efforts to

coordinate with Cal-Trans and Modoc County.

6. COMMENT: 3-23. dispersed recreation-first para

graph. The average number of pronghorn hunters using

the Modoc National Forest should be included in the first

paragraph along with the numbers for deer hunters.

3-24. Opportunities. There is no mention made of the

opportunity to increase recreational use of wildlife. Due

to the remoteness from large population centers, rela

tively little nonappropriative use occurs. (364)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 3-Ajfected Environment dis

plays pronghom hunter-days in Table 3-21 ("Wildlife and

Fish Recreational Use"). See footnote 1. Appendix B

displays supporting methodology for hunting and recre

ation projections.

7. COMMENT: Additional RVDs generated by camping

associated with hunting need to be more completely ex

plained. E.g., if a party enters the Forest to hunt, camps

for 2 nights, and leaves on the third day, how do you

allocate the total time between camping and hunting?

(1263)

RESPONSE: If a person comes to the Forest specifically

to hunt during the hunting season, then we would record

hunting over camping in this case. EIS Appendix B ex

plains hunting and recreation calculations.

8. COMMENT: DEIS 3-202 predicts a 60% increase in

wildlife use during the next 50 years. Yet Table 3-23 shows

a major decrease from 1981 to 1984. Why does Schweitzer

predict a turnaround in this trend? (1263)

RESPONSE: Please remember that in 1984, the Califor

nia Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) imposed a

quota on mule deer hunting covering the Modoc National

Forest vicinity. In 1984, the quota reduced big game hunt

ing participation by36%, thus causing a decrease from the

1981 to the 1984 figures. In addition, mule deer hunting

comprises only a portion of the projected increase. Non

consumptive wildlife uses and fishing also increased dra

matically during that time period and are projected to do

so in the next decade.

- testRéeééiibh

1. COMMENT: California ORV Association (CORVA)

thinks that having information available at the trailhead

is a good idea (DLMP, page L-l). increased user aware

ness benefits everyone. The ORV map included with the

DLMP is the type of information that should be posted at

trailheads, ranger stations, and campgrounds. The pub
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lic should be able to purchase this kind of map at all

ranger stations, forest offices, and even at the Regional

Offices.

The Forest Service should communicate with local ORV

clubs and with the larger statewide organizations like

CORVA and the California Association of Four-Wheel

Drive Clubs to spread the word about specific manage

ment concerns (DLMP, page L-l). CORVA feels it is very

important to solicit public feedback and supports Forest

Service efforts to involve the public in its management of

the Forest (DLMP, pages 4-7).

CORVA supports the Forest Service desire to have orga

nizations assist in the maintenance of road, trails, and

supporting recreational facilities (DLMP, pages l-3).

CORVA also recommends that the Forest Service enlist

the support of the ORV community to help plan and

develop new ORV opportunities and necessary facilities.

Since ORV recreation makes up a major portion of the

recreational use the Forest receives (DLMP, pages 3-23,

4-266; DEIS, page Summary-22), CORVAencourages any

plan to increase ORV opportunities. CORVA endorses

the construction of self-guided interpretive routes for

ORVs (DLMP, p. 3-24; DEIS, p. 3-89) and special ORV

travel routes (DEIS, p. 2-110). CORVA wants the Forest

Service to develop new and expand existing ORV oppor

tunities as the demand for such opportunities will be

increasing (DEIS, p. 3-89).

To facilitate such projects, CORVA strongly recommends

the Forest Service to participate in the State’s “Green

Sticker” Program to obtain funds for increasing or im

proving ORV recreational opportunities. (344)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments and sugges

tions. We agree that open communications and strong

partnerships with CORVA and other ORV organizations

can be extremely beneficial to all parties as we begin to

implement the Forest Plan. We feel that the Plan provides

a wide array of recreation opportunities including ORV

use and will provide a strong foundation for accomplishing

many of the suggestions you’ve proposed in your com

ments.

2. COMMENT: The monitoring plan set forth (DLMP,

p. 5-11) appears to be adequate. The monitoring plan,

however, does not address how potential ORV problems

will be dealt with. What specific criteria is used to deter

mine if a problem area should be closed or needs addi

tional restrictions? How does public participation fit in?

These matters need to be covered in a comprehensive

ORV plan. (344)

RESPONSE: We agree. As noted in the Forest Plan,

Appendix A, an OHV plan for the Modoc National Forest
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will be developed in the near future. We will use this

detailed guide as a tool for Forest Plan implementation.

3. COMMENT: Highgrade (MA31): Highgrade needs to

be managed mainly for its recreation and wildlife attri

butes. The remaining Mt. Bidwell B block should have the

recreation prescription. (500)

RESPONSE: We agree that recreation and wildlife are

important attributes in the Highgrade Management Area.

We have allocated over 3,000 acres of the area to the

semi-primitive nonmotorized prescription which empha

sizes dispersed recreation. We will apply the Developed

Recreation Prescription (Plan Chapter 4) to maintain or

enhance current recreation facilities in the area.

4. COMMENT: All of the Crane Mountain, Mount

Bidwell A (plus all of lower Bidwell Creek) and Mount

Vida areas are high enough quality for SPNM. (500)

RESPONSE: Much of the area you mention is already

contained in SPNM areas in the Final Plan. However, the

presence ofnumerous roads and developments in this area

make part of this area inappropriate for SPNM designa

tion.

5. COMMENT: Dispersed camping areas deserve pro

tection. Protection of these scattered camps from road

building, logging, or other disturbing activities is sound

resource management. (551)

RESPONSE: We agree. The more popular and highly

used dispersed camping sites on the Forest are protected

from overdevelopment by a Partial Retention VQO rating.

See the management prescriptions pertinent to recreation

in the Plan, Chapter 4.

6. COMMENT: 4-32= Recreation - Are semi-primitive

non-motorized areas to be provided for, or are the wilder

ness areas already in place supposed to provide this type

of recreation? (126)

RESPONSE: The South Warner Wilderness on the

Modoc National Forest does provide for a semi-primitive

non-motorized recreation experience. However, because

the Wilderness amounts to only about 4% of the entire

Forest, we emphasize other semi-primitive non-motorized

areas to help respond to this type of recreational demand.

7. COMMENT: Summary pg. 15 — Question accuracy of

dispersed recreation graph. If road construction miles

(road construction graph same page) are highest under

RPD Alternative and IND Alternative, why isn’t the dif

ference reflected in RVDs under dispersed recreation

graph? (126)

RESPONSE: RVDs for dispersed recreation are based on

recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) classifications.

Each ROS class has a unique per acre PAOT (persons at

one time) coefficient. RVDs are derived from PAOT

figures. As displayed in EIS Chapter 3-Afi'ected Environ

ment, the Forest has excess capacity in each ROS class as

compared to existing use. Further, overall projected use,

although increasing, will not exceed even 25% of current

capacity. Because supply substantially exceeds demand,

no value is given excess RVD capacity that maybe created

through a variety of actions including road construction.

EIS Appendix B discusses supporting methodologies for

projected dispersed recreation.

8. COMMENT: Summary pg. Iii-Question accuracy of

semi-primitive recreation graph. Why the downfall in the

second decade with IND Alternative? Why isn’t IND Al

ternative at same levels as RPD Alternative? (126)

RESPONSE: We allocated approximately 23,00 acres to

the Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized Prescription under

RPD. We allocated no acres to that prescription under

IND. As a result, we would expect, even with similiar road

construction values for both alternatives, a faster conver

sion of current SPNM to roaded-natural acres under the

IND alternative than under the RPD alternative.

9. COMMENT: During the course of reviewing the

DLMP and the DEIS, several conflicts in the amount of

Forest open to ORVs was noted. The amount of land open

to ORVs varied from 94% (DEIS page 3-86; DLMP, page

3-23) to 90% (DEIS, page 4-70) to 87% (DEIS, page 4-68)

to 60% (DEIS, page 2-71; DLMP, pages 2-4, 4-18). It is very

confusing. An explanation ofhow these figures are deter

mined is needed. Table 2 in the DEIS should accurately

reflect the amount of Forest open to ORVs. CORVAhopes

that the greatest number of acres would be open to ORV

recreation. (344)

RESPONSE: We realize that the presentation may seem

confusing. However, please be aware that those figures

you mention are for different alternatives. For instance,

the 94% shown in Chapter 3 of the EIS represents what

has occurred in our selected base year (1982) while the

90% figure displayed in Chapter 4 represents the conse

quences of implementing the Industry Alternative. Under

the Preferred Alternative and Forest Plan, at least 60% of

the Forest remains open for OHV use.

10. COMMENT: The Forest Service must show on the

ORV map all the areas where ORV use is permitted,

restricted, or closed, especially seasonal closures (DLMP,

p. 4-132), tree plantations, highly sensitive watersheds,

wildlife management closures, etc., in accordance with

executive order #11644. The ORV map does not accu

rately reflect closures due to tree plantations, seasonal

closures,_etc., and is misleading. The statistic that 94% of

the Forest is open to ORVs is also suspect. (344)
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RESPONSE: The OHV map shown in the Plan is only a

general purpose map. We are developing a detailed map

as part of the OHV Plan which we will complete after the

Forest Plan is released.

  

1. COMMENT: I strongly support the proposal to re

duce the amount of Forest land available to ORVs from

96% to 60%. It would have been helpful to have had more

explanation in the Plan whether this reduction would

alleviate the resource damage that is now resulting from

ORV use and how the Forest will enforce this new stan

dard. (l6)

RESPONSE: Reducing acreage open to OHV use would

not, by itself, alleviate resource damage in those areas

where it is now occurring. However, the Fcrest-wide Stan

dards and Guidelines (Facilities) in Forest Plan Chapter

4 provide for resource protection and rehabilitation as

follows: 3.(G) Manage and maintain the transportation

system to protect soil, water, and all other resource values.

Close local roads as needed to meet these objectives. De

velop road closure and OHVplans.

Standards and guidelines in the Semi-primitive

Non-motorized Dispersed Recreation Prescription

(Facilities) provide additional levels of protection: 1. (S)

Roads required for admistrative purposes or for access to

adjacent areas will be controlled by locked gates. All other

roads will be closed or obliterated. Roads may be converted

to trails for access to sites or to provide linkage with other

trails. EIS Chapter 4 discusses impacts.

2. COMMENT: [proposed Plan] 2-4. Recreation. Dis

persed Recreation. The present ORV plan is too permis

sive of ORV use in critical wildlife areas such as deer

winter ranges and antelope kidding areas, etc. (364)

RESPONSE:We disagree. We feel that the Standards and

Guidelines contained in the Forest Plan (Chapter 4) pro

vide ample protection for critical wildlife areas relative to

OHV use. General direction for road construction and

maintenance is contained in the Facilities section: 3.(G)

Manage and maintain the transportation system to protect

the soil, water,and all other resource values. Close local

roads as needed to meet these objectives. Develop road

closure and OHVplans.

In addition, numerous standards and guidelines prohibit

or restrict OHV use in or near critical habitat during

sensitive periods. For example, under the wildlife and fish

standards and guidelines item K. directs: On mule deer

winter ranges where OHVuse is demonstrated to adversely

afiect deer, institute OHVclosuresfrom December 1 through

March 31. EIS Chapter 4 discusses impacts.

193 - OHV/ORV Use

3. COMMENT: We recommend more road closures and

restrictions of ORV use, particularly where such use is

purely recreational. (701)

RESPONSE: We believe the Forest Plan provides for a

balanced mixture of recreational opportunities including

motorized recreation. However, as you suggest, we have

incorporated numerous standards and guidelines which

prohibit or restrict OHV use in certain areas for soil

water,and other resource protection.

4. COMMENT‘: It is not known if the Department ofFish

and Game coordinates their tag increases with your office

for monitoring purposes? This is not discussed in your

Plan. (1235)

RESPONSE: Harvest levels of State species are the re

sponsibility of the Department of Fish and Game; there

fore we did not specifically address them in the Forest

Plan. However, State harvest strategies-particularly

quota limitations, habitat capability information, and ex

pected increases in human population— are all considered

in projections of hunting-related dispersed recreation.

This process is detailed in Appendix B, Modelling and

Analysis Process, of the EIS.

5. COMMENT: DEIS [-19: What are the advantages/dis

advantages of all roadless areas being designated wilder

ness? (1248)

RESPONSE: After the 1978 Roadless Area Review and

Evaluation, the Forest Service recommended five areas

for incorporation into the South Warner Wilderness:

Granger, .less, Mill, Parker and Pepperdine. On Septem

ber 28, 1984, the California Wilderness Act (Public Law

98-425) added these areas (1,940) to the South Warner

Wilderness. This process is discussed in EIS Chapter

3-Aflected Environment. All other roadless areas were

released from consideration for this round of Forest Plan

ning. For information purposes the released areas are

displayed in Appendix E of the EIS. Because the areas

were released from further consideration under the Cali

fornia Wilderness Act, we did not conduct an analysis of

the advantages or disadvantages of wilderness designa

tion.

6. COMMENT: Change the management definition of

“ORV” to refiect actual and real use of the Forest. Here

is an urgent need for another category or revision of D

level definition to accommodate these 4WD

roads/travelways which enable needed remote recrea

tional access. Manage the primitive Forest roads open

unless signed closed. Explicitly define a road as any

travelway greater than 40 inches in width. Use coopera

tive user programs such as Adopt-A-Trail/Road to assist

in management solutions. Strongly request that you add

a strategy to consider the successes of user-cooperative
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programs such as Adopt-A-Ti'aillRoad. We request that

you reverse the increasing closure of public lands to4WD

vehicular use through sharing management responsibil

ities with involved user groups. (6)

RESPONSE: We agree that we have many opportunities

on the MNF to enhance OHV use through cooperative

programs and partnerships with OHV organizations.

However, we feel the most appropriate place to forge

these partnerships and incorporate your suggestions is in

a definitve OHV plan. We will prepare an OHV plan

following Forest Plan release, and strongly urge you to

share in the development of this plan.

7. COMMENT: Always when an area is clearcut, the

4WD travelways/jeep trails are closed. Since no onewould

like to hike through a wasteland of stumps and brush,

and intrusion sensitive game has left, why not consider

these timbering intensive areas for ORV recreation? (6)

RESPONSE: We often close clearcut areas to vehicular

travel following harvest to meet other management objec

tives associated with soil, water or wildlife concerns, or to

prevent damage to reseedings. In many cases we retain the

road system servicing the clearcut to provide motorized

recreation opportunities and facilitate future timber har

vest.

8. COMMENT: The higher mobility of handicapped and

the growing elderly sector of the population requires

motorized means to experience the remote beauty of na

ture. (6)

RESPONSE: We agree and feel that the Forest Plan

provides an appropriate mix ofrecreational opportunities,

including motorized recreation.

9. COMMENT: I also oppose the Zone B designation on

the ORV legend surrounding the private land I own at

McClure Springs, T.40N., R.9E., Sections 28 8: 29. i need

to keep access open for motorized vehicles. (1026)

RESPONSE: By designating the area surrounding your

private land as Semi-primitive Non-motorized (SPNM)

Dispersed Recreation, we intended to emphasize high

quality, non-motorized dispersed recreation in a natural

appearing environment. Generally, we do not construct

permanent roads nor allow public access by vehicle in

SPNM areas. However, exceptions may include roads for

administrative purposes or access to adjacent areas as

stated in the Standards and Guidelines for the SPNM

prescription in Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan under Facili

ties: 1. (S) Roads requiredfor administrativepurposes orfor

access to adjacent areas will be controlled by locked gates.

All other roads will be closed or obliterated. Roads may be

converted to trails for access to sites or to provide linkage

with other trails.

10. COMMENT: What is the meaning of “restricted”

with respect to ORV use? How can ORV use in riparian

areas be “restricted” or “prohibited”? (1248)

RESPONSE: Relative to OHV use, restrictions can in

clude seasonal closures of roads or particularly sensitive

areas. OHV restrictions could also include constraining

use of OHVs to established roads. Additionally, restric

tions could apply to the type of vehicle allowed. For in

stance, an over-the-snow vehicle maybe allowed in an area

during the winter where a 4WD vehicle would be prohib

ited at any time. OHV use can be restricted or prohibited

in riparian areas in several ways, including physical closure

or obliteration of roads and compliance with administra

tive closure orders.

11. COMMENT‘: Under what specific circumstances

would Forest entertain closure of “large areas of the

Forest” to ORV use? Where might these closures occur?

Areas listed according to priority of closure. Advisability

of reevaluation of ORV closure plan at FMP-DEIS stage.

Definition of “outstanding ORV opportunities.” Loca

tion of outstanding ORV sites. (1248)

RESPONSE: In the Forest Plan we allocate 23,013 acres

to the Semi-primitive Non-motorized Dispersed Recre

ation Prescription. Under this Prescription permanent

roads are not constructed and public access by vehicle is

not allowed. This essentially would constitute a closure in

terms of OHV use. Because large portions of the Forest

are already roaded, outstanding opportunities for motor

ized recreation already are available on the Modoc.

We will develop a comprehensive OHV plan after release

of the Forest Plan. In the OHV plan, we will discuss in

detail road obliteration, closure, and management.

Addressing those details in a broad programmatic

document, such as the Forest Plan, is inappropriate.

12. COMMENT: Closures should also be used to protect

environmentally sensitive lands. (128)

RESPONSE: We commonly close roads to meet many

management objectives including protection of environ

mentally sensitive areas, as emphasized in the following

excerpt from the Forest-Wide Standards and Guidelines

in Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan: (G)Manage and maintain

the transportation system toprotect soil, water, and all other

resource values. Close local roads as needed to meet these

objectives. Develop road closure and OHVplans.

13. COMMENT: I do not approve of“keeping 60% of the

Forest open to ORVs.” I suspect this could be reduced

somewhat by closing several old roads no longer needed

for logging. (189)
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RESPONSE: The 60% refers to acreage which does not

specifically prohibit OHV use. This does not preclude us

from closing individual roads which are no longer being

used and have the potential to cause resource damage or

interfere with other management objectives. After the

Forest Plan is released, we will develop an OHV and road

closure plan which more specifically addresses road man

agement and closure on the Forest.

14. COMMENT: Label sensitive areas as Zone C, and

change the wording to “designated” roads. The Modoc

National Forest could simply sign a few roads, rather

than signing whole boundaries of off-limits areas. The

Park’s south boundary plus Highgrade and Medicine

Lake recreation areas (exclusive of SPNM, which should

be Zone B), should have this designation, as should a

buffer around all developed recreational sites. The wet

lands portion of the DGRD (the entire thing, not just the

wetlands), should be Zone C. All roadless areas not des

ignated as SPNM and all cultural areas should be Zone

C. Deer winter range and fawning areas, pronghorn kid

ding areas, sage grouse use areas, and sensitive plant

areas could be protected by seasonal closures, but it

would seem much more effective to make them Zone C

also, for reasons given above.

Add a ROS for semi-primitive Zone C, and apply this to

all areas listed below under the Zone C, ORV prescrip

tion. Uses should include hiking, fishing, hunting and

camping. Allow vehicle travel on designated roads; pro

hibit ORV use. Change Zone C ORVClass to “designated

roads only, ” and add areas listed below. Prohibit ORV

use in all wet or dry meadows, sensitive stream crossings,

geologic features, sensitive wildlife habitats, and tree

plantations as well. (500)

RESPONSE: Zone C currently prohibits vehicle travel off

of existing roads and trails and has provisions for closure

of designated roads.

We feel that Zone C is appropriately defined and applied

on the Modoc’s land base; we retained the presentation in

the Final EIS and Plan. Standards and Guidelines in

Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan address sensitive areas and

critical habitats: S&Gs provide seasonal restrictions and

prohibition of OHV use in these areas.

15. COMMENT: The ORV map is supposed to show

areas subject to seasonal closure (per Raptor Manage

ment Prescription), and does not do so. The map should

show these seasonal closure areas for all prescriptions.

(500 )

RESPONSE: Forest Standards and Guidelines stipulate

seasonal closures for numerous critical habitats. Closed

roads or sites may vary from year to year and site to site;

therefore, displaying seasonal closure areas in a program

matic map such as the one accompanying the Forest Plan
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is inappropriate. After the Forest Plan is released, we will

develop an OHV and road closure plan which details

individual road and site closures.

l6. COMMENT‘: Bicycle ‘Ii-ails Council wants the Modoc

LMP to contain a specific action plan to deal with off-road

bicycle recreation. Recommend developing mountain

bike opportunities. (338 )

RESPONSE: After the Forest Plan is released we will

develop an OHV plan. We invite the Bicycle Trails Coun

cil to share in development of that plan and enhance

opportunities for mountain bike recreation.

l7. COMMENT‘: Allow mountain bikes in all areas ex

cept primitive-where horses should not be allowed ei

ther. (556 )

RESPONSE: Mountain bikes are allowed in all areas

except the Wilderness.

18. COMMENT: Tionesta (63): The Sno-park area

planned on Medicine Lake Road should have signed

cross-country ski areas associated with it. (708 )

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan is a broad, programmatic

planning document that provides overall direction for

various resource programs on the Forest. We do not ad

dress site-specific developments, such as the Sno-park, in

the Forest Plan. For more information, please contact the

Doublehead Ranger District headquartered in Tulelake.

19. COMMENT: What restrictions on “people creating

additional trails to access firewood areas?” What restric

tions on people accessing “firewood areas”? Any stan

dards? Enforcement on where and what trees cut? (1248)

RESPONSE: Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines and

the standards and guidelines contained in management

prescriptions (Plan Chapter 4) provide directions for the

firewood program on the Forest. Enforcement is accom

plished through the Forest’s firewood permit system; and

Forest personnel in the field check firewood cutters for

compliance.

20. COMMENT: Does indiscriminate cross-country

ORV traffic to firewood sites provide for orderly removal

of firewood? (1248)

RESPONSE: Site conditions and, therefore, management

objectives vary by firewood cutting area. Some areas are

designed as small clearcuts with a single point of access to

concentrate firewood cutters in a constrained area. In

other areas where site conditions and management objec

tives are better served by a more selective cutting ap

proach, we designate large areas for cutting and

encourage woodcutters to disperse within these areas.

Generally, we do not restrict motorized travel in these
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areas with the exception of sensitive area closures or

seasonal closures.

21. COMMENT:We support the definition of“unaccept

able resource damage” adopted in Region 8 which re

quires the clear establishment ofsignificant, obvious, and

well-defined degradation. (6)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments. “Unaccept

able resource damage” is identified on a site-by-site basis

and refers to environmental impacts that exceed thresh

olds established in the Forest Plan, Regional and national

Forest Service direction, and state and federal regulations

and laws.

22. COMMENT: The proposed ORV plan closes the

SPNM areas to all but management access. This is a

single strategy and does not include a full range of alter

natives as required under NEPA'. The ORV map is sup

posed to show areas subject to seasonal closure (per

Raptor Management Prescription), and does not do so.

The map should show these seasonal closure areas for all

prescriptions. The Park's south boundary, plus High

grade and Medicine Lake recreation areas (exclusive of

SPNM, which should be Zone B) should have Zone C

designation, as should buffer around all developed recre

ation sites.

The wetlands portion of the Devil’s Garden District (the

entire thing, notjust the wetlands themselves,) should be

Zone C. Other wetlands, dryand wet meadows, distinctive

geologic features, sensitive stream crossings, and many

wildlife areas should be closed to ORVs all year. All

roadless areas not designated as SPNM and all cultural

areas should be Zone C. Deer winter range and fawning

areas, pronghorn kidding areas, sage grouse use areas,

and sensitive plant areas could be protected by seasonal

closures, but it would seem much more effective to make

them Zone C also. (708)

RESPONSE: The intent of the Semi-primitive Non-mo

torized Recreation Prescription is to emphasize high

quality, non-motorized recreation by restricting

motorized vehicle access and providing a natural-appear

ing environment. Acreage allocated to the SPNM pre

scription varies by alternative, and ranges from 45,214

acres in the AMN alternative to zero acres in the IND

alternative, with the Preferred alternative containing

23,013 acres. We believe this is a reasonable array of

alternatives and is in full compliance with NEPA require

ments.

Numerous standards and guidelines throughout Chapter

4 provide seasonal and year-long closures to protect

critical wildlife habitat and other resource values from

disruption or degradation as a result of vehicular travel.

Because these restrictions are applied as needed and may
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vary by year, displaying them on the OHV map

accompanying the Forest Plan is inappropriate.

We feel that Zone B and Zone C are properly applied to

the Forest’s land base and have retained that distribution

in the Final EIS and Plan.

23. COMMENT: Summary page 10 —under recre

ation-The 1ND Alternative shows highest semi-primi

tive motorized acres (222,900) along with RBU (222,900)

to (correlate to recreation use 80% dispersed use) but

lower open ORV acres than CUR alternative. Why? IND

1,376,100 acres vs. CUR 1,424,700. (126)

RESPONSE: Semi-primitive motorized use can include

acres open to OHV use and acres open but restricted. The

Industry Alternative has proportionally more open and

open-but-restricted acres than does the Current Alterna

tive.

24. COMMENT: 4-18. Recreation-dispersed recre

ation-significant recommendations were provided to

the Modoc NF by the DFG at the time of the ORV plan

development. These recommendations should be imple

mented with this LMP. (364)

RESPONSE: We did consider CA Department of Fish

and Game comments and input as we developed the For

est Plan. Comments associated with OHV use and wildlife

habitat are embodied in the Forest-Wide Standards and

Guidelines and the standards and guidelines contained in

the management prescriptions. After the Forest Plan is

released, we will develop a definitive OHV and road

closure plan. This will provide additional opportunity for

CDFG and the Forest Service to coordinate on a site-spe

cific level.

25. COMMENT: Definition of “significant use”. One

thousand miles of primitive roads possibly represents

significant impact. How many miles of cross-country

tracks, trails, route-whatever the terminology (stan

dardized use of terms might be helpful. The word “trail"

might be reserved for hiker-horse trail.)? How many

miles of unauthorized ORV routes?

Definition of “some resource damage”. How might dam

age be prevented? (1248)

RESPONSE: in this context, “significant use” means that

the level of use has been moderate to low when compared

to the intensity of use in areas accessible to large popula~

tion centers.

As stated in the EIS in the Facilities section of Chapter 3:

Approximately 700 miles ofuninventoried roads have been

created as vehicles imprintflat terrain in search offirewood

cutting and dispersed camping sites.
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“Some resource damage” means that resource damage is

occurring on some sites but is not common to the area.

Strategies and direction for preventing such damage are

presented in Standards and Guidelines (Plan Chapter 4).

26. COMMENT: Of94% of land open to ORV use, what

percentage is “fiat to gently sloped”? ls the Forest open

almost entirely to ORV use because of topographic con

ditions? Are other land, soil, vegetation, habitat, wildlife,

cultural resource factors considered in addition to topog

raphy in determining ORV use? Might impacts to any one

or combination of these factors militate against unre

stricted cross-country ORV use? What else is “fiat to

gently sloped” topography good for besides ORV (live

stock)?

Definition oi'“unacceptable resource damage” and “con

flicts with other users”.

Definition of “minimal URD (unacceptable resource

damage)” and “minimal CWOU (conflicts with other

users)”.

DEIS 3-86, 87: Whywere these primitive roads/trails “not

significant” in 1974, and are “significant” now? Standard

for “significant”. How is use inventoried on these

roads/trails?

With what agencies and authorities does road/trail des

ignation lie? Do ORVs have authority to create own

road/trail system? Are these wheel tracks approved by

Forest Service? inventory of unauthorized routes. Policy

on closure, eradication of unauthorized routes.

Road/trail/track obliteration plan. How many additional

miles of unauthorized ORV routes since 1974? Does re

duction to “less than hall” the 27%SPNM on Forest mean

that roadless areas in PRF and other alternatives speci

fied as SPNM are to be reduced proportionately?

How can Modoc National Forest Plan be certified when

major ROS allocations are subject to re-analysis or total

revision? (1248)

RESPONSE: Because a large portion of the Forest is

characterized by topography that is relatively flat to gently

sloped, most lands open to OHV use are relatively flat as

well. Topography is not a deciding factor in determining

OHV use or restrictions on land areas. Factors on which

we base our OHV use decisions involve the inherent re

source values of the area, including soil, water, wildlife,

vegetation, cultural resources and the management objec

tives associated with those values. Forest Standards and

Guidelines (Plan Chapter 4) provide for seasonal or year

long closures on sensitive sites and in critical wildlife

habitat.

“Unacceptable resource damage” is identified

site-specifically and refers to environmental impacts that

exceed thresholds established in the Forest Plan, Regional

193 - OHV/ORV Use

and national Forest Service direction, and state and

federal regulations and laws. We feel “conflicts with other

users” is self-explanatory and requires no further

definition.

As stated in HS Chapter 3-Afiecled Environment, the

ROS inventory was based on 1974 aerial photos. Areas

with common characteristics and recreational values were

identified and classified as appropriate. Areas that

exhibited values conducive to semi-primitive

non-motorized recreation were classified as SPNM. Many

of these SPNM areas had primitve, ill-defined two-track

roads or trails that had been used only once or rarely. The

Forest concluded that these did not detract from the

character of the area enough to move it from an SPNM

classification to a semi-primitive motorized or roaded

natural class. Since that inventory, many primitive roads

have probably evolved to substantial travelways through

continuous usuage. Consequently, areas that were once

considered most appropriate for classification as SPNM

may now warrant classification as semi-primitive

motorized or roaded natural.

The Forest Service has authority to issue travel restrictions

on national forest lands.

The EIS, Forest Plan, and accompanying maps note that

some areas do not restrict vehicles in any way, except for

sensitive areas, critical wildlife areas or as designated

otherwise.

ElS Chapter 3 says we do not have an updated inventory

of unauthorized routes. We estimate that approximately

700 miles of uninventoried roads exist. Forest policy road

obliteration is embodied in numerous standards and

guidelines contained in Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan.

Further, as noted in the EIS and Forest Plan, we will

develop a definitive ORV and closure plan following

Forest Plan release.

We will manage lands allocated to the Semi-Primitive

Non-Motorized Recreation Prescription (23,013 acres)

under the terms of that prescription as defined in Chapter

4 of the Forest Plan. Other lands not allocated under that

prescription acreage but originally inventoried as SPNM

in the ROS will be managed in accordance with the

updated ROS classification after we conduct another

inventory.

27. COMMENT: DEIS 2-43 (Standards and Guidelines

common to all alternatives - 4., 6., 13.) Are ORVprimitive

roads, routes, paths, trails, tracks considered a part of

the Forest transportation system? Need they be

“planned”, “designed”, as noted under Standards and

Guidelines #4 above, or inventoried and researched?

How do these lines and cross-country areas of transport

“protect resource values”, as required by this extraordi
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194 - Medicine Lake Highlands

nary, vague, general homily, one of a majority that form

the sandy foundation of alleged Forest Plan. (1248)

RESPONSE: in most cases ORV primitive roads are not

considered part of the Forest transportation system. We

recognize the need to update our inventory ofORV prim

itive roads and have so stated in the EIS.

You have misquoted the text referencing “resource

values” under Facilities. It actually reads: “Plan, design,

construct and maintain a Forest transportation system to

achieve resource objectives, while protecting resource

values.” [Emphasis added] This statement has a different

connotation than you suggest. We feel that our direction

is valid and requires no further clarification.

28. COMMENT: At one place you have 94 percent of the

Forest available for Off-Road Vehicle use, and 27 percent

closed. I'm glad to see we’re getting 121 percent manage

ment. (1393)

RESPONSE: The 94% figure refers to lands which have

not been administratively closed to off-highway vehicles.

The 27% figure refers to lands which have been invento

ried and classified under the recreation opportunity spec

trum as most appropriate for semi-primitive

non-motorized recreation. SPNM lands are characterized

by a predominantly natural environment and very limited

or no roaded access, although some primitive roads or

trails mayexist. Currently, very fewSPNM lands have been

administratively closed to vehicular traffic. Therefore, the

two figures you reference are not necessarily related, and

do not add up to 100%.

  Medicine'fiéiiélnglilénds. I i W

1. COMMENT: Manage Medicine Lake Caldera for re

creational use, developing hiking trails and protecting

Bullseye and Blanche lakes from overuse. (75)

RESPONSE: The Medicine Lake Caldera area, including

Buliseye and Blanche Lakes, is located in a Visual Reten

tion/Bald Eagle management zone in the Preferred Alter

native. These two management emphases are designed for

protection of the resource from extensive human develop

ment.

   

1. COMMENT: The Plan does not give a clear view of

future recreation needs-especially wilderness recre

ation. (189)

RESPONSE: Please see EIS Chapter 3-Ajfected Envi

ronment, Wilderness and Roadless Areas-specifically,

  

the California Statewide Recreation Plan projections

under the Demand subtitle.

2. COMMENT: “Recreational Livestock 50 yards from

lakes, streams, primary trails.” L.M.P. 4-57. This would

eliminate recreational stock from a large percentage of

the wilderness area. What with the current low use of

recreational livestock, and overall low use in general, the

South Warner Wilderness isn’t ready for this. Livestock

can graze these areas. Why not recreational stock? (329)

RESPONSE: The intent of the standard you mention is to

prevent concentrations of pack animals in particularly

fragile and sensitive areas. We do not believe this will

eliminate the use of recreational stock in the Wilderness.

3. COMMENT: l find it positively outrageous that graz

ing is allowed at all in the South Warner Wilderness area.

(342)

RESPONSE: Congress and the Courts have continuously

upheld that livestock producers can graze in wilderness

areas, but only if that practice was in effect prior to enact~

ment of the Wilderness Act of 1964. Further, we feel that

the Forest Plan provides the basis for carrying out grazing

in a manner that is compatible with other wilderness values

and uses.

4. COMMENT: The DEIS claims that under current

management, the bighorn sheep range is protected from

livestock grazing (3-164). Evidence is prevalent that this

has not been the case. Perhaps the cattle allotment on the

east side could be managed so a livestock free area would

be available for recreationists and wildlife within the area

from Eagle Basin on the south to Owl Creek or possibly

Linderman Lake on the north. The removal of the sheep

for wilderness values far outweighs any economic aspects

of the permittee. This is addressed quite well in the LMP

wilderness management prescription (standard) 4-61-3

(g)- (329)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your suggestion. However,

during the spring of 1988 (after the DEIS and proposed

Forest Plan were released), the bighorn sheep in the South

Warner Wilderness contracted a disease and the entire

herd died. We have revised the text on bighorn sheep in

EIS Chapter 3 -Afiected Environment.

5. COMMENT: in developing criteria for the use of nat

ural or prescribed fire in the South Warner Wilderness,

I believe that more parameters should be considered for

inclusion in the Standards and Guidelines. These would

include air quality, watershed and visual quality. Poten

tial for increases or decreases in fuels resulting from fire

should also be considered. (1274)

RESPONSE: We share your concerns for the Wilderness.

Standards and guidelines for all the items you mentioned
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are contained in the Forest-wide Standards and Guide

lines section as well as the Wilderness prescription (Plan

Chapter 4). A Wilderness Management Plan for the South

Warner Wilderness will be developed after the Forest

Plan is released.

6. COMMENT: Mill Creek, in the South WarnerWilder

ness, has its headwaters just outside the Wilderness

boundary. Proposals in the Plan and DEIS to clearcut in

the riparian zone of the headwaters would do serious

damage to that part in the Wilderness. (1295)

RESPONSE: Before we would permit any timber harvest

in the area you mention, we would carefully consider

downstream impacts to the various resources, including its

effect on the Wilderness. Wewould conduct a site-specific

analysis prior to harvest in this area.

7. COMMENT: Add the other half of Mill Creek Valley

and tear up the road. It is ridiculous to have a Wilderness

boundary running down the middle of a stream! One half

is slated to be logged, the other not, as the Plan is written.

(1253)

RESPONSE: The RARE II (A5160 Mill) area was added

to the South Warner Wilderness under the 1984 California

Wilderness Additions Act. The (B5160 Mill) area, the one

you mention, was intentionally omitted from the Wilder

ness because of a special use permit for Bowman Ditch,

which predates the Wilderness designation. The road you

mention is needed to access the Ditch.

8. COMMENT‘: In the DEIS, Chapter 2, page 123, which

states, “The Wilderness appears more natural without

livestock grazing,” leads to the assumption that livestock,

basically, are detrimental to nature. These and other

statements throughout the Plan and the DEIS give the

mistaken impression to many that grazing is wrongly

allowed in the Wilderness. The Forest Service should

make an intense, overt efl'ort to correct this impression,

and inform those who seek the wilderness recreational

experience that it can be found within these grazing allot

ments. (1296)

RESPONSE: The South Warner Wilderness on the

Modoc National Forest is managed to provide a primitive

recreational experience for those who venture into it.

Some members of the public do not consider herds of

domesticated animals as part of a true wilderness or prim

itive experience. We retained the wording in the Final EIS.

195 - South Warner Wilderness

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 3-Affected Environment,

“Wilderness and Roadiess Areas”, explains supply and

demand trends for the South Warner Wilderness.

10. COMMENT: L-l backlog of trail. Can’t find infor

mation concerning this backlog. Where is it? (329)

RESPONSE: The “backlog” you mention refers to the

backlog of work to be completed on trails within the South

Warner Wilderness. In other words, it is difficult to get

ahead of the maintenance work on the existing trails in the

Wilderness. The Warner Mountain Ranger District in

Cedarville, California, has more information about trails

in the Wilderness.

11. COMMENT: LMP 3-39-Current management

claims 81 miles of maintained trails. This isn’t the case.

(329)

RESPONSE: Our information indicates that 81 miles is

correct and has been retained in the Final Forest Plan.

12. COMMENT: Any reference to Emerson Lake(s)

should be by either North Emerson Lake or South Emer

son Lake. (For example, DEIS 3448) Due to the confined

area around South Emerson Lake, and the fact that there

isn’t any trail provided for access, it’s best not to mention

this lake. Let this lake be searched out by visitors by using

maps or word-of-mouth. (329)

RESPONSE: We refer to Emerson Lake in the DEIS; this

area is a high level day-use area, primarily as a result of

the trail access. We are, therefore, implying that North

Emerson is the subject of discussion. No mention is made

of South Emerson Lake.

13. COMMENT: “Prescribed burns” in the wilder

ness...is a transparent attempt to disregard and/or over

turn the Wilderness Act. (1253)

RESPONSE: The intent behind prescribed burning in the

South Warner Wilderness is to reduce fire fuels to prevent

catastrophic wildfire, similar to the catastrophic 1988 Yel

lowstone National Park fires. Each forest determines its

fire policy for prescribed burning in wilderness areas.

Also, please remember that fire is a vital and natural part

of the forest ecosystem.

9. COMMENT: Summary page 29-statement under

wilderness and roadiess areas PRF, CUR, RPD, IND

maintain the wilderness setting and experience, but the

quality of experience declines over time as use increases.

What data supports use increasing over the next decade

and by how much? (1296)

14. COMMENT: LMP 3-39— User compliance with reg

ulations regarding permits, litter, and recreational stock

has declined over the past five years according to the LMP

(3-39) and the DEIS (3-150). As this five years practically

takes in the entire time frame that wilderness rangers

were utilized, one wonders how productive this program

was. 4-58 LMP mentions permits and compliance checks.

There are no permit system or compliance checks to make

in reference to them (could mean user permits; e.g., live

stock-outfitter [guide]). (329)
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RESPONSE: We have employed wilderness rangers in

the South Warner Wilderness during the past 5 years.

However, during that time, Wilderness use has in

creased, making it impossible for wilderness rangers to

contact all users. We revised standard and guidelines

pertaining to wilderness compliance checks and permit

counts (Plan Chapter 4).

15. COMMENT: The Draft LMP states (4-188), “Im

prove riparian conditions in Pine Creek Basin and in Mill

Creek Meadow, which are located on the western slope of

the Wilderness.” No mention was made to improve ripar

ian areas on the eastern slope of the Wilderness. As the

eastside allotments, with the exception of Granger, lie

wholly within the Wilderness, it would seem more appro

priate to manage these allotments under Strategy B. Most

of the west side allotments, which lie partially within the

Wilderness, could be managed under Strategy C. (329)

RESPONSE: We disagree. Strategy B provides only min

imal management to maintain resources. Under that strat

egywe cannot manage the land to obtain uniform livestock

distribution, improve plant vigor or minimize conflicts

with recreational users in high use areas. We feel Strategy

C is more appropriate for the Wilderness allotments on

the east side and is necessary in order to graze domestic

livestock in a manner compatible with the Wilderness

resource and users.

16. COMMENT: I support the PRF because this Plan

will protect the South WarnerWilderness plants, wildlife,

and water. (7)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments and support.

17. COMMENT: Management prescriptions - Note:

Make changes consistently in all prescriptions. Changes

maybe noted for a specific page and Standard and Guide

lines, but are meant to be applied wherever similar lan

guage is used.

Wilderness prescriptions:

— Page 4-57 Standards and Guidelines l.—lnstead of

referencing Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines,

reference Recreation section of Forest-wide Stan

dards and Guidelines.

— Page 4-57 Standards and Guidelines 4.—"Enforce all

laws..." change from Guidelines to Standards.

— Page 4-58 Standards and Guidelines B.2.— Drop “de

velop” to “revise.”

- Page 4-60 Standards and Guidelines 4.-—Add experi

mental stewardship program.

— Page 4-62 7.C.-Should be changed to a Guideline.

Concern on how this would be implemented.

- Page 4-64 Fire 1.B.— Use more confine, contain strat

egies instead of only control strategy.

Wilderness (Low Standard) Prescription: same com

ments as for Wilderness Prescription. (73)

RESPONSE: As you suggested, we changed the item to

read “...Recreation section of the Forest-Wide Standards

and Guidelines.”

Item 4 has been retained as a guideline. This allows for

some flexibility in methods used to enforce the laws

mentioned.

Item 2 has been changed from “Develop” to“ Revise" as

you suggested.

The Forest is currently developing a bighorn sheep

management plan in cooperation with the California

Dept. of Fish and Game and the Experimental

Stewardship committee.

We changed the streambank stability guideline about

which you expressed concern to read: 7c.(G) Maintain

streambanks in stable condition as specifically defined in

allotment managementplans.

The Forest Plan directs us to suppress wildfires in a

manner which is compatible with wilderness management

objectives. When the Forest Plan is released, we will

develop a definitive Wilderness Mangement Plan.

18. COMMENT: 3-40. Sixth paragraph—Four bighorn

sheep from Lava Beds National Monument and 10 big

horn sheep from the Mount Baxter herd in the Sierra-Ne

vada were transferred to the Raider Canyon area. (364)

RESPONSE: We revised the section on bighorn sheep in

the Wilderness to include the extirpation of the herd in the

spring of 1988, due to a pneumonia-type disease.

19. COMMENT: 4-19. Table 4-4, cont. —Wildemess. The

paragraph regarding wilderness contains the wording

“manage the South Warner Wilderness at the standard

level” and “manage the primitive recreation experience

to the extent possible.” What is the standard level? “To

the extent possible” is a term that really means nothing

to the reviewer. Who determines what is possible? (364)

RESPONSE: The wilderness (Standard) level is ex

plained in detail under the Management Prescriptions

listed in the Final Plan. The term “to the extent possible”

is nebulous but refers to the varying amounts of money

Congress allocates to the Forest annually for wilderness

management.

20. COMMENT: Prescriptions: in Wilderness, you

should have the same forage utilization standards as in

the rest of the Forest. (708)

RESPONSE: Utilization guidelines for Wilderness em

phasize wilderness management objectives rather that

livestock production. Guidelines may vary in site-specific
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application to accommodate differences in site condi

tions.

21. COMMENT: In Chapter 4, page 68, of the PRF Plan

under Wilderness-Recreation #5 Standards And Guide

lines (B), I support continued stocking of fish where that

use was previously established. (1296)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments and support.

We retained that item in the Final Plan.

22. COMMENT: As a user of the South Warner Wider

ness area, i am particularly interested in extending that

area and support the development of a North Warner

Wilderness. (1233)

RESPONSE: All roadless areas on the Modoc National

Forest that were not incorporated into the existing wilder

ness on the Forest were released from further consider

ation in this round of planning by the 1984 California

Wilderness Additions Act.

  

1. COMMENT: I urge you to retain that acreage so that

these areas will be kept intact for wilderness consider

ation in the future.

— Wilderness-wilderness areas should be recom

mended in this Plan. Wilderness demand is increas

ing. (333)

RESPONSE: After the 1978 Roadless Area Review and

Evaluation, the Forest Service recommended five areas

for incorporation into the Wilderness: Granger, Jess, Mill,

Parker, and Pepperdine. On September 28, 1984, the Cal

ifornia Wilderness Act (Public Law 98-425) added these

areas to the South Warner Wilderness. All other areas

were released from wilderness consideration for this

round of planning. No future planning areas exist on the

Forest. Consequently we made no wilderness recommen

dations in the Forest Plan.

2. COMMENT: i recommend that you amend this PRF

to protect and preserve 201,600 acres of Bear Camp Flat,

Big Canyon, Burnt Lava Flow, Callahan Flow, Crane

Mountain, Damon Butte, Dobie Flat, Dry Hat Mountain,

Knox Mountain, Lavas, Mount Bidwell, Mount Hoffman,

Mount Vida, Parsnip, Powley, Sears Flat, Soldier, and

Steele Swamp. I recommend that you keep all these areas

roadless and undisturbed to protect their important geo

logic, wildlife, plant, and visual beauty features. (7)

RESPONSE: All studied roadless areas were released in

the 1984 California Wilderness Act for this round of plan

ning, as discussed in our response to the previous com

ment. The Forest Plan allocates approximately 23,000

acres of the SPNM Prescription which contains standards

196 - Roadless Areas

and guidelines substantially restricting vehicle use and

road construction. Further, a variety of restrictions are

placed on the remaining lands as appropriate to restrict

use of sensitive areas and critical wildlife habitat.

3. COMMENT: We urge wilderness designation for the

following roadless areas: Mill Creek, Bear Camp Flat,

Crane Mountain, Dry Creek, Mount Bidwell, Mount

Vida, Parsnip, Soldier, Powley, Steele Swamp, Mount

Hoffman, Lavas, Callahan Flow, Big Canyon, and un

named areas identified in the Preferred Alternative. (9)

RESPONSE: Please see our response to the first com

ment.

4. COMMENT: I urge you to select the following alter

natives as this National Forest’s permanent planning and

management alternative: alternative preservation wilder

ness wildlife-biological scenic resources. To permanently

ban all forms of developments on all current, proposed,

and potential wilderness, with no release of any roadless

areas. To acquire all inholdings on all public lands and

with no disposal of any public lands. (14)

RESPONSE: Please see our response to the first com

ment.

5. COMMENT: I do not support any further designation

of wilderness or roadless areas. (21)

RESPONSE: Please see our response to the first com

ment.

6. COMMENT: Recommend we oppose additional road

less areas in general and support multiple use of these

areas. Most have existing old roads in them. These areas

should be accessable for grazing, timber, firewood, min

ing, recreation, etc. (126)

RESPONSE: Please see our response to the first com

ment.

7. COMMENT: Would like to see roadless areas left

alone. (201)

RESPONSE: Please see our response to the first com

ment.

8. COMMENT: The best way to preserve the valued

roadless areas on Modoc National Forest for future wil

derness is to put an immediate end to your Forest road

construction program. It is not fair to force us to pay for

destruction of our Forest...for timber company gain.

(189)

RESPONSE: Please see our response to the first com

ment.

9. COMMENT: These additional roadless areas should

be protected in the semi-primitive, non-motorized
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(SPNM) recreation category: Mount Hoffman, Mill

Creek, Bear Camp Flat, Dry Creek, Parsnip, Soldier,

Powley, Steele Swamp, Lavas, Callahan Flow, and Big

Canyon. (162)

RESPONSE: Please see the Preferred Alternative map to

determine where the SPNM Prescription is applied. Many

roadless areas you mentioned are managed wholly or in

part under the SPNM Prescription.

10. COMMENT: In order to preserve the most impor

tant roadless areas, we recommend:

— Protection under SPNM of Mount Hoffman roadless

area to be included in a Medicine Lake Highlands

special recreation zone.

— Protection as SPNM of the Crane Mount roadless

area to be contained in the Cave Lake, Mount Bidwell,

Mount Vida special recreation zone.

— Protection from reading-logging also of the Mount

Bidwell, Mount Vida areas. (198)

RESPONSE: Please see the Preferred Alternative map to

determine where the SPNM Prescription is applied. Many

roadless areas you mentioned are managed wholly or in

part under the SPNM Prescription.

11. COMMENT: The National Park Service (NPS)

strongly supports including lands adjoining the

Monuments’ boundaries in the semi~primitive non-mo

torized dispersed recreation prescription as shown in the

Preferred Alternative. The majority of these lands is

primarily roadless and adjoins wilderness within Lava

Beds National Monument. This prescription will not only

help protect these wilderness areas from unlawful motor

ized entry but will protect the wilderness experience of

visitors using these areas. (1316)

RESPONSE: We feel that the mix of non-motorized and

motorized prescriptions allocated in the Forest Plan is

most appropriate to meet the collective needs of the public

that use the Modoc National Forest.

12. COMMENT: Ofthe 201,600 acres proposed for road

less designation, 122,620 contain varying amounts oftim

ber, roads, and other improvements and should be

managed for multiple use. (1258)

RESPONSE: In the 1984 California Wilderness Act five

areas were incorporated into the South Warner Wilder

ness. The remaining roadless areas were released from

further wilderness consideration for this round of plan

ning.

13. COMMENT: We wish to express our concern on the

Sears Flat, page E-22, roadless area. The district has a

project in this area that will store water and possibly

generate power. This project has been under investigation

for five years and is an important part of the district's

development. (24)

RESPONSE: We analyze and approve projects on a site

specific basis. Five areas were incorporated into the South

Warner Wilderness in the 1984 California Wilderness Act.

At this time all other roadless areas were released from

further consideration in this round of planning.

14. COMMENT: I would hate to see a roadless area in

the Sears Flat allotment of the Delta Lake area. We need

roads to put out salt and check cattle. There is a long-term

plan for a reservoir there, and a road would be needed.

(1255)

RESPONSE: Please see our response to the first com

ment.

15. COMMENT: Areas of concern that l have in the

Doublehead District: The roadless areas; a) The Calla

han Flows, b) The Lavas, and c) The Doby. We would like

to know really what that’s going to mean to us. We wonder

what the impact will be to us. I’m concerned that perhaps

our thoughts are more with the recreationalist than they

are with the people that live here. (828)

RESPONSE: The 1984 California Wilderness Act incor

porated five areas adjacent to the South Warner Wilder

ness into the Wilderness and released all remaining areas

from further wilderness consideration within this round of

planning. However, we will continue to manage several

areas outside the Wilderness primarily for non-motorized

semi-primitive recreation. These are shown on the Pre

ferred Alternative map accompanying the Forest Plan.

16. COMMENT: CNPS does not believe it is in the public

interest to continue logging and road building in pre

viously untouched, roadless areas. We also question if it

is justified when timber revenues and local demand are

low. The country is not realizing a net benefit from this

continuing destruction of intact forests and subsequent

loss of undeveloped wilderness. The timber industry ben

efits at the expense of the Forest ecosystem and society.

(1214)

RESPONSE: See response to previous comments in this

section concerning roadless areas.

17. COMMENT: Detailed site-specific analyses of the

consequences to the environment of non-wilderness man

agement (Calif. V. Block (765)).

— to achieve this objective, specification of wilderness

values, including wildlife species inventories, espe

cially threatened and endangered species.

— environmental consequences of non-wilderness man

agement.
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—— effect of non-wilderness management on future op

tions for wilderness designation .

— effect of non-wilderness management on future op

tions for wilderness designation.

— economic benefits of non-wilderness management

weighed against the adverse environmental conse

quences.

—- in each alternative, evaluation of possibility of devel

oping resources in non-wilderness areas, preferably

lands already developed, before considering develop

ment in roadless areas.

-— NFMA requirements (36CFR 219.17(b)(2)(i)-(iv));

wilderness value of areas.

— effect of roadless management on adjacent land.

— feasibility of management.

— “proximity to other wilderness areas and relative con

tribution to National Wilderness Preservation Sys

tem”. (1248)

RESPONSE: The 1984 California Wilderness Act incor

porated five areas into the South Warner Wilderness and

released the remaining areas from further wilderness con

sideration during this round of planning. We analyze and

address impacts such as you discuss in your comment on

a site-specific basis carried out at the project level.

18. COMMENT: DEIS 2-22, 3-148: Although the Modoc

National Forest may feel that (in) regrading its de facto

wilderness areas “none were rated high enough for wil

derness designation,” the disposition of roadless areas

was not resolved by the passage of the California Wilder

ness Act of 1984. Those areas still roadless during the

second round of forest planning are required to be con

sidered for wilderness designation. Congress did not pro

hibit the Forest Service from considering any areas for

wilderness. ignoring the roadless area issue will lead to

the rejection of this Forest Plan as inadequate. (1220)

RESPONSE: Please see previous response.

19. COMMENT: DElS 3-153: We object to the determi

nation of wilderness carrying capacity based on “camp

site solitude.” Different people have different feelings

about solitude. Solitude is not a requirement of the Wil

derness Act. Trailhead quotas and other management

methods are appropriate to protect the physical capacity

of the Wilderness. (1220)

RESPONSE: Trailhead quotas and other more intensive

management requirements maybe necessary if wilderness

use levels increase daramatically in the future. Although

solitude is not a requirement of the Wilderness Act, for

most wilderness users it is a major factor in determining

the quality ofa wilderness recreational experience. There

fore, we assume that the number of usable campsites
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separating users is a good gauge of a high-quality wilder

ness recreational experience.

20. COMMENT: DEIS Appendix E fails to provide spe

cific information required by Forest Handbook and

NFMA regulations. Where are roadless areas located?

(1248)

RESPONSE: Appendix E of the EIS describes roadless

areas studied and released from further consideration for

this round of planning in the 1984 California Wilderness

Act. All the alternative maps, including the Preferred

Alternative, display roadless areas.

21. COMMENT: DEIS Table E-l: We wanted to find the

Bear Camp roadless area and relate to management

areas and prescriptions in the LRMP. There are no Town

ship or Range references on the map on E-6. By compar

ing the map on Plan 4-189 with that on DEIS E-6, we

determined that Bear Camp Flat roadless area is entirely

within the Patterson management area. This has been a

logical procedure but one which a reviewer should not

have to go through.

Bear Camp Flat includes prescriptions 15 and 16, but

Patterson Management Area does not, yet Bear Camp

Flat is totally enclosed within the Patterson Management

Area.

The prescriptions for the Dry roadless area include pre

scription 15 (DEIS E-3) but the prescriptions for

Fitzhugh Management Area do not. Neither does the PRF

map. Plan and DElS are not consistent, and theassign

ment of prescriptions is confused. (1263)

RESPONSE: The Preferred Alternative map which

accompanies the EIS and Plan delineates allocation of all

prescriptions and all roadless areas. See also ElS Appen

dix E for more details about roadless areas.

22. COMMENT: Mount Hoffman roadless area: Under

the PRF these areas would be separated by a zone subject

to relatively intensive management activity that would

effectively split and thus destroy the contiguity of the

roadless area. (1351)

RESPONSE: The 1984 California Wilderness Act incor

porated five areas into the South Warner Wilderness and

released the remainder from further wilderness consider

ation in this round of planning. We analyze and address

impacts such as you mention on a site-specific basis.

23. COMMENT: The Steele Swamp roadless area: The

description that this area had 30 percent wet meadows

appears to be in error. (1403)
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area, and extending along the 'Iichnor Road to the fruit

growers property, might work better. (708)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments. As required

by various laws and regulations, we give equal consider

ation to all forms of multiple-use management and eco

nomic stability ofthe local area for the lands it administers.

All roadless areas on the Modoc National Forest, except

additions to the South Warner Wilderness, were released

from further consideration as wilderness for this round of

planning in the 1984 California Wilderness Additions Act.

We feel that the mix of recreation prescriptions applied in

the Forest Plan is the most appropriate in meeting the

collective needs of the public.

7. COMMENT: Medicine Lake (61): The Plan proposes

an SPNM area for about half of the Mt. Hoffman Road

less Area, protecting Modoc Lake, but not the hot spot.

Although the Forest goals propose interpretation, trails,

and a variety of recreational opportunities, this will re

quire money which will be the first to be cut out of the

budget. Thus, a tentative proposal (subject to review) to

build a Crater Rim Trail is unlikely to be realized. An

alternative for the Highlands could include a larger

SPNM area including the entire Mt. Hoffman Roadless

Area, thus protecting old growth, special scenic, geologic,

and botanic features. it would also provide a large natu

ral area close to the heavily-used Medicine Lake. Because

SPNM allows road access for management reasons, the

roads into the two stratigraphic sites should not require

exclusion. The Recreation Prescription described in that

section should be applied to the rest ofthe Medicine Lake

Crater area, No~Name Lake/Alcohol Crater, and the

Bullseye/Blanche/Paynes Creek Area. Management ofthe

Highlands in this manner would protect old-growth-de

pendent wildlife species better than as proposed in the

Plan. This would remove the questionable range blocks.

(708)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments. However, we

feel that our allocation of the SPNM Prescription is the

most appropriate application to serve the collective public

who use the Modoc National Forest.

8. COMMENT: Once lost, our beautiful wilderness and

semi-wildemess areas are lost forever, as wilderness. We

are short-sighted to permit timber and grazing interests

to despoil and overuse these areas. in the long run, they

are more valuable (as recreational areas and tourist

attractors, as well as sources of emotional renewal for all

of us now living, and especially for our future genera

tions) than they would be if private, purely profit-moti

vated groups are permitted to misuse them. (45)

RESPONSE: All roadless areas on the Modoc National

Forest, except additions to the South Warner Wilderness,

were released from further consideration for this round of

planning in the 1984 California Wilderness Additions Act.

We feel that the mix of recreation prescriptions applied in

the Forest Plan is the most appropriate in meeting the

collective needs of the public.

9. COMMENT: One concern is about the Forest’s per

sistent emphasis on semi-primitive recreation. As stated

in the PRF theme (DEIS 2-60) “managing desired areas

for semiprivate recreation”. (Emphasis added). “De

sired” by whom? Certainly there is a minority of recre

ation clientele who seek such environments in wilderness

and unroaded areas but the vast majority of national

forest visitors prefer access and developed site oriented

facilities. We suggest that this SP priority in PRF is an

artifact ofa long-standing Forest Service policy emphasis

on “dispersed” recreation. As is noted in the Plan docu

ments, most dispersed recreation is experienced in activ

ities such as driving for pleasure, and accessible camping,

hunting, and fishing. Hopefully, Forest Service policy is

now in the process of changing to become more respon

sive to changing visitor use preferences. In mid-March of

this year, the Chief will announce new recreation policy

direction to the Forest Service in the field. One of the

internal commission papers on recreation policy that is

part of this package says: “policy-existing policy holds

that the national forests should complement the national

parks, state parks, the private sector, and other entities

by offering a more primitive range of recreation experi

ence.” We interpret these statements and others made

during the course of this policy reexamination to mean

that the Forest Service now realizes that the primitive

range of recreation opportunities does not always equate

with the highest quality of experiences and amenities.

(1252)

RESPONSE: The Final Plan emphasizes a wide range of

commodity and amenity outputs of which semi-primitive

type recreation is but one. Recreation demand and how

that was projected is discussed in Chapter3 and Appendix

B of the EIS. We feel that the mix of motorized and

non-motorized prescriptions in the Forest Plan is most

appropriate to meet the needs of the collective public who

use the Modoc National Forest. Therefore, we have re

tained the allocation of these prescriptions in the Final

Plan.

10. COMMENT: There is a pressing need for a realistic

definition of “roadless” when it comes to definition of

land and designation for wilderness and “roadless.” We

request that “roadless” areas be evaluated solely on

whether any roads primitive or otherwise exist. if there

are any roads inside these areas, they should be consid

ered for use in adequately dispersing the use ofthe Forest

and evaluated on bases such as those advanced in the

Region 8 ORV policy. (6)
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RESPONSE: Please see the defmition of roadless area in

the Glossary to the E18.

11. COMMENT‘: We recommend the Highgrade 'li'ail be

provided with a 1/2-mile buffer zone so as not to be in

conflict with existing hunting, pleasure driving, and min

ing activities in the same area. (1235)

RESPONSE: Part of the Highgrade Trail is managed

under a Visual Quality Objective of Retention which ex

tends approximately 1/4-mile on either side of the trail.

The Retention objective provides for minimal disturbance

and assures a quality recreational experience on the High

grade Trail.

12. COMMENT: The Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized

Prescription, as in all other California forest plans I have

read, does not exclude the possibility of numerous man

agement activities. Together, these activities have the po

tential ofseverely degrading the semi-primitive character

of .the areas. The salvage permitted following a fire, for

example, would cause severe degradation of naturalness.

The prescription should be rewritten to be much more

restrictive. (1236)

RESPONSE: Please see Plan Appendix K—Recreation

Opportunity Spectrum for a definition ofSPNM areas. See

also the standards and guidelines in the SPNM Prescrip

tion in Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan.

13. COMMENT: Recreation Prescriptions emphasize

developed and dispersed recreation and wildlife. It allows

only uneven-age timber management in a visual retention

class, and restricts tree cutting to hazard trees within 500

feet of a recreation site. ORV use would be restricted to

Zone C Class.

- Interpretation and signing are necessary preventa

tives to vandalism and ignorant destruction. A trails

system and signed interpretive roads would be given

higher priority. Mining and geothermal should be

constrained to protect visual quality.

— Areas which should have this designation (not cancel

ling any SPNMs) include Medicine Lake Caldera and

adjacent areas, the south boundary of lava Beds, the

Highgrade area, Mill Creek-Soup Springs, Blue Lake,

Patterson Meadow, and Rush Creek.

— Dispersed recreation sites can have a Partial Reten

tion VQO in general, but the more popular ones and

all developed recreation sites should have a Retention

VQO. (500)

RESPONSE: Under the Preferred Alternative, most of

the recreationally sensitive areas you mention fall under

management schemes that emphasize protection of sensi

tive values. Some of these protective management pre

scriptions include: Raptor Management, Visual

Retention, Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized, or Timber-Vi
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suals. All highly developed recreation sites fall under a

Visual Retention objective.

14. COMMENT: SPNM: The Plan prescription is pass

able with the following exceptions: There should be no

timber cutting in SPNM areas. Also, management activ

ities allowing vehicular access should be defined, and

should not include routine patrols or surveys. (500)

RESPONSE: Plan Chapter 4 contains standards and

guidelines for the SPNM Prescription. Motorized travel is

prohibited except for administrative purposes. Routine

patrols or surveys are not encouraged in this management

prescription.

15. COMMENT: Black Mountain (62): Glass Mountain

should be included in the SPNM. All areas visible from

Lava Beds (basically the entire north Highlands) should

have at least Partial Retention VQO. 1 would prefer no

clearcutting. (708)

RESPONSE: Under the PRF Alternative in the Final

Plan, most of the area you mentioned south of the Lava

. Beds National Monument is protected for its visual qual

ity-by Visual Retention, Raptor Management, or Tim

ber-Visuals management prescriptions.

l6. COMMENT: Draft Plan-page 3-23; second para

graph. lncluding areas that contain primitive roads,

whether constructed or not, in SPNM is in direct conflict

with the definition ofSPNM contained in App. K. Motor

ized access of any kind is not permitted in this ROS

category, period. (100)

RESPONSE: Primitive roads or vehicular trails traverse

many SPNM areas on the Forest. However, when the

inventory was conducted, we believed that these primitive

roads did not so detract from area's character that we

should reclassify it.

17. COMMENT: Draft Plan- page 3-24; first paragraph

on page; last sentence; delete the word “possibly.” There

has been ample time during the planning process to

correct this situation. (100)

RESPONSE: We have rewritten this section. However, we

will probably inventory areas originally inventoried as

ROS class SPNM to determine if the character of those

areas has changed since the original inventory.

18. COMMENT: Draft Forest Plan, page 3-36, Visual

Quality Index. Can the hand of man do only bad things

for the VQI? What do you think the VQI was in the 1940’s

and 1950's? Do you think it has gone downhill since then?

if so, then I would suggest that there are some really

important visual esthetic aspects that are not measured

by the VQI. The SOC people will ask these same ques

tions. 'lime heals fast. (1021)
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RESPONSE: The Visual Quality Index (VQI) was de

signed to measure or index changes to the visual land

scape. It compares human-caused developments on the

visual landscape to a completely natural setting, staged

through various periods in time.

19. COMMENT: DEIS 3-87: Does the change in acreage

in SPNM areas refiect constructed or authorized routes

since 1974 or roads and trails made by visitors? If the

latter is true, then the Forest Service should retain these

areas as SPNM and enforce the mandated controls on

ORVs. (1220)

RESPONSE: We display SPNM acres as they were origi

nally inventoried, based on 1974 aerial photos. The EIS

points out that we may need to inventory many acres again

because continuous vehicle use in the interim may have so

changed the character of the land that they are no longer

appropriately classified as SPNM.

20. COMMENT: The chart on page 4-11 indicates that

23,000 acres are allocated to the semi-primitive non-mo

torized land planning category, but the narrative section,

on page 4-18, indicates that the Forest plans to manage

“78,000 additional acres for semi-primitive non-motor

ized qualities.” Since the chart reflects the Forest’s future

planned allocation, this chart should reflect the addi

tional 78,000 acres. The chart also indicates that no lands

are planned for developed recreation (low standard), but

the narrative has dedicated pp. 4-88 through 4-93 to

outlining the management direction for this land cate

gory. (1316, 1245)

RESPONSE: The 78,000 additional acres for SPNM qual

ities represent an opportunity as identified by an earlier

ROS inventory. We removed this line from the final Plan

because it was confusing and misrepresented the Forest’s

intent. The 23,013-acre figure represents an actual acre

age allocation in the Forest Plan. Currently, we manage

some developed sites at a standard level and some at a low

standard level. However, we do not plan to manage new

developed recreation sites at the low standard level.

21. COMMENT: Where are the SPM areas located?

These should be located in Final Plan maps. (1260)

RESPONSE: The SPM areas are displayed on the ROS

or Recreation Opportunity Spectrum map which is in

cluded with the other Final Plan maps.

22. COMMENT: Draft ElS- page 3-86; ROS: second

paragraph: including areas that contain primitive roads,

whether constructed or not, in SPNM is in direct conflict

with the definition of SPNM contained in Appendix K.

Motorized access ofany kind is not permitted in this ROS

category, period. (100)

RESPONSE: At the time we conducted the ROS inven

tory, we believed many ofthese areas exhibited a character

appropriate for SPNM classification despite the presence

of primitive two-track roads. The EIS suggests that we

should inventory these areas again. The SPNM Manage

ment Prescription directs vehicular restrictions on those

acres allocated to that prescription.

U-192 Pubic Comments



  

1. COMMENT: An aggressive interpretive program will

benefit local communities through an increased aware

ness and appreciation of our local history and heritage,

and economically as well, by making available day-trips

for tourists. (1034)

RESPONSE: Forest Plan direction to sign two cultural

resource sites per year will help in this area. By working

with the Modoc County Historical Society and other in

terested groupswe will produce interpretive brochures for

signed locations.

2. COMMENT: Clearly post restricted areas around

wilderness areas, historical sites, archaeological sites,

and wildlife habitat. (1147)

RESPONSE: A few historic and archaeological sites have

signs advising the public of their protected status. Two

problems exist in signing sites: 1) there are simply too

many to sign each one; and 2) posting historic and archae

ological sites sometimes leads to their destruction by van

dals and illegal artifact collectors. We will post

interpretive signs at selected locations for public educa

tion and enjoyment.

1. COMMENT: Special management designation for the

Willow-Boles Creek area. (104)

RESPONSE: We evaluated the entire Forest for potential

special interests areas for all resources. Those identified

are included in HS Chapter 3—Afi'ected Environment. We

did not identify the Willow-Boles area as a special interest

area. However, the Plan includes a Forest Standard and

Guideline for evaluating future areas for consideration as

SlAs.

2. COMMENT: Establish the special interest areas de

scribed ln Appendix N. (1253)

RESPONSE: EIS Appendix N displays potential SlAs.

EIS Chapters 2 and 4, and Plan Chapter 4 discuss SlAs

that are recommended to the Regional Forester for imme

diate establishment as well as those to be evaluated follow

ing Forest Plan release.

I 3. COMMENT: No geothermal development should be

allowed especially as water is probably limiting for devel

opment. The one perennial stream in the highlands

should not be diverted for geothermal as it is a 81A in its

own right. (1260)

RESPONSE: Plan Appendix 1 lists Special Stipulations

which the Forest established for protecting resources,
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including surface water. ElS Chapters 2 and 4 and Appen

dix N, and Plan Chapter 4 discuss SlAs.

4. COMMENT: Burnt Lava Flow: The vegetation on the

kapukas (islands) needs to be protected. It needs to be

emphasized that the trees are a value and should not be

cut.

Glass Mt.: Special interest area designation does not stop

much of development, or even make it hard to mine, as

SIA boundaries may be adjusted to accommodate claims.

SPNM, as part of the Hoffman Unit, would protect it

more, by limiting surface occupancy. The area could have

both protections. The unit definitely should include the

hot spot. (708)

RESPONSE: The “islands" of vegetation within the Burnt

Lava Flow SIA are withdrawn from mineral entry and

managed according to the Special Areas Management

Prescription in Plan Chapter 4. This prescription prohibits

harvesting timber or collecting firewood in SlAs. The

Special Areas Prescription should also allayyour concerns

about mineral exploration in SlAs; NSO stipulations

apply. EIS Chapters 2 and 4 and Appendix N, and Plan

Chapter 4 discuss SlAs. Plan Appendix 1 discusses special

stipulations.

The SPNM Management Prescription provides stringent

restrictions on mineral leasing; conditional NSO

stipulations apply.

5. COMMENT: Older kapukas surrounded by older

lava fiows should be identified and protected as SlAs.The

Glass Mtn. SIA should include the hot spot. (1260)

RESPONSE: The Hot Spot, attached to the Glass Moun

tain Flow, was not included in the original Special Interest

Area. However, the area is protected from ground-dis

turbing activities caused by mineral development. We

apply a no-surface-occupancy stipulation to the area. This

stipulation was identified in the Glass Mountain KGRA

Geothermal leasing EA, and is explained in Plan Appen

dix l.

6. COMMENT: i would also like to see special interest

area designation for the geologic areas of Glass ML,

Burnt Lava Flow, and Medicine Lake Glass Flow. (104)

RESPONSE: The Final EIS and Plan identifies these

areas as SlAs.

7. COMMENT: SlAs and RNAs. All candidates should

be designated. (1048)

RESPONSE: Officially designating an SlA begins with the

Forest Supervisor’s recommendation. The Regional For

ester actually designates areas as SlAs. See EIS Chapter
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3-Affected Environment, section 19, and Chapter 4; and

Plan Chapter 4.

8. COMMENT: Recommend that the final ElS contain

a complete explanation ofhow such areas are selected and

the rationale behind the designation of Burnt Lava Flow,

Medicine lake Glass Flow, and Glass Mountain Glass

Flow. (364)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 3-Afl'ected Environment and

E15 Chapter 4-Environmental Consequences include an

explanation of the merits of each SIA and recommenda

tions. in addition, the Forest Supervisor’s Office has doc

umentation on the rationale for the Regional Forester’s

designation of the Burnt Lava and the Glass Mountain

Glass Flow as SIAs in 1982. It is available for review.

9. COMMENT: Draft EIS-Appendix H —withdraw

als —page H-2: Special Interest Areas: Why just the

northern portion of the Medicine Lake Glass Flow? The

whole thing isn’t that big and not much good for anything

else anyway. (100)

RESPONSE: We designated the northern portion of

Medicine Lake for SIA withdrawal because the southern

portion is already withdrawn in the Medicine Lake Rec

reation Area withdrawal. See Appendix H, H-1.

10. COMMENT: 3-30. Geologic Special interest Areas.

This section needs a glossary. What is dacite? (364)

RESPONSE: We added dacite to the Glossary in the E15.

11. COMMENT: In the LMP section titled, Management

Prescriptions for Special Areas, it is indicated that “No

Surface Occupancy” (NSO) stipulations will be applied.

This NSO stipulation needs to be justified. (1316)

RESPONSE: We apply NSO stipulations to areas of sig

nificant value when we want to preserve the integrity of the

area. Mineral exploration and development could destroy

the SIA; therefore, we apply a NSO sipulation.

12. COMMENT: i appreciate retention of the Burnt

Lava Flow Virgin Area, and would hope the FS will vigor

ously oppose infringements on the area such as power

lines. (1351)

RESPONSE: We agree. Your concern is refiected in the

Management Direction for Burnt Lava Flow (Plan Chap

ter 4, Management Area 62- Black Mountain).

13. COMMENT: CNPS requests that the following

S&Gs for RNAs and SlAs be adopted:

— 1) Protect areas ofoutstanding scientific, scenic, bota

nic, or geologic values as RNAs, NNLs, or SlAs. The

Forest shall:

— A) establish RNAs for baseline ecological study, pro

tection of gene pools, and as habitat for Forest-listed

sensitive plant species,

- B) inventory and recommend NNL status for those

sites illustrating the geological and ecological diver

sity of the U.S.,

— C) inventory and recommend SlA status for areas of

outstanding nationally-significant geologic, botanic,

zoologic, paleontologic, or other natural values,

— D) protect and preserve the values of SlAs as identi

fied in the establishment report or area mgt plan to

conform with MAdirection and applicable Rxs. (1214)

RESPONSE: Plan Chapter 4 (Forest-wide Standards and

Guidelines, management prescriptions, and management

direction) address your concerns.
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1. COMMENT: MNF needs at least one hydrologic

aquatic RNA to provide baseline data to evaluate mgt

activities that affect stream quality and riparian vegeta

tion. (500)

RESPONSE: We agree. The Region is in the process of

completing a target element gap analysis that identifies

potential sites for inclusion in the RNA program. The first

step is to refine the target elements themselves, prior to

identifying particular sites on National Forest lands that

meet the target element criteria. Hydrologic-aquatic areas

are among those being evaluated in the gap analysis. Sev

eral target elements occur on the Modoc NF, including

Montane Meadow, Montane Black Cottonwood Forest,

Montane Riparian Scrub, and Transmontane Freshwater

Marsh.

2. COMMENT: Prohibit OHV use in established and

candidate RNAs. (500)

RESPONSE: OHV use in the Devil’s Garden RNA is

restricted. See Management Prescription 8. The Raider

Basin candidate RNA is mostly in the South Warner Wil

derness and is entirely unroaded. OHV use is not a con

cern there.

3. COMMENT: Exclude grazing if necessary. Allow

grazing only where natural systems do not maintain veg.

communities for which the RNA was established.

— Prohibit firewood cutting in RNAs.

(500)

RESPONSE: Firewood cutting and grazing activities are

prohibited in RNAs. See Management Prescription 8.

4. COMMENT: The DEIS (3-90) states that the existing

Devil’s Garden RNA does not exclude cattle and horses.
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The DFG recommends that there be a schedule in the final

Plan outlining Plans to fence and sign this RNA on the

Modoc NE. (364, 1030)

RESPONSE: A recent ecological survey (Keeler-Wolf,

1983) discusses current grazing impacts to the Devil's

Garden Research Natural Area. According to the report,

most ofthe RNA is ungrazed by cattle or horses except for

the extreme northeast corner, which is close to a stock

pond. Current standards and guidelines listed in Manage

ment Prescription 8 specify that fencing will be done as

necessary to prohibit grazing.

5. COMMENT: RNA’s have a special requirement: they

should be in areas which have been relatively undisturbed

by man for the last 50 yrs. and which have the prospect of

remaining undisturbed. Where this condition cannot be

met, areas that have the least disturbance should be used

as they will take the shortest time to recover fully. (500)

RESPONSE: We agree. Thank you for your comment.

6. COMMENT: A ponderosa pine type 245 with signifi

cant bitterbrush understory and hydrologic RNA are

needed and bitterbrush and mountain mahogany RNAs

should be strongly considered because of the increased

reliance on these areas for timber, while maintaining

bitterbrush for forage. A candidate area for this type

should be included in the final Plan. (500)

RESPONSE: An interior ponderosa pine type is included

in the Region’s network of target element RNAs, as is a

Jeffrey pine type. Both types have been subject to heavy

disturbance from logging and grazing over the last fifty

years. If suitable areas exist, the Forest will recommend

their evaluation to the Regional Research Natural Areas

committee.

7. COMMENT: I support the Raider Basin RNA. (708)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. This area is

currently in the evaluation process for RNA designation.

8. COMMENT: Parsnip Creek, a spring creek, would

make a good candidate for this RNA. (500)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. This site is not

currently being considered for nomination. EIS Chapters

3 and 4 include discussions of RNAs.

9. COMMENT: Use RNAs for baseline data in the mon

itoring program.

— Encourage scientific studies.

— Use RNAs for public education. (500)

RESPONSE: One objective of designating RNAs is to

preserve examples of all significant natural ecosystems for

research and ecological study. RNAs are used whenever
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appropriate for baseline monitoring data. Unfortunately,

not all ecological types are well represented.

10. COMMENT: There are no indications in the Plan to

establish any SIAs or RNAs for sensitive plants or ani

mals. We recommend that surveys be done in the Devil’s

Garden region with high concentrations of vernal pools

and seasonal lakes and meadows. This area, in addition

to having these rare habitats and communities, has a high

potential for rare plant species and should be reviewed

for SIA/RNA status. (661,1214)

RESPONSE: A guideline has been added to the Plan

Chapter 4 that states, "Consider additional areas for

RNA/SIA status as needs and oppommities arise ”.

11. COMMENT: I support the PRF because it protects

Devil’s Garden's RNA. It recommends Raider Basin to be

established as an RNA for its bighom sheep, white fir

forest, and other important features. (007)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.

12. COMMENT: Adopt Plan S&Gs. (500)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.

13. COMMENT: The National Audubon Soc. supports

the designation of RNAs. An important addition to the

Forest Plans would be the providing of criteria outlining

RNA needs and goals and how the MNF intends to help

R5 meet those goals.

The establishment of RNAs can work to not only provide

examples of important vegetation types but also can pro

vide habitat and protection to sensitive species. (1018)

RESPONSE: Criteria outlining RNA needs and goals are

established at the Regional level. The Forest’s role is to

initiate searches for and nominate prospective areas when

target elements are assigned by the Regional Forester. EIS

Chapters 3 and 4 include discussions of RNAs.

14. COMMENT: MNF has several veg. types and plant

communities that do not occur on any other forest. We

believe that a commitment to designating candidates and

getting them established as RNAs is a major step in

maintaining and preserving diversity in the MNF. (1214)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. If you know

ofspecific areas that might be suitable as RNAs, the Forest

would like to hear from you regarding their location and

characteristics. EIS Chapters 3 and 4 include discussions

of RNAs.

15. COMMENT: The CNDDB (California Natural Di

versity Data Base) currently recognizes 262 terrestrial

and 144 aquatic communities for the State. MNF should

determine which of these communities are present in the
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Forest and develop a list of areas that could potentially

fill RNA needs for R5. The establishment of RNAs can

work to provide examples of important and restricted

vegetation types, and provide habitat and protection to

sensitive plant and animal species. (1214)

RESPONSE: Target elements are assigned by the Re

gional Forester through the RNA Committee. The role of

the Forest is to search for suitable areas representing

target elements after they are assigned to the Forest. Ifyou

know of candidate areas, we urge you to contact us with

the location and characteristics.

16. COMMENT: CNPS supports the establishment of

SlAs for protection of unique assemblages of sensitive or

geographically rare plants and animals, unusual species,

and representatives ofuncommon natural plant commu

nities. Areas with unique fioras, well-preserved meadows,

special soils such as serpentine, dolomites and limestone,

mtn. peaks with outstanding fioras, flower fields with

outstanding displays, concentrations of sensitive plant

species, unique or uncommon plant communities, are all

examples of habitat that could occur on MNF and would

deserve protection. (1214)

RESPONSE: We agree. Thank you for your comment.

ElS Chapters 3 and 4 and AppendixN include discussions

of SIAs.

17. COMMENT: it is unbelievable that the Forest would

dispute jurisdiction with the National Park Service over

Lava Beds, after 63 years of national monument status

(p.3-59). Lava Beds was established for its unique geo

logic character. Sole jurisdiction should go to the NPS,

and the Callahan Flow, Lavas, and Dobie Flat roadless

areas should be added. The Devil’s Garden RNA as de

tailed'on pp. 3—90,91 portrays a sorry, sorry state of

affairs. The National Forest has failed to protect the area

and so it should be given National Natural Landmark

status. (1253)

RESPONSE: The authority for national landmark and

national park designation rests soley with Congress and,

therefore, is outside the scope of this Plan.

  

1. COMMENT: By far the most controversial issue on

national forests today is the below cost timbering/road

building scandal. (0006, 0500)

RESPONSE: One ofthe more significant issues surround

ing the national forest timber management program is an

economic one: whether sale receipts should cover the

costs of the program, and the degree to which total public

benefits should be included- if at all. The following gen

eral policy statements should clarify Forest Service direc

tion relating to the economics of the national forest timber

program:

— The timber management program on a national forest

shall be conducted in such a way that total benefits

equal or exceed total costs over time.

— The timber management program will be planned and

conducted in an economically efficient manner, consis

tent with the objectives andguidance ofthe Forest Plan.

— The timber sale program on an individual national

forest will reflect present and anticipated future market

conditions within the flexibility provided for in the

Forest Plan.

— When monitoring systems such as TSPIRS (Timber

Sale Program Information Reporting System) indicate

that, due to incorrect assumptions or changing condi

tions, the timber management program may not be

consistent with this overall policy, an analysis of the

Forest Plan may be initiated to determine if a modifi

cation is necessary.

Based on the 1988 TSPIRS analysis, the Modoc NF does

not have a below-cost timber sale program. ElS Chapters

2 and 4 and Appendix B display timber harvest economics.

2. COMMENT: Don’t timber harvest along streams,

lakeshores, and around mountain meadows. (0186)

RESPONSE: The Plan protects streams, meadows, and

lakeshores. See Plan Chapter 4 Management Direction,

section D. Forest Standards and Guidelines, item 15 Ri

parian Areas and Water; and Appendices M and N. (0186)

3. COMMENT: The Plan admits that MNF is un

derstocked in mature and old-growth timber. MNF

should allot more acreage for uneven-age class timber

standards than PRF outlines. (0474, 0536, 1237)

RESPONSE: Most of the 639,942 acres of forested land

are under 130 years old. About 92% of the ponderosa pine

is less thatn 120 years, and about 80% of the mixed conifer

is less than 130 years. These are averages of the Forest

strata and do not reflect what may be available in an

individual stand. The implication is that many of the stands

existing on the Modoc are relatively young. See Plan,

Chapter 3 Analysis of the Management Situation, item 3.

Diversity; and Chapter 4, D. Forest Standards and Guide

lines, item (5) Vegetative Diversity to review the Modoc’s

plan to maintain a minimum of 5% of each seral stage

including old growth.

The use of uneven-age management does not necessarily

guarantee an increase in the number of old-growth trees.

Maintaining the largest tree desired still requires a base of

smaller trees. Because smaller trees occupy some space,

all the area cannot contain old growth. This assumes that

the Forest is conducting a timber harvest program. The
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final Plan differs from the draft Plan in that one

compartment from each district has been set aside for

uneven-aged management in order to test its feasability in

the timber types and climatic conditions found on the

Modoc.

4. COMMENT: All timber production zones should be

managed for old growth. (0536)

RESPONSE: Because the Forest must manage its avail

able resources to meet a wide range of demands, the

exclusive use of any resource for a single demand is not

responsive to the publics served by the Modoc.

5. COMMENT: l was surprised to see that the Modoc

plans to commercially harvest timber from lands which

don’t have the minimum timber productivity to qualify as

normal commercial timberland. So far as i know, this is

unique among California forest plans. Other plans do not

plan harvest in areas with productivity less than 20 cubic

feet per year. Why should the Modoc differ? This needs

further clarification. (1276)

RESPONSE: In Region 5, the Modoc and Lassen are the

two forests required by R-S direction to include lands

capable ofgrowing less than 20 cubic feet ofwood per acre

per year (lands) in the tentatively suitable land base. The

Modoc, in consultation with the Regional timber staff,

determined that harvesting of no more than 5% of the

standing inventory on these lands would be at such a low

level that the site would retain current productivity. Of

184,000 acres, the Preferred Alternative designates about

124,000 acres on which harvesting can occur. See the Plan,

Chapter 3; and chapter 4 Management Direction, Timber

Management on Low Productivity (Timber) Prescription

for more information on the land. EIS Chapter 4 discusses

impacts of timber.

6. COMMENT: We recommend ceasing all logging on

the Modoc or at least not logging eastside pine. (1237,

1269)

RESPONSE: The Plan is an allocation of land which

combines management activities considered best suited

for maximizing long-term net public benefits in an envi

ronmentally sound manner. The multiple-use nature ofthe

Plan provides a mix of outputs and ensures that no single

resource is emphasized to the exclusion of another. Past

timber management activities have shown that trees can

be harvested and the area successfully regenerated with

local source seedlings.

7. COMMENT: The black oak forest should be off limits

to all harvesting of any type. (1223)

RESPONSE: Although a few black oak grow on the

Modoc, the Forest has no extensive acreages of this type.

We have no plans to harvest black oak. Maintaining black
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oak as part of the Forest’s species composition is an

integral part of the Plan. See Chapter 4 Management

Direction, D. Forest Standards and Guidelines, (3) Oak.

8. COMMENT: It is imperative that the largest possible

acreage be maintained in the intensive timber manage

mentcomponent in order to sustain the growingdemands

for housing. (1057)

RESPONSE: In the Preferred Alternative we sought the

most appropriate mix ofresource outputs, considering the

types and quantity of resources on the Forest, public

issues, statutory and management direction, minimum

management requirements, and minimum implementa

tion requirements. The Plan is based on land allocation

which combines management activities best suited for

maximizing long-term net public benefits in an environ

mentally sound manner. The multiple-use nature of the

Plan provides a mix of outputs and ensures that no single

resource is emphasized to the exclusion of another.

9. COMMENT: Marginal lands require the least

amount of ecological disturbance if they are to be main

tained as productive lands. Yet MNF in the proposed

timber Rx’s and Forest-wide S&G’s introduce to the for

est heavy-handed management practices such as creating

bare mineral soil, windrowing and yarding culls. (1260)

RESPONSE: If you are referring to “marginal lands” as

lands designated as capable of producing less than 20

cubic feet of wood per acre per year, review the Plan

Chapter 4, Management Direction, E. Management Pre

scriptions, and the Timber Management on Low Produc

tivity Lands (Timber) Prescription. These sections

indicate that lands will not be managed for maximum

timber production or regenerated by clearcutting. A max

imum of 5% of the standing inventory will be harvested

onlywhen standards for snags and diversity have been met;

and when an adequately stocked understory exists, or

enough overstory trees are retained to provide a seed

source for regeneration by the shelterwood method.

If you are referring to “marginal lands” as the land on the

Modoc NF, then our experience in regenerating lands

which have been clearcut or devastated by wildfire has had

mixed results over the years. Early planting ofburned land

often has yielded poor results because of poor techniques.

To the contrary, the Sugar Hill plantations indicate that

many older site preparations and plantings worked very

well. More recent planting of bumed over and clearcut

areas have responded well. The acres clearcut were done

so only after completion of Environmental Assessment.

In response to the yarding of cull logs, see the Plan, Section

D., Forest Standards and Guidelines, for leaving dead and

down material.
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l0. COMMENT: It is important to maintain a sustained

yield and not submit to pressure to increase timber har

vest. I favor conservation ofareas for wildlife and restric

tion of cattle grazing and timber harvest per se, but also

view the Conservationist Alternative as an indirect way to

protect cultural resources. (273)

RESPONSE: All but the Departure Alternative (RPD)

have timber policy constraints which ensure that timber

harvest meets sustained yield, culmination ofmean annual

increment (CMAI), and dispersion requirements. Some

examples of timber policy constraints are: rotation length

and culmination of mean annual increment; and require

ments for timber harvesting scheduling, sustained yield,

harvest flow, and dispersion.

The FEIS SummaryTable 1. Summary Treatment ofIssues

and Concern, indicates that the PRF (Preferred

Alternative) produces timber volumes which are not as

high as some alternatives nor as low as others. Chapter 2,

Alternatives Including the PreferredAlternative ofthe FEIS,

provides details ofeach alternative. ElS Chapter discusses

impacts of timber harvest.

11. COMMENT: White fir is worth roughly one-fifth to

one-tenth the value of pine. Ifyou put that in an economic

test without the yield reductions or withdrawals, the dol

lar loss will break our communities. I support Modoc

Cares. (1145)

RESPONSE: Appendix C, Economic Efliciency Analysis,

in the FEIS explains present net value (PNV) and net

public benefit (NPB). These concepts take into account

the values of priced outputs versus the Forest’s manage

ment and investment costs. Since publishing the draft Plan

timber values have been updated based on the average

value per thousand board feet (MBF) from fiscal year 1984

through fiscal year 1988. E18 Appendix B displays timber

values.

Because of the current composition of the timber

inventory and the emphasis on producing the volumes

shown for each alternative within the constraints, species

other than ponderosa pine must be included in the

allowable sale quantity (A50). The short-term solution to

harvest only pine will magnify the problem in the future. if

all pine were harvested now, only fir would remain after

the pine was regenerated and reached merchantable size.

Alternatively, we could lower the A80 until we harvested

available ponderosa pine inventory on a sustained-yield

basis. No solution is entirely satisfactory. However,

producing a mix of pine and fir seems a reasonable way to

maintain an appropriate ASQ resembling that of past

years while still producing some eastside pine.

12. COMMENT: 1f the basic site productivity is simply

not there for 75 MMBF, how much could sawtimber

production be increased by commercial and non-com

mercial thinning and how much would that cost? (1021)

RESPONSE: Based on the current timber inventory, little

is available for commercial thinning. Commercial thinning

can increase ASQ as a supplement to the regeneration

volume, or replace some of the regeneration volume. The

costs of commercial thinning are less than regeneration

costs. EIS Chapters 2 and 4 and Appendix B include

economic analyses.

13. COMMENT: Plan 4-161 Highgrade: states that in

cense-cedar is a rare tree in the Warners. Does it need

special management? (107)

RESPONSE: Thank you for bringing this to our attention.

The word “rare” in this case will be changed to “infre

quent”. Incense-cedar is not threatened or endangered,

and does not require special treatment in the Warner

Mountains.

14. COMMENT: Plan page 4-38 Timber item h. [Imple

menting tree measurement sales for low defect timber]

has a tendency to be over-used in the wrong instances

(high value species). What are the benefits for the ES?

(126)

RESPONSE: The use of tree measurement sales com

posed of uniform trees with little cull can eliminate the

need for sealing a large number of small logs.

15. COMMENT: Plan p. 4-8, Timber item 1. What are

the trade-offs if an additional 5.9 MMBF per year are

offered? Will wildlife goals be met? It does not appear

that the Modoc NF has fully identified impacts of the

timber program and trade-offs for wildlife. Most of these

items if implemented would be detrimental to wildlife.

(364)

RESPONSE: The 5.9 MMBF to which you refer has been

removed from the EIS and final Plan. EIS Chapter 4

displays impacts to wildlife.

16. COMMENT: What are tree measurement sales?

(364)

RESPONSE: A tree measurement sale is comprised of

trees which have been measured in advance of sale so that

the Forest Service can determine volume and amount of

payment prior to advertising. The Regional Forester pro

vides instructions for premeasurement and establishes

standards of accuracy for its use.
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There are two forms of premeasurement sales:

— Unit Rate Sale. Either sale by area or sale by account

may apply when procedures permit bidding by unit of

measurement by species. Base sale value on the sale-as

a-whole concept. Where useful for payment or admin

istration purposes, the sale may be subdivided into

payment units or subdivisions. Contract rates are based

on dollars and cents per unit of measure by species or

specie groups.

— Lump Sum Sales. Lump sum sales invite bidding on the

basis of total appraised value rather than on rates per

unit of measure. For such sales, a schedule of unit

stumpage rates is provided in the sale contract for

cutting oftrees damaged in logging or for other reasons,

such as in road rights-of-way or landings.

Sell quantities are based on total number of trees or total

acres of timber. The sold quantity is final; there are no

provisions for quantity adjustments due to overrun or

underrun of sold volumes. Volume adjustments are

provided for salvage trees damaged by logging,

blow-down, fire, or other damaging agents.

17. COMMENT: 4-38. Timber c. Delete “generally” in

first sentence. Change “will generally” to “shall” in sec

ond sentence. (364)

RESPONSE: The statement referred to is on page 4-38

item c. of the draft Plan: “Generally prohibit tractor log

ging on slopes exceeding 40%. Cable and helicopter log

ging will generally be used on slopes over 40%.” The

word(s) “generally” and “will generally” were used so that

some flexibility is allowed in unit design and layout. In

some instances very short pitches of land exceed 40%

slope in what is otherwise a tractor unit. Forcing a cable

system on this unit may not be practical and provides no

additional environmental protection. Conversely, some

areas have slopes less than 40% but are better served with

cable yarding. To maintain flexibility, our wording is car

ried forward in the final Plan.

18. COMMENT: Are there areas where it has become

just sort of “unacceptable” to cut timber, and if so, how

expensive would it be to do a sensitive logging job to

assure minimum environmental impact?" the added ex

pense was not taken, what would the environmental im

pacts be? (1021)

RESPONSE: The only areas where it is unacceptable to

cut timber are those dedicated to a single use, e.g., wilder

ness areas. Sensitive areas, such as streamside zones, are

analyzed for logging; special techniques (e.g., endlining)

may be required. This analysis is accomplished through a

project level environmental analysis.

19. COMMENT: DEIS 4-139: The section on “Irrevers

ible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources” is in
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tended to cover impacts resulting from actions taken the

FS, such as road building and logging. Proper multiple

use management which reduces or precludes logging of

trees in some sites is not an irretrievable commitment of

resources because timber volumes still exist; the irre

trievable commitment of resources (loss of soil, destruc

tion of fisheries, reduction of water quality, etc.) would

become readily apparent if and when the FS logs such

areas. (1220)

RESPONSE: In Section F. of the FEIS, Irretrievable Com

mitments is defined as “opportunities for production or

use of resources that are foregone because of land use

decisions, allocations, or constraints.” Clearly, loss of tim- .

ber harvest opportunities as a result of environmental

constraints meets the definition of an “irretrivable com

mitment” of a resource. As such, this commitment is dis

played in Section F. ofthe FEIS along with the irretrivable

and irreversible losses for soils, fisheries, and water.

20. COMMENT: 1-11: reports on 3 separate meetings

withWTA (Western Timber Association).Will you please

send us your minutes or summary of those meetings?

(1263)

RESPONSE: After an exhaustive file search, we could

only find a list of attendees and some notes to the effect

that these meetings were scheduled and held.

21. COMMENT: Glossary p. 26: An opening remains an

opening until regenerated tree growth reaches 4.5 feet in

height. Plan 4-134 says, “regeneration openings are con

sidered openings until (a) tree heights average 20 feet...”

which is it? Which didyou use in your projection oftimber

growth and harvest schedules? Why the inconsistency?

Clarification is needed. (1263)

RESPONSE: Both statements are correct but do require

clarification. The Glossary refers to the basic definition

given in the Code of Federal Regulations September 30,

1982 36 CFR PART 219.27(d)(1): “As a minimum , open

ings in forest stands are no longer considered openings

once a new forest is established. Forest plans may set forth

variations to this minimum based on site-specific require

ments for achieving multiple-use objectives. Regional

guides shall provide guidance for determining variations

to this minimum in the forest plan....” Region 5 Land

Management Planning Direction of January 15, 1984, (re

vised) indicates that “an opening created by timber har

vesting using even-aged harvesting methods will no longer

be considered an opening once the number of trees de

fined in FSM 2470.03, R-5 Supplement #232 5/80 have

reached 4.5 feet in height and are free to grow.”

The Glossary defines minimum requirements. This is used

when the Even-aged Timber Management Prescription is

applied. The standards shown in the Plan are more
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restrictive and are used when the Timber Management

with Forage Production (Timber-Forage) Prescription is

applied. This ensures that clearcuts will not occur adjacent

to each other until the trees are 20 feet high (perhaps 15

to 25 years). These constraints affect the scheduling of

timber harvest and are aimed at maintaining various levels

of dispersion; but they do not affect volume growth

directly. Yield tables remain the same for both

prescriptions. Timing and frequency of yield table entries

are affected.

To eliminate confusion, the Glossary definition ‘is

amended to reflect that this minimum may be more

restrictive if necessary.

22. COMMENT: Element E. Timber: Guidelines a.

through d. under Management Direction 1, regarding

timber harvest, should be elevated to standards. (1316)

RESPONSE: Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines have

been ammended to reflect their status as either a standard

or guideline.

23. COMMENT: Glossary: we suggest changing the def

inition of “thousand board feet” to: “Board foot. A mea

sure of lumber volume equal to 1" x 12" x 12". Commonly

expressed in units of one thousand, i.e., thousand board

feet, or MBF”. We suggest similar change with cubic foot

definition. The definition of“poletimber” does not list an

upper limit. Reference to the definition of “sawtimber”

does not help. These definitions need to be completed.

RPA definition should include reference to the regional

guide. (1263)

RESPONSE: The definition of one board foot is given as

you suggest. Thank you for bringing this to our attention.

Our definition for a cubic foot ofwood is: A unit ofvolume

measure, strictly of true volume measure. (A cube 12

inches on a side.)

Your observation that the definition of “poletimber” does

not have an upper limit is correct. It is no longer

considered poletimber when it becomes saw timber.

The definition ofsawtimber was intentional. While a lower

dbh (diameter at breast height) limit could be assigned, it

also needs a height standard. Because a tree has an 11-inch

diameter does not guarantee that a board can be

manufactured from it. The definition of sawtimber found

in Tenninology ofForest Science, Technology Practice and

Products (English-Language Version) by the Society of

American Foresters, Washington DC. 1971 states: Saw

Timber - (1) Trees fit to yield saw logs, and (2) Round

timber fit to yield sawn timber. The definition of Saw Log

is a log considered suitable in size and quality for

producing sawn timber.

We find no justiiication for including a reference to the

Regional guide in the RPA definition. RPA is national in

scope.

24. COMMENT: You need to charge the logging compa

nies more. It is not fair that we the tax payers have to pay

for roads the loggers use to clearcut our forests. (071)

RESPONSE: Timber sale appraisal procedures are de

signed to determine the fair market value of the specified

timber. Road construction costs are also determine in this

appraisal. Road construction costs are based on Forest

Service construction standards and engineers’ estimates

ofthe cost to construct or reconstruct a road to meet these

standards on site-specific locations. These estimates re

fiect cost to government if a timber purchaser elects not

to construct the road. The wood removed is for public

consumption and, in most cases, the road costs are cov

ered by the value of the timber removed so that the costs

do not come out of the taxpayers pockets.

25. COMMENT: I support the timber harvest to be man

ufactured in the States that it grows in. (412)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service has no legislative

authority to restrict location oflog manufacture. Any such

restriction is beyond the authority and scope of the Forest

Plan. A federal law prohibits the exporting of federal logs

overseas. in addition, 80% of federal timber harvested in

the Big Valley Federal Sustained Yield Unit, located in

the Big Valley Ranger District, must be manufactured

within the Unit.

sili‘iiiqiii'i

1. COMMENT: Dispersion does not have to signifi

cantly impact the cut if harvest systems are logically

applied. (108)

RESPONSE: The intent of the dispersion rule is to pre

vent regeneration units which are still “openings” from

occurring adjacent to each other, and to disperse units so

that logical harvest units are left for future management.

FORPLAN modeling rules are an attempt to account for

this desired ground condition within the model. The con

straint is to disturb less than 16%, averaged over 2-decade

period, in each contiguous area greater than 5,000 acres.

Depending on the alternative and the constraints, this rule

may effect timber outputs.

2. COMMENT: The diversity of the Forest should pro

vide for a variety of silvicultural Rxs. (218)

RESPONSE: A stand management prescription is the

plan for achieving stand management objectives, which

are defined in terms of desired species composition and

structure. Silviculture practices will vary by prescription
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and are based on direction in the Forest Land Manage

ment Plan, site-specific environmental assessments, and

the ecology of the particular stand being treated.

3. COMMENT: Modoc National Forest needs to begin

an active management program on low productive timber

growing sites. Low productive sites could be productive

under intensive management. Modoc National Forest

must commit a higher portion of their budget for timber

management activities. (231)

RESPONSE: We manage low productivity lands at a level

which will not degrade the site. Because of soil composi

tion, the management scheme allows natural processes to

regenerate these sites. While it causes little or no impact,

this approach requires more time and consequently pro

duces less wood. Details for manging low productivity land

are in Chapter 4 of the Plan-Timber Management On

Low Productivity Lands (< 20 Timber) Prescription.

Forest budget requests are based on estimates to produce

certain outputs by resource. Budgets we receive are

seldom identical to the request. The budget authorized by

Congress must be spent within the function for which it

was designated. In order to meet volume targets assigned

with the budget we receive, we do not spend funds on low

productivity lands.

4. COMMENT: 3-31. (draft Plan) Timber introduction.

Based on the information provided it appears that more

than 70% of the commercial forests are in a poorly

stocked condition. Why has this been allowed to occur?

What are the present and future impacts to other re

sources? What are the trade-offs with other resources to

restore the commercial forest lands to proper stocking

levels. Present practice is to clear cut and replant to

timber plantations at the expense of livestock and wild

life.What is the effect on snag retention and recruitment?

The practices which promote even-aged single species

management are not conducive to good wildlife manage

ment.(364)

RESPONSE: One criteria for classification of forested

land is that crown closure must be 10% or greater. Much

of the land which is classified as poorly stocked occurs

naturally. About 30% ofthe tentatively suitable forest land

(619,258 acres) is capable of producing less than 20 cubic

feet of wood per acre per year. This type of land tends to

produce stands of open-grown trees, i.e. poorly stocked.

Of the more productive land (435,103 acres), about 43%,

is poorly stocked. Some, not all, have occurred naturally.

Even when stocked, eastside ponderosa pine tends to be

open when compared to red fir or mixed conifer stands.

The Plan includes regenerating 10,000 acres of poorly

stocked acres per year. it is not our intention to create

poorly stocked stands. Future trade-offs to other

231 - Silvicultural Methods

resources in regenerating either poor or well-stocked

stands are discussed in the EIS Chapters 2 and 4. Some

species of wildlife will benefit from openings and early

seral stages; others will eventually benefit when the trees

grow larger and the canopy closes. To our knowledge, deer

and livestock receive a higher benefit from available

forage and browse in openings rather than in closed

stands.

Recent changes to the Plan for snag management include

removing the requirement to meet the snag standard by

the third decade. However, we must leave six green trees

(of various sizes) per acre as recruitment for future snags

on harvest areas. These standards, as in the draft Plan,

apply to ponderosa pine only.

5. COMMENT: The Forest does not have the ability to

implement the Plan because some Rxs are technically

infeasible for the terrain upon which they are prescribed.

(540)

RESPONSE: FORPLAN modeling we have done since

the release of the draft Plan has attempted to redress this

problem. Lands with greater than 40% slopes were sepa

rated into a non-interchangeable component. These lands

now have cost and benefit values which better reflect the

difficulties associated with their management.

6. COMMENT: Releasing seedlings through brush re

duction should cease since it is not very cost effective.

(806)

RESPONSE: The cost of conifer seedling release is ac

counted for in FORPLAN. This cost and others, plus the

value ofbenefits, make up the present net value (PNV) for

each alternative. The number of release treatments pro

posed in FORPLANare based on the desire to ensure that

future yields used in modeling can be readily achieveable.

We review each plantation on the ground and judge its

merits for appropriateness of a release treatment.

7. COMMENT: i would encourage the adoption of a

timber management component which would allow ap

propriate modern silvicultural techniques to be prac

ticed. It is a waste of time and resources to attempt to

produce economic yields of timber on less productive

sites that have a ISO-200+ year rotation length. Could

meet present and future timber harvest goals by concen

trating their efforts on the most productive timber sites.

An aggressive timber harvest-reforestation program

would open up significant new wildlife (primarily deer)

habitat and help to meet a goal of increased deer habitat

and numbers. At present, there are far too many acres of

decadent white fir and over stocked pine stands in the

Warner Mountains for optimum timber production and

deer habitat. (980) (231)
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RESPONSE: We assume the less productive land you

mention here is land described in the Plan as capable of

growing less than 20 cubic feet of wood per acre per year.

Timber management of these lands is basically

opportunistic. These areas are treated as separate

non-interchangeable components of the allowable sale

quantity; i.e., outputs and allocations are not mixed with

outputs from land of greater productivity. The Plan has an

allowable sale quantity of 45.5 MMBF per year, of which

the less productive land contributes only a small portion.

The Plan provides an aggressive timber management

program considering requirements of other resources,

standing timber inventory, and timber policy constraints

such as sustained yield, dispersion, and rotation length.

8. COMMENT: We cannot emphasize too strongly that

there is insufficient evidence tojustify an immediate dras

tic reduction in ponderosa pine volume as it is presently

being processed. To do so would cause irreparable harm

to the dependent industry and tributary communities and

we urge you to reconsider and redirect the Plan accord

ingly. (1252) (905)

RESPONSE: FORPLAN analysis runs with a different

configuration has allowed us to pursue this question. His

torically, ponderosa pine has been harvested in favor of

true firs.

With the current composition of timber inventory and

emphasis on producing volumes shown for each

alternative within the constraints, species other than

ponderosa pine must be included in the allowable sale

quantity (ASQ). While the short-term solution maybe to

harvest only pine or a much higher proportion than

proposed, this action will only magnify the problem in the

future. If all the pine where harvested now, only fir would

be left for future harvest until the pine regenerated and

reached merchantable size.

Another solution is to lower the A80 until harvesting the

available ponderosa pine inventory would be on a

sustained yield basis. While no solution is completely

satisfactory, we think producing 45.5 million board feet

per year (in the Plan) composed ofboth pine and fir is the

most reasonable.

9. COMMENT: Timber harvesting methods: on genet

ics, I don’t think the offspring ofa few nursery trees will

be more diverse than the offspring ofmany trees adapted

to a particular microclimate. (708)

RESPONSE: The ModocNF follows direction in the Tree

Improvement Master Plan for the California Region for

the Base Level Program. This program is a low intensity

effort to at least maintain the genetic status quo compara

ble to native populations on all forest land, while striving

for gains in volume growth to meet immediate reforesta

tion needs. We collect seed cones to maintain the genetic

base. Seed is collected, stored, and used by seed zones,

species, and elevation to maintain the genetic pool and to

provide seedlings in an environment for which they are

genetically compatible.

10. COMMENT: In the soils sections, windrowing is

listed as a culprit in poorly-regenerating stands. Yet, it is

suggested as an alternative site prep method on grazing

lands. The suggestion of testing broadcast burning is a

good one. If combined with a woodcutting program, it

would provide the added benefit of good public relations

with people currently frustrated bywatching piles ofgood

firewood burn up! (708)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 3, item 18 (Soils) describes

windrowing with a straight blade which displaced topsoil

and reduced soil productivity. This method was

discontinued many years ago. The intent was to remove

the grass which can be a serious threat to conifer seedling

survival. For the most part seelings survived, but growth

suffered. Windrowing with a brush rake greatly reduces

soil displacement; and if conducted when soils are dry, it

will reduce the potential for compaction by heavy

equipment. EIS Chapter 3 describes the waymanagement

has been conducted in the past and opportunities for

improvement.

The Forest policy is to encourage the public to collect

dead and down limb and body wood (logging and thinning

slash), by issuing free use permits for up to 10 cords per

household. Other firewood for personal use costs $5.00

per cord. Commercial firewood sales are offered routinely

to provide local employment opportunities, meet

firewood demand, and accomplish land management

objectives such as rangeland improvement.

  

1. COMMENT: DEIS 3-113: unable to reconcile 939,942

ac. on first line of page with items 2-6 of Table 2-13.

Subsequent discussion of pp 3-116, 117 does not help.

(1263)

RESPONSE: The derivation of 639,942 acres from the

EIS Tables 2-13 and 3-14 is obscure. Information gaps

hinder your computations. The 639,942 acres include

28,604 acres of withdrawn land (639,942 - 28,604 =

611,338 acres). In our discussion in EIS Chapter 3 - Sec

tion 20 Timber - it is not clear that the non-stocked acres

are part of the 619,258 acre total (619,258 - 7,862 =

611,396 acres). The 58-acre discrepancy is a reflection the

difference between the Forest data base and the
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FORPLAN data base caused by rounding and aggregating

various components.

2. COMMENT: By emphasizing restrictive Rxs, the un

encumbered land base shrinks and concentrates the im

pacts of the other activities on a smaller area, and quite

often results in unacceptable reductions in commodity

production. (21) (108) (218) (1230)

RESPONSE: The Plan allocates land combining manage

ment activities which we believe are best suited for maxi

mizing long-term net public benefits in an environmentally

sound manner. The multiple-use nature of the Plan and

other alternatives provides a mix of outputs, and ensures

that no single resource is emphasized to the exclusion of

another.

The alternatives selected for detailed analysis cover a

broad range of resource outputs, land uses, and goods and

services to the public. Major considerations in developing

alternatives are regulatory requirements; issues, concerns,

and opportunities; and net public benefits. All the

alternatives considered in detail include minimum

requirements to ensure compliance with applicable laws

and regulations. The Amenity (AMN) alternative

responds to amenity demands while providing for

commodity outputs at a cost-efficient level. The

commodity oriented alternative, (IND) provides high

levels of timber and range outputs while preserving other

resource values at low levels. The Preferred (PRF)

alternative is a moderate approach between the extremes.

3. COMMENT: The U.S.F.S. has a greater concern with

visuals than does the general public. I would urge that all

lands which are suitable and available for management

be managed to their fullest capability regardless of loca

tion. This would mean clearcuts to a highway edge or a

wilderness boundary. (108) (1230)

RESPONSE: Comments from proponents of the Conser

vationist Alternative and the Save Our Communities Al

ternative indicate that visual quality of the Modoc NF is

held in high regard. For this reason, our recent

FORPLAN models allocated more acres to the Visual

Retention and Timber Management with Partial Reten

tion Prescriptions (Rx 7 and 13, respectively). Visual Re

tention Prescription applies to the foreground zone of

level one travel routes. This prescription does not limit the

use of clearcutting; it does limit the intensity of manage—

ment. Clearcuts are small and infrequent if prescribed.

There are no restrictions on timber harvesting around the

Wilderness boundary, except through the use of prescrip

tions such as retention or partial retention if they have

been allocated. Future productivity of the land will not be

234 - Timberland Suitability

impaired by these prescriptions; outputs (ASQ) will be

reduced because management is less intensive.

4. COMMENT: We generally can find no justification

for departure from the standard ofa 300’ visual retention

strip along state highways. Esthetics benefits defy precise

measurement, but it is our belief that the benefits cannot

possibly offset the apparent loss of 3.4 MMBF of annual

production to visual constraints and 7.9 MMBF to dis

persion requirements (primarily for visual purposes) for

a total loss of 11.1 MMBF of production, and about $2.2

million in annual income. (1258) (153)

RESPONSE: The Forest based its conclusions about

visual quality on the principles derived from the Visual

Resource Management System which provided the

inventory methodolgy and standards for managing visual

resources. EIS Chapter 4 and AppendixQ contain specific

information on the visual resource.

Protecting visual resources is not the primary intent of the

dispersion requirement. The primary intent is to prevent

regeneration units (which are still “openings”) from

occurring adjacent to each other, and to disperse units so

that logical harvest units are left between openings for

future management.

5. COMMENT: Certainly it would be much better if the

areas around wilderness areas were utilized for multiple

use as to grazing by cattle and wildlife. (366)

RESPONSE: We agree. Timber harvesting and recreation

are also included.

6. COMMENT: The “Full Mgt" acreage in Table 2-15

corresponds precisely with Rx l2 acreage shown on Table

2-12. Rx 12 is “even-aged timber” only. Thus, full mgt does

not include uneven-aged timber Rx’s. Not only do you

need to correct your presentations, you need to explain

the reasoning that led you to less-than-full mgt efforts in

uneven-age Rx areas.

DEIS 2-138 (Table 2-16): presents figures that relate to

> 20 lands only. However, those figures equate to the

figures shown in table 244 (p. 2-136) which are supposed

to be for all lands (see 2-134). The conclusion is that there

will be no even-aged harvest on the < 20 lands. This needs

clarification. The direction appears confused and incon

sistent. A great deal of effort still needs to be applied to

correct this deficiency. (1263)

RESPONSE: Our efforts are not “less than full” for un

even-aged management. The presumption that outputs

will be less than what is achievable for even-aged manage

ment is incorrect. Even-aged management is also classi

fied as modified management (Table 2-15 EIS), i.e., less

than full. This is also based on the fact that prescriptions

which apply to this classification (Visual Retention, Tim

ber-Visuals, Timber-Forage, and Uneven-aged Mgt) will
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not have the same outputs as the Even-aged Timber Man

agement Prescription because other resource objectives

in addition to timber’s are achieved. The remaining clas

sification of limited management applies to the < 20

lands.

The discussion in the EIS Timber Management

Prescriptions on Suitable Timberlands under Full

Management concerning the even and uneven-aged

management was confusing and is clarified in the final

Plan.

Your assessment that the <20 lands is not classified as

even-aged management is correct. The classification of

the < 20 lands in Table 2-14 as Selection is confusing. This

section has been rewritten.

7. COMMENT: I support SOC. 70% of our mill’s pro

duction has been in old growth pine. The proposed har

vest plan would reduce this volume to 40%. This 30%

decrease is being caused mainly by the creation ofwilder

ness buffer zones, more protection around archaeological

sites, extending wildlife protection zones for endangered

species, and snag recruitment programs. it is estimated

that these programs alone will reduce the annual harvest

volume of old growth pine 15 to 20 million feet per year.

Proposed plan does not truly reflect the allowable pine

cut which can be sustained on the Modoc NF. (905) (1252)

RESPONSE: Some reduction in the A80 is the result of

constraints that where not implemented in the 1974 Tim

ber Management Plan. Another reason is the existing

timber inventory. With existing volumes and the need to

meter them out over the conversion period, volume from

species other than pine must be used to produce a non-de

clining yield. If all the pine were harvested now, only fire

would be remain for harvest until the pine regenerated and

reached merchantable size.

Another solution would be to lower the ASQ until

harvesting the available ponderosa pine inventory would

be on a sustained yield basis. While no solution is

completely satisfactory, we believe that producing 45.5

million board feet per year (in the Plan) of pine and fir is

the most reasonable.

Protecting endangered species and archaeological sites

are not interpreted as discretionary by the Forest. Snag

recruitment is deemed necessary to fulfill population

viability requirements. Wilderness buffer zones have not

been created.

8. COMMENT: There are some serious problems with

the acreage determinations for the “timberland” category

on the Devil’s Garden District. There are approximately

50,000 acres not included in your “suitable,” “unsuitable”

timberland acreage on the above District. Before you

come to any conclusions on a final alternative, the forest

needs to make sure of the acreages in each category, by

doing a field check of your photo work. (1009)

RESPONSE: Without a more detailed discussion of the

50,000 acres to which you allude, we cannot respond to

your comment. We field checked the results of the original

vegetative typing contract, and determined that they were

within the contract standards.

9. COMMENT: The retention Rx also limits the size of

clearcut blocks to 5 acres. Regeneration Rxs are heavily

applied to MA 31. In order to gain access to numerous

small blocks on steep terrain, it is necessary to build a

very lengthy road system. Since FORPLAN selected many

steep acres for treatment, I can only deduce that these

areas were more economically attractive than others. if

this is the case, i question the economics used in the Plan.

If these units were proposed for sale today, using today’s

rates and indices,l feel there would be no bidders for such

a sale offering. (540)

RESPONSE: Since the draft Plan was released, we incor

porated new economic data into FORPLAN. Land with

40% slope or greater has its own set of economic criteria,

which reflects the difficulties associated with managing

land. In addition, we developed and are currently using

new values for timber in current FORPLAN anaylsis. We

feel these modifications provide a more realistic economic

picture of timber harvest on the Forest.

10. COMMENT: Harvest rates on lower productivity

C.A.S. lands: the draft Plan proposes harvesting only 5%

of the existing inventory on these lands over the period of

the Plan. Recommendation: since there is no Regional

direction that prevents harvest on these lands, a cost-ef

fective, extensive management program should be under

taken to at least harvest a substantial percentage of

growth. This can alleviate part of the fall down in A.S.Q.

caused by other legitimate constraints. (672) (231)

RESPONSE: The decision to harvest 5% of the inventory

of <20 lands was made in consultation with Regional

timber staff. Five percent was selected in place of a more

substantial proportion of growth to ensure that this type

of land would be allowed to perpetuate itself. If we used

more of the Forest budget on these lands, we would not

meet our volume targets with the money appropriated to

us by Congress.

11. COMMENT: Plan App. D-ll: there is no significant

difference between the suitable and unsuitable lands with

respect to inherent productivity. Theyare within less than

1/2 of 1% of each other. Therefore, you need a more

detailed statement as to why the unsuitable lands are

unsuitable. The question that needs answering is why the

Forest has classified 99,052 acres of this land as unsuit
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able for timber management in the Preferred Plan (P.

4-158) (126) (1263)

RESPONSE: Without a specific reference for the appar

ent discrepancy, we are not sure that the discussion is on

the same set of numbers. ElS Table 444 under the PRF

Alternative and in the final Plan under the Timber section

discuss suitable timberlands of 518,930 acres. Throughout

the Plan and E18, references to 619,258 acres are for

tentatively suitable land, e.g., EIS Table 3-14 and Appen

dix O — Identification of Lands Suitable for Timber Man

agement. Every alternative begins with a tentatively

suitable land base of 619,258 acres. But because each

alternative has different goals and objectives, the land

allocated for timber production varies. For the Preferred

Alternative, we determined that 518,930 acres are suit

able. In addition, we said 100,278 acres are not appropri

ate for timber management.

Determining suitable versus unsuitable land for timber

production is not made on the basis of productivity. The

100,278 acres ofland classified as inappropriate for timber

production were allocated to prescriptions which

emphasize objectives for resources other than timber. The

prescriptions are listed by alternative in EIS Table 2-12

and are as follows: Minimum level, Semi-Primitive

Non-Motorized, Visual Retention, Raptor Management,

and Riparian Areas.

12. COMMENT: Graph at the bottom of DEIS 2-137:

acreage shown for full mgt in IND is significantly differ

ent from that shown in Table 2-15. (1263)

RESPONSE: The graph has been corrected to reflect the

acres shown in Table 2-15.

13. COMMENT: Every time the environmentalists come

up with another species that nobody ever heard of, we

have got to set aside another 1,000 acres for every pair.

(1118)

RESPONSE: Forest planners and land managers do not

determine classifications for Threatened and endangered,

or Sensitive species. Threatened or endangered species

are below viable levels until recovery is achieved. We have

identified habitat which is critical for T&E species, and

have prescribed measures to prevent the destruction or

adverse modification of such habitat. ElS Chapters 3 and

4, and Plan Chapter 4 discuss T&E species.

  

1. COMMENT: Logging engineering received little or no

consideration in modeling. A common problem is the

cumulative effect of steep slope, limited volume, low val

ued tree species and inaccessible terrain. Economic and

technical feasibility must be considered. is the goal of the

237 - Logging Systems

timber sale program “timber ofl'ered” or “timber sold”?

(540)

RESPONSE: The goal of the timber sale program is to

create viable timber sales. Since the release of the draft

Plan, we have incorporated into FORPLAN analysis in

creased costs for steep slopes to better reflect, in the final

document, added costs of resource management on this

type of terrain.

2. COMMENT: I am sure that harvest levels above 75

MBP [sic] can be maintained by using proper thinning

process. (366)

RESPONSE: Generally, thinnings can help increase the

allowable sale quantity and sustained yield levels. How

ever, considering our current inventory, minimum man

agement, and implementation requirements, our analysis

concluded that harvest levels approaching 75MMBF are

not possible unless the Forest departs from non-declining

yield in the first decade. The results of such a strategy can

be found under the RPD (alternative with departure) in

the EIS Chapters 2 and 4.

3. COMMENT: Supports active [TM logging by rubber

tired tractors in visual strip. (1158)

RESPONSE: As stated in the Visual Retention Manage

ment Prescription (Plan, Section 4- Management Direc

tion), such logging is permissible if it meets the standards

and guidelines of the prescription.

4. COMMENT: The soils section ignores the buffering

capacity of the unharvested groups in group selection.

And blow-down on the edges of clear cuts is not even

mentioned in management experience. (708)

RESPONSE: To date we have not experienced much, if

any, blow-down on the edges of our clearcuts in the vege

tative types and terrain in which we are working. We have

experienced some blow-down in our red fir shelterwood

seed tree harvests. Our design and layout of harvest units

attempts to minimize blow-down. Uneven-age manage

ment by individual tree selection does tend to maintain

permanent vertical closure of the stand. This attribute

diffuses the force of the wind if it does enter the stand.

However, management by the group selection method can

increase the number of gaps into which wind can be

funneled. lf accelerated sufficiently, wind can cause dam

age. The potential for wind resistance of uneven-age

stands decreases when harvests are infrequent and heavy.

5. COMMENT: The document must fairly explore the

use of all harvesting methods and their relative impacts

upon the environment and economy. (1359)

RESPONSE: ElS Appendix P describes Major Silvicul

tural Systems and their applications. EIS Chapter 4 (En
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vironmental Consequences, timber section) dicusses types

of harvests for each alternative.

6. COMMENT: Plan 3-29. Mass movement. The plan is

very vague as to what is meant in the 2nd sentence, i.e.,

basal area refers to what? What is full suspension and

lateral yarding? (364)

RESPONSE: Fifty percent of the normal basal area refers

to the level of tree stocking desired to be left on the site.

Considering age of trees and the site index, 50% refers to

half of what is expected of a fully-stocked stand as stated

in a published yield table. Basal area is the area of cross

section of a tree stem near its base, generally at breast

height and inclusive of bark. Full suspension and lateral

yarding are terms which refer to cable yarding systems.

Full suspension means that the log being yarded is lifted

and suspended completely off the ground until it reaches

the landing. Lateral yarding means moving a log from its

“bed” to the main (line) cable. This is most effective when

the trees are felled in a herring-bone pattern.

  

1. COMMENT: Biomass production - ElS 3-37, 4-30 -

including juniper removal, timber thinning and harvest

slash. Wewould like to see the Forest Plan and encourage

the commercial use of the above mentioned biomass. This

will be an excellent way to reduce dangerous fuel buildup

in the forest. It will also provide an outlet for less desire

able or cull timber. (530) (913)

RESPONSE: Forest policyis to encourage use ofavailable

biomass not required by other resourses.

2. COMMENT: I support salvage harvest. I firmly be

lieve in harvesting timber and managing our lumber

resources vs. letting it go to waste in overmature stands.

(1152) (1158)

RESPONSE: To meet the requirements of other re

sources all available salvage or mature green timber can

not be harvested. Some will be retained to met snag

requirements, thereby helping ensure viable populations

of snag-dependent species. We can achieve diversity of

plant and animal communities by providing a threshold

level of vegetation types and seral stages found within the

Forest. We maintain diversity by retaining 5% of each

seral stages, including 5% of old growth timber or equiv

alent.

3. COMMENT: Biomass harvest standards need to be

defined if MNF intends to encourage biomass utilization.

Under no circumstances should harvest for biomass be

allowed for materials under 4 inches in diameter or green

foliage. (1260)

RESPONSE: Although no specific standards have been

determined for the harvest of biomass, we implement soil

productivity standards which maintain parts of duff and

logs.

4. COMMENT: Plan 4-22 - Energy: why free timber sale

slash and charge for firewood? (126)

RESPONSE: The Forest policy is to encourage the public

to collect dead and down limb and body wood (logging

slash) by issuing free-use permits for up to 10 cords per

household. Other personal use firewood costs $5.00 per

cord. Forest standards and guidelines limit firewood re

moval as needed to assure viability of cavity-, down log-,

and snag-dependent wildlife populations. When we offer

green trees for firewood, we do so with timber manage

ment objectives in mind. Rather than have a timber sale,

we open the area to the public for firewood cutting. See

EIS Chapter 3 (item 4, Energy).

1. COMMENT: Salvage logging should be continued.

Adequate snags will remain. A lot of good timber will be

lost without salvage logging. (305)

RESPONSE: To meet the requirements of other-re

sources all available salvage or mature green timber can

not be harvested. We leave some to meet snag

requirements, thereby helping to ensure viable popula

tions of snag-dependent species. We achieve diversity of

plant and animal communities by providing a threshold

level of vegetation types and seral stages found within the

Forest. We maintain diversity by retaining 5% of each

seral stage, including 5% of old growth timber or surro

gate.

2. COMMENT: DEIS 3-195 (snag densities): in release

management for timber plantations, how many snags are

left standing? (1248)

RESPONSE: See Plan Chapter 4-Management Direc

tion, Section D, the Forest Standards and Guidelines

Midlife and Fish. These S&Gs indicate that 1.2 snags per

acre of 15-24 inches dbh, and 0.3 snags per acre 24 inches

or larger, are required. In addition, 6 green recruitment

trees per acre, of various sizes, will be left to provide snags

throughout the life of the stand. Snags and recruitment

trees will be left from a harvested area. If no snags or
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sufficiently large trees exist then none can be left, as would

be the case in plantations being released from brush.

  

1. COMMENT: On page 3-33 of the draft management

plan, it is stated that 435,100 acres are suitable for full or

modified timber management. This means the establish

ment of conifer plantations. I am against the establish

ment ofconifer plantations on national forest lands. (58)

RESPONSE: The Plan allocates land which combines

management activities which are best suited for maximiz

ing long-term net public benefits in an environmentally

sound manner. The multiple-use nature of the Plan and

the other alternatives provides a mix of outputs, and en

sures that no single resource is emphasized to the exclu

sion of another. National Forest System Land and

Resource Management Planning Regulations 36 CFR

Part 219.27(c)(3) requires in part “...When trees are cut to

achieve timber production objectives, the cuttings shall be

done in such a way as to assure that the technology and

knowledge exist to adequately restock the lands within 5

years afterfinal harvest... ”

2. COMMENT: The Plan and EIS also should explicity

discuss reforestation practices. I suspect that reforesta

tion is a problem for some types of trees on the Forest,

especially pines on the east side of the Warner Moun

tains. (162)

RESPONSE: In project level environmental assessments

we discuss site-specific analysis of environmental conse

quences of reforestation practices, harvest methods, road

locations, and other resource requirements and concerns.

The Low Productivity Land (< 20 Timber) Prescription

recognizes the difficulties involved with reforestation on

some types of ground. Most of this type of ground is not

restricted to the east side of the Warner Mountains. How

ever, any shallow soil will cause some reforestation prob

lems. Ponderosa and Jeffrey pine are examples of tree

species with which the Forest has had very good regener

ation success.

3. COMMENT: Clearcutting destroys habitats. Uni

form clearcut farming destroys genetic diversity. (334)

RESPONSE: Clearcutting, like any other harvest prac

tice, can destroy habitat. Although habitat for one species

(plant or animal) may be adversely affected by clearcutt

ing, it is often replaced with a habitat beneficial to another

species. The crux of the problem is to prioritize which

species should be positively or adversely affected.

The Modoc NF follows direction in the Tree Improvement

Master Plan for the California Region for the Base Level

240 - Reforestation

Program. This program is a low intensity effort to at least

maintain the genetic status quo comparable to native

populations on all forest land, while striving for gains in

volume growth to meet immediate reforestation needs.

We collect seed cones to maintain the genetic base. Seed

is collected, stored, and used by species, seed zones, and

elevation to help maintain the genetic pool and to provide

seedlings for an environment in which they are genetically

compatible.

4. COMMENT: The real cost of reforestation in some

strata is far too high. (540)

RESPONSE: The reforestation costs used in the

FORPLAN analysis have been amended to reflect higher

costs in various forest types.

5. COMMENT: in the late 1970’s and early 1980's, the

RF for R5 performed a reforestation activity review to

determine the cause(s) of numerous region-wide planta

tion failures. Two significant causes of failure were found

to be (1) lack of thorough site prep, and (2) the perceived

need to meet other resource objectives on every acre.

The PRF expects to implement a regeneration Rx that, by

design, provides for other resource benefits during the

entire seedling establishment period. While such a plan

may be politically attractive in Modoc Co., it has yet to be

proven effective in allowing for timely seedling establish

ment. Several field trials already exist on several districts

displaying the results of some past efforts at providing

for multiple resource outputs. It would be prudent to

document how well the objectives were met on these sites.

If more info is needed, perhaps a one-time trial program

on a specified acreage in each forest type would provide

some answers. However, to plan for significant acreage

each year using an unproven reforestation technique

places the success of the entire timber program in jeop

ardy. (540)

RESPONSE:We will use the Timber-Forage Prescription

more as an experiment than as a fully implementable

prescription. The first decade will have about the same

number of acres allocated to this prescription as the draft

Plan; the allocation tends to be discontinued in subse

quent decades. The Forest fully intends to comply with the

monitoring plan. The monitoring objective for plantations

created through the Timber-Forage Prescription is to

evaluate survival and growth of conifers, and pounds of

forage produced.

6. COMMENT: Reforestation is difficult in thin soil

areas. (1278)

RESPONSE: The prescription for our low productivity

lands (<20 Timber), which are primarily composed of

shallow soils, does not include reforestation using site
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244 - Firewood

preparation and planting. Details of this prescription are

in Plan Chapter 4 and EIS Chapter 2.

7. COMMENT: increase collections from timber sale

receipts for reforestation, stand improvement, and soil

loss. (1030)

RESPONSE: Collections for post-timber sale activities

are made in a Sale Area Improvement Plan for various

projects, such as site preparation, planting, release, and

animal damage control. Collections are based on experi

ence with similar activities; unused amounts are subject to

return to the US. Treasury.

8. COMMENT: Regeneration of other species: Plan 3-33

states that the main species to be planted are ponderosa

and Jeffrey pine, with some incense cedar, sugar pine and

white fir. Mountain hemlock and red fir are not men

tioned. Neither is lodgepole, but it regenerates well (in E.

Oregon) by broadcast burning ifthere is an adequate seed

source. There is little intermixing; the goal should be to

provide close to the original species mix. (708)

RESPONSE: Chapter 3 of the Plan is a Summary of the

Analysis of the Management Situation through 1985.

Through 1985, most species planted were as stated in

Chapter 3 of the Plan under item 20, Timber. Since that

time, small amounts of lodgepole and red fir have been

planted. Chapter 4 directs us to plant tree species that

reflect natural forest diversity, where possible, on properly

prepared sites.

9. COMMENT: Stumpage should be set at a fair price

that would make it economically feasible to log but high

enough to pay for preparation and admin. costs. Revenue

created by these sales should be brought back to the

respective districts so they would have an incentive to

continue these sales and could afford to have good spe

cialized people do the job. (301)

RESPONSE: The appraisal price for timber is deter

mined using approved standard appraisal techniques.

Sealed bidding or oral auction by prospective purchasers

determines the contractual stumpage values. All receipts

not otherwise designated are sent to the US. Treasury.

The Forest Service has no authority to retain these reve

nues, other than those authorized by Congress, e.g. KV,

and Brush Disposal.

  

1. COMMENT: We have traditionally cut snags rather

than saleable lumber for burning for our own use. ( 1373)

(365) (366)

RESPONSE: Forest standards and guidelines limit fire

wood removal as needed to assure viability ofcavity-, down

log-, and snag-dependent wildlife populations. When we

offer green trees for firewood, we do so with timber man

agement objectives in mind. Rather than have a timber

sale, we open the area to the public for firewood cutting.

See EIS Chapter 3 (item 4, Energy).

2. COMMENT: Reduce firewood cutting in juniper

stands: junipers are slow growing and provide shelter

and food for many species ofwildlife. (706) (1220) (1248)

(1263)

RESPONSE: Based on available information, the growth

rate of western juniper is more than double current de

mand. Firewood sources other than juniper include log

ging and thinning slash; however, forest-wide,

woodcutters apparently prefer juniper for firewood. We

recognize limitations on the supply because ofthermal and

hiding cover requirements for deer, cutting patterns, vi

sual quality considerations and cultural resource protec

tion, and accessability. Forest standards and guidelines

limits firewood removal as needed to assure viability of

cavity-, down log-, and snag-dependent wildlife popula

tions.

3. COMMENT: Calif. Native Plant Soc. opposes opening

riparian areas to firewood collecting within riparian

areas. The Plan reports that a deficiency of snags exists

on 60% of the forest lands. is this snag deficiency due to

firewood collection? How can the MNF justify firewood

collecting in sensitive riparian areas? (1214)

RESPONSE: The primary emphasis of the Riparian Area

Management Prescription is to protect and enhance

stream-dependent resources (water, fish, wildlife) while

using the habitat for non-dependent resources (timber,

range, recreation) when possible. We permit resource

uses and activities in riparian areas to the extent that they

do not adversely affect the maintenance of riparian area

dependent resources. Forest standards and guidelines in

Chapter 4 of the Plan (Riparian Areas item 2) states:

“Where uses conflict, favor protection of riparian-depen

dent resources (water, fish, vegetation, wildlife, and aes

thetics) over other resources.”

We are not attempting to justify firewood collection in

riparian areas; rather, we allow for the flexibility to do so

when the benefit is for the riparian area. This is also true

of any timber harvesting which may occur. Acres of

riparian areas which have timber on them are included in

the unsuitable category; i.e., these lands are unsuitable for

timber production. Some volume is scheduled for harvest,

but the reason is primarily to benefit the riparian area.

Past practices of using snags for firewood may have

contributed to the decrease in snag numbers; but we do

not believe it is the primary reason. The primary reason is

probably centered on fire control and prevention efforts.
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4. COMMENT: Firewood use could become a pollution

factor in the future, so its use should not be encouraged.

(1223)

RESPONSE: The Forest has no authority to determine

alternative non-polluting heat or energy sources or to

influence public opinion other than what is allowed by

Congress.

5. COMMENT: Item 6 - firewood: close firewood pro

gram during periods of high fire danger. (126)

RESPONSE: Virtually every year we do close the Forest

to firewood gathering during periods of high fire danger.

6. COMMENT: Would like woods open for woodcutting

more hours and times and more locations. (918)

RESPONSE: Policy decisions are regulated by each

ranger district on a site-specific basis; therefore, we have

not addressed them in the Plan. We commonly solicit and

consider public comment in making those district deci

510115.

7. COMMENT: How can firewood cutting be controlled

if vehicle traific is not strictly controlled? (1248)

RESPONSE: We monitor personnel firewood cutting and

road use to the extent possible.

8. COMMENT: Why do we as tax payers have to pay for

fuelwood in the Forest? (914)

RESPONSE: This is a policy initiated by the Secretary of

Agriculture to help defray the costs to administer this

program. To the extent possible the Forest for free-use

permits. The goal of the free-use permit is to encourage

removal of logging and thinning slash (up to 10 cords per

household).

9. COMMENT: Firewood - Plan p.4-25 c. - Add more

language to encourage units to be open for personal use

when appropriate, even if timber sale is not closed. (73)

RESPONSE: The liability aspects of allowing this would

not be beneficial to all parties involved. This guideline

remains in the Final Plan.

  

1. COMMENT: I believe the Modoc NF could support a

much higher ASQ; visual areas around wilderness, ar

chaeological sites, historical sites must be considered by

timber production. Do not sacrifice high site timber pro

ducing lands for other management goals. (231)

RESPONSE: The Forest A80 for the Preferred alterna

tive is not as high as other alternatives. The RPD and IND

alternatives have higher ASQs than the PRF because

246 - ASQ (Allowable Sale Quantity)

resource constraints in the first two alternatives are more

relaxed than in PRF. In the Plan we allocate land combin

ing management activities which we believe are best suited

for maximizing long-term net public benefits in an envi

ronmentally sound manner. The multiple-use nature ofthe

Plan and the other alternatives provides a mix of outputs

and ensures that no single resource is emphasized to the

exclusion of another. Past timber management activities

have shown that trees can be harvested and the area

successfully regenerated with local source seedlings.

2. COMMENT: Anything less than 75 million board feet

as an annual harvest would be unacceptable to Lassen

County. (268) (401)

RESPONSE: We recognize that timber harvest provided

by the MNF is an important component of the economic

base of Lassen County and others. The Plan represents the

best balance between commodity and non-commodity

outputs. Like any other alternative, the PRF alternative

outputs can't be higher than benchmarks which define

maximum outputs. Some benchmarks achieved long-term

sustained-yield approaching 75 MMBF. Benchmarks dis- '

play physical, biological, and technical capabilities. They

are not limited by Forest Service policy or budget, discre

tionary constraints, spatial feasibility, and are not neces

sarily operationally implementable.

3. COMMENT: The Modoc NF must look at the use of

uneven-aged management especially along visual corri

dors and vista areas. (231)

RESPONSE: The Forest will write silvicultural prescrip

tions which are specific for particular stands. Various

options which will best meet requirements on the ground

while fulfilling the requirements of the Plan include the

use of uneven-aged management in visual corridors.

4. COMMENT: The Forest Service should develop a no

herbicide strategy which specifically addresses the main

tenance of the allowable sale quantity (ASQ). (364)

RESPONSE: All alternatives were predicated on the as

sumption that all methods of vegetation management are

available, including limited use of herbicides. In the event

that herbicide use is precluded, we will modify the Plan to

reflect expected changes in timber yields and costs. EIS

Chapter 2, Section E assesses expected effects ofmanage

ment on harvest levels and costs with and without the use

of herbicides.

The Plan tiers to the EIS for Vegetation Management for

Reforestation which was released in 1988. This document

rigorously discusses all aspects ofvegetation management,

including a human health risk assessment.

We will determine whether to use herbicides, as well as

other vegetation management activities, during
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246 - ASQ (Allowable Sale Quantity)

site-specific project planning. W e will document decisions

in environmental assessments or environmental impact

statements as the project warrents.

5. COMMENT: it is obvious that the Forest cannot pro

pose a higher allowable cut than it can support under

sustained-yield management; and the SOC proposal is

grossly beyond that level. (473) (474) (807) (175) (972)

RESPONSE: In the Plan we allocate land combiningman

agement activities which we believe are best suited for

maximizing long-term net public benefits in an environ

mentally sound manner. The multiple-use nature of the

Plan and the other alternatives provides a mix of outputs

and ensures that no single resource is emphasized to the

exclusion of another.

6. COMMENT: i agree with most ofthe provisions ofthe

Plan. Timber harvest should be reduced.We must protect

this resource. (1064)

RESPONSE: Thank you for you comments. The Forest

Supervisor will consider your opinions when he makes his

recommendations.

7. COMMENT: Page 4-13 of the Plan indicates an ASQ

for the first decade of 52.1 MMBF and 58.3 MMBF for

the second. Doubt the Forest can produce these output

levels without causing serious damage to other resource

values such as wildlife and visual and water quality.

Conduct an intensive timber inventory before the Plan is

final. Timber data collected prior to preparation of the

draft Plan are too weak and inaccurate to support an ASQ

this high. (1243)

RESPONSE: The final Plan provides an ASQ of 45.5

MMBF annually. In the Plan we allocate land combining

management activities which we believe are best suited for

maximizing long-term net public benefits in an environ

mentally sound manner. The multiple-use nature of the

Plan and the other alternatives provides a mix of outputs

and ensures that no single resource is emphasized to the

exclusion of another. Regarding your concerns for a more

intensive timber inventory, please refer to our responses

under 250 - Inventory. '

8. COMMENT: Please note the followingin the amended

[BVFSYU] policy statement: (a) the annual sawtimber

cutting budget is set at 13.70 MMBF from 7/1/75 to

6/30/85. (C) i believe that the intent of the constraint

noted on page 2 of the amended policy statement means

that it shall be programmed to promote the attainment

of the 13.7 MMBF per year average annual rate of sus

tained-yield harvest within the BVFSYU and within plus

or minus five percent per year during the Plan period.

Therefore, I question the proposed draft Forest Plan, and

request that Appendix D (Timber Data) and its various

detailed tables, plus Appendix R (BVFSYU) proposed

policy be redraited and corrected to reflect the true intent

of the original policy statement and the statement as

approved dated 8/24/79, and in addition that Appendix C

(Tentative 10-YearTimber Sale Action Plan) be rewritten

from 1986 through 1992 in accordance with the above, and

extended for the full 10 years and not for only seven as

shown.

(3) The Modoc’s proposed annual allowable cut is noted

as 52.1 MMBF per year for the 1st decade in the Plan

under Appendix D-9 (Table d-10); however, the timber

sale action plan varies from 53.3 MM down to 37.0 MM

for the whole Forest and from 17.0 MM to 1.8 MM per

year for the Big Valley Sustained Yield Unit portion which

has a planned annual cut of 11.0 MM/year (Appendix

R-Z). it is impossible and unrealistic to operate an eco

nomically sound long term sawmill industry with this

amount of variation in volume of annual timber sales.

(1158)

RESPONSE: The timber volumes were reduced because

our analysis indicates that the Big Valley Federal Sus

tained-Yield Unit can't sustain an ASQ of more than 9.0

MMBF. We will revise the Ten-Year Timber Sale Action

Plan to reflect an average annual sell from the BVFSYU

consistent with the policy statement.

9. COMMENT: Need to begin an active intensive forest

management program on the Forest’s low productive

timber growing sites. (231)

RESPONSE: The prescription for the low productivity

lands (<20 lands) is commensurate with the long-term

capability of the land.

10. COMMENT: The Plan proposes timber harvest in

areas that are economically unsuitable for timber sales.

(540)

RESPONSE: Since the draft Plan was issued, the

FORPLAN analysis has incorporated additional costs

which help differentiate between < 40% and > 40%

slopes. Timber values have also been modified, which

reflects a better estimate oftree species values. During the

analysis of each alternative,we determine the timber pro

duction suitability of each acre. Because the objectives of

an alternative may render certain solutions economically

impractical, it is possible that no acres are declared un

suitable for timber production.

11. COMMENT: i am questioning the ability ofMNF to

achieve the outputs identified in the selected alternative.

The outputs are the foundation from which many public

comments are based. Any significant discrepancy be

tween real and expected outputs needs to be known. (540)
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RESPONSE: The National Forest Management Act re

quires Forests to monitor and evaluate their Plans at

established intervals to compare actual versus projected

results of implementation. Monitoring and evaluation de

termine whether the Forest has met its mission and goals.

If required, we will modify the Plan to reflect actual results

of implementation.

12. COMMENT: The Forest Service must take another

look at its original mission before it takes us down this

road into preservation utopia. is fine Forest Service being

true to its mission to serve the needs of our citizens or are

wealthy and elitist groups unduly influencing USFS pol

icy? This Plan, with its reductions in timber harvest, will

be a disaster for fine local econonnics of Alturas, Big

Valley, and Fall River. (129)

RESPONSE: in the Plan we allocate land combining man

agement activities which we believe are best suited for

maximizing long-term net public benefits in an environ

mentally sound manner. The multiple-use nature of the

Plan and the other alternatives provides a mix of outputs

and ensures that no single resource is emphasized to the

exclusion of another.

13. COMMENT: Maintain the tinnbcr harvest at a viable

economical level to keep our local community lifestyle.

(1070) (1149) (603) (i399)

RESPONSE: One goal of the Forest Plan is to optimize

contributions to community stability in a manner compul

iblc with other resource uses.

14. COMMENT: Over 150,000 acres are rated with low

or verylowchance ofconifer seedling survival (Plan 3-29).

Yet timber data breakdown only excludes 17,840 acres as

unregenerable (Plan D-3). The former lands should be

looked at more closely, and the econonnics (including

resource costs) of regenerating them should be weighed

against the yields. You cannot dodge the question of

whether <20 lands are regenerable by stating in the

prescription that they will be naturally regenerated.

in Plan 3-33, it is stated that “effectiveness of natural

seeding has been poor” if tlne soils are so poor that

replacement seedlings do not survive, then the area

should not be harvested. ()n the surface, the prescription

for < 20 funds, calling for cutting only 5% ofinventory per

decade looks appropriate. if unregcnerablc acres are

subtracted, this may be wishful thinking. The economics

of harvesting all timber lands. but especially < 20 funds,

need to be looked at more carefully. in Plan App. D, < 1%

of the Forest is considered unsuitable for economic rea

sons. i suspect this will result in quite a few deficit sales.

I don't believe there should be deficit sales on the Forest.

(708)

246 - ASQ (Allowable Sale Quantity)

RESPONSE: The 150,000 acres rated as having a low to

very low chance of conifer seedling survival, are not nec

essarily unregcnerable. We have opportunities to improve

survival by a variety of treatments controlling competing

vegatation and protecting seedlings. We are not attempt

ing to dodge the question of whether < 20 lands arc

rcgenerable by stating in the prescription that they will be

naturally regenerated. The prescription reads, “Timber

will be harvested only when standards for snags and diver

sity have been met, and when adequately stocked under

story cxists or enough overstory trees are retained to

provide a seed source for regeneration by the shelterwood

method.” The implication of only harvesting 5% 0f the

inventory allows these types of lands a long recovery pe

riod.

l5. COMMENT: There should be many tnore tinnbcr

sales. There are hundreds of smaller pockets of timber

throughout the MNF that have been untouched. Why not

open more of these areas and also allow personal-use

firewood cutters to follow the loggers and clean up these

areas? This would benefit the Forest and public alike if it

was well controlled and supervised by the FS. (330)

RESPONSE: The smaller pockets of timber have been

accounted for in the timber base. Firewood areas are

specified by the districts.

l6. COMMENT: ASQand AUMs fluctuate substantially

between alternatives while other management objectives

stay consistent. (1230)

RESPONSE: Some objectives (constraints) have been

held constant or nearly so across all the alternatives. Othcr

constraints have been changed to meet the goals of the

particular alternative. As a result the outputs (A50 and

AUMs) fluctuate.

l7. COMMENT: The issue is timber supply. Without an

adequate timber supply, nearby communities will be ad

versely impacted, socially and economically. Multiple use

has a long and impressive record. Stick to it. (969)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments. Community

stability is one our multiple-use objectives.

[8. COMMENT: Some studies indicate that FS admin

istration may have overestimated forests‘ timber cnpnbil

ity by as nnuch as 64%. Any indication of m'crestimntion

in Forest consequences? (ll-l8)

RESPONSE: Not to our knowledge. However, the Na

tional Forest Management Act and other regulations rc

quirc forests to monitor and evaluate their plans at

' established intervals to compare actual versus projected
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results of implementation. Monitoring and evaluation de

termine whether a forest has met its mission and goals.

19. COMMENT: The first sentence under timber on

Summary p. 28 is simply untrue. The 1982 base year

timber sale level may have been in the range of50 MMBF,

but the 1982 base year ASQ, or equivalent thereof, was

62.3 MMBF. To say that PRF and CUR present higher

ASQ levels is a distortion. ASQ for those alternatives is

52.1 and 51.4 respectively. This needs to be corrected.

(1263)

RESPONSE: Although the term baseyear may be confus

ing, we use it in the manner prescribed by Regional direc

tion.

20. COMMENT: Plan App. C: The planned timber sale

volume for the first 7 yrs. averages only 47.8 MMBF per

year, or 76% of the existing plan. By adding 3 years at 52.1

MMBF per year, the average rises to 48.8 MMBF. Not

only have you significantly dropped the ASQ, you do not

even plan to offer at the new proposed level!

The first 2 yrs. of the Plan have already gone by. in those

2 yrs. you actually sold an average of only 47.7 MMBF per

year,just 90% of the PRF ASQ. We are looking at a Plan

that will produce consistently less than 50 MMBF annu

ally, probably 47 MMBF or less. The last 3~yr. harvest

level averaged 62 MMBF. (1263)

RESPONSE: The Plan is not in effect until signed by the

Regional Forester. The 1975 Timber Management Plan is

still in effect. It has an allowable cut of 623 MMBF per

decade; a yearly average of 62.3 MMBF. Since 1975, the

Forest has averaged 59 MMBF per year in sales; within

95% of the stated allowable cut. Appendix C of the Plan

has been revised. We intend to provide the ASQ for the

Plan period — not necessarily in every year, but as an aver

age.

21. COMMENT: There is a strong interrelationship of

activities among the Forest products industry in north

ern California and southern Oregon. All national and

private forests contribute to the raw material supply of

all ofthe mills in this area. Although the Modoc NF offers

less timber production than most, any shortfall in the

Modoc will force bidders to look further for their timber

supply, putting particular economic pressure on the

smaller mills. Ultimately, some mills will close for lack of

raw material and the affected communities will suffer

drastically. (1282)

RESPONSE: In the Plan we allocate land combining man

agement activities which we believe are best suited for

maximizing long-term net public benefits in an environ

mentally sound manner. The multiple-use nature of the

Plan and the other alternatives provides a mix of outputs

and ensures that no single resource is emphasized to the

exclusion of another. Past timber management activities

have shown that trees can be harvested and the area

successfully regenerated with local source seedlings.

22. COMMENT: MCCA would appreciate a specific

reply to each question presented and a response to each

recommendation provided. Recommendation - the tim

ber harvest should be decided on a sustained-yield basis

to allow community stability and a renewable resource for

future generations. (1283)

RESPONSE: This Appendix contains comments from all

respondents, and our responses to them. In some cases,

similar comments have been grouped. One of the timber

policy constraints used in FORPIAN modelling is a sus

tained-yield requirement. For each alternative the Forest

must ensure that a perpetual timber harvest at the long

term sustained-yield level defined for that alternative will

result by the end of the Planning horizon.

23. COMMENT: I am also opposed to timber cutting in

either wilderness areas or on the hipukas of the lava

flows. (1293)

RESPONSE: Timber harvesting is not allowed within the

wilderness. We are unfamiliar with the term hipukas, un

less you are referring to the “flower-pot” inclusions of

relatively good soil within lava flows. These occur within

the Burnt Lava Flow Virgin Area; to a lesser extent, in the

Medicine Lake Lava Flow; and along the perimeter of

Glass Mountain. Timber in these areas is not included in

the timber base and is not part of the timber harvest

schedule.

24. COMMENT: The economic benefits from timber

production are understated (in terms of employment)

and the economic benefits from recreation are overstated

(in comparison with timber). (1328)

RESPONSE: The economic and social effects of all alter

natives are displayed in Chapter 4 of the EIS. Appendix B

displays supporting methodologies. We feel they accu

rately portray the relative tradeoffs between commodity

and non-commodity production on the Forest.

25. COMMENT: The Plan would cut timber harvest by

6.6 million board feet annually to create more snags,

further reducing the land base. (1359)

RESPONSE: The Forest is obligated to provide habitat to

ensure viable populations of wildlife. This includes snags.

The multiple-use nature of the Plan and the other altema

tives provides a mix of outputs and ensures that no single

resource is emphasized to the exclusion of another.

26. COMMENT: Our area has experienced modest

growth over the last 10 years, and this growth had been

based both on the lumber and ranching industries. Much
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of this modest growth and prosperity has been based on

stable timber harvest levels and stable range forage allo

cations. Any significant reduction in the allowable annual

harvest level on the Modoc would most likely translate

into fewerjobs in the timber industry in our area. This in

turn would mean a drop in average daily attendance at

our schools which would force staff reductions and in

turn program reduction. Loss ofjobs would reduce dol

lars spent in our area and could result in the loss ofsome

of our businesses. (1399)

RESPONSE: To the extent possible, we contribute to

community stability. Economic and social impacts are

displayed in Chapter 4 of the HS.

27. COMMENT: Timber harvesting methods: The map

ping oi' the harvest zones is confusing. The <20 and

visual retention zones, on the surface, have single pre

scriptions. Tire two darker green zones on the map are

combinations of prescriptions. It is difficult to tell which

prescription will actually be used. (All three prescrip

tions allow clearcutting.) There is also a separate visual

quality objectives map which generally mimics the Pre

ferred Alternative prescriptions, with the exception ofa

number of raptor management. I am not sure if this is

sloppy mapping, or done on purpose. This is particularly

alarming in the Caldwell-Cougar eagle roost. Visual re

tention, special interest areas, developed recreation, and

semi-primitive non-motorized may also be clearcut. This

does not conform to the goals for these prescriptions.

(708)

RESPONSE: We agree that the mapping of various zones

is confusing. We have attempted to simplify it as much as

the situation allows. On the PRF map the <20 land is

yellow-green, while visual retention is the yellow zone. The

Retention and Low Productivity (<20 Land) prescrip

tions as described in the Plan are different as well. The two

darker green zones are combinations of prescriptions;

therefore, specificity has been lost. The difference be

tween the two is described on the PRF map lcgcnd; they

reflect timber areas managed for modification or partial

retention visual quality objectives. No onc-lo-onc correla

tion exists between the visual quality objectives and the

raptor management prescription; the raptor management

has precedence. It is not true that special interest areas or

scmi-primalivc non-motorized areas will be clearcut; no

scheduled harvest is planned. Visual retention can have

clcarcuts — but on a small scale, and only to meet rctcntion

objectives. In developed recreation areas, timber stands

are managed to enhance scenic and recreational values.

28. COMMENT: Figures in 1st para. of text on 3-126 do

not agree with regional “cut and sold" reports. An expla

nation is needed. (1263)

247 - Yield Tables

RESPONSE: According to the Automated Timber Sales

Accounting System, uncut quantities under contract as of

12185 were 253.6 MMBF of which 82.5 MMBF was buy

back volume. At the close of FY89, uncut quantities under

contract had been reduced to 77.4 MMBF.

29. COMMENT: Fig 3-24 needs to be updated through

1987.

RESPONSE: We agree and have updated Figure 3-24

through 1990.

30. COMMENT: As far as timber 3-32 (DEIS Plan) we

think a reduced cut is in order. We think it would be good

to do away with the Big Valley Sustained-Yield Unit 3-34

(DEIS Plan). Forest Service and the community would

benefit from more competition which should bring in

more revenue from timber sales. (984)

RESPONSE: The Big Valley Federal Sustained-Yield

Unit is covered by the Sustained-Yield Forest Manage

ment Act of March 2‘), 1944 (Ch. 146, 58 Stat. 132; I6

U.S.C. 583, 583a-583i). Based on comments received dur

ing the BVFSYU public hearings of May 1982, most peo

ple in the involved communities recommended that we

retain the Unit. The decision to retain the Unit, at least

until the next public hearing, has been made based on that

in put. The Policy is unchanged except for the harvest level

which had to be reduced in order to maintain a sustained

yield. We will hold another public hearing to discuss the

status of the BVFSYU following Forest Plan rclcasc.

247 - Yield Tables

1. COMMENT: I feel that the yield projections are inad

equate and very conservative. My calculations using May

ers, Dunning and USFS tables with a site index of 80

projects yield at 90 MMBF/year (using type info. on pg.

3-126, Table 3-I7). It is my conclusion that the yield tables

are based on inadequate data and should be recalculated

and reinforced by more field information. (I26) (993)

RESPONSE: The limbcr inventory conducted on the

Modoc and the volume projections made in the yield

tables are based on standard Regional inventory proce

durcs. While it is generally enviable to have more data, it

is not always possible because of budget and personnel

conslraints— nor is it always necessary. The Forest inven

tory is calculated to have a 9.8% sampling error with one

standard deviation. Volume projections in the yield tables

are based in part on growth rates of measure trees ran

domly selected during the inventory. Table 3-17 of the B18

is based on the tentatively suitable land base. This tcnta~

lively suitable land base is further reduced by constraints
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248 - Even-age Management

within the Plan, e.g., raptor management areas, stream

side management zones, and retention areas.

2. COMMENT: It is not possible to achieve a sampling

error of 10% with such a skimpy sample, as was taken. In

our sample of 198 plots, the total acreage sampled was

approximately 2,000 acres. The co-ef'ficient ofvariation of

the plot data was 102.96, with a SE% of 6.95. The bottom

line is that your field data is not sufficient to construct a

reliable yield table. Capture a great deal more field data

before attempting to do anything further with the yield

projections. (1009)

RESPONSE: It is not necessary to take sample plots based

on a method of stratification; sample plots can be ran

domly located within the area to be sampled. However,

there are a number of advantages to stratified sampling

e.g., sampling in which the population is grouped and the

sample drawn independently from each group (R-5 FSH

2409.21b Timber Management Plan Inventory Hand

book).

The primary attribute which most directly affects

management decisions, is total tree volume per acre which

is used to define the permissible sampling error. One can

reduce sampling error by dividing the Forest into strata

which are more homogenous with regard to volume per

acre than the Forest in total. One can determine that the

difference between stratum means does not contribute to

the overall sampling error ofthe estimate for the Forest as

awhole: sampling error arises solely from variations within

each stratum.

The reduction in sampling error which results can be

understood intuitively. If the volume per acre was sampled

in medium-sized red fir sawtimber stands of high stocking,

one would expect less variability in the sample

measurements ofvolume per acre than would be found on

a set of samples located at random in stands which ranged

from large~diameter ponderosa pine to clumps ofsaplings.

in summary, by stratifying, one can arrive at a lower

sampling error for the same number of sampling units, or

conversely, the same sampling error with fewer samples.

The inventory conducted by the Forest meets Regional

standards.

3. COMMENT: To engage in mgt activities without

knowing the effects of those activities is legally question

able. (1263)

RESPONSE: The impacts of management activities are

discussed in Chapter 4 of the E18. Effects of many activi

ties are understood. Some effects are, by necessity, based

on professional judgement. The National Forest Manage

ment A ct and other regulations require forests to monitor

and evaluate their plans at established intervals to com

pare actual versus projected results of implementation.

Monitoring and evaluation determine whether a forest has

met its mission and goals.

1. COMMENT: See that no clearcutting of timber is

allowed; it serves no one’s use except the timber industry.

(43) (49) (52) (80) (341) (1295)

RESPONSE: Clearcutting has been a very successful and

reputable regeneration method of forestry. There are, of

course, other regeneration methods which include

shelterwood and seed tree methods, and individual and

group selection methods. All methods have their advan

tages and disadvantages. Some people do not favor bare

earth clearcutting but tolerate clearcuts in which the

advanced regeneration, when present, is reserved. These

reserve trees must be viable, i.e., trees capable of reason

able growth and development. The Forest has been doing

these kinds of harvests when the stands become available

and can accommodate them. The Forest and the Region

are currently analyzing impacts of various alternatives to

clearcutting. Results are uncertain at this time. Four com

partments, totaling 17,600 acres, have been set aside to test

uneven-age management under operational conditions.

2. COMMENT: lam for the SOC alternative. I opposed

clearcutting except in burns and diseased trees, and

where they have wood rot and insects and possibly an

over-infestation of mistletoe. I see the reason for pruning

and thinning and selective harvest cutting and having

uneven-age stands. But with clearcutting, I don’t think

that we'll have the timber to sustain our yield in order to

have a good vital community here in the valley. (1375)

RESPONSE: Regardless of whether even- or uneven-age

management is chosen, if timber stands do not regenerate,

timber harvest levels cannot be sustained. The MNF has

many examples of successful regeneration of large burned

areas and clearcuts.

3. COMMENT: Logging should be prohibited in this

and all semi-primitive, non-motorized areas. I recom

mend selection logging and natural regeneration which

will protect visual quality and provide better wildlife

habitat and recreational experiences. Clearcutting

should be reduced significantly, particularly on the

Warner’s east fiank and similar unstable watersheds.

Selection logging methods should be used instead. (333)

RESPONSE: The Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized Pre

scription found in Chapter 4 of the Plan has no scheduled

timber harvest associated with it. Timber harvest may

occur if it will enhance the recreational values of the area.

We think selection logging would cause similar, if not

more, damage to the environment as other methods be
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cause of needed road systems. No harvesting by any means

is conducted without first providing an environmental

assessment for a specific site to determine any en

virnonmental, social, economical impacts.

4. COMMENT: No clearcut/herbicide logging. lf single

tree and group selection is more costly, then charge more

for timber sales. (1031) (1048)

RESPONSE: The national forest appraisal system does

not include the cost of sale preparation or administration.

Our methods of price determination are based on fair

market value of lumber. Except for specific accounts

(Knudsen-Vandenberg (or KV) and brush disposal (BD))

the money generated by timber sales is returned to the

US. Treasury-not to the Forest Service.

5. COMMENT: Increased uneven-age mgt without her

bicides use could reduce impacts to native plant diversity,

soil, water, and visual quality. (1214)

RESPONSE: We do not agree that uneven-age manage

ment precludes the need for site preparation techniques,

which may include limited use of herbicides; or that envi

ronmental impacts are automatically reduced.

6. COMMENT: The Forest should seriously examine

uneven-age management in ponderosa pine and mixed

conifer forests. it will help maintain biological and struc

tural diversity over the long run. (1243)

RESPONSE: The Forest has designated four timber com

partments (one per district) of about 16,700 acres which

we will set aside for uneven-age management.

7. COMMENT: (Mixed conifer) would be best managed

by alternating blocks of patch cuts and select cuts. (1293)

RESPONSE: Considering that many prescriptions are

intermingled, this situation may actually occur — but prob

ably on a different scale than what you envision.

8. COMMENT: 1 support clearcutting and replanting.

(939)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.

9. COMMENT: Calif. Native Plant Soc. is strongly op

posed to the commercial harvest of aspen for firewood.

Clearcuts of up to 20 acres are allowed. The 13,400 acres

of aspen stands should be included as one of the MNF’s

major vegetation types. Does the MNF understand the

importance and ecology of aspen stands sufiiciently to

allow commercial firewood harvest? is there sound data

to justify exploiting this special resource? What steps will

the MNF take to insure regeneration of aspen, and other

woodland types? Aspen stands typically occur around

fragile seeps and wet meadows. These areas are too sen

248 - Even-age Management

sitive to allow a non-dependent consumptive use. (500)

(1214)

RESPONSE: Forest standards and guidelines highlight

aspen as an area of special habitats (Plan Chapter 4 -

Wildlife and Fish) in which aspen stands larger than 1/2

acre are managed as distinct plant communities and spe

cial wildlife habitats. Management strives to achieve a

mixture of different-age stands. The primary goal of

clearcutting aspen, as stated in the Rangeland Manage

ment with Forage Improvements (Range-Forage) Pre

scription, is to rejuvenate aspen-not to provide aspen

stands for commercial firewood sales. Commercial fire

wood sales, if any, are only a means to an end.

10. COMMENT: Clearcutting of timber is a practice

that should be abandoned in sensitive and highly scenic

areas that are popular with anglers and other

recreationists. These areas include: Cave and Lily Lakes

drainage, Fort Bidwell Creek Canyon, Twelve Mile Creek,

Pine Creek Canyon, all of the East Creek drainage, Pars

nip Creek drainage, Medicine Lake Caldera, and Mill

Creek at Mill Creek Meadows. it mayvery well be that the

highest and best use of this resource is to manage it first

as a recreational area and secondly for timber and ranch

ing. (1222)

RESPONSE: Although clearcuts are allowed in visual

retention areas, they are on a small scale and used only to

meet requirements of the retention prescription.

11. COMMENT: Timber harvest is helpful to increase

deer populations. Clearcutting or cleaning up logging

creates more feed and more deer. (1382)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.

12. COMMENT: The Plan ignores all possible use of

even-age management. (1359)

RESPONSE: Most of the ASQ, in the draft Plan, is de

rived from even-age management.

13. COMMENT: 4-16. Table 4-3 (timber outputs) - Total

regeneration harvest. Does this mean that 38,000 acres of

timberwill be clearcut and reforested every 10 years? How

will the Modoc NF meet deer population goals? (364)

RESPONSE: The table to which you refer means that one

timber goal is to regenerate 38,000 acres primarily by

clearcutting; the rest is regenerated by shelterwood seed

tree and overstory removal in the first decade. Chapter 4

of the Plan (Wildlife sections of Goals and Objectives,

Outputs and Activities, and Management Direction) ad

dresses deer population goals. Plan Chapter 4 displays

impacts of timber harvest.

14. COMMENT: ls clearcutting a good conservation

practice? (1384)
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249 - Uneven-age Management

RESPONSE: In itself, clearcutting is not good or bad.

Much depends on site-specific objectives and the manner

in which clearcuts are designed and implemented.

Clearcutting can be a good conservation practice in that it

requires fewer acres to be entered to extract timber vol

ume. It can be used to clean up infections of mistletoes. It

is also used to replace poorly stocked and poorly growing

stands with well stocked stands of better growing trees. If

the objective is to retain a continuous forest cover at all

times everywhere, then obviously clearcutting would not

be the prescription of choice.

15. COMMENT: [Readerz see entire letter for analysis.]

Whenever clearcutting is prescribed on cable-ground, the

subsequent site prep. activities normally involve broad

cast burning. However, the Plan shows considerable

cable-ground in MA 31 targeted for regeneration but

constrained visually within the retention category. The

visual constraint suggests a modified approach to the

typical clearcut by modifying the shape and softening the

edges of the cut blocks to reduce the strong contrast

following logging. However, with cable systems and

braodcast burning, there is little hope of ever achieving a

softer contrast. Clearly, the technical feasibility ofthis Rx

needs to be examined when applied to steep terrain. (540)

RESPONSE: Our intent in the Plan is to harvest 5% ofthe

volume available on land allocated to retention so that

retention characteristics are perpetuated over a 200-year

time period. On acres where the retention classification

would be violated by harvesting or site preparation activ

ities, clearly the prescription cannot be implemented. This

means that volume accumulated under this prescription is

unavailable for harvest on these specified acres, and

should be included in the monitoring plan evaluations.

The Plan would then be modified to meet the new set of

conditions.

  

1. COMMENT: Our alternative uses uneven-age silvi

culture in a system where multiple age/size class cohorts

are managed to insure stand health and sustained pro

ductivity for all timber types except lodgepole pine. (19)

(500) (1280)

RESPONSE: The Modoc will dedicate about 16,700 acres

(one compartment per district) to developing and testing

techniques for uneven-age management. However, we will

still rely on proven even-age management systems for the

majority of timber harvests.

2. COMMENT: We prefer selective cutting in small

groups or individual trees, leaving some growing stock.

Although we know that this is more time consuming, we

 

believe it is worth it because it leaves the Forest so much

more attractive than clearcutting and replanting. (19)

3. COMMENT: Selective cutting should be practiced

with every parcel of land left containing snags and old

growth, as well as undergrowth approximately natural

conditions. (76)

RESPONSE: [to both comments above] We do not agree

that selective cutting, if it is to produce volume levels

comparable to even-age management, will approximate

natural conditions. In theory more old-growth trees could

be produced on a specific acre using even-age manage

ment regeneration methods than with uneven-age man

agement regeneration methods. One system is not better

or worse than the other; rather, the value of one system

over another depends on specific management objectives

which reflect public desires.

4. COMMENT: We support uneven-age timber manage

ment, as outlined in the stand prognosis model employed

in the Deschutes National Forest. Removing (clearcut

ting) entire stands and then replanting, as in the Pre

ferred Alternative, has several overwhelming drawbacks:

it leads to devastating erosion; it destroys the Forest and

creates instead a tree farm, whose unesthetic, sterile

even-age stands have no true place in a national forest.

(19) (198)

RESPONSE: Properly applied, clearcutting will not lead

to devastating erosion. All timber harvest activities must

meet California State Water Quality Control Board Best

Management Practices (BMPs). The Forest has several

examples of clearcuts on > 40% slopes which have exhib~

ited no evidence of erosion.

Both silvicultural systems can be effective if factors such

as rotation length and desired tree size are adjusted to

facilitate other resource needs such as visual quality, wild

life habitat, diversity, etc. For example, using a long rota

tion with even-age management may provide more large

trees on a specific acre (and, therefore, better habitat for

some wildlife species) than uneven-age management.

5. COMMENT: We believe the well-stocked, mixed coni

fer stands managed under an uneven-age regime would

help in maintaining diversity, provide good growth and

yield, and avoid the stark visual contrasts that disrupt

the visual quality. (672)

RESPONSE: Areas on the Forest with a high visual qual

ity index are allocated prescriptions which help maintain

their visual quality. Harvest practices are designed to meet

visual quality objectives of these areas, and will not de

grade the visual experience.

6. COMMENT: Note some time and effort concerning

the merits of tree selection harvest or uneven-age man
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agement was addressed in the DEIS. i believe that with

the limited knowledge of this prescription the Modoc’s

write up in some areas was speculative and therefore

misleading. In their discussion the Forest stated predic

tions as to growth, costs, genetic composition, worth, etc.

are nothing more than the writers’ gut feelings and should

not be a part of this document. (126)

RESPONSE: in some areas, we must rely on professional

judgement rather than scientific facts. We have included

a monitoring plan which will help us determine how pre

dicted outputs and effects are met and where modifica

tions are necessary.

newa

1. COMMENT: I support the installation of an in

creased number ofcruise plots to bring the level of inven

tory accuracy within acceptable standards. (126) (231)

(1154) (1009)

RESPONSE: It is not necessary to take sample plots based

on a method of stratification; sample plots can be ran

domly located within an area. However, there are several

advantages to stratified sampling- i.e., sampling in which

the population is grouped and the sample drawn indepen

dently from each group (R-5 FSH 2409.21b Timber Man

agement Plan inventory Handbook). Tree volume per

acre is the primary attribute which most directly affects

management decisions. This attribute is used to define

permissible sampling error.

We can reduce sampling error by dividing the Forest into

strata which are more homogenous with regard to volume

per acre than the Forest in total. We can determine that

the difference between stratum means does not contribute

to the overall sampling error of the estimate for the Forest

as a whole: sampling error arises solely from variations

within each stratum. The resulting reduction in sampling

error can be understood intuitively. If the volume per acre

was sampled in medium-sized red fir sawtimber stands of

high stocking, one would expect less variability in the

sample measurements of volume per acre than one would

find on a set of samples randomly located in stands which

ranged from large-diameter ponderosa pine to clumps of

saplings. In summary, by stratifying, we can have a lower

sampling error for the same number of sampling units, or

conversely, the same sampling error with fewer samples.

The inventory conducted by the Forest meets Regional

standards.

2. COMMENT: By using age classes from DElS pp.

3-113 to 3415, and strata and acreage from DEIS p.3-126,

simple math shows 618,411 acres growing 20,036,297 cu.

ftJyr. (91 MMBF) or 32.4 cu. ft. per ac. per yr. Why is the

MNF-LRMP not attempting to capture the potential

  

250 - inventory

growth? This is even more puzzlingwhen the potential for

growth is noted at 50 cu. ftJac/yr. and the average growth

for land classified as 20 cu. ft. is only 24 cu. lilac/yr. By

promoting an ASQ of 52.1 MMBF when the Forest ap

pears to be growing 91 MMBF, it appears obvious why the

Forest’s timber inventory is increasing over time. Only

57% of the growth is being utilized! (21) (990)

RESPONSE: Each alternative begins with acres which

represent the tentatively suitable land base (619,300). Not

all of these acres can be used for purely timber manage

ment purposes. In the the PRFAlternative we determined

that 100,278 acres where unsuitable for timber production

because of requirements of other resources. if these acres

were used to calculate ASQ, then the ASQ would be

higher. The fact that growth rate is less than the potential

reflects existing conditions.

3. COMMENT: As indicated by Resource Economics

international, the initial timberland inventory obtained

from a non-verified aerial photography survey bears no

relationship to the field data utilized in the current Plan.

This discrepancy is not allowable in management of a

multiple-use sustained yield forest or any resource with

outputs that are estimated for a l6-decade planning ho

rizon. Error in the base data compounds over the plan

ning horizon and deviates from the land resource base for

which it was written. (126) (1062)

RESPONSE: The vegetative typing we did on aerial pho

tographs met the contract and Regional standards. We

used them in selecting Forest strata in which we randomly

located on-the-ground timber inventory cluster plots. The

details are specified in the R-5 FSH 2409.21b Timber

Management Plan Inventory Handbook which is available

for review in the Supervisor’s Office in Alturas.

4. COMMENT: i do not support the increasing oftimber

inventory over time, particularly 240-year-old stands and

older. (21)

RESPONSE: The majority of 240-year-old stands reflects

modeling of < 20 cubic foot land. This land, while contrib

uting to the ASQ, is never regenerated in FORPLAN.

That is, yield tables remain constant; when the stand is

entered, there is never a shift to a regenerated yield table

and, therefore,to a new starting age. The model continues

to count the age decade by decade. Nevertheless, some old

growth stands are necessary to meet requirements of other
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262 - BVFSYU

resources, such as old growth seral stage, eagle nest

stands, and visual conditions.

  

1. COMMENT: We also support the Big Valley Federal

Sustained-Yield Unit as designated by Congress. (48)

(126)

RESPONSE: The Unit will continue at least until the next

hearing at which time the public will again voice its opinion

on the validity of the Unit. In the interim, however, the

BVFSYU Policy may be modified. We will hold a public

hearing to discuss the status of the Unit immediately

following Forest Plan release.9

2. COMMENT: What happened to 8,000 MBF cut on the

BVFSYU? What happened to the selective cut? What

happened to the salvage cutting? What happened to the

20-yr growing period between cuts off the sustained yield?

The harvesting of dead snags is an essential part of our

forest mgt. (1130)

RESPONSE: The policy which covered the operation of

the Unit between 1962 and 1974 had an allowable cut of

8.8MMBF(regulated) and 0.8MMBF(unregulated). The

allowable cut from 1975 through 1985 was set at 13.3

MMBF (regulated) and 0.4 MMBF (unregulated). None

of cut was designated as selective cut except perhaps 1

MMBF which was estimated to be harvested from the

Special, Marginal, and the Unregulated Components.

From 1975 to 1985, the volume sold from the Unit aver

aged about 15 MMBF per year. When one includes vol

ume from 1986 through 1989, the annual average falls to

about 12.5 MMBF. We are not sure what you mean by

“...20-yr growing period between cuts off the sustained

yield?” Harvesting surplus snags is allowed in areas where

wildlife habitat needs are met. The Forest is required to

provide habitat ensuring viable wildlife population levels.

3. COMMENT: Please note that Appendix R (draft For

est Plan) (refer to attachment #6), is quite similar in

format to what the Chief-USFS approved 8/24/79, but

drastically different in timber content. First it is entitled

BVFSY Unit policy as if it were the present active policy

which it is not as of to date. It should be changed to

“proposed 8: amended policy statement” to clarify any

doubts. The cutting budget for 10/1/85 - 9/30/95 is reduced

drastically with the allowable annual cut reduced to 11.00

MMBF (or approximately 20%) from 13.7 MMBF per

year. However, when you check Appendix C of the draft

Forest Plan entitled “Tentative 10-Year Timber Sale Ac

tion Plan” and covered in page 2 of this letter under

paragraph d)..; you will note that in the 7 years noted the

average is only 9.00 MMBF per year. This variation in

planned allowable cut needs a clarification, since howcan

U-218

the USFS justify a 20% cut based on R-2 (Forest Plan)

and a 35% reduction based on Appendix C as covered

under D)., on page 2 above? (1158)

RESPONSE: The policy statement displayed in the Plan

reflects volume reductions resulting from Plan implemen

tation. Timber volumes were reduced because our analysis

indicates that the Unit can’t sustain an annual harvest

(ASQ) of more than 9 MMBF. We will revise the “Ten

Year Timber Sale Action Plan” to reflect an average

annual sell from the BVFSYU consistent with the policy

statement shown in the Plan.

4. COMMENT: I believe that an annual inspection

should be made by qualified Forest Service (or consultant

experts) to make sure that the requirements ofthe 8/24/79

amended policy statement are being met by all purchas

ers of BVFSYU timber. (1158)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments and your

concern. The Forest regularly reviews the requirements of

the BVFSYU for compliance as the Unit is entered for

harvest..

5. COMMENT: The considerations in conjunction with

the use of BVFSYU harvest level (DEIS R 1-3) and an

assumed budget level as constraints have the net effect of

unreasonably reducing PRF timber output during the

Plan period. (1252)

RESPONSE: In the analysis of the final, we removed the

budget constraint presented in the draft. However, this

does not mean that Congress will provide the budget as

assumed in the Plan, either in amount or distribution.

6. COMMENT: Next I propose that the Forest Service

clarify precisely what species by size and quality can and

cannot be removed under the 20% present allowance to

stop all the “talk” as to what is “right” and “wrong” in

regards to the economic stability ofthe BVFSY Unit. [will

be willing to help you draft such a set of specifications,

etc., if you desire. (1158)

RESPONSE: Periodically the Forest conducts public

hearings on the BVFSYU. During these hearings the For

est and the public present suggestions for policy modifica

tion. We will hold a public hearing to discuss the status of

the Unit immediately following release of the Forest Plan.

7. COMMENT: i would personally like to meet with you

and go over differences in correspondence and proce

dures requested of certain operators before a timber sale

could be awarded. (1158)
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RESPONSE: Under the Freedom of Information Act

most documents are available to the public.

  

1. COMMENT: The chart of DEIS 2-38 raises the ques

tion of how you can completely eliminate a program, in

this case veg. mgt, and still have 30% of the costs of the

program to bear. That arithmetic needs clarification.

The DEIS should examine alternatives to resource pro

duction programs in the event that your currently-used

techniques become curtailed. Alternate silvicultural ap

proaches and land allocations are two areas that might

need to be reconsidered to maintain current production

levels. (1263)

RESPONSE: The term No Vegetative Management refers

to an alternative found in the Vegetation Managementfor

Reforestation EIS. Under this alternative (also known as

the No Action Alternative), any treatment of competing

vegetation is precluded except: clearing or burning log

ging debris to reduce fire hazard; and planting and seed~

ing. Because competing vegetation may not be directly

manipulated, the timber yield decreases. Some costs re

main to account for planting and hazard reduction.

The Plan also provides for monitoring to check the

assumptions we made regarding outputs and results of

activities. The objectives are to determine when and if the

Plan can be implemented, and to modify it so that outputs

can be realized.

  

1. COMMENT: < 20 lands need to be reevaluated. Since

there is no regional direction preventing harvest on these

lands, why does the Forest limit harvesting to only 5% of

the existing inventory per decade? These types of stands

are excellent opportunities to practice true uneven-age

selection, yet are often rated on their “regenerability” as

is required for even-age systems. These stands should be

contributing to the total harvest more closely parallel to

their growth rather than simply being allowed to grow.

(21)

RESPONSE: We limit the harvest on < 20 lands to 5% of

the standing inventory because soil productivity is poor.

Uneven-age and even-age management alike require re

generation to be successful. The point of the 5% harvest

is managing these lands to perpetuate their existence over

time while still realizing some volume production.

2. COMMENT: DEIS 2-136 (Table 2-14): Projects selec

tion harvest of 14,300 ac. per yr.: All of this is in <20

263 - Vegetation Management

lands, if one can be confident of the other figures in Table

2-14 and those in Table 2-16. Therefore, you will be har

vesting in 14,300 ac. of <20 lands annually. Table 2-13

allocates 140,000 ac. to CAS lands in the < 20 category.

- is it fair to assume that you will have an entry schedule

for the < 20 CAS Lands of approximately 10 years?

— to complete the question, note that the RBU shows no

selection cutting in Table 2-14, but allocates 8,400 ac.

CAS from the <20 lands. (1263)

4 RESPONSE: The Preferred Alternative allocates 14,200

acres annually. The < 20 lands are less productive, and it

is difficult to accurately predict yields from them. These

lands are included as part of a non-interchangeable com

ponent. Harvests from < 20 lands will generally be oppor

tunistic. That is, we will schedule harvests from < 20 lands

with timber sales on more productive land. We harvest

when sufficient understory trees are present, or sufficient

overstory can remain to insure regeneration; and stan

dards and guidelines for snags and diversity can be met.

The observation that Table 2-14 of the DEIS did not

reflect the < 20 lands shown in Table 2-13 is correct. We

corrected it in the final Plan.

  

1. COMMENT: The visual retention/restrictions pro

posed are far too excessive. A narrow bull'er strip along

paved State and County highways is adequate to meet
visual objectives. (218) I

RESPONSE: We disagree. The VQO guidelines used on

the Modoc National Forest are nationwide visual guide

lines taken from several U.S.D.A. handbooks and the

Forest Service Manual system. Further, we feel that the

Forest Plan provides the best mix of visual quality objec

tives to meet the overall needs of the public.

2. COMMENT: Visual impacts were not varied by alter

natives, so it is hard to judge the impact on visual re

sources. This should be done in the Final Plan. (271)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 2- Comparison ofAlternatives

under Visual Resources presents a detailed comparison

ofalternatives. Also, the existing inventoried Visual Qual

ity Objectives (Appendix0 ofthe Forest Plan) can be used

as a standard for comparing alternatives.

3. COMMENT: Reductions in volume/outputs resulting

from visuals are not contained in the DEIS or Plan. Visual

landscape is a resource in the management of the Na

tional Forests. We need to be presented with the outputs

and alternatives associated with it. (1062)
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RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 4 discusses impacts from alter

native implementation. EIS Appendix B displays model

ing methodologies for output and constraint

determination.

4. COMMENT: I believe that visual quality, as affected

by timber harvesting, should not be a concern. If we are

going to clearcut, we should do it where everyone can see

it. I would prefer to get more volume from the “visual”

areas and to leave the roadless areas alone. (1048)

RESPONSE: We design timber sales to have the least

conflict with other resources, including the visual re

source.

5. COMMENT: Retain visuals Standards and Guide

lines with the addition of:

— Maintain or improve VQO through uneven-age tim

ber management, non-harvested areas, grazing reduc

tions or changes, mining and energy development

constraints, and structure location.

— Manage for larger-diameter oldest cohort, near recre

ation areas and Sensitivity 1 travel routes.

— Manage for preservation VQO in wilderness, SIA, and

RNA. Manage for Retention in recreation, developed

recreation, SPNM, and riparian prescriptions. Man

age for the best VQO compatible with high habitat

capability in wildlife. Manage for retention or partial

retention in timber and range, with only temporary

drops to modification.

Manage the following areas for retention: all retention

areas on the Plan map, Benton Meadows, and the follow

ing creeks: Buck, Lassen, Pine, Parsnip, East, and Ash.

Any modification units in the N. Highlands should be

partial retention. Any modification units elsewhere may

be temporarily in modification status, but should be in

partial retention the majority of the time. (500)

RESPONSE: We feel that the current mix of VQO appli

cations in the Forest Plan is most appropriate to meet the

demands of the collective public who use the Modoc

National Forest.

6. COMMENT: The Modoc National Forest uses visual

constraints to build in a “comfort factor” (buffers) to

reduce commodity production. The only faction that sup

ports extensive visual management is the Forest Service.

Even the environmental community has observed that if

the land base is constricted with non-objective visual

quality prescriptions, other activities are further concen

trated on a smaller land base. I do not support the

proposed Timber-Visual Prescription (Prescription 13).

Has there been a detailed analysis of the opportunity

costs of this prescription weighted against actual real

benefits? (21)

RESPONSE: ElS Chapter 4 discusses impacts from alter

native implementation. EIS Appendix B displays model

ing methodologies for output and constraint

determination. We feel the Final Plan provides an opti

mum mix of VQO applications to best meet the needs of

the collective public who utilize the Modoc National For

est.

7. COMMENT: The Modoc National Forest must man

age high productive site lands for timber production, not

for non-timber production uses. Visual areas along roads

and around the Wilderness must be managed for uneven

aged management. (231)

RESPONSE: We agree and feel this intent is reflected in

the mix of prescriptions applied in the Final Forest Plan.

8. COMMENT: P. 4-39: Add Section E: Coordinate with

the County general plan scenic highways goals and ac

tions in support of (D) above and other routes which may

be designated. (101)

RESPONSE: Coordination with state, county, and other

interested parties is a primary goal of the Forest Plan. We

will coordinate at the project level within the context of

environmental analysis.

9. COMMENT: We need to recognize that undisturbed

natural scenic areas are also a natural resource and a

source of revenue for the Forestry Department. (269)

RESPONSE: We agree that tracts of land maintained in

a natural or near-natural condition are a valuable eco

nomic and natural resource. We believe we have ade

quately provided for these undisturbed natural scenic

areas in the Final Plan.

10. COMMENT: Visual resources. We could find no

“medium” in Appendix Q. (364)

RESPONSE: The “medium” term used in visual resources

is defined in Appendix Q in the EIS, and not the Appendix

0 in the Plan.

11. COMMENT: Plan page A-2 - Corridor viewshed

plans were left out. No target dates were set for any of the

plans. This is needed if this is to be a Plan. (1)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We added

viewshed corridor plans have been added to Plan Appen

dix A - implementation Plans.

12. COMMENT: The VQO map is incorrect in that it

does not properly classify the prescription 10 lands. They

are misclassified as modification. Several of the Raptor

Prescription lands are incorrectly classified for modifi

cation, also. (1)
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RESPONSE: The VQO and Range Allotment maps are

each separate resource maps. The PRF map is a compila

tion of all the resources. For mapping purposes only, the

highest priority prescription dominates on the PRF map.

Therefore, the standards and guidelines for Raptor Man

agement (Prescription 9) will override any visual “modifi

cation” prescription in the same area.

13. COMMENT:Whywasn’t the visual quality prescrip

tion deleted from some of the alternatives? We were given

no choice on visual prescriptions as if it were a required

constraint. The timber-visual land should be put into the

appropriate timber management prescription, and pre

scription 13 should be deleted. Prescription 7, Visual

Retention, should apply to 300 feet each side of state

highways. (21)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 2 displays and discusses a wide

array of alternatives that incorporates a variety of visual

retention acreages.

l4. COMMENT: Timber will be managed for larger-di

ameter trees in the vicinity of sensitivity level 1 roads.

(500)

RESPONSE: True. We will manage Sensitivity Level 1

roads and their foreground viewsheds for visual retention,

which includes the evidence of larger diameter trees.

15. COMMENT: Harvest visual strips by light l.T.M.

type marking. (1159)

RESPONSE: This is only one of many silvicultural tech

niques in visually sensitive zones. We will use it where

appropriate to meet visual condition objectives.

16. COMMENT: The engineering of “visual resources”

(views) from roads is ludicrous, especially leaving swaths

of old growth on the roadsides so people can’t see the

damage done by clear-cutting (page 4-96). It is cynical to

suggest that livestock grazing has a visual effect “usually

negative only in the immediate foreground” (p.4-94).

There is no “overgrazed foreground” or “background.”

lt’s all overgrazed. (1253)

RESPONSE: We design timber sales and other projects

on the Forest so that they will have the least conflict with

other uses and resources, including the visual resource.

Substantial grazing impacts are generally not noticeable

from a distance. This does not mean they are acceptable.

Rather, the statement notes that grazing impacts may

subtract from the visual quality if they occur near a major

travelway.

17. COMMENT: Summary page 23, last paragraph: 9%

of Modoc National Forest has a distinctive landscape,

38% is common and 58% is minimal. Those figures total

105%. Some adjustment or clarification is needed. ( 1263)

271 - Visual Quality Objectives

RESPONSE: The 58% is actually 53%. Thank you for

bringing the inconsistency to our attention. We have cor

rected the text in the Final EIS.

18. COMMENT: The discussion of visual resources in

the Summary, page 29, equates Forest management ac

tivities to “disturbance.” Disturbance has a definitely

negative connotation. Your use of the word disturbance

interchangeablywith variations ofmanagement indicates

a strong bias against Forest management activities. That

should be explained. (1263)

RESPONSE: We revised this section of the Summary to

the EIS to address your concerns.

19. COMMENT: DEIS 3-137: Would like to see a com

plete listing, with cites, of the laws referenced in the last

paragraph. (1263)

RESPONSE:Wecorrected the last paragraph on the page

you mention. it refers to major USDA-FS legislation per

taining to the visual resource from 1960 to 1980, which is

primarily RPA, NEPA, and NFMA regulations which

govern Forest Service land management activities.

20. COMMENT: Recommendation —Visual restrictions

should not be applied over great acreages without thor

ough study andjustification, i.e., 52,000 plus acres for the

bald eagle. (1283)

RESPONSE: The 52,000 visual/bald eagle acres of which

you speak are actually broken down into several smaller

areas which, as an aggregate, total 52,000 acres. Bald eagle

management areas receive extensive research and study

before and after their establishment on the Modoc Na

tional Forest.

- ‘Visual Quality Objectives

1. COMMENT: DEIS page 4400. The visual condition

display in Figure 4-16 is misleading. Since only 9% of the

Forest was inventoried as variety class A, the prominent

display of this ordinarily highly protected type of land

tends to mislead the reader. (1)

RESPONSE: We do not intend to mislead. Figure 4-16

displays potential impacts of management activities on

variety class lands.

2. COMMENT: The SPNM recreation areas are totally

out ofline and unwarranted in the Modoc National Forest

LRMP. How can the Forest take valuable land out of the

multiple-use land base as “non-motorized” when existing

roads traverse the area, numerous human improvements

dot the landscape, and the dominant uses of the area

revolve around motorized transport for hunting and

range management? These areas were all released from
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wilderness consideration after the 1978 RARE, and now

the Forest Service has caved in to the demands of the

vocal minority to set up defacto wildemesses that clearly

have been released and do not meet the criteria for wil

derness. This prescription should be deleted in its en

tirety from the Modoc National Forest LRMP. (21)

RESPONSE: SPNM opportunities provides recreation

experiences in a relatively undeveloped environment. We

feel the mix of recreational opportunities offered in the

Forest Plan is the most appropriate to meet the collective

needs of the public who use the Modoc National Forest.

3. COMMENT: With only two state highways subject to

the Regional MMR of a 300-feet visual zone, we believe

the restraints to be excessive, unwarranted, and too ex

pensive. (1282)

RESPONSE: This Regional MMR in visual vones is man

aged under a Retention VQO. The 300-foot zone along

the two highways actually comprises a very small percent

age of the total Forest land base.

4. COMMENT: The Visual Quality Objectives for the

PRF Alternative, as described in the DEIS and FLRMP

are unacceptable. Visual constraints have been placed on

too many acres, without regard to what the public may

really think and want. (1009)

RESPONSE: We used Visual Quality Objectives pre

scribed in the USDA-FS Visual Management System

handbooks. These handbooks represent the outcome of

research on people’s perception of aesthetics in the land

scape. The handbooks are available at the Forest

Supervisor’s Office in Alturas. Further, the Forest feels

that the mix of VQO objectives applied to the Forest

landscape is most appropriate to meet the demands of the

collective public.

5. COMMENT: Woven through the Plan are various

factors apparently intended to meet some arbitrary vi

sual quality standards. We could find no documentation

as to how these standards were developed, specifically

how they were applied in the Plan, nora clear explanation

of the impact of these factors. The “effective alteration

acres,” dispersion, modified visual requirements, and

similar factors are not presented so that a reader can

evaluate their merits or their costs in other opportunities

foregone, although it appears those costs are extremely

high. (1258)

RESPONSE: We used Visual Quality Objectives pre

scribed in the USDA-FS Visual Management System

handbooks. These handbooks represent the outcome of

research on people’s perception of aesthetics in the land

scape. The handbooks are available at the Forest

Supervisor’s Office in Alturas.

6. COMMENT: Visual constraints are equally difiicult

to evaluate. Objectives are not well-defined or measur

able. (1282)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

7. COMMENT: Plan p. 4-54. Minimum Management

Level Prescription appears to be faulty as it allows for

Modification and Maximum Modification VQOs. Lands

of this nature have very little activity going on and they

can normally meet Partial Retention and Retention with

little or no effort. There is no sense to screwing up such

lands as there is little doubt that future needs for scenic

quality would require that such impacts be rehabilitated.

We need to avoid such costs of visual resource rehabili

tation as a matter ofeconomic efi'lciency of land steward

ship. it can be done by raising the VQO of this

prescription to Partial Retention. This is the only pre

scription that would allow MM and the DEIS (p. 4-102)

allows 99,800 acres in the PRF Alternative. That is almost

one and one-half times the total acreage in this prescrip

tion!! it just can’t be done! (1)

RESPONSE: We consider developments and their ensu

ing visual impacts on a case-by-case basis, including MML

lands. Because minimum management and protection and

maintenance of environmental values are the objectives,

we would not permit large-scale Modification or Maxi

mum Modification of these lands, although they are al

lowed. The Preferred Alternative implies that Maximum

Modification will only be allowed on Variety Class C lands

which total 99,800 acres. There is no correlation between

the minimal appearing landscape (Variety Class C) and

the MML Prescription.

8. COMMENT: Plan- Faulty VQOs:

— Range-Forage- it allows for Modification, but there

is scarce need to drop that far to meet the needs of the

prescription. The activities can easily meet Partial

Retention.

— Uneven-aged management- it allows for Modifica

tion. Uneven-aged management has historically been

able to meet Partial Retention or Retention. it was not

included in EFFALT analysis due to this very fact.

— <20 Cubic Feet Timber-These low productivity

lands do not have to be altered heavily enough to go to

Modification VQO. (1)

RESPONSE: Allowing a lower VQO does not necessarily

mean a Forest development will have that degree of im

pact. USDA laws and regulations state that visual and
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aesthetic concerns will be analyzed before any major de

velopment takes place on the Forest.

9. COMMENT: Riparian Area — Riparian areas should

be given enough protection to meet Partial Retention or

better. Otherwise, they are not being given any special

treatment as they so clearly deserve. These are key areas

of any forest and need to be managed with great sensitiv

ity. They are indicators of good or bad forest manage

ment. (1)

RESPONSE: Please see EIS Appendix Q and the Ripar

ian Area Management Prescription (#17) in Plan Chapter

4. It states that 9,274 acres of Riparian Areas will receive

Partial Retention status.

10. COMMENT: I do not support any visual quality

prescriptions other than Partial Retention (Reg Class II)

for 300 feet each side of major state highways. (21)

’ RESPONSE: Forest Service direction states that all Sen

sitivity Level 1 roads located in Variety Class A and B

areas shall receive a Retention Visual Quality Objective.

Retention areas do not necessarily preclude develop

ments or improvements on the landscape.

l1. COMMENT: It appears that the small amount of

Forest Service lands within Silver State’s claim block is

primarily [under management prescriptions for] range

land, timber-forage or “less than 20" timber. All but a

small fraction is classified as ”Partial Retention" or

“Modification”, the one exception is an 80-acre outlier to

the National Forest lying atop Hayden Hill. This isolated

tract is currently designated as a timber visual/visual

retention tract. We strongly recommend an adjustment

in the historical usage and probable future development,

particularly since this area is in the middle- to back

ground of Route 139 and is not a highly visible feature

from the highway. Tract referred to lies in the west quar

ter of Section 31, T.37N., R.10E. Hayden Hill has been

designated as a mineral development area by Lassen

County, maintenance of this tract as a site for Visual

Retention could hamper or at least complicate future

mine development activities. We feel a minimal manage

ment designation might be more appropriate, and we

request your consideration for redesignation. (42)

RESPONSE: The western quarter of Section 31, T.37N.,

R.10E., does not fall within the Modoc National Forest

boundary. Therefore, the land is under some other form

of ownership and management.

12. COMMENT: Areas viewed from “sensitive” roads

should be managed for larger trees. The following areas

should be added to your map for Visual Retention: all

areas listed for the Recreation Prescription, Benton

Meadow, plus strips along Bidwell, Lassen, Parker, and

Pine Creeks. The north Highlands should have at least

271 - Visual Quality Objectives

Partial Retention VQO to protect the viewshed from Lava

Beds. Disparities in VQO in the Raptor Management

block should be corrected. (708)

RESPONSE: An uneven-aged timber management

scheme is being encouraged along major visually sensitive

roads on the Forest. Under uneven-aged management,

larger trees are left standing, in part, to give a natural-ap

pearing look to the timber stands. For mapping purposes

only, Raptor management areas take precedence over

Visual areas when the two coincide.

l3. COMMENT: A “moderate” VQO is too restrictive

for the Modoc National Forest. A “low” VQO would be

more appropriate as well as productive and would benefit

our local economy. (1230)

RESPONSE: We developed all Visual Quality Objectives

using USDA Handbooks #434 and #432 which generate

Forest Service direction for mapping and managing the

visual resource. Further, we feel we have presented a

balanced mix of VQOs represented on the landscape in

the Forest Plan to meet the visual desires of the collective

public.

14. COMMENT: The National Park Service recom

mends that the Visual Quality Objective for the Lava

Beds National Monument’s south entrance road (48N04)

be reevaluated to determine if it might be more properly

classified as Retention for a large segment of its length.

The road provides distinctive landscapes including views

of the Medicine Lake Highlands, Glass Mountain, east

and west Sand Buttes, and other topographic features. In

the winter, the obsidian which makes up Glass Mountain

is often cloaked with snow giving it the appearance of a

glacier which results in added visual beauty and interest.

The road should therefore be classified as a Class A

variety level. The road receives approximately 43,000 For

est and Monument visits each year and deserves designa

tion as a Level 1 travel route due to its heavy usage. (1316)

RESPONSE: Currently, we manage this road under a

Partial Retention status. The Forest recognizes the impor

tance of this road for tourist travel; and, because of this,

we do not plan any major developments along this route.

Under Partial Retention, management activities must re

main visually subordinate to the characteristic landscape.

15. COMMENT: Modoc National Forest is guilty...of

using various prescriptions to buffer other prescription

areas. Several examples are the extensive use of prescrip

tion 7 Visual Retention, prescription 4 SPNM, and pre

scription 13 Timber-Visuals to buffer the Wilderness and

background of the highways. These buffers are not within

the intent of NFMA and are in actuality defacto applica

tions of the adjacent prescription. (21)
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RESPONSE: Forest management prescriptions are de

signed to complement one another and to facilitate in

managing a cohesive mix ofvarious multiple-use activities.

We feel this mix of management prescriptions in the For

est Plan is the most appropriate to meet the needs of the

collective public who use the Modoc National Forest.

16. COMMENT: Riparian areas should receive VQOs of

Retention or Preservation. (1214)

RESPONSE: Please see EIS Appendix Q. It states that

9,274 acres of riparian areas will receive Partial Retention

status. We feel that the Partial Retention status along with

Forest BMPs and standards and guidelines adequately

protect riparian areas.

17. COMMENT: Class I, II and ill streams should have

visual quality objectives (VQOs) of Retention or Preser

vation. (1295)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

18. COMMENT: The PRF would allow VQOs to be low

ered to Partial Retention or Modification in sensitive and

highly scenic areas where these VQOs are proposed on

your PRF maps. Anglers want attractive surroundings

along trout streams. Your Forest needs to establish

VQOs of Retention along all Class I and ii fishing

streams within the Warner Mountains. (548)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

19. COMMENT: Visual Quality Objectives (VQOs) of

the “preferred” alternative are limited by increased use

of clearcutting for timber harvest. Forest Service not to

plan clearcutting in sensitive and highly scenic areas

popular with our members, including: the Cave and Lily

Lakes drainage, Fort Bidwell Creek Canyon, Twelve Mile

Creek, Pine Creek Canyon, the East Creek and Parsnip

Creek drainages, the Medicine Lake Caldera, and Mill

Creek Meadows. (671)

RESPONSE: The Final Plan provides for a shift in Forest

timber harvest management practices to less clearcutting

and more uneven-aged management techniques, espe

cially in visually sensitive area.

20. COMMENT: Even-aged timber management has a

side effect of making a forest seem like a tree farm. (1030)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

21. COMMENT: DElS page 2-131. The base year 1982

figures for visual resources are incorrect. They represent

lVQOs instead of the actual situation. Existing visual

quality acreages should have been displayed here. The

visual quality index and the acreage figures for many of

the VQOs are also incorrect. Maximum Modification

acreages appear to be inappropriate as they are not dis

played on the VQO map for the PRF Alternative, are to

occur only in prescription 1, and that prescription has

less acreage than is shown for Maximum Modification.

(1)

RESPONSE: As discussed in Chapter 4 of the EIS, the

figure 62.6 represents the visual condition existing in 1982.

Adopted VQO classes are shown on the V00 map ac

companying the Forest Plan. The PRF Alternative map

displays prescription allocations- not VQO classes.

22. COMMENT: The acres of declined visual condi

tion are not graphically displayed and are almost ob

scured in small type at the bottom of the graphic. Even

though this may be revised to be more objective in the

Final EIS, the damage has been done as most of the

public will have been hoodwinked and miss the signifi

cance of the changes in visual condition in preparing

their response to the DEIS. (l)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments. We have

reformatted the visual condition and index display to make

them clearer. However, the assessment remains the same

as that displayed inthe draft EIS.

23. COMMENT: Plan page 4-103 — The Raptor Manage

ment Prescription rightly calls for Retention and Partial

Retention VQOs, but this was not correlated completely

on the PRF VQO map. The acreages involved are proba

bly less than 5000. (1)

RESPONSE: For clarity of mapping purposes, the Raptor

Management Prescription takes precedence over the Re

tention or Partial Retention status on the Preferred Alter

native map.

24. COMMENT: Page 4-109-The Rangeland Manage

ment Prescription rightly calls for Retention and Partial

Retention VQOs. However, this was not correlated with

the PRF VQO map and acreage data and a few hundred

thousand acres were incorrectly shown for Modification

in this prescription area!! (1)

RESPONSE: The VQO map is a separate map from the

PRF map. The VQO map graphically portrays the visual

resource alone, without any correlation to other resources.

The Range map is a separate map as well. The PRF map

takes all the resources into account, i.e. wood, water,

wildlife, recreation, and range, and compiles them into the

Final PRF map. For mapping purposes only, the most

dominant prescription is mapped on the Final PRF map.

25. COMMENT: Plan page 4-268 — By checking the pre

scriptions forVQO requirements and adding up the acres

of Partial Retention or better in all the management

areas, there are almost 920,000 acres in these categories.

in addition, some portions of prescriptions 1, 11, 16, and

17 should be added to this. i would anticipate that correc
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tion of these errors would bring Partial Retention or

better VQO acreages up to 1,100,000 acres or more. If

prescriptions 1, 11, 15, 16, and 17 were revised for VQOs

as above, then it would be in the 1,400,000 acre range. (1)

RESPONSE: As displayed in EIS Appendix Q under the

Preferred Alternative (Forest Plan), we will manage the

Forest’s visual resources at the medium program level,

resulting in 608,700 acres managed for retention or partial

retention. In addition, we will manage 9,274 acres of ripar

ian areas and 52,111 acres ofbald eagle management areas

for partial retention. We’ve assigned a VQO class of pres

ervation to 84,725 acres encompassing the South Warner

Wilderness, Burnt Lava Flow (SIA), Glass Mountain

Glass FLow (SIA), Medicine Lake Glass Flow (SIA), and

the Devil’s Garden Research Natural Area. in summary,

we will manage 754,810 acres in the Forest Plan for partial

retention, retention or preservation VQOs.

26. COMMENT: The Modoc National Forest has 33,500

acres of lands capable of producing more than 20 cubic

feet/acre/year constrained by the Partial Retention Pre

scription. There is no need to keep this constraint con

stant for high as well as low resource production

alternatives. (672)

RESPONSE: The Partial Retention VQO does not pre

clude timber harvest activities in this visual zone. All

timber harvest activities in this area must remain visually

subordinate to the characteristic landscape.

27. COMMENT: There is a discrepancy between the

DEIS statement that 33,500 acres are affected and the

Plan’s indication that 42,564 acres are constrained. (672)

RESPONSE: We apply the Timber-Visuals Management

Prescription, which provides for a partial retention VQO,

to 66,835 acres in the Forest Plan. We apply the Visual

Retention Prescription, which provides for a retention

VQO, to 31,127 acres, of which 22,522 acres are on lands

capable of producing more than 20 cubic feet of timber

per acre per year (>20 lands). Prescription allocations

are shown in EIS Appendix D and Plan Appendix P.

28. COMMENT: It appears in the DEIS that about

33,500 acres are constrained by Partial Retention pre

scriptions, although the Plan indicates that 42,564 acres

are constrained. (1282)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

29. COMMENT: Recommendation: the Modoc National

Forest should reassess the visual constraint and vary it

by alternative. TradeolTs in resource values and a ratio

nale for exceeding the Regional MMRs should be in

cluded. (672)

271 - Visual Quality Objectives

RESPONSE: Please see Visual Resources, under “Com

parison of Alternatives” Chap. 2- EIS.

30. COMMENT: Visuals: Should you decide to utilize

clearcutting, the Visual Retention VQO needs to be

changed to uneven-age timber management only. (708)

RESPONSE: Uneven-aged timber management will be

emphasized in the Visual Retention zones. We will allow

small clearcuts if they meet the visual quality objective of

Retention.

31. COMMENT: I cannot see how clearcutting will be

compatible with objectives for Retention (Appendix Q)

which call for maintaining “a natural-appearing land

scape” with management activities “not visually evident

to the casual observer.” lwould prefer the use of individ

ual tree selection or four-step shelterwood in foreground

Retention areas. (1274)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

32. COMMENT: The proposed 31 ,000 acres of Retention

leaves out manyveryvisually sensitive areas which should

be given a higher degree of visual protection. These in

clude the following areas: Medicine Lake Caldera; Cedar

Pass-should be upgraded to Retention. (1274)

RESPONSE: Under Forest Standards and Guidelines,

State Highways 139 and 299 (which includes Cedar Pass)

will be given special consideration in the area of visual

resources. See —Plan Chapter 4

33. COMMENT: Broad scenic corridors (foreground

viewshed) should be maintained along some of the more

attractive recreational waterways such as Bidwell Creek,

Parsnip Creek, Pine Creek and its forks, Parker Creek

and forks, and Lassen Creek. The prescription for these

corridors should not permit clearcutting. Retention stan

dards should be prescribed for the SMZs of all Class I

and II perennial streams. The Preferred Alternative

would allow standards to be reduced to adopted VQOs

which in some cases would be “modification.” This is

unacceptable. (1274)

RESPONSE: Please see EIS Appendix Q-VQOs and

Program Levels which states that 9,274 acres of riparian

areas are protected under the Partial Retention VQO

status. Also, the Forest BMPs and the State (Clean Water

Act) laws help protect Forest waterways and riparian

areas from excessive development.

34. COMMENT: Mt. Vida - More of the region adjacent

to Mt. Vida should be managed for Retention. This in

cludes the northeast slope of Mt. Vida, the area around

Larry Flat, and Mt. Bidwell. (1274)

Public Comments U-225



280 - Water

RESPONSE: The Forest feels that the mix ofVQO objec

tives in the Final Plan is appropriate to meet the needs of

the collective public who use the Modoc National Forest.

35. COMMENT: Mill Creek Meadows —The allocation

of RARE ll area B5160 for even-aged management with a

prescription of modification will create a visually incom

patible intrusion into the South WarnerWilderness, par

ticularly the northeastern halfwhich will penetrate nearly

two miles into the Wilderness. This area most logically

belongs in the Wilderness and should be added following

obliteration ofthe existing primitive road. If this does not

occur, the area should at least be managed for Retention.

(1274)

RESPONSE: The RARE II (A5160 Mill) area was added

to the South Warner Wilderness under the 1984 California

Wilderness Additions Act. The (B5160 Mill) area was

intentionally omitted from the Wilderness due to access

requirements to the special use Bowman Ditch, whose

existence predates the designation of Wilderness.

36. COMMENT: The provisions for “dispersion” and

for visual quality are not justified in the DEIS and the

impact of these programs on other uses of the Forest are

not stated so that we can intelligently consider their

validity. (1282)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapters 2 and 4-timber sections

analyze dispersion constraints and impacts. EIS Chapters

2, 3 and 4, and Appendix Q discuss visual quality.

  

1. COMMENT: All alternatives fail to meetwater quality

objectives until thirty to forty years in the future. We

believe the importance of renovating riparian areas and

improving water quality justifies a much shorter time

frame, e.g., within the first ten-year implementation pe

riod.(15)

RESPONSE: Because of current funding and personnel

limitations, the often slow response of a resource to man

agement changes, and the anticipated impacts on grazing

permittees, we do not think that meeting all water quality

objectives in a shorter time frame than forty years is

practical. Many water quality improvements will come

through changes in allotment management plans. Water

shed improvement projects that are related to other For

est activities will also provide opportunity for

improvement (Plan Chapter 3). The Plan also states that

the completion target for the most degraded watersheds

is twenty years (Chapter 4-Standards and Guidelines).

2. COMMENT: See DEIS, pp. 4-107 to 4-109, an alterna

tive of livestock exclusion should be analyzed and infor

mation about the costs ofeach option should be provided

so that rational decisions can be made. Supporting data

must be included in the impact statement.(1257)

RESPONSE: If livestock can graze an area without detri

ment to other resources, then the practice is valid. NEPA

requires that we analyze an array of reasonable alterna

tives. In light of the Forest Service multiple-use mission,

the long history of public land grazing in the area, and

substantial impacts anticipated on permittees and the

local economy, we do not feel it is reasonable or appropri

ate to analyze an alternative that provides for total exclu

sion of livestock Forestwide. A variety of grazing

management strategies, including exclusion, will be re

viewed on a case-by-case basis for each allotment.

3. COMMENT: Riparian areas-ElS 3-92 to 3-97: We

wholeheartedly agree with your statements that livestock

grazing needs to be well managed. However, we suggest

that protecting riparian areas and water quality requires

entire watershed treatment or protection. In other words,

all actions in the watershed, including road work and

timber harvesting, affect streams and riparian areas.

Therefore, we cannot agree that livestock grazing is the

“primary cause” of riparian area degradation and water

quality problems.(530)

RESPONSE: We agree that all activities within water

sheds have the potential to interactively degrade riparian

areas. However, because grazing is more widespread over

the Forest than most other activities, we feel it is the

primary impacting activity. We will evaluate each stream

or riparian area on a site-by-site basis to determine the

causes for habitat degradation or limitations to recovery,

and to develop solutions to the problem.

4. COMMENT: Stream improvement projects of 1.5

miles annually is inadequate to prevent or restore dam

age done or to be allowed by proposed grazing and timber

cutting in riparian areas.(692)

RESPONSE: The 1.5 miles of improvements per year

refers to stream improvements through structures such as

log weirs and streambank stabilization. Stream improve

ment through non-structural means, such as changes in

grazing strategy, should be accomplished at a rate of 10

miles per year. These figures apply to stream improve

ments. We prevent damage by applying best management

practices (BMPs) to all forest activities. We will apply

BMPs as allotment management plans are revised.

5. COMMENT: It is the nature of streams to eat away at

their banks, just as it is the nature ofwind to eat away at

the mountains. I have observed, that yes, ‘livestock may

deteriorate the bank of a stream. l have also observed that

four-wheelers and three-wheelers literally eat stream

banks. lfl had to choose between putting livestock oil‘ the

U-226 Public Comments



streams and putting four-wheelers and three-wheelers off

the stream, I would let the food-producing animals

stay.(979)

RESPONSE: While it is true that streambank erosion is a

natural process, it is also true that a relative streambank

build-up is part of that same process. We agree that all

uses occurring in watersheds have the potential to inter

actively degrade riparian areas within them. When im

proper livestock management, off-highway vehicles, or

other uses on the Forest occurs, streams erode without the -

build-up. The result is a net loss of streambanks and

deposition of eroded material onto the substrate, where it

can be detrimental to aquatic organisms among other

things. We are trying to manage all Forest activities so that

they will not have detrimental effects, both singly and

combined, on watersheds. We will evaluate streams for

causes of substandard water quality on a site-by-site basis

during allotment management plan reviews. If necessary,

we will implement appropriate management changes.

6. COMMENT: EPA commends the DEIS’ disclosure of

existing water quality problems and strongly supports

the proposed monitoring programs, riparian restoration

measures, and decreases in grazing outputs, as means of

identifying and improving water quality problems in the

Forest.(1355)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.

7. COMMENT: Plan 440: Is a 400-foot buffer zone re

quired for established snow courses? Why?(126)

RESPONSE: The California State Department of Water

Resources recommended a 400-foot buffer zone for snow

courses. The buffer prevents soil compaction on the snow

course and changes in snow drift that may change future

snow accumulation. Equipment will be prohibited from

the snow course within the zone. Harvesting may be per

mitted, however, if the design of the harvest is conservative

and does not disrupt snow drift patterns. We will carefully

plan activities within the 400-foot zone—we will not use

the zone to exclude them.

8. COMMENT: Management area direction: 33 Lake

City 4474 both Mill and Soldier Creeks meet all 5 Class

I stream criteria. Paragraph 4 implies that they are Class

ll. This should be corrected. (This should be checked for

all eastside Warner streams as many of them meet Class

1 criteria by providing domestic water.) (333)

RESPONSE: In Forest records, Mill Creek is currently

considered and managed as a Class I stream because of

the domestic use criterion. Soldier Creek is not listed as a

domestic water supply.

9. COMMENT: 4-9. Watershed

- Item 2. What are second and third order watersheds?

280 - Water

-— Item 4. What are the downstream impacts if the

Modoc NF acquires water rights? This could ad

versely affect many wildlife and fish species as well as

Ash Creek Wildlife Area.(364)

RESPONSE: Where the channel of a stream is first de

fined as perennial (headwaters), the stream is considered

to be first order; and the land that drains into it is the first

order watershed. When 2 first order streams come to

gether, they form a second order stream; the total drainage

is a second order watershed. When 2 second order streams

come together, they form a third order stream; the entire

drainage is a third order watershed.

Aquiring water rights should not affect downstream

beneficial uses, including wildlife and fish. During water

development projects, the Forest must maintain water

quality for downstream beneficial uses according to the

Clean Water Act. '

10. COMMENT: 4-152, 4-154. (1) Stream flow deflectors,

(2) weirs, (3) exclusion and control of livestock and (4)

low head check dams to raise stream grade and water

table should be added to the acceptable practices to rem

edy channel degradation as long as such structures to not

create fish passage problems.

4-154, Element e, Item 5. Add revegetation as a preferred

method to remedy stream channel degradation.(364)

RESPONSE: Guidelines need not include an exhaustive

list of structural and non-structural improvements. We

select specific improvement practices after a site inspec

tion, which includes assessing impacts of projects on other

beneficial resources, such as fisheries. While revegetation

may be considered, it may not necessarily be preferred,

depending on the results we want to achieve.

ll. COMMENT: California Native Plant Society

(CNPS) is distressed at the practices proposed to remedy

stream channel degradation due to livestock grazing and

timber harvest. Rip-rapping, in particular, is a solution

that should only be used when all other methods have

been tried and exhausted. CNPS requests that alternative

restoration methods for bank stability be explored and

tried first. Bioengineering methods which rely on vegeta

tive solutions should be used. In extreme cases, rock

rip-rap can be underplanted with willow and cottonwood,

which results in thick vegetative growth when properly

designed.(1214)

RESPONSE: We have modified Standards and Guide

lines in Plan Chapter 4 to include several practices.

l2. COMMENT: 4-155, Element L, Standards and

Guidelines — 2. We recommend the following be added: all

temporary earthen roads, which are not outsloped, shall

be water-barred during the period 1 November to 1 June

ofeach year. Water bars shall be installed every 100 lineal
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feet or 10 foot change in elevation, whichever is less.

Energy shall be dissipated from the diverted water and

bedload decanted prior to entry into stream chan

nels.(364)

RESPONSE: The decision on the frequency ofwater bars

is made on a site-by-site basis. If segments of roads are not

sloped or are far from a stream, water barring may not be

appropriate. Decisions on the design of such roads will

comply with water quality standards after on-the-ground

analysis. Establishing such a standard at the Forest-wide

planning level is inappropriate.

13. COMMENT: 4-156, Element L. Standards and

Guidelines- 11. This item should be a standard and

modified to read, “no excavated material shall be allowed

to enter the live stream.” Change “b” by deleting “when

ever possible.”(364) '

RESPONSE: We have retained the item as a guideline in

the Final Plan because decisions are made on a site-by-site

basis. Under the Clean Water Act, the Forest is required

to consider all beneficial uses. By following best manage

ment practices, we anticipate no fish barrier problems

because of failing banks.

14. COMMENT: Priority be given to fencing and beaver

removal from Lassen Creek as part ofyour stream resto

ration program in consideration of this stream’s impor

tance as spawning area for redband trout. (692)

RESPONSE: Manipulating animal populations is under

the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish and

Game, although the Forest cooperates with the Depart

ment as much as possible on Forest lands. In the case of

Lassen Creek, the issue is the impact of beaver dams.

When dams obstruct Goose Lake redband trout migra

tion, then the Forest and CDFG work cooperatively to

remove the obstruction, which may also mean removing

beavers. In some cases, as in portions of Lassen Creek,

beaver dams form sediment traps that allow banks to

stabilize; and dams provide rearing habitat which benefit

the Goose Lake redband trout.

Changes in grazing strategy may be more effective than

corridor fencing which poses problems of fence

maintenance and water development for livestock. To say

that priority should be given to fencing, as well as beaver

removal, without evaluating the situation is inappropriate.

The Forest Service is a multiple resource agency and tries

to provide all resource users an opportunity to use the land

as long as their activities do not negatively impact other

resources. If changing grazing strategy is a means of

eliminating impacts on the Goose Lake redband trout,

then it is more in line with the Forest Service goals than

strict corridor fencing.

l5. COMMENT: Special consideration of Parsnip

Creek, a highly productive and unique spring creek, any

consideration for use of this creek for hydroelectric de

velopment be deferred.(692)

RESPONSE: The environmental analysis required by

FERC for licensing as well as the Forest’s analysis for

issuing a special use permit for hydroelectric development

will consider impacts on the environment, including im

pacts on the aquatic ecosystem. We believe that specific

ally addressing hydroelectric development on Parsnip

Creek is inappropriate at the LMP level.

16. COMMENT: Excessively long period to take to reha

bilitate degraded riparian areas. Forty years, [proposed

Plan] p. 2-6, is simply too long to wait for an end to be put

to the abuse and impairment of the productivity of these

areas by livestock.(l257)

RESPONSE: We anticipate that it will take 40 years for

the vegetation to respond, and to review and revise all

allotment management plans. Changes in allotment man

agement plans require analyzing all resources in an allot

ment - not only the water. Allotments that have the most

degraded watersheds will have first priority for review.

17. COMMENT:Trees should not be felled into streams,

lakes or bogs.(l295)

RESPONSE: Too many trees in a stream degrade water

sheds; however, a paucity of trees results in streams with

too little cover for fisheries, or insufficient hard structures

to hold streambanks together. We decide on a site-by-site

basis whether trees are felled within a streamside manage

ment zone or into the water.

18. COMMENT: We support the watershed and range

improvements that improve the quality of water leaving

the Forest, and look forward to their timely implementa

tion. You may wish to consider coordinating the timing

and locations of these improvements with land-disturb

ing practices to minimize sedimentation.(1316)

RESPONSE: Most watershed and range improvements

are coordinated with other forest activities so that analyses

are more efficient.

l9. COMMENT: Elements fand k [in proposed Plan] —

Water and Soils: The watershed restoration standard

responding to management direction 1 should be

amended to identify the quantity of restoration work that

is to be achieved in a given year. We recommend that

restoration occur in direct proportion to the level of

degradation.(l316)

RESPONSE: The management direction is correctly

stated: BMPs will be used to meet water quality objectives.

In EIS Chapter 4 — Environmental Consequences, we state

that under all alternatives, degraded watersheds currently
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contributing to water quality degradation will be restored

within 20 years. Remaining degraded watersheds will be

recovered to meet water quality standards by the next 20

years. Most restoration will be accomplished through

changes in allotment management plans which are prior

itized according to riparian conditions (Forest Plan Ap

pendix S). ‘

20. COMMENT: (DEIS) 3-146. Static watershed condi

tion is unacceptable. Future management of the Forest

should be directed toward improving watershed condi

tion and not just preventing the current condition from

becoming worse.(13l7)

RESPONSE: We agree. Static watershed condition is

unacceptable. In EIS Chapter 4- Environmental Conse

quences, we state that under all alternatives degraded

watersheds will be rehabilitated to meet water quality

objectives. Activities in those watersheds that are not

degraded and have watershed conditions below cumula

tive watershed thresholds must comply with BMPs to

maintain water quality and prevent the watershed condi

tion from exceeding cumulative watershed thresholds.

21. COMMENT: Page 4-40: Add sectionj: Provide review

of and comment on development proposals which have

the potential to impact watersheds through the county

review process.(101)

RESPONSE: The Plan provides direction for activities

conducted on Forest lands. It also provides direction for

coordination with county government and other public

agencies.

22. COMMENT: We encourage you to continually work

with the'Bureau of Reclamation on any development or

expansion of any increased water storage or use.(114)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We will coor

dinate with the appropriate state and federal agencies on

a site-specific basis.

23. COMMENT: if you intend to restore all degraded

watersheds by the year 2000 the conservation alternative

is the logical choice.(l031)

RESPONSE: Not necessarily. Because the Forest Service

is a multiple-resource agency, the alternative we select as

the preferred alternative reflects Forest Service goals of

multiplevresource management. If various resources

within the same area may be used without adversely im

pacting other resources, then we feel such uses are valid

and should be allowed. Under all alternatives, we antici

pate restoring watersheds that are degraded and currently

280 - Water

degrading in two decades. Remaining watersheds will be

improved to a desired condition in the next two decades.

24. COMMENT: Water (pp. 4-39 To 440): We recom

mend that criteria a through f be elevated to the level of

standard.(1316)

RESPONSE: Applying specific BMPs or determining wa

tershed improvements is site-specific. Therefore, we con

sider these criteria as guidelines in the Plan. However, we

must implement BMPs to meet water quality objectives;

we changed that item from a guideline to a standard (Plan

Chaper 4 —Standards and Guidelines).

25. COMMENT: The DEIS gives excellent treatment to

the reduced budget alternative. This is particularly im

portant because the budget for implementing the pre

ferred alternative cannot be guaranteed. We support the

reduced budget alternative’s lowering of resource out

puts to compensate for its reduced emphasis on water

shed improvement projects.(l355)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.

26. COMMENT: The information provided in Appendix

S is helpful in the development ofour section 319 program

for nonpoint source management. (1355)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.

27. COMMENT: To be equitable for tax payers, these

improvements should be funded not only through the

normal Forest budgeting process, but augmented as nec

essary by the industry that primarily caused riparian and

water quality degradation. We find considerable incon

sistency in the fact that livestock permittee fees have

remained constant for many years while riparian areas

have been allowed to degrade. (14)

RESPONSE: Livestock permittee fees have not remained

constant for many years; rather, they have fluctuated com

mensurate with a formula established by Congress. Be

cause grazing fees are set by Congress, the issue is beyond

the scope of the Forest Plan. Standards and Guidelines

and Management Direction displayed in the Plan (Chap

ter 4) provide for protection and enhancement of riparian

areas.

28. COMMENT: To protect water quality and fishery

habitat, MNF should include the following in all EA’s for

proposed activities:

— in cases where small orlarge diversion dams affect the

natural flows, the EA should evaluate whether the

existing minimum fiow is adequate to maintain water

quality and protect fishery habitat below the dams

from potential impacts from the timber harvesting

and other activities.(548)
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RESPONSE: Wording in EAs is not established in the

Forest Plan. Consideration of past, present, and future

activities as a result of a project is part of the environmen

tal analysis process. The potential for activities to cause

impacts is subject to environmental analysis and disclo

sure under NEPA regulations.

2231 - was. Quality '

1. COMMENT: We view with concern the Plan’s state

ment (p. 3-37) that “approximately 37% (208,700 acre

feet) of the water produced on the Forest does not meet

established water quality standards, and may be ad

versely affecting beneficial uses." We realize, however,

that one of the goals of this planning process and Forest

Plan is to apply future management practices that will

result in attainment of water quality objectives. The

Plan’s recommended 40-year time period (p. 2-6) to

achieve 100% compliance with water quality objectives is

arguably a very long time frame. We understand funding

constraints and the sensitivities of dealing with certain

management practices, but it would appear that a more

realistic time frame should be established. A long time

frame could conceivably result in inaction during the 10

to l5-year life ofthis Plan. If the Forest ultimately decides

that the 40-year time frame is most appropriate, the Plan

and DEIS should better develop both the rationale for the

time period and the actual commitments to be met during

the life of this Plan. (194)

RESPONSE: In the EIS Chapter 4 Environmental Conse

quences, we state that under all alternatives, those water

sheds that are degraded and are currently degrading will

be improved to meet water quality objectives within the

first 2 decades. Watershed improvements will most likely

be achieved through review and revision of Allotment

Management Plans, We will review and revise an average

of four plans per year, using the priority listed in Appendix

S based on riparian condition in allotments. Evidence of

improvements in condition as a result of changes in man

agement as well as structures will occur slowly in the

riparian system. This is why the 40-year time frame is

appropriate.

2. COMMENT: It is wishful thinking to expect water

quality to improve significantly while maintaining high

commodity outputs projected for the preferred alterna

tive (or for any of the alternatives evaluated). (671)

RESPONSE: We disagree. We think that application of

Best Management Practices (BMPs) will maintain and

improve water quality. Watershed improvements through

changes in management, as in Allotment Management

Plans, should also effect substantial improvements in

  

water quality. Our goal is to improve all Forest degraded

waters to meet water quality objectives.

3. COMMENT: (Primarily for temperature and/or sed

iment). Regional board staff support immediate imple

mentation of those measures necessary to accomplish

this goal. Achievement of water quality objectives should

become and remain the highest priority on the Forest.

(1068)

RESPONSE: All Forest activities are already subject to

BMPs for water quality in order to maintain and improve

water quality on the Forest. Achieving water quality ob

jectives is a primary Forest goal.

4. COMMENT: Water is one of our most precious re

sources, and steps need to be taken to preserve the quality

of water. The water quality improvement plan should be

accelerated so that State standards should be met within

20 years instead of 50 + years. (1222)

RESPONSE: The projected 20-year period for recovering

the most degraded as well as currently degrading water

sheds, and the next 20-year period for recovering the

remaining degraded watersheds, come from an acknowl

edgement that improvements in water quality may take

time to become evident even after changes in management

or implementation of watershed improvement projects.

Recovery time depends on measures taken and condition

of the habitat. Additionally, we feel an accelerated im

provement schedule would unrealistically burden users

dependent on Forest resources, and result in substantial

economic loss to the local economy.

5. COMMENT: The proposal to complywith State water

quality levels at the end of the fourth decade is positive.

But again, we feel that those water quality levels can be

reached much sooner if grazing practices were modified.

(1295)

RESPONSE: Changes in Allotment Management Plans

take time. Even after changes are made, recovery time will

depend on changes made, structural improvements in

stalled, and current condition of the habitat. Additionally,

we feel an accelerated improvement schedule would un

realistically burden users dependent on Forest resources,

and result in substantial economic loss to the local econ

omy.

6. COMMENT: Water quality issues: We commend the

DElS’s documentation of the problem and the measures

it identifies to address the problem. Although the full

restoration time frame is four decades, the DEIS makes

a long-term commitment to restoration and proposes

excellent monitoring and protection measures. (1355)
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RESPONSE: Thank you for your support.

7. COMMENT: While we believe that improvements in

water quality will result from the proposed protection

and restoration measures, the extent ofthe Forest’s water

quality problems may warrant reductions in timber har

vest ievels and road building activities. Such reductions

could help the Forest achieve compliance with water qual

ity standards sooner than the projected four-decade time

frame. (1355)

RESPONSE: We apply BMPs for water quality to main

tain and improve watershed condition. We will determine

streamside management zones on a site-by-site basis,

which may curtail timber harvest or road building. Most

of the methods for improving watershed condition will

come through review and revision of Allotment Manage

ment Plans. Changes in these plans take time because

gathering information required to make management de

cisions is a long process. Even with changes, improve

ments in water quality may not be immediately evident,

depending on management changes made and the

habitat’s response to changes or structural improvements.

8. COMMENT: The Plan incorporates a misinterpreta

tion of North Coast Regional Water Quality Control

Board water temperature regulations that would make it

impossible for grazing permittees to use the land. A

Forest Service employee sought to confirm the Forest

Service interpretation of State water quality regulations

after the Plan was released. An employee of the North

CoastWater Board agreed with their interpretation, how

ever, that person was not authorized by the Regional

Board to speak for it. The executive officer for the North

Coast Regional Board stated that the thermal regulation

was not intended to apply to cattle grazing practices, but

to water diversions that are subsequently returned to

streams and released from sewage treatment plants. It

would be a good idea for the Forest Service to leave the

interpretation of California laws and regulations to the

State and those State agencies so authorized to enforce

them. (1359)

RESPONSE: The Forest does not attempt to interpret

State laws and regulations. The Forest was trying to ensure

that its Plan was in compliance with State laws and regu

lations to avoid future conflicts. With respect to the appli

cability ofwater quality objectives to grazing practices, the

State water quality objectives apply to both point and

non-point sources of pollution. Regional Boards have

consistently applied objectives to non-point source pollu

tion since the passage of the State Porter-Cologne Act.

Non-point sources of pollution include grazing, timber

harvesting, and road construction. The Forest has been

given the responsibility to manage and protect the water

on National Forest System lands in California through a

Management Agency Agreement. This is achieved by im
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plementing BMPs. The effectiveness of BMPs are mea

sured using State objectives, such as water temperature.

The overall objectives of the Forest water quality program

are to apply BMPs and measure their effectiveness against

the State objectives. if the objectives are not met, the

practice must be changed.

9. COMMENT: We support the SOC alternative and the

Modoc County Cattlemen’s position. Stewardship has

been proven to provide a solution to conflict and is an

excellent method to address permittee concerns that we

cannot live with, listed as follows: water quality control

standards. (1071)

RESPONSE: Water quality control standards (water

quality objectives) are not established by the Forest.

Water quality management plans, developed for each hy

drologic region, are under the jurisdiction of the State

Water Quality Control Board, as provided for by the Clean

Water Act, PL 92-500 and Section 208. Water quality

objectives, therefore, are established by the State. To meet

water quality objectives on national forests in California,

the US. Forest Service (Pacific Southwest Region, Pacific

Northwest Region, and lntermountain Region) developed

Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the protection

and improvement of water quality. These BMPs were

certified by the State and approved by the EPA.

Furthermore, a Management AgencyAgreement between

the State Water Resources Control Board and the US.

Forest Service provided for the US. Forest Service to

retain its status as the management agency for

implementing water quality management actions on

California national forests. In accordance with the

Agreement, the Forest Service developed policy which

directs Forests to be responsible for identifying and

correcting water quality problems, perpetually

implementing BMPs, and identifying processes for

improving or developing BMPs. The Plan provides

direction for meeting these responsibilities in order to

achieve water quality objectives that have been established

by the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Lahontan,

Central Valley, North Coast, and Klamath Basin).

10. COMMENT: Water quality sections of the docu

ments provide inadequate information to identify the

designated beneficial uses or beneficial use standards by

stream. The conclusion, which states that 37% of the

waters within MNF do not meet water quality standards,

is not supported by hard data. This conclusion is based

on “visual observation and an assessment of beneficial

uses."

The PRF requires the Forest Service to meet 100% of the

beneficial use standards adopted by the State Water

Quality Control Board (SWQCB). Has the State WQCB
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indicated that the beneficial uses ofidentified streams are

being degraded? (1217)

RESPONSE: According to the former Forest Hydrologist

who did the analysis, “The analysis was done by compiling

information from visual observation of gullies, stream

banks, and gravel embeddedness, stream channel classifi

cation surveys, sediment samples, thermograph studies,

channel stability observations, stream bank erosion mea

surements, stream transect measurements, photo points,

and fisheries surveys. There is always error when compil

ing this type of data; however, it is an approximation, and

the best available at this time.” We included this informa

tion in revising EIS Chapter 3Affected Environment.

Protection and enhancement of beneficial uses are the

primary objectives of State water management plans.

Because various water systems may have different

beneficial uses associated with them, and different

beneficial uses may have different water quality

requirements, the beneficial uses must be identified

before the correct water quality objectives are applied.

The list of beneficial uses in the DEIS was used to identify

which water quality objectives we would apply when

determining if a listed stream meets water quality

objectives.

l1. COMMENT: On page 3-144 of the DEIS in Table

3-18, Streams Not Meeting Water Quality Objectives, the

data presented appears to be unsupportable. on investi

gating and attempting to find the supporting data MNF

personnel were unable to produce it, causing questions to

be raised concerning the validity of the information pre

sented. This failure to use substantiating data therefore

invalidates the statement on page 4-105 ofthe DEIS which

states causes that 37% of the surface water does not

currently meet water quality objectives. (1283)

RESPONSE: According to the former Forest Hydrologist

who did the analysis, “The analysis was done by compiling

information from visual observation of gullies, stream

banks, and gravel embeddedness, stream channel classifi

cation surveys, sediment samples, thermograph studies,

channel stability observations, stream bank erosion mea

surements, stream transect measurements, photo points,

and fisheries surveys. There is always error when compil

ing this type of data; however, it is an approximation, and

the best available at this time.” We included this informa

tion in revising EIS Chapter 3Affected Environment. Ref

erences for the determinations are in the Analysis of the

Management Situation — Water Quality- found in the

Forest planning records.

12. COMMENT: implementation ofan aggressive ripar

ian recovery program would guarantee improved ripar

ian conditions, water quality, and water flows. it has been

demonstrated that protecting riparian areas can lead to

improved aquifers within the riparian zones, resulting in

protected flows. Some presently intermittent stream

courses could become perennial, which has also been

demonstrated by studies. (1317)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We feel that

implementing the Riparian Area Management Prescrip

tion (Plan Chapter 4, Rx 17) in Forest activities, including

review and revision of Allotment Management Plans, will

result in improved riparian conditions.

13. COMMENT: Implementation ofBMPs does not con

stitute compliance with water quality standardsperse. in

the event that a Forest project, undertaken with or with

out appropriate BMPs, creates a water quality problem

or causes a standards violation, the State and Regional

Boards retain the authority to carry out their responsi

bilities for management of environmental quality. (1355)

RESPONSE: We implement BMPs to maintain and im

prove water quality and to recover our watersheds to meet

water quality objectives. The Management AgencyAgree

ment (1981) between the State Water Quality Control

Board and the US. Forest Service (Pacific Southwest,

Pacific Northwest, and lntermountain Regions) provides

for agency coordination in the event that Forest actions

result in a water quality standards violation with or without

implementing appropriate BMPs. The Forest realizes that

the State retains authority for protecting water quality and

ensuring that land management activities do not adversely

affect beneficial uses. However, the Agreement also pro

vides that the Forest Service has authority and responsi

bility to protect water quality on the lands which it

administers. As a result, Forest Service policy directs

Forests to be responsible for developing and improving

BMPs.

l4. COMMENT: Under water monitoring (p. 4-39 of the

Plan), benthic invertebrate diversity and stream channel

substrate condition should be included parameters at

least on Class I streams that have been degraded. (15)

RESPONSE: Under the revised monitoring procedures,

we will monitor stream channel substrate composition.

Benthic invertebrate diversity will be more difficult to

monitor; but we may include it if other parameters are not

sufficient to indicate changes in systems. Monitoring ben

thic invertebrates is a long process and expensive if non

Forest personnel must be contracted to perform the job.

Furthermore, benthic invertebrates can be very specific in

terms of the type and size of substrate they are in, water

temperatures, water velocities, etc. This means that to

monitor benthic invertebrate diversity with accuracy,

monitoring requires extensive sampling before and after

projects because of the narrowness of microhabitats as

well as the annual and seasonal variation that may influ

ence diversity measurements. in some instances, such re
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fined analysis may be required. For example, if benthic

invertebrates are the only organisms using a Class I

stream, the organism may be monitored. However, for

most, we may be able to determine changes in systems by

monitoring other parameters, such as substrate composi

tion, biomass of fish, water clarity, etc.

15. COMMENT: Actions such as doubling the SMZs or

excluding livestock should have been taken before the

TOC [threshold ofconcern] was reached. Now that it has

been exceeded, management direction should be given to

exclude grazing, logging and OHV use in their drainage

until they have recovered. Why weren’t Rush and Cotton

wood Creeks given priority 1 status for rehabilitation?

(1260)

RESPONSE: The Plan specifies management direction

for recovery of degraded watersheds to meet water quality

standards. To do so may require exclusion or curtailment

of other resources. We will make those decisions on a

case-by-case basis. Implementing BMPs should prevent

further degradation of habitat and allow for recovery of

watersheds.

We have prioritized rehabilitation efforts according to

streams that are already degraded and continuing to

degrade (Plan Appendix S). Cottonwood Creek exceeds

the TOC mainly because of its sensitivity to adverse

impacts from additional activities, and because of its

current condition as a result of a natural occurrence. it is

degraded but currently stable. As stated in EIS Chapter 3,

Rush Creek, while exceeding its threshold, is improving.

Although not listed as a “priority” stream for watershed

improvements, Rush Creek contains an endangered

species — the Modoc sucker — and is therefore undergoing

watershed improvement in concordance with the Modoc

Sucker Recovery Action Plan.

16. COMMENT:There are no area-specific directions to

resolve the water quality problems identified for Cotton

wood, Dutch Flat, and Rush Creeks (Plan 3-39) other

than “...minimize cumulative watershed impacts on

stream channel condition and water quality by assessing

the effects of each land-disturbing activity prior to its

undertaking.” This direction sounds good, except that it

is applied to other streams not identified as having water

quality problems in the AMS. The MA direction should

provide some specific action to resolve the identified

water quality problems in the two MA’s- Highgrade and

North Adin. (107)

RESPONSE: We will determine specific actions for im

plementing appropriate BMPs and watershed improve

ment plans on a site-by-site analysis basis. This is true for

all watersheds on the Forest. We will begin recovery of

degraded watersheds and will prioritize them according

to level of current degradation and stability of the water
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shed. We will restore streams that contain endangered

species as outlined in recovery or action plans for the

respective species. in the case of Rush Creek and Dutch

Flat Creek, the species is the Modoc sucker, and recovery

efforts have already begun.

l7. COMMENT: Plan 4-40-Water — e. “Completion

target is two decades.” Why wait? is this an excuse to do

nothing for the first 10 years? (126)

RESPONSE: We already implement BMPs for water

quality for all Forest activities. We will implement Forest

wide Standards and Guidelines immediately upon ap

proval of the Record of Decision. However, it will take 20

years to improve water quality in our watersheds that are

currently degraded and degrading; because funding and

personnel are limited, and gathering and analyzing data

required to review and revise Allotment Management

Plans is a time-consuming process. in most cases, we must

makes changes in grazing management ifwatershed struc

tural improvements are to be effective. In addition, im

proving water quality after changes in management or

installation of structures may not be immediate, depend

ing on the management change, the type of structure

installed, or the responsiveness of the watershed.

18. COMMENT: Plan 4-153 Element e l-c: What is the

advantage of providing shade on intermittent streams?

(1153)

RESPONSE: Shade helps maintain water temperatures,

for which water quality objectives have been established.

Shade and water temperature of an intermittent stream

can affect water quality in two ways. If the intermittent

stream flows into a perennial stream that has beneficial

uses, lack of shade on the intermittent stream can result in

a high temperature inflow into the perennial stream,

thereby affecting the perennial stream’s water quality. If

the intennittent stream itself has beneficial uses, then the

water temperature must be maintained for the stream to

meet water quality objectives.

19. COMMENT: P. 4-154 Elements f 8: k 3-b-2: How do

you know that diurnal water temperature variations

didn't exceed 5°F. and/or 72°F. naturally? (1153)

RESPONSE: We changed the Standard in the final Plan.

See the Riparian Area Management Prescription (#17)

in Plan Chapter 4.@COMMENT = COMMENT: Plan

3-26; 4-150, 153, 154: Shade vegetation requirements

should only be applied to streams that have year-round

flows. Most Class 2, 3 & 4 streams do not carry water

during the critical July-September period. What data es

tablishes a 5°F. water temperature increase as critical to

fish habitat? The EIS and Plan needs a stream classifica

tion system or table to show streams that qualify for shade

retention. What data justifies an 80% crown closure vs.
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40% or 50%, etc.? Streams that don’t require shade reten

tion should not be managed as such, and should have a

50-foot SMZ. (126)

RESPONSE: We will apply shade requirements to

streams that have or can affect streams with beneficial uses

in order to meet water quality objectives for temperature.

The objectives are not restricted to any particular period

of time. See the Riparian Area Management Prescription

(#17) in Plan Chapter 4 for revised water temperature

standards. The 80% crown closure is set forth in a guide

line and may be increased or decreased if site-specific

information indicates otherwise. The width of an SMZ is

not merely determined by shade requirements. Widths are

established on a site-specific basis and maybe determined

by factors such as stability of slopes, shade requirements,

or beneficial uses.

20. COMMENT: Plan 3-38; 4-150, 152: Why is there a

difference between natural debris and logging related

debris? lf debris is beneficial to the streamcourse, does

the source make a difference? There are other ways to

ensure large debris beside leaving large volumes of ma

ture timber within the SMZ. (126)

RESPONSE: Logging debris can be detrimental if too

much is left in the channel. For example, it may clog the

channel and flush out in a torrent, causing damage down

stream. The preferred large woody debris is natural re

cruitment or, if natural recruitment is not available,

artificially placing sound, large logs. Allowing for natural

recruitment by leaving the SMZ intact is the easiest way to

maintain a source for large woody debris. In addition,

large trees in the SMZ also provide late seral wildlife

habitat and stream shade.

21. COMMENT: Plan 4-105:Wherewas testing done and

at what time of year to determine that 30% of the total

water quality failure is caused by erosion and sedimenta

tion?(126)

RESPONSE: The analysis was Forestwide. Erosion and

sedimentation that lead us to rate watersheds as degraded

are evident at all times of the year. The most recent report

was compiled in March 1988, but the field assessment

occurred mostly in the summer months. Specific sites are

included in in the Analysis ofthe Management Situation -

Water Quality in Forest planning records.

agement would salvage enough water to offset the con

sumptive use. (364)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. The Forest

will explore all avenues to improve water quality and

quantity; and we have not dismissed vegetative manage

ment. The Analysis of the Management Situation — Water

Quality includes an analysis of the potential and feasibility

of increasing water availability through vegetative man

agement. The AMS in the Forest planning records in the

Forest Supervisor’s Office.

23. COMMENT: Medicine Lake (61): Where water is

scarce, riparian areas need to be protected. This does not

just refer to shade, but a buffer along the stream to keep

temperatures of run-off low and filter out sediments.

Both Paynes Creek and Bullseye Lake have trout, which

are sensitive to both these influences. (708)

RESPONSE: The Riparian Area Management Prescrip

tion (Plan Chapter 4, Rx 17) outlines direction for main

taining water quality of riparian areas, including Paynes

Creek and Bullseye Lake.

24. COMMENT: Hydroelectric development that would

have a negative impact on fisheries and/or recreation

should not be allowed. (1048)

RESPONSE: We will review impacts on fisheries and

recreation from a hydroelectric development during the

licensing process by FERC and during the environmental

analysis performed by the Forest before issuing a special

use permit.

25. COMMENT: I would like to see the section on water

quality include a write-up on Giardia. (1048)

RESPONSE: Giardia is so widespread that to address it

in the Forest EIS or Plan is inappropriate. The Forest

Service recommends treating raw water or taking water

from home (see Forest Service brochure, Is the Water

Safe? Think Before You Drink GPO:1985-0-482-883, 1985).

26. COMMENT: The mandated number of miles desig

nated for government stream projects should be in

creased to 3 miles per year instead of reduced! (1222)

RESPONSE: We anticipate that we can improve stream

habitat through structural means (e.g. log weirs, bank

revetment for erosion control) at a rate of 1.5 miles per

year. We can make improvements through non-structural

means (e.g. changes in grazing strategy, changes in camp

ing site locations) at a rate of approximately 10 miles per

year.

22. COMMENT: DWR also notes that the documents

express concern over the lack ofwater for new stockponds

and wetlands due to over-appropriation. Vegetation man

agement should not have been dismissed as a source of

water for these purposes. The State Water Resources

Control Board has issued permits to appropriate water

if an applicant could demonstrate that vegetation man

27. COMMENT: DElS 4-136, 137 (Adverse environmen

tal effects which cannot be avoided):
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— What are State water quality objectives for sedimen

tation and water quality? How far below standard are

Forest practices? Schedule methods for meeting stan

dards. What is duration of temporary impacts?

— If standards are not being met now and have not been

met in past, what assurance is there that standards

will be met in the future? Why have they not been met?

(1248)

RESPONSE: Factors influencing water quality cover

many areas, including: bacteria, biostimulatory sub

stances, chemical constituents, color, dissolved oxygen,

fioating material, oil and grease, pH, pesticides, radioac

tivity, sediment, material that can settle, suspended mate

rial, tastes and odors, temperature, toxicity, and turbidity

(taken from the Water Quality Control Plan Report, Vol.

I). They may vary depending on the Region in which a

water system lies. To list all water quality objectives in

detail is beyond the scope of the Plan.

The duration of temporary impacts depends on the

sensitivityofthe beneficial use involved, and is determined

on a site-by-site basis.

Current Forest practices aim to meet water quality

objectives through the implementation of State certified

and EPA approved BMPs for water quality in all Forest

activities. In EIS Chapter 3 Afiected Environment, Table

3-18 lists objectives that are not being met in degraded

streams. Causes for past deficiencies in meeting water

quality objectives are described in the section on water

quality. In Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, we

state that under all alternatives, those watersheds that are

degraded and currently degrading will be improved to

meet water quality objectives in two decades. The

remaining degraded watersheds will be improved within

the next two decades. The priority of work during these

two periods will depend on the condition ofriparian areas,

beginning with the worst.

28. COMMENT: Plan Appendix N:

— What have been funding levels in past decade for

range and riparian area enhancement? Annual fund

ing needs and decadal funding to meet future sched

ule.

-— Which streams have received problem correction

since the date priorities were established, 1984; since

BMPs adopted, 1979; since MAA signed, 1981?

-— How far have site-specific analyses ofrange and ripar

ian conditions progressed? Completion date? Budget

past, present, future?

— Priorities are phased over two decades. Will site spe

cific analyses take two decades? Relation of these

priorities to other Forest priorities. (1248)

RESPONSE: We have identified the need for riparian

improvement for the past decade. Range and riparian

281 - Water Quality

improvements have been implemented, such as the Lassen

Creek Watershed and Fisheries Habitat Improvement

Project, the Sweagert Flat Improvement Project (upper

meadow in Ash Creek drainage), and Dutch Flat Creek

Improvement Project. We have implemented site-specific

projects in many drainages. Revision of Allotment Man

agement Plans is prioritized according to riparian condi

tion (Plan Appendix 5).

We can analyze all the sites in less than two decades.

However, site-specific analysis should be performed as

close to project implementation as possible so that the

information is current both for stream restoration projects

and stream projection projects. Because funding and

personnel are limited, and reviewing and analyzing

information for Allotment Management Plans is a long

process, two decades for recovering watersheds to meet

water quality objectives is reasonable. We anticipate that

it will also take two decades for watersheds to recover after

management strategies have been changed and stream

improvement structures installed.

ApplyingBMPs for water quality is management direction

for all Forest activities. Maintaining and improving water

quality is a high priority on this Forest with respect to other

activities.

29. COMMENT: Water monitoring plans should in

clude periodic testing of drinking water made available

to the public and staff. Water quality standards and

guidelines for use of groundwater supplies should be

indicated. Disposal of sewage and solid wastes on Forest

lands, and associated impacts on natural resources

should be addressed. (I316)

RESPONSE: We do monitor water for potability. Results

are available at the Forest Supervisor’s Office and at the

District Offices. A schedule of testing is also available at

those sites, although it is not included in the Plan. Regional

Water Quality Control Boards establish water quality ob

jectives for groundwater and disposal of sewage and solid

wastes. Forest practices, including implementation of

BMPs for water quality, must meet the Boards’ require

ments. Impacts are determined on a site-by-site basis.

30. COMMENT: Water ([Plan] pp. 5-16 To 5-17):Water

quality management and watershed conditions. The

“variation from standard requiring further action” for

each of these resources should be amended to consider

the failure of the Forest Management Plan to improve

existing degraded conditions as well as monitoring to

determine if areas now meeting standards are also de

grading unacceptably. (1316)

RESPONSE: The EIS does address improvements of de

graded and degrading watersheds. In Chapter 4 Environ

mental Consequences, we state that under all alternatives,

degraded watersheds will be improved to meet water
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quality objectives. Those that are degraded and continu

ing to degrade will be improved within the first two de

cades. The remaining degraded watersheds will be

improved by the next two decades. Watersheds not cur

rently degraded will be maintained in at least acceptable

condition by implementing BMPs for water quality. ElS

Chapters 2 and 4 discuss alternatives and projected im

pacts.

As activities are implemented, we monitor watershed

condition to determine if condition is worsening as a

result; therefore, the “deteriorating condition” variation

is appropriate. This statement would cover those

watersheds that are still degrading, since their condition

would appear to be worse than at the time of the site

inspection for monitoring baseline information. We are

trying to stop the degradation and then improve the stream

condition.

31. COMMENT: We are concerned that water quality be

protected but we find the DEIS lacking in substantiation

of the need for the measures proposed. We find nojusti

fication for the widths of riparian zone, no indication of

the miles of stream affected (perennial or intermittent),

no justification for shade requirements on intermittent

streams, a baffling dependency on “natural” debris as

beneficial compared to logging debris (why is a cull log

less beneficial to the stream than a merchantable tree that

is allowed to deteriorate and fall into the stream?). Fur

ther, we are unable to determine the costs, in commodities

foregone, that will result from these apparently arbitrary

provisions. (1258)

RESPONSE: Plan Appendix M explains how streamside

management zones were developed. If a site inspection

indicates that a wider or narrower SMZ is required, that

decision is made at the project level.

The percentage of waters on the Forest that do not meet

water quality objectives are listed in HS Chapter 3-Aficcted

Environment.

Shade is required for maintaining temperatures to avoid

adversely impacting beneficial uses (water quality

standard). If an intermittent stream flows into a stream

with beneficial uses, shade may be required to prevent

intermittent flows from causing increases in water

temperature of the receiving stream. If the intermittent

stream has beneficial uses of its own, shade may be

required to maintain water temperautre of the

intermittent stream itself. The guideline is to maintain

80%, with possible increases or decreases resulting from

a site inspection.

Cull logs, though they may remain in a stream long enough

to backfill with sediment, have the potential to wash out

and cause downstream damage. Sound, large logs are

needed to maintain debris jams over many years and

provide the nick points required for energy dissipation to

reduce downstream scouring.

Costs depend on the SMZ width and the management

within it. Total exclusion is not necessarily the result of

establishing an SMZ. This decision is made at the project

level, and is, therefore, not addresed in the Plan.

32. COMMENT: I support the PRF because-it will pro

tect and improve Forest water sources and creeks by

controlling and limiting livestock grazing, timber har

vest, and road construction. (7)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support.

33. COMMENT: The Department of Water Resources

(DWR) comments that there is no significant difference

in water yield and water quality impacts for the manage

ment alternatives, except for alternative industry. DWR

recommends deleting this alternative because of its po

tential for adverse water quality impacts. (364)

RESPONSE: We are required by the National Environ

mental Policy Act (NEPA) to display and analyze a rea

sonable array of alternatives. Because of its positive

economic effects, we consider the industry Alternative

(IND) reasonable; and, therefore, we analyzed it in depth.

We did not chose 1ND as the Forest’s Preferred Alterna

tive, in part, because of its potential for adverse effects on

water quality.

34. COMMENT: Water quality should be maximized.

(1048)

RESPONSE: Watersheds on the Forest will be recovered

to meet water quality objectives, set by the Regional Water

Quality Control Boards for compliance with the Clean

Water Act.

35. COMMENT: i would like to give my approval to the

Forest Service Plan. The waters in the South Warner

Wilderness are unfit to drink; cattle muddy the creeks

and their feces sit in the bottom of the lakes. (1049)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support.

36. COMMENT: [Plan] P. 4-152 Element d 2: Change to

“where stream channel degradation has occurred, under

take erosion control measures.”(1153)

RESPONSE: The Range portion of of the Riparian Area

Management Prescription (Rx 17) to which you refer

specifically addresses range issues. Other causes for chan

nel degradation and erosion control measures are covered

in their respective elements.

37. COMMENT: [Plan] P.4-402I F: Redundant — same

as e. (1153)
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RESPONSE: [Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines for

Water] Item 6 formerly e.) outlines procedures for im

proving degraded watersheds. Item 7 (formerly f.) ex~

plains that water quality, with respect to in-stream flows

for beneficial uses, will be maintained. The distinction is

that Item 6 is direction for improvement while Item 7 is

direction for protecting watersheds.

38. COMMENT: DEIS Table 4-18 (p. 4-106): Notes that

“Estimated Percent of Water Yield Meeting Objectives”

will reach 100% under the PRF by the 4th decade. What

are priorities for the 3 decades (only2 decades are given)?

(1248)

RESPONSE: We will improve watersheds primarily

through changes in Allotment Management Plans, al

though other activities will also provide watershed im

provement. These plans are prioritized in Plan Appendix

S according to the current condition ofthe riparian system.

After the first 2 decades, during which watersheds that are

degraded and still degrading will be improved, remaining -

degraded watersheds will be recovered in order of condi

tion, beginning with worst.

39. COMMENT: To protect water quality and fishery

habitat, MNF should include the following in all EAs for

proposed activities: pre-project analysis which identifies

the existing water quality condition of the waterways

which may be potentially impacted by sedimentation

caused from the proposed activity and other activities.

This analysis must include the cumulative impacts to

water quality from all activities. The analysis must be

conducted by a professional water quality biologist. (548)

RESPONSE: We evaluate all Forest activities on a site

specific basis for impacts to resources, including water

quality. Applying BMPs for water quality prevents im

pacts to aquatic resources. We study cumulative water

shed impacts on activities affecting second and third order

streams (DEIS p. 3-145ff.). Typically, the Forest Hydrol

ogist, Forest Soil Scientist, or other qualified personnel

conducts the study.

40. COMMENT: [Plan] 3-37: Poor water quality in the

Lost River below Malone Dam is responsible for keeping

fish production at low levels in the Lost River in Oregon.

(1317)

RESPONSE: The Forest is responsible for preventing

downstream degradation of water quality as a result of its

activities; we will maintain and improve water quality on

the Forest through watershed restoration projects and

implementation of BMPs for water quality. However,

managing off-Forest activities that may affect water qual

281 - Water Quality

ity is beyond the Forest’s jurisdiction and the scope of this

Plan.

41. COMMENT: Proposed timber sales and other pro

posed activities may impact water quality and fishery

habitat in Parsnip Creek, Pine Creek, S. Fork Pit River,

Ft. Bidwell Creek, Twelve Mile Creek, and East Creek

watersheds, including Cave and Lily Lakes drainages,

and Medicine Lake Caldera and Mill Creek Meadows

drainages. Water quality and fishery habitat must be

protected by your Forest at all times in accordance with

Section 1604 of the NFMA and Section 319 of the Clean

Water Act. (548)

RESPONSE: By applying BMPs and Forest-wide Stan

dards and Guidelines for water quality, we will maintain

or improve water quality, including fishery habitat. BMPs

were developed by the Forest Service and certified by the

State Water Quality Control Board and approved by the

Environmental Protection Agency for compliance with

the Clean Water Act.

42. COMMENT: Where existing water quality and fish

ery habitat requirements are not being met, or may not

be met, timber sales should be delayed or terminated,

grazing allotments modified or reduced. (671)

RESPONSE: Delaying or curtailing Forest activities

where water quality is not currently being met may not

necessarily help the situation. Applying BMPs to all Forest

activities should prevent further degradation of riparian

systems during the course of those activities, including

timber and livestock grazing. We may improve water

sheds, including fishery habitat, through changes in graz

ing management or through structural improvements

funded by a variety of sources, e.g., timber and range. We

will determine how to maintain or improve water quality

on a site-by-site basis.

43. COMMENT: Plan, Appendix S: Why weren't Cotton

wood and Rush Creeks given priority 1 for correction

since they were identified as exceeding watershed thresh

old limits? (107)

RESPONSE: We have placed a high priority on rehabili

tating streams that are currently degraded and continue

to degrade. We rated Cottonwood Creek as exceeding its

threshold mainly because of (1) its sensitivity to adverse

impacts from additional activities, and (2) its current con

dition as a result of a single natural occurrence-not

because it is still degrading. As stated in EIS Chapter

3—-Aflected Environment, Rush Creek is critical habitat

for an endangered species, the Modoc sucker, and is

therefore undergoing watershed improvement in concor

dance with the Modoc Sucker Recovery Action Plan. We
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are already implementing erosion control measures in

Rush Creek to lower its CWl rating.

.rfiawr’ouafifi

1. COMMENT: Plan de-emphasizes the possibility of

water yield increases and the value ofsnowpack manage

ment. On pages 2-6 and 3-37, the Draft Plan states that

the opportunity to increase water yields on the Forest is

limited. We feel that options for managing vegetation to

increase water yield should be left open, pending upcom

ing results from studies by U.C. Berkeley and others.

We suggest an additional guideline in the Forest Stan

dards and Guidelines-water (page 4-40), “Recognize

opportunities for enhancing water supplies and quality

gains through vegetative management.”

On page 3-37, it is unclear what PG&E would be asked to

give up to alleviate forest and downstream water short

ages. (707)

RESPONSE: We disagree. The Forest will continue to

review new literature concerning opportunities to in

crease water yields. Current literature review indicates

that this Forest has little opportunity for increased water

yield. To obtain increased water yields, the following cri

teria must be met:

— The area must produce runoff(this eliminates about 1/3

of the Forest).

— The area must be outside of Wilderness Areas.

- The area must be vegetated with commercial forests.

- The area must receive at least 25 inches of precipitation

(as our water yield analysis has shown) to have the

capability of producing additional water through vege

tation manipulation.

When other factors such as dispersion are considered, the

potential is minimal for increased water yields on the

MNF.

2. COMMENT: Continued downplaying of Forest man

agement to increase water production. Explain why there

are few opportunities to add to existing water supplies.

Draft Forest Plan, page 3-37, says there are few opportu

nities, but it doesn’t explain why. Don’t five tree height

diameter patches work on the Modoc? Doesn’t heavy

partial cutting work? What size ofcut patches did you use

in analyzing the water alternative? Would increased

yields from forest management practices have to be

greater than natural variations to consider them worth

while? (1021)

RESPONSE: See the previous response for an explana

tion to the first portion of your comment. Only about

  

165,000 acres on the Forest has the potential for increased

water yields. Most of this potential increased yield would

be lost due to inadequate or nonexisting storage facilities.

Or it would collect in saline-alkali lakes where it becomes

unuseable due to the high salt content. After considering

the above, the Forest Plan ID Team, on the advice of the

Forest Hydrologist, chose not to do an intensive modeling

assessment for increased water yields.

3. COMMENT: No references in the LMP documents to

climate change, drought planning, or anything else that

suggests the FS is prepared to respond to deliterious

climatic events. This is a serious oversight.

Once a drought event is underway and its effects become

apparent, the FS must have authority to make swift and

major changes in management activities to prevent long

terrn damage to the landscape and its outputs (e.g., major

cuts in grazing AUMs, and deferral ofregeneration cuts).

Authority must extend to allow significant negative de

partures from timber and grazing targets for MNF. Re

duced targets must remain in effect until precipitation

returns to a viable level for, say, 5 yrs.

Although my time is limited, I would be glad to work with

MNF on drought planning on a volunteer basis. But this

assumes you recognize the need, so my time is not wasted.

(1351)

RESPONSE: Our Forest has very limited opportunity to

respond to water quantity situations caused by fluctuating

climatic events. To protect watershed condition, soil pro

ductivity and water quality during drought conditions, an

increased effort in wildfire suppression is implemented

throughout the Forest. In addition, livestock grazing is

curtailed early in the season when necessary to eliminate

overuse which could result in accelerated soil erosion and

water quality degradation problems. This has often re

sulted in significant departures from the permitted

AUMs.

Our Forest is always open to new ideas and suggestions.

We encourage you to visit and work with us on drought

planning.

  

1. COMMENT: No consideration [was given] to the im

pact ofthe private intermixed land and the miscellaneous

water sources. (1158)

RESPONSE: We consider private land needs as well as

other resources (i.e., fish and wildlife) when the FS applies

for water rights. When the Forest applies for a water right,

it is applying for that water or portion thereof that is
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unappropriated and not currently used by downstream

water users.

1. COMMENT: On page 3-80, the DEIS discusses the

opportunities of using fire for range improvement. Use of

fires in management of meadows on the Modoc NF will

be detrimental to species that depend on willow clumps

for nest sites. Removal of shrubby vegetation has been

especially detrimental to willow flycatchers elsewhere in

its range. The DFG recommends that meadows be sur

veyed for existing and potential willow flycatcher popula

tions and that shrub growth be protected and enhanced

in areas where the vegetation supports species that are

dependent on this habitat.(364)

RESPONSE: Fire as a management tool for rangeland

vegetative manipulation projects is only one of the many

tools available for this purpose. We would not necessarily

use fire for vegetative manipulation of meadows. Our goal

in riparian areas is to increase the density and size classes

of willows, where they are part of the potential natural

vegetation. The Riparian Prescription (Plan Chapter 4)

ensures that willow flycatcher habitat will be enhanced on

the Forest.

2. COMMENT: California Native Plant Society objects

to the management direction for meadows, seeps and

springs which recommend “leaving strips or small

clumps around meadows”; and allowing cover and can

opy reductions. The importance of meadows and their

edges to wildlife and diversity, require special manage

ment. CNPS has developed a meadow management pre

scription which we urge the MNF to adopt. (1214)

RESPONSE: We recognize the importance of riparian

habitats on the Forest. The Riparian Prescription applies

to essentially all Forest riparian areas. The goal of this

prescription is to manage riparian habitats for resources

dependent on them (wildlife, fish and water). Timber

harvest will be allowed within riparian areas only when it

is not detrimental to riparian-dependent resources. Stan

dards referred to in the Riparian Prescription relate only

to wet meadows, seeps, and springs. Timber harvest is only

permitted on 5% of the area within 200 feet of the seep,

meadow or spring, per decade. The goal for shrub man

agement is to increase the shrub component ofthese areas,

which is currently lacking. These standards are modified

in the final Plan so that they are less confusing.

3. COMMENT: Harvesting timber from meadow edges

[should] only occur where it can be clearly demonstrated

that a lowered water table and/or FS mgt. practices are

not responsible for the problem. (1214)

  

293 - Meadows

RESPONSE: We agree. We believe that the Riparian

Prescription provides sufficient guidance to ensure that

management activities within these areas will be con

ducted only if riparian-dependent resources are main

tained or improved. We will resolve potential conflicts

within riparian areas in favor of riparian-dependent re

sources.

  

1. COMMENT: It is imperative that livestock be fenced

out of riparian areas to insure that further stream bank

degradation does not take place and to afford damaged

areas an opportunity to recover. (15, 107, 364, 671, 692,

1048, 1222, 1285, 1317, 1382)

RESPONSE: Fencing riparian areas is one method of

proper livestock management and needs to be considered

on each allotment during development of the Allotment

Management Plan, along with other methods of control

ling livestock. Fencing riparian areas does not necessarily

mean that livestock will never graze these areas again.

Often fencing is installed to provide flexibility in grazing

systems where previously only season-long grazing ex

isted. Several Forest riparian areas may require complete

or temporary grazing exclusion to promote recovery, and

meet State water quality objectives. Merely riding, salting,

or developing water will not resolve riparian area grazing

conflicts as will fencing.

The policy of the Forest Service is to give “preferential

consideration to riparian dependent resources..." (FEIS,

Affected Environment), and fencing may at times be

required to fully implement this policy.

2. COMMENT: Fencing the riparian areas from live

stock will not correct the problem. (80, 479, 697)

RESPONSE: See response above.

3. COMMENT: 30% Utilization level for herbaceous

species within riparian areas which are grazed season

long. This standard will have a greater impact to livestock

permittees than any other aspect of the documents, yet it

is an impact which is not even addressed in the DEIS. It

is likely that most riparian areas will reach the 30 percent

utilization level of riparian areas early in the grazing

season. (517, 574, 579, 1063, 1217, 1296, 1387, 1389)

RESPONSE: We agree that this guideline is restrictive,

and does not need tobe applied to all riparian areas across

the Forest. Generally, season-long grazing in riparian

areas causes erosion and detrimental stream channel and

vegetative changes; and is, therefore, not compatible with
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riparian-dependent resources unless utilization is very

light.

We refined this guideline to apply to high priority streams

only (Rosgen C1, C3-6, B-6, and F3-5 streams. See Plan

Chapter 4- Riparian Area Management Prescription

(#17) — and Appendix T). These generally are low

gradient streams that erode easily and have a high

potential for both damage and recovery. Other channel

types are more resistant to livestock grazing, and the 30%

utilization standard is not necessary. These latter channel

types still have the same cover requirements as specified

in Standards and Guidelines.

This utilization level for herbaceous species within

high-priority stream types and riparian areas under

season-long grazing is based on the level of utilization that

will leave a 4- to 6-inch herbaceous stubble height at the

end of the grazing season. This stubble height provides

sufficient herbaceous forage biomass for plant vigor

maintenance, streambank protection, and sediment

entrapment during the following spring runoff. A shift to

shrub use (except highly palatable shrubs) does not

generally occur if 4 inches of herbaceous stubble remains

(Clary and Webster, 1989). A higher level of utilization is

allowed if grazing occurs early enough in the season to

allow regrowth.

4. COMMENT: 4-156, Element L [Facilities], item 12.

The following should be substituted: “No streamside

gravel borrow shall be allowed. All quarried gravel shall

be taken from outside the riparian protection zone and

all borrow pits shall be restored to native vegetative cover

immediately upon completion of excavation activities.”

(364)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. Some of your

suggestions have been incorporated in the Standards and

Guidelines.

5. COMMENT: Riparian Rx: p. 4-150 S&G c. - Change

(S) to (G). Add “Streamside shade is provided by topog

raphy, vegetation, overhanging banks, rocks, etc.” P. 4

150 S&G d. and e. - Change from (S) to (G). P. 4-151 S&G

a.2. - Delete last sentence. Change “all classes ofanimals”

to “wildlife and livestock.” (73)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. Some of your

suggestions have been incorporated into the Standards

and Guidelines.

6. COMMENT: We question why the high priority rat

ing, S-l (DEIS Plan). (984)

RESPONSE: Your comment refers to prioritizing range

allotments for analysis in Appendix S-1. We prioritized

allotments for range analysis based on several factors,

including established and perceived needs according to

range condition, and time elapsed since the last analysis.

7. COMMENT: Plan 4-33 - Riparian S&G: c. This con

flicts with Plan 3-27 which states that only by livestock

exclusion could riparian conditions be most successfully

improved. Structural and non-structural “improve

ments” are a waste of effort and funds if the underlying

grazing management problems are not corrected first.

Please clarify. (107)

RESPONSE: We agree that, in many cases, structural

range improvements alone are not effective in changing

the ecological condition of a land unit unless the overall

grazingmanagement is also conducive to changing ecolog

ical conditions. The draft Plan 3-27 mentions several graz

ing strategies besides livestock exclusion that can improve

riparian conditions, e.g., spring and early summer grazing,

rest-rotation grazing, double rest-rotation, and changing

class of livestock.

8. COMMENT: 4-150. Standards and Guidelines- c.

should be modified: “Modify land management activities

on adjacent lands in the drainage to maintain acceptable

water quality levels and limit siltation.” 4-151. Standards

and Guidelines — c should be modified: “Where possible,

100% of the streambank will be maintained in a stable

condition.” (364)

RESPONSE: We revised those standards and guidelines

in the final Plan. Thresholds of Concern are established

and identified at the planning level to provide a caution

for site-specific analysis and activity proposals. These pro

posals are analyzed case by case. If they appear to have

unacceptable on-site or downstream effects in conjunc

tion with other activities, the project is deferred, discon

tinued or modified to reduce potential impacts. Plan

Chapter 4 provides bank stability guidelines.

9. COMMENT: Cattle will not be allowed in streams that

have exceeded the Threshold ofConcern (TOC) or where

the stream has reached 75% of the TOC limit. Livestock

will not be allowed in areas designated for wildlife high

habitat capability unless the area is at and maintains

high habitat capability.

Livestock will not be allowed tojeopardize more than 20%

of bank stability, even temporarily.

Timber harvesting will not take place in drainages that

have exceeded the TOC limit. Geothermal, gas and oil

resources extraction and development is prohibited in

riparian areas. (500)

RESPONSE: See response above.

10. COMMENT: Riparian areas. Standards and Guide

lines should be strictly enforced. inclusion of monitoring

and enforcement provisions in the final Plan. (1068)
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RESPONSE: Those provisions are in the Plan, Chapters

4 and 5.

ll. COMMENT: I recommend that the Standards and

Guidelines be written to allow the Forest Service and

permittees a practical and workable timeframe in which

to address needed riparian improvements. (1072)

RESPONSE: We agree that the Forest Service and per

mittees need time to solve riparian area problems. How

ever, we have an obligation to correct our riparian area

and water quality problems within approximately 20 years,

allowing 20 more years for complete recovery.

12. COMMENT: Riparian Rx: Range Utilization — sec

tion 1.a.3. says shrubs are to be managed to reach at least

50% of the natural site potential. Calif. Native Plant Soc.

requests that the figure for shrubs in increased to 80% of

site potential. (1214, 1317)

RESPONSE: Desirable shrub potential depends on the

ecological type of the vegetation community being consid

ered, and the management objectives for that vegetation

community. An example is the willow/wooly sedge plant

association (Kovalchik 1987), sites which occur at lower

and middle elevations throughout the Forest. Willow can

opy cover can reach 80-90% in this community; at this

level, livestock grazing opportunities are limited. If this

community is managed to maintain a willow cover of50%,

livestock grazing is possible while maintaining suitable

fishery habitat. The willow distribution is more clumpy and

less continuous, which favors optimal willow flycatcher

nesting habitat. The manager maywell opt for maintaining

the community at this level of natural site potential be

cause it provides her/him with the most flexibility. In this

example, maintaining shrub potential at 80% of site poten

tial is too limiting.

We want to retain flexibility to manage areas according to

ecological potential, when that potential is known.

Riparian areas are now being classified according to

ecological type on the Forest.

13. COMMENT: [Riparian Rx] Element E 3. [Timber]

(page 4-153) would allow vegetative type conversion of

riparian areas when it specifically protects or enhances

riparian-dependent species. How can a type conversion of

riparian ecosystems possibly benefit dependent species?

(1214)

RESPONSE: An example of a desireable type conversion

is the intentional conversion of a Kentucky bluegrass grass

communitywithin a riparian area to a sedge-grass or sedge

community. This conversion would occur on some sites

when the water table is raised. Another example is regen

295 - Riparian Areas

erating decadent aspen stands in riparian areas by group

selection cutting or thinning understory white fit.

14. COMMENT: Related to this issue, Appendix J ap

pears to be inconsistent with the Mgt. Direction for Ri

parian Areas (Plan 4-7 [88:65]). CNPS strongly objects

to the conversion of‘ natural ecosystems at public expense,

merely to benefit a few livestock operators. CNPS re

quests that these policies be eliminated and brought into

compliance with the regional MMR for riparian areas.

(1214)

RESPONSE: We agree that type conversion from native

to non-native vegetation species in wet and semi-wet

meadow sites (as specified in Appendix J) is normally an

unsuitable practice. However, there may be times when

artificial means will be necessary to rehabilitate a

deterioriated meadow.

15. COMMENT: Riparian areas ([S&GS] pp. 4-33 to

4-34). We recommend that criteria a., b., and c. be elevated

to the level of standards. Recommend that the Plan ex

pand Criterion c. by setting mandatory target goals of

improvement, by quantity and quality, for degraded ri

parian areas. if goals cannot be met because structural

improvements are not funded, then non-structural meth

ods should be applied. (1316)

RESPONSE: The riparian criteria in Chapter 4 have been

retained as guidelines. S&Gs for Riparian Areas (3.) ref

erences Appendix S, which prioritizes improvements for

degraded riparian areas.

16. COMMENT: Plan. P. 4-33. The Standards and

Guidelines and Management Prescriptions in the Plan

for riparian areas are the minimum necessary to main

tain and recover the listed, proposed, and candidate

fishes. No deviations below these standards and guide

lines should be tolerated. (1316)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We will im

plement and enforce Standards and Guidelines on a site

specific basis.

17. COMMENT: I can’t see giving up many acres of

pasture for a small riparian seep or spring. (144)

RESPONSE: Springs and seeps are important elements

of resource biodiversity. They also fall into the definition

of riparian areas, and we are required to consider them as

such.

18. COMMENT: Concerned with the treatment of ripar

ian habitat and water quality problems. The measures

planned to correct them are wholly inadequate. Control

of domestic grazing animals is a recognized need, but the

proposed controls are limited; are phased in over a 50

year span; and are partially dependent on a substantial
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budget augmentation for the Forest, which is unlikely,

based on current economics. (364)

RESPONSE: We feel that the management measures in

the Plan are adequate in providing a high level of protec

tion for riparian habitat and water quality.

19. COMMENT: The Plan does not discuss to what ex

tent other rangeland on the Forest could be effectively

reallocated among all permittees to minimize the impact

on any one rancher in the event the “amenities alterna

tive” approach to grazing [is selected]. The right solution

is to improve the most damaged riparian areas now by

selectively eliminating livestock; when public money is

available for fencing and other management practices

that allow more grazing consistent with good water qual

ity and healthy riparian areas, then the permittees should

be allowed additional AUMs. (I6)

RESPONSE: The types of options you mention will be

addressed in site-specific Allotment Management Plans.

Riparian areas are prioritized for treatment in Appendix

S.

20. COMMENT: DEIS 2-60. Theme - the last emphasis

statement should be “restoring degraded riparian habi

tat.” the phrase “... in high priority areas ...” should be

deleted. We believe that all degraded riparian areas

should be restored. 2-62. Riparian areas - change the first

word in the paragraph from “enhance” to “restore.” (364)

RESPONSE: Some riparian areas have more potential for

damage and recovery than others. These are prioritized in

the Plan (Chapter 4 - Standards and Guidelines, and

Appendix S). The word “enhance” has not been changed

because “restore” is not always an appropriate term to use.

It assumes damage, which isn’t true in every case.

21. COMMENT: Fishing and recreation values on Pine

Creek have been lost because of heavy livestock grazing.

Key riparian areas need protection which could, but does

not necessarily demand, a cut in livestock numbers. Cur

rent mgt for riparian areas (Plan 3-27) states that exclud

ing livestock from riparian areas is the most successful

strategr. MNF should implement these exclusions and

then consider a grazing regime for these areas. Complete

livestock control and an appropriate rest period should

be provided before alternative “double-rest” or “spring

grazing only” systems are experimented with. (474)

RESPONSE: These types of management strategies will

be considered and implemented through site-specific Al

lotment Management Plans.

such as the willow fiy-catcher, Modoc, Lost River and

shortnose suckers and redband trout have been desig

nated as MlS, we are concerned about habitat protection

for these sensitive animals. The Plan (p. 3-26) states that

the riparian habitats throughout the MNF are only in

“fair ecological condition” due to present and past graz

ing practices. Proposals to study these species and their

habitats to determine “critical habitat” should be in

cluded in the final Plan and FEIS. (661)

RESPONSE: Refer to the comment section on Manage

ment Indicator Species (Resource 84). We select Manage

ment Indicator Species in part for their habitat

requirements. EIS Chapters 3 and 4 discuss MIS.

23. COMMENT: Management Prescription 17 (Ripar

ian Areas) is too weak to provide adequate protection and

restoration to instream and riparian habitat. Timber

harvest in the SMZ should occur only when it is utilized

for fish and wildlife enhancement. (671)

RESPONSE: The Standards and Guidelines specify leav

ing old growth in Streamside Management Zones.

24. COMMENT: Riparian and meadow habitats...value

in supporting communities and a large number ofspecies

dependent on limited amounts ofdisjunct habitat. On NF

lands we have an excellent opportunity to protect our

rapidly disappearing meadow and riparian habitats.

(1018)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments.

25. COMMENT: Riparian areas. Many of them have

been allowed to slip to a state of high erosion. Much work

has been done in the Prineville, Oregon, area repairing

eroded riparian areas. I would urge in depth study and

adoption of their methods. Mostly, they are low cost and

economically effective. (1065)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments. Several of

the methods used in the Prineville area have been adopted

here with success. One of the better projects is the use of

cut-tree juniper revetments to armor raw stream banks.

26. COMMENT: (DEIS, pg 2-164) the Preferred Alter

native provides for riparian area improvements on only

15 grazing allotments. What about the riparian areas in

the remaining grazing allotments? How will State water

quality objectives be met on streams within these remain

ing allotments? (1068)

RESPONSE: This is the number of allotments that will

receive structural riparian area improvements. We antic

ipate that we can improve the remaining riparian areas

with adjustments in grazing strategies.22. COMMENT: Riparian areas: legally guided by exec

utive order number 11990 which requires all federal agen

cies, including the Forest Service, to protect wetlands.

Although some riparian-dependent sensitive species,

27. COMMENT: Calif Native Plant Soc. is concerned

about the regeneration of shrubs and trees when grazing
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pressures occur. Can the MNF demonstrate that 20%

utilization of shrubs such as willow and aspen will insure

the recruitment ofyoung individuals? (1214)

RESPONSE: Twenty percent utilization of current year’s

annual growth is light use. Regeneration of willows and

aspen will occur at this level of utilization.

28. COMMENT: Your views on stream rehabilitation

are encouraging. I endorse accelerating this process and

pressuring the cattle industry to work out methods to

eliminate overgrazing and stream damage. (1223)

RESPONSE: We will eliminate overgrazing and stream

damage through interdisciplinary allotment planning pro

cesses.

29. COMMENT: Unrestricted, uncontrolled cattle graz

ing is costing Californians the loss of their trout stream

heritage. This must stop. (1295)

RESPONSE: Standards and Guidelines in Chapter 4 of

the Forest Plan provide for protecting and enhancing

riparian areas.

30. COMMENT: We oppose the proposals to increase

grazing particularly in riparian and wet meadows. Graz

ing fees should be increased to reflect industry standards,

and cover administrative costs. (1295)

RESPONSE: We are not aware of any proposal in the

Modoc Plan to increase grazing on riparian areas and wet

meadows. The grazing fee formula is set by Congress and

updated annually. The process is beyond the control of the

Modoc National Forest.

31. COMMENT: With continuous, season-long grazing

as the predominant grazing management practice in ri

parian areas (Figure 3-22, Pg. 3-96 DEIS), it is unlikely

the trend will improve without substantial management

direction change. A major effort by the Forest is required

immediately to reverse the FEIS situation. No grazing

should be permitted on riparian areas in less than “good"

condition. (1317)

RESPONSE: We agree that continuous, season-long

grazing in certain types of riparian areas is an inappropri

ate practice. We have modified Forest Standards and

Guidelines to identify sensitive stream types, associated

riparian areas, and management practices appropriate to

those stream types. We will evaluate and implement alter

native grazing management systems and measures

through the allotment planning processes.

32. COMMENT: A change in management that is not

dependent on increased funding is preferable. The ripar

ian zones of Boles Creek, Mowitz Creek, and Willow

Creek below Boles Creek are rated in poor condition. This

is unacceptable, since these creeks are assumed to be the
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major spawning areas for Lost River and shortnose suck

ers from Clear lake. Livestock management strategies on

the range allotments associated with these creeks should

be “Strategy D”,with exclusion ofcattle from the riparian

zones as the primary practice. (1317)

RESPONSE: We changed the priority for Boles Creek

from Priority 2 to Priority 1 in response to your comment.

Mowitz Creek and Willow Creek are already Priority 1

- streams (Plan Appendix S).

33. COMMENT: Livestock grazing [should be] permit

ted only in areas that have good ecological condition or

trend is moving toward good condition. (52)

RESPONSE: The management objective for all

rangelands is good ecological condition (Rangeland Man

agement Prescription 10 - Range - Maintenance and Ex

tensive Allotments). If ecological condition does not meet

this objective, we will evaluate and implement corrective

management measures through the allotment planning

process.

34. COMMENT: Modoc NF should evaluate alterna

tives that involve a lower livestock use in riparian areas.

The economic benefits to fish and wildlife are claimed to

occur far in the future. When these fish and wildife bene

fits are brought back to present net value (DEIS, 2-153),

they have relatively little value compared to the more

immediate benefits of continued livestock grazing, the

primary cause of the deteriorated habitat and fish and

wildlife values. This analysis approach, therefore, perpet

uates the present degraded and unsatisfactory habitat.

An objective analysis requires that the habitat and wild

life values be modeled as fully recovered in year one; then

if grazing is superimposed on this model, the economic

impacts ofgrazing on fish and wildlife can be more fairly

assessed and the real value of correcting past grazing

abuses can be seen. (364)

RESPONSE: ElS Chapter 4 displays economic impacts.

Appendix B discusses economic modeling approaches.

35. COMMENT: The strategies other than “no grazing”

generally do not improve range. “Only isolated areas are

improved" by these methods (DEIS 3-95). Why are these

methods generally not effective? Why only in isolated

areas? What is meant by “isolated areas”? (1248)

RESPONSE: These methods (fall grazing, reducing live

stock numbers, riding, salting, and using rotation systems)

are effective in certain circumstances. They generally will

not restore the most sensitive riparian habitats to good

ecological condition if those habitats are presently in a less

than desireable state.

36. COMMENT: Protect riparian areas by rotating live

stock to transitory range. (1303)
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RESPONSE: We can use this option in some areas. We

will evaluate and pursue opportunities to utilize transitory

forage where practicable.

37. COMMENT: [Plan] 3-27. Riparian areas in poor

condition cannot sustain grazing for any duration if rc

coveryis the goal. ODFWsuggests the use ofrest-rotation

and early season grazing strategies only after full recov

ery of the riparian area. (1317)

RESPONSE: We agree with your comments, as they apply

to certain sensitive stream types. We will evaluate and

implement a variety of grazing maagement systems, in

cluding exclusion, as appropriate on an allotment-by-al

lotment basis.

38. COMMENT: The document claims two methods are

used extensively on the Modoc NF to improve riparian

condition by controlling grazing: creating riparian pas

tures that are grazed in the fall and excluding cattle

through fencing: (DEIS, 3-95). How can these methods be

used “extensively” when it was previously stated that

most projects have been deferred? (364) '

RESPONSE: Exclusion and fall grazing are the two meth

ods that have been used most often to date. Corridor

fencing has been used across the Forest, but only on short

stretches of streams.

39. COMMENT: The definition of riparian areas is in

consistent between the DEIS and Plan. The definition of

riparian areas includes only “perennial stream chan

nels” (DEIS, 2-35) where the Plan definition includes

“ephemerals and intermittents”. We believe that all three

elements must be included in the definitions of riparian

area and streamside management zones in both docu

ments. (126, 364, 1248)

RESPONSE: Intermittant and ephemeral streams are

considered riparian if they exhibit distinctive riparian veg

etation that require free or unbound water.

40. COMMENT: Riparian and meadow communities.

On page 4-29 of the Plan range guideline a(2) requires

that satisfactory ecological condition be maintained or

enhanced on suitable rangeland. Ecological condition is

based on degree of displacement from climax - climax

stands are in good condition; very early seral stands are

in poor condition. This is standard SCS method, and it

generally works well for upland sites. A problem arises in

riparian settings. Because streamside zones are physi

cally disturbed by flooding, mature soils cannot develop

nor can a “climax” condition be attained. The problem is

virtually intractable. There is no agreement on what the

potential vegetation should he; therefore, no one can

assess how far a site is from its potential and thus, its

condition. Therefore, this guideline is meaningless in

riparian settings. (364)

RESPONSE: We disagree. Climax ecological conditions,

including landforms and vegetation, do occur within ripar

ian zones as these soils and vegetative conditions have

developed with recurrent flooding, and are adapted to

regular flood events. Several land management activities

can have the effect of modifying these systems to unstable,

early seral conditions. Determining ecological potential

and condition is continuous, and will be accomplished in

concert with environmental analysis for site-specific pro

jects.

41. COMMENT: To relieve the pressure on the riparian

areas, brush control would be the greatest improvement

thus allowing more of the native grasses to come back.

(697)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. Forest Stan

dards and Guidelines (Plan Chapter 4) allow for several

structural and non-structural improvements, including

brush manipulation.

42. COMMENT: The Plan should include a statement

here (3-26) that water continues to be available for live

stock and wildlife when riparian areas are fenced for

protection-either piped away or water gaps left, etc.

( 107, 988, 1064)

RESPONSE: The Forest currently develops water outside

of riparian areas when necessary because of fencing, or to

obtain better livestock distribution to relieve pressure on

riparian areas. A guideline is present in the Plan to meet

this concern.

43. COMMENT: FMP 4-148; 3-186: the [Riparian] Rx

and its S&G’s beg more questions than they address.

—how can two fundamentally opposed primary empha

ses be reconciled—(1) protection and enhancement of

riparian-dependent resources and (2) utilization of ri

parian area for timber; livestock; developed camp

grounds; boat ramps; beaches; trails; ORV; firewood;

geothermal, oil, gas and mineral exploration and devel

opment? (1248)

RESPONSE: Best Management Practices (BMPs) and

Forest Standards and Guidelines deal with conflicts such

as those you mention. We substantially revised Forest

wide Standards and Guidelines, adding more specific

management information. In the FEIS and Final Plan, we

make a clear commitment to the protection of riparian

habitats.

44. COMMENT: Work can be done to help the riparian

areas by falling juniper trees in the gullies to help hold

the water back and stop erosion. This would work well on

the West Valley Allotment. (1255)
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RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. Cut-tree ju

niper revetments is a good structural practice to protect

raw streambanks in some stream types.

45. COMMENT: Cattlemen cannot operate under the

restrictions set fourth in the riparian standards.They are

unrealistic and impossible to comply with if the non-ri

parian areas are to be used. At this time the proposed

changes would result in staff reductions oftwo veterinar

ians and six support personnel in our business alone! in

many cases large sums of private capital have been in

vested to improve the range management of public lands.

implementation of 3.1 riparian standard of the Forest

Service Plan threatens to make useless what generations

of cattlemen have worked to accomplish. (1284)

RESPONSE: The Standards and Guidelines specify

which kinds of riparian areas are of greatest concern. We

believe that by identifying and prioritizing those streams

which have the greatest sensitivity to livestock grazing, we

mitigate some of your concerns regarding implementation

of the Riparian Standards and Guidelines.

46. COMMENT: Riparian areas (PLAN 5-12). We rec

ommend that the “variation from standard requiring

further action” be amended. Variances requiring further

action should be the failure to protect existing good qual

ity habitats as well as the failure to see improvement in

degraded habitats that require restoration. (1316)

RESPONSE: Monitoring requirements are expressed in

terms of percentages to provide a quantitative measure of

change.

47. COMMENT: Calif. Native Plant Soc. requests that

MNF develop a monitoring objective for riparian areas

which quantitatively determines age class structure of

woody vegetation. (1214)

RESPONSE: We feel that this would be a valuable addi

tion to the monitoring objectives because shrub species

respond differentially to impacts such as wildlife and live

stock browsing. Developing ecological descriptions is the

first step toward a monitoring objective; we are developing

them now. We feel that some riparian shrub communities

are changing in species composition; however, we cur

rently have limited data to support this hypothesis.

48. COMMENT: Plan 3-26 - Riparian: we question the

basis for the use of SMZs in lieu of the 100-foot zone

required in the regs. 36CFR 219.27 (e) defines riparian

areas as “...approximately 100’ from the edges of all

perennial streams, lakes,and other bodies of water." The

SMZs variable width which starts at 50’ does not comply

with this planning reg. Please clarify. (107, 126, 1048)

RESPONSE: 36CFR 219.27 (e) requires special attention

be given to zones of “approximately” 100 feet. It further
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states that “this area shall correspond to at least the

recognizable area dominated by riparian vegetation.” it is

the intent of the variable width SMZ to include all area

dominated by riparian vegetation. At times this riparian

vegetation is only 10 feet wide, and is encompassed by a

50-foot SMZ. At other timbes the riparian vegetation may

be over 200 feet wide, in which case an SMZ will be

prescribed ofgreater width. We believe this variable width

concept meets the intent of the law.

49. COMMENT: Plan 4-11 - Forest Objectives: no out

puts or activities in Table 4-2 for riparian or for improved

rangelands. We can suggest for grazing-"acres im

proved to satisfactory condition,‘ and for riparian -

“acres or miles ofstream improved to (some index)." (107)

RESPONSE: These types of objectives are included in

site-specific Allotment Management Plans, or similiar

site-specific management documents.

50. COMMENT: Plan 4-33 - Riparian S&G: a. What

does this mean? App.M doesn’t prescribe mgt, but merely

classifies riparian areas. Should refer to BMPs in App.

N. (107)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We amended

the statement which now reads: “Manage [riparian

areas]...according to the Riparian Area Management Pre

scription, and Appendices M and N.”

51. COMMENT: The following levels of protection

should be considered in the S8rGs for riparian protec

tion:

— Class I, II and ill streams should have VQOs of

retention or preservation.

—- Within the SMZ, old growth conifers or hardwoods

should be retained for snag-dependent wildlife and for

large woody debris development needed for stream

stability.

- New road systems will be designed and constructed to

minimize disturbance to the riparian areas. Trans

port of sediment from disturbed areas shall be mini

mized by ponding, vegetative buffer strips or other

means.

— Log lands shall not be located within riparian zones

or on areas where surface runoff will discharge di

rectly into the channel.

— Trees shall not be felled into streams, lakes or bogs.

(1018)

RESPONSE: Riparian areas have a VQO of partial reten

tion in all alternatives, for a total of 9,274 acres. We

modified the Standards and Guidelines for riparian areas

to retain timbered sites in certain stream types in an

old-growth condition. Streamside Management Zones

(SMZs) and Riparian Standards and Guidelines specify
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that roads and landings shall be located away from ripar

ian areas.

52. COMMENT: What will it cost to make miniature

wilderness areas along streams and the guise of riparian

zones, eliminating the highest quality timber remaining

on the forest? (1036)

RESPONSE: The goals of the Modoc National Forest

Plan include the statement “Manage [riparian areas]...to

maintain or improve riparian-dependent resources”. For

est Standards and Guidelines further elaborate on this

goal. Maintaining water quality and related resources is a

legal mandate and a management objective. The cost of

repairing watersheds damaged by logging (assuming this

can be done) far exceeds the value of any timber contained

therein. EIS Chapter 4 discusses economic impacts.

53. COMMENT: DFG is of the opinion that the riparian

prescription should be more restrictive in the types of

allowable activities. The existing Plan allows for the re

moval of firewood, the development of oil and gas re

sources, selective timber harvest, and grazing activities.

These are some of the most damaging to the riparian

corridor. Riparian area would be better protected if all

oil and gas development was done by slant drilling so that

no activities would occur within the riparian zone. Timber

harvest in riparian areas should be limited to the removal

oftrees that have a negative impact upon fish and wildlife

resources. (342, 364, 692, 1222)

RESPONSE: The activities you mention are valid and

non-dependent uses of riparian areas. if Forest users

demonstrate through site-specific analysis that they can

utilize non-dependent resources within riparian areas

without detrimental effects to dependent resources, then

their activities may be allowed.

54. COMMENT: 4-263. Clear Lake MA. Riparian im

provements in upstream areas of Boles and Willow creeks

in other management areas may be necessary to'improve

How and water quality conditions sufficiently to allow

recovery ofpopulations of Lost Riverand shortnose suck

ers. (364)

RESPONSE: The Riparian Prescription (Rx 17) is dis

played in the Final Plan for the areas you mention.

5S. COMMENT: 5-1 and 5-2. We recommend that Wil

low Creek and tributaries (MA 32) be added to the list of

streams requiring riparian improvement with high pri

ority (see comments on Fandango MA). (364)

RESPONSE: We agree that Willow Creek is in poor

condition and needs to be improved, especially because it

is habitat for the Goose Lake redband trout. However, the

Forest has very little control over the condition of Willow

Creek as most of it and its tributaries are on private lands.

Currently only 1-1/2 miles ofmore than 10 miles of stream

is adminstered by the Forest. These factors were heavily

considered when the streams were prioritized for riparian

improvement.

56. COMMENT: In reviewing the Riparian Rx and

where it is to be applied within MA 31, many suitable sites

for this tool appear to have been overlooked. There are

many more miles of streamcourses needing protection

than are shown in your records. (540)

RESPONSE: We will apply the Riparian Area Manage

ment Prescription where site-specific analysis indicates

that it is appropriate. The 9,274 acres displayed in the Plan

is an estimate, but may vary in application.

57. COMMENT: improve riparian areas by placing

small rock dams in creeks to catch sediment thereby

decreasing erosion. (913)

RESPONSE: Placing small rock check dams in riparian

areas is an acceptable practice. However, channel type

must be considered as gullies and streams with fine mate

rial may erode into the banks if obstructions are placed in

the bottom. We will evaluate the utility of this type of

structural improvement on a site-specific basis and imple

ment where appropriate.

58. COMMENT: Are all riparian areas and water qual

ity poor now throughout the forest? (1153)

RESPONSE: No. Forest riparian areas are generally in

fair condition. See FEIS, Summary of the Analysis of the

Management Situation, section 16.

59. COMMENT: The Water and Riparian areas section,

beginning on page 4-103 [DEIS], indicates that major

effects on water quality and quantity do not include min

eral development. it is unrealistic not to discuss minerals

as one of the possible effects. In fact, this would be one of

the great places to discuss how standard procedures

during drilling allow both the BLM and FS to mitigate

these impacts. There is no discussion of mitigation on

page 4-133, means to mitigate, either, although mitigation

is a significant part of fluid mineral development. (1245)

RESPONSE: ElS Chapter 4—Envir0nmental Conse

quences discusses impacts. impacts to water and riparian

resources from mineral exploration and development are

evaluated and discussed on a site-specific basis. Plan Ap

pendix 1 displays mitigation stipulations for oil and gas.

60. COMMENT: Plan App. S: have the priorities [listed

on S-l] been completed? —completion of site-specific

analyses of range and riparian conditions? —strategies

based on Mgt. Direction, Plan Ch. 4. (1248)
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RESPONSE: No. These items have not been completed.

61. COMMENT: Feasibility of fenced livestock exclu

sion areas around all riparian areas or more appropri

ately along MNF boundary. (1248)

RESPONSE: This isn't feasible because of cost restraints,

nor is it appropriate in all areas.

62. COMMENT: 3-96: Are rangelands generally over

stocked? To what extent is inadequate distribution a

cause of overgrazing on total forest as well as riparian

areas? (1248)

RESPONSE: Generally, rangelands are not overstocked.

Inadequate livestock distribution and season of use are

causing problems on some allotments.

63. COMMENT: 4-58: Inventory of riparian areas (by

miles) where “grazing strategies or structural improve

ments are not used.”

— inventory riparian areas where strategies-structures

are “ineffgctive'fi

— why structures/strategies “not used”?

— why “ineffective”?

—- cost-benefits of using effective strategies/structures.

— what constitutes “strict control of livestock”? how

strict has control been in the past? Reasons for vari

ation of strictness in specific areas and under specific

policies.

- is enhancement ofwildlife mgt in riparian zone a more

compelling alternative to “enhancement of grazing

mgt”? (1248)

RESPONSE: The points you noted in your comment are

generally reserved for evaluation and discussion site-spe

cifically as Allotment Management Plans are developed.

They are not discussed in detail in the H8 or the Forest

Plan.

64. COMMENT: What is assurance of implementing

Riparian Rx under PRF and other alternatives emphasis

on livestock and timber operations in riparian zone?

[sic] (1248)

RESPONSE: See Plan Chapters 4 and 5 - Management

Direction and Monitoring and Evaluation. We will imple

ment the Riparian Prescription as appropriate on an al

lotment-by-allotment basis.

65. COMMENT: Can assumption be made that poor

range is mainly in riparian areas? Forest map of good,

fair, poor rangelands. Mile/acres of riparian areas in

these 3 categories.

— nature of riparian enhancement projects. (1248)
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RESPONSE: Poor condition range acres are not all in

riparian areas. Maps showing rangeland conditions are

located in the planning records located in the Supervisor’s

Office, Alturas. See FEIS, Chapter 3 Affected Environ

ment, for a breakdown of range condition.

66. COMMENT: The Plan states (p. 2-7) that 100% of

deteriorated riparian areas will be rehabilitated in 40

years. However, the Plan (p. 2-7) states only 15 miles of

stream per decade will be improved as fish habitat. We

are troubled that the levels of riparian rehabilitation

proposed are not high enough to support native fisheries.

(1295)

RESPONSE: The 15 miles of stream improvement, or 1.5

miles per year, refers to structural improvements only. We

can improve approximately 10 miles per year through

managing livestock and other resources. This adds up to

100 miles per decade, and 400 miles in four decades.

67. COMMENT: Calif Native Plant Soc. is pleased that

a riparian inventory is included under technical planning

needs. (1214)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support.

68. COMMENT: Maximize protection for all riparian

areas. implement riparian improvement priorities as

soon as possible. (1030)

RESPONSE: That is our intention, within the objectives

and constraints of the Plan.

69. COMMENT: We have seen the productivity of [ri

parian] areas decline for many years and have seen no

improvement until recently in limited areas like Lassen

creek. We strongly support the implementation of the

Riparian Rx, as presented, on all riparian areas in the

Forest, and urge that special emphasis be given to ripar

ian systems that support or are capable of supporting a

sport fishery. (551)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support.

70. COMMENT: I support the PRF because it will pro

tect and favor riparian-dependent resources such as

water, fish, vegetation, and wildlife over all other uses and

demands. (15)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support.

71. COMMENT: We firmly support Standard and

Guideline l5.b. stated on 4-33 of the Plan, i.e., “Where

(riparian area) uses conflict, favor protection of riparian

dependent resources...over other resources.” (15)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support.

72. COMMENT: We firmly support the continued use of

Best Management Practices as the primary approach for
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protecting riparian values from timber and grazing ac

tivities. (l5)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your support.

73. COMMENT: Plan 2-7 -wetlands and riparian: great!

(107)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.

74. COMMENT: Plan 3-27 - structural improvements:

are willows “hardwoods”? We recommend the use of

“plantings”, since sometimes Carex might be the best

species to use. (107)

RESPONSE: The term “hardwoods” usually means wil

lows, although species of cottonwood are suitable in some

habitats. Carex species are indeed excellent choices for

vegetating some habitats.

75. COMMENT: Plan 4-148: we request that vegetation

be included in the description as a riparian-dependent

resource, as it was in other sections of the Plan. (1214)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We included

“vegetation” in the list of streamside-dependent re

sources.

76. COMMENT: Using <30% of the forage production

of riparian areas is a noble statement, but I would like to

see it put into practice. Cows are not riparian-dependent

species. (1243)

RESPONSE: We will implement utilization criteria on an

allotment-by-allotment basis.

77. COMMENT: The riparian provisions provide, inter

alia, that “where uses conflict,” riparian resources are to

be protected, p. 4-33. See p. 3-26, and which is long over

due. The proposed guidelines and standards need clari

fication or revision in several important respects as well

as application — in the Plan — to grazing allotments

within the Forest. (1257)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We revised

and clarified Standards and Guidelines and pertinent

management prescriptions.

78. COMMENT: Suggestion is made in the Plan that

livestock either should not be permitted in or greatly

restricted from riparian habitat. To effect such control

would be totally impractical and unrealistic. (1275)

RESPONSE: We will make decisions affecting levels of

livestock grazing on particular parcels of land in site-spe

cific Allotment Management Plans. Our intent in the Plan

is to minimize impacts to sensitive and valuable riparian

resources. We feel that this objective is valid and realistic.

79. COMMENT: p. 4-259-264. We support all efforts to

protect the streamside riparian zones in the Clear Lake

drainage. (1316)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.

80. COMMENT: CNPS feels that grazing fees should be

increased to reflect industry standards and cover admin

istrative costs. (1214)

RESPONSE: Grazing fees are set by Congress and up

dated annually. The Forest has no authority to change

grazing fees.

81. COMMENT: Plan D-2: the <20 and >20 riparian

area acreages should be accurately measured on the

ground. (126)

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We will con

tinue to update our timber inventory.

82. COMMENT: How do you regulate wildlife usage of a

riparian area? (914)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service does not regulate wild

life. This is the function of the California Department of

Fish and Game. The Forest Service can manipulate and

regulate habitat that may be suitable for wildlife, among

other things. Habitat regulation is a primary emphasis of

this planning effort.

83. COMMENT: Since riparian vegetation “recovers

slowly”, is it not appropriate to remove livestock from

riparian areas as close to immediately as possible instead

of allowing grazing to “continue causing sedimentation

for several decades”?

— since grazing continues for several decades, how can

riparian areas recover by 3-5th decade? 3-5 decades

from when-the 3rd decade? The situation is bad to

worse now. The 6th to 8th decade is outside Plan

range— no results can be expected within span of Plan.

(1248)

RESPONSE: We decide to graze livestock or remove

them from an area through the process followed when

preparing an Allotment Management Plan.

Some kinds of riparian areas with high recovery potential

will exhibit positive changes almost immediately when

grazing management is changed. These areas will recover

within the span of the Plan. Other areas are less resilient

and will take longer. These latter areas may require more

intensive management action. '

84. COMMENT: Has funding level in recent years been

sufficient to allow completion of range analyses and de
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velopment of mgt. strategies? Required funding level to

complete analyses/mgt strategies. Specific budgets.

(1248)

RESPONSE: Though funding has been constrainted, we

have completed some range analysis and management

plans. Budgets are discussed in EIS Appendix B.

85. COMMENT: What are principle current and future

causes of degradation? “Current” is dated by Meehan

and Platts, 1978. How many years prior to 1978 publish

ing date were Meehan and Platts data gathered? (1248)

RESPONSE: (1) Principle current and future causes of

current conditions are outlined in Plan Chapter 3: Surn

mary of the Management Situation. (2) Please refer to

Meehan and Platts (1978) publication for data and meth

odology they used to produce that publication.

  

1. COMMENT: Currently only six wetlands have exclu

sions. An immediate measure which can be taken is to

make the grazing season shorter so as not to interfere

with nesting waterfowl. (62, 708)

RESPONSE: Livestock grazing probably has a minor ef

fect on nesting ducks and geese on ephemeral wetlands.

Beyond nesting islands, the Forest has relatively poor

nesting habitat for both ducks and geese. Puddle ducks

will not nest over open water. They will nest on islands,

around the perimeter of these wetlands, and in upland

areas adjacent to the wetlands. Nest sites around the

perimeter ofthe wetlands are usually depredated, primar

ily by coyotes. Nest sites in the uplands also have a high

failure rate. Geese nest almost exclusively on islands or

structures constructed specifically for them.

Livestock grazing in wetlands can have adverse effects on

waterfowl brood rearing cover in these reservoirs, and on

non-game bird species that nest over open water such as

sandhill cranes, grebes and terns. We completely exclude

livestock grazing from some of our wetlands; on others we

permit grazing only in the late summer or fall, after the

wetlands have dried up. Management direction for these

wetlands is developed on a site-specific basis at the

allotment management planning level. During this

process, we address such options as late-season grazing

and exclusion for specific wetlands in terms of nesting and

brood rearing habitat.

2. COMMENT: Management practices: Wetlands devel

opment should be balanced against grazing reductions

(season and total AUMs.) (708)

298 - Wetlands

RESPONSE: See the previous comment.

3. COMMENT: Objection in the Standards & Guide

lines section [proposed Plan] 4-111 #4-g: to exclude live

stock grazing in some wetlands. You shouldn't favor the

wildlife over livestock. We don’t think ground should be

classified as wetlands when it is dry the first of June.

There should be a clear definition of what a wetland is.

(984)

RESPONSE: Excluding livestock from wetlands is one

option for managing these habitats; we do not apply exclu

sion on all wetlands. The Rangeland Management Pre

scription states that exclusion of livestock will be

considered in some wetlands, and that these will be eval

uated on a site-specific basis during allotment manage

ment planning procedures.

4. COMMENT: The mitigation actions proposed in the

Plan and DEIS to avoid or minimize the effects of re

source use on wetlands and the species that depend upon

them are inadequate. The proposed efforts for restora

tion of wetland areas appear to be insufficient to provide

improvements within a reasonable period of time. Habi

tat restoration also appears to be highly susceptible to

changes in the Forest budget and likely to be one of the

first activities deleted when budget allocations are re

duced. Protection and restoration of wetland habitats

should be directly linked to Forest resource use. We

recommend that unless wetland habitat values on the

Forest can be maintained and improved that habitat

degrading activities be curtailed accordingly. (1316)

RESPONSE: The Riparian Management Prescription

states that riparian areas, including perennial wetlands,

will be managed with an emphasis on fisheries, wildlife and

watershed values. This prescription contains specific di

rection for managing riparian areas for all resource values.

We will resolve potential confiicts in riparian areas in favor

of riparian-dependent resources.

Many ephemeral wetlands and reservoirs on the Forest

have the propensity for management as waterfowl nesting

areas. More than 35,000 acres of wetlands on the Forest

could function as waterfowl production areas. Short

emergent marshes are the most productive for this

purpose. They evaporate to approximately 8,600 acres by

the fall. These areas provide valuable habitat for migrating

waterfowl and shorebirds. Major limiting factors

precluding development of all wetlands are livestock

grazing, and the availability of water rights and funding.

The Devil’s Garden Ranger District manages most of the

wetlands on the Forest. These wetlands have been

prioritized in terms of waterfowl habitat development. As

funding becomes available, we will conduct habitat

improvement projects. To date, MNF has developed or

improved 22 wetlands totalling 10,000 acres. These
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wetlands have substantial habitat for waterfowl and other

wetland-dependent species.

5. COMMENT: [Proposed Plan] 2-7. [Regarding] wet

lands and riparian areas without major changes in the

management of livestock, including a high level of struc

tural improvements: we do not believe 100 percent reha

bilitation in 40 years is obtainable. (1317)

RESPONSE: We are promoting recovery of riparian

areas on a site-specific basis at the allotment management

planning level. Livestock mangement changes will be nec

essary on many allotments to achieve these goals. Our

mangagement strategy is to use structural and non-struc

tural habitat improvement projects in conjunction with

livestock management to improve riparian habitat condi

tions on the Forest. Where this has been done, our results

to date have been excellent.

6. COMMENT: 4-221. Wetlands developments in the

Devil’s Garden MA have been accompanied by declines

in both sage grouse and pronghorn production. Prong

horn kid survival has averaged 12 per 100 does there in

the past 10 years compared to 39 kids per 100 does in the

Likely Tables herd. It can be hypothesized that inunda

tion of pronghorn kidding areas and early summer for

aging sites has been detrimental to pronghorn there. Sage

grouse, formerly common there, are rarely observed now.

(364)

RESPONSE: Although some habitat may have been lost

for these species, we believe the impacts of wetlands de

velopment on pronghorn and sage grouse have been rela

tively minor. Wetlands developments may even enhance

habitats occupied by these species by providing riparian

vegetation (particularly forbs) during the summer when

this forage group is important to sage grouse broods and

pronghorn fawns.

Much of the Likely Tables herd is dependent on

agricultural lands (alfalfa), which may be a reason this

herd is doing better than other herds. The encroachment

of juniper over the past 50 years has also undoubtedly

reduced the amount of habitat for both of these species.

See the management indicator species (resource 084)

comments for further information on these species.

7. COMMENT: Support the emphasis to increase pro

ductivity of the Forest wetlands extremely important for

wildlife, forage, and recreation production. (807)

RESPONSE: The Plan provides direction for improving

these wetlands. Thank you for your support.

8. COMMENT: Eliminate grazing in the waterfowl pro

duction areas. Waterfowl will nest up to one mile from

brood water or transition waters. These areas need pro

tection. A cost-effective program will include isolating

wetlands through fencing at least 3/4-mile away from

water, or eliminate grazing in favor of other mgt tools.

(806)

RESPONSE: Puddle ducks will nest up to one mile away

from water. However, much of the upland vegetation

available on the Forest is considered marginal for nesting

ducks. We found a high incidence of failure in such nest

sites, mostly due to depredation. We believe that islands

constructed so that they are suitable to both ducks and

geese will result in a higher fledgling rate. In some cases,

we have fenced wetland areas to maintain upland vegeta

tion for nesting ducks. As mentioned previously, we will

evaluate wetlands on a case-by-case basis to determine

management activities that will benefit waterfowl produc

tion.
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1. COMMENT: I urge you to include rivers and

streams/creeks in our National Wild and Scenic Rivers

System, such as Pine Creek and Parker Creek. (14)

RESPONSE: During the spring and summer of 1989, the

Modoc National Forest compiled an evaluation team to

determine Wild and Scenic River eligibility ofthe Forest’s

waterways. Please see EIS Appendix T-— Wild and Scenic

River Study which displays the results of the team’s evalu

ation.

2. COMMENT: We expect the Forest to inventory and

evaluate the pertinent streams in the Forest for Wild and

Scenic designation. Candidate streams include the Pit

River and its tributaries, Lost River, Willow Creek

(Doublehead), Boles Creek, Cottonwood Creek (both),

Parsnip Creek, East Creek, Pine Creek, Shields Creek,

Davis Creek, Mill Creek, and Soldier Creek. (500)

RESPONSE: See previous response. All the creeks and

streams you mention were evaluated by the team during

the eligibility determination. The team determined that

Willow and Boles Creeks were eligible for further consid

eration. We will complete a suitability study and make our

recommendation within three years of the Final Plan re

lease.

  

1. COMMENT: The Forest Service quite obviously ex

pended a considerable amount of effort preparing the

Plan. What seems to me to have been lacking was the

direct involvement of those from outside of the Forest

Servicewhose livelihoods and quality of life depend. Form

those committees now, and use the current draft plan as

a nucleous to be shaped into a Plan that does the best

possiblejob ofbalancing the divergent interests of all who

will be affected. (1, 2, 73, 219, 993, 1057, 1254, 1247, 1273,

1283, 1304)

RESPONSE: We agree with your suggestion to clarify

issues and develop potential solutions with the direct in

volvement of people representing major interest. Between

the draft and final Plan, we formed public working groups

who helped us shape this document. EIS Appendix A

discusses our extensive public involvement effort.

2. COMMENT: Forest Service personnel need to work

closer with the general public who work and make their

living on the Forest. (150, 1189, 1285, 1313)

RESPONSE: We will continue to improve our public

involvement efforts which include consultation and collab

oration with local, state, and national interests. EIS Ap

300 - Wild and Scenic Rivers

pendix A discusses our extensive public involvement ef

fort.

3. COMMENT: The people in our north state

area...should have more input and impact with what is

done on NF land than people in southern Calif. or the San

Francisco area, because their livelihood depends on

proper mgt of the Forest. (163)

RESPONSE: We believe we have considered local needs

while balancing national interests. EIS Appendix A dis

cusses our extensive public involvement effort.

4. COMMENT: No effort was made to obtain public

comment, input or information from the affected indus

tries during the eight-year period in which the Plan was

being prepared. Objection is made to this procedural

defect in the Plan. (1275)

RESPONSE: We disagree. Extensive effort has been ex

pended to involve all affected parties in the land manage

ment planning effort. Public involvement is discussed in

EIS Appendix A.

5. COMMENT: I would like to be involved in future

decisions regarding our Forest. (5, 894, 930, 1025, 1214,

1250, 1254, 1266, 1283)

RESPONSE: Your name has been place on our mailing

lists. Thank you for your interest in land management

planning.

6. COMMENT: Plan 4-4- "involve and cooperate...‘

with everyone but why not the general public. We object.

Please add a statement that the interested public has as

much right to participate in on-the-ground mgt decisions

as “...federal, state, and local agencies, industry, and

private landowners....” (107)

RESPONSE: Thank you, the addition has been made in

the Forest Goals and Objectives section of Plan Chapter 4.

  

1. COMMENT: Plan is hopelessly complex. It defies

understanding by the public for which it is intended. You

have given the public 120 days to review a plan that took

you eight years to develop. You have assumed that ordi

nary people have the time and the ability to sort through

complex technical issues and pass judgment issues that

affect our livelihood for years to come. (1062)

RESPONSE: We understand by virtue of size, the docu

ments were intimidating to the general public. The Re

gional Office gave is specific direction regarding

organization and content. Ordinarily, a DEIS is published

for review for three months. Because our DEIS was re
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leased in November 1987, we added a month to the review

period. We also conducted a series of public workshops

to provide an overview for better understanding. Appen

dix A describes our extensive public involvement process.

2. COMMENT: Too long has the selfish demands of the

environmentalists dictated the policies of public lands in

such a way that locks off the land from many user groups.

The increasing closures of the past have caused much of

the problems that are claimed as cause for closure now.

Many of the current closure policies are inconsistent,

arbitrary, and capricious. (6)

RESPONSE: While we do not agree with your assessment,

we thank you for taking the time to express your opinion.

3. COMMENT: Many of us hope that the Forest Service

will soon get the message that the public is expecting some

thing different from the national forests than the Forest

Service has wanted to provide. We want the national forests

managed more sensitively for cultural resources, wildlife,

scenic quality, protection of soil and water and especially

riparian areas, and for a broad spectrum ofgenerally more

passive types of recreation. (1)

RESPONSE: National Forests are instituted to provide

commodities as well as nonmarket goods (such as recre

ation) to the public. We feel the Plan provides a balance

of uses over time that will benefit the American public.

4. COMMENT: The Forest Plan takes a very conserva

tive position towards commodity outputs and a very lib

eral position on amenities. (108)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

5. COMMENT:The citizens Conservation Alternative to

the Modoc NF Plan is submitted because conservation

ists believe that the Plan’s PRF, not to mention several

more exploitative alternatives with higher commodity

outputs, over emphasize commodity production at the

expense of amenities. (500)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 2 discusses the Conservation

Alternative.

6. COMMENT: The proposed plan is heavily weighted

towards the viewpoints of the preservation groups. These

groups have greatly influenced the policy making within

the Forest Service. (905)

RESPONSE: National Forests are instituted to provide

commodities as well as nonmarket goods (such as recre

ation) to the public. We feel the Plan provides a balance

of uses over time that will benefit the American public.

7. COMMENT: The Plan continues to be predominantly

a commodity program. Equal consideration to other as

pects of the Forest, particularly wildlife, is not evident.

The documents convey no sense of urgency for the timely

collection of data necessary to bridge the vast info defi

ciencies. Until the DEIS and Plan offer all Forest re

sources equal, integrated consideration and opportunity,

the requirements of NFMA cannot be fulfilled. (1248)

RESPONSE: National Forests are instituted to provide

commodities as well as nonmarket goods (such as recre

ation) to the public. We feel the Plan provides a balance

of uses over time that will benefit the American public.

8. COMMENT: The people of Modoc County represent

a minority opinion on Forest issues compared to the

larger national interest. in the face of the emotional

battles the Forest will incur in the upcoming months I

urge the Modoc NF to maintain the larger national inter

est and not compromise that interest because the locals

can yell louder. (473)

RESPONSE: Changes were made in the Plan as a result

of further analysis and more than 1400 responses to the

DEIS and Draft Plan. Responses included proposed al

ternatives from two citizen’s groups. We feel we ade

quately considered local needs while balancing national

interests.

9. COMMENT: We challenge the Forest Supervisor to

truly listen to what the public says and not to shove

through the predetermined plan that you have been using

the past several years. (1036)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

10. COMMENT: Lack of user input throughout the pro

cess leads me to believe the document is nothing more

than an environmentalist “wish list.” (603)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

11. COMMENT: i would like to give my approval to the

Forest Service Plan. Stick to the facts of the study instead

of the emotional misgivings of certain people in Modoc.

(1049)

RESPONSE: Changes were made in the Plan as a result

of further analysis and more than 1400 responses to the

DEIS and Draft Plan. Responses included proposed al

ternatives from two citizen’s groups. We feel we ade

quately considered local needs while balancing national

interests.

12. COMMENT: Modoc County has always been depen

dent on agriculture for its economy which is basically

lumber, livestock, and hay. This plan is attacking all of

these industries, by reducing the use ofgovernment land,

which the County of Modoc is dependent on. if the Forest

Service intends to proceed, I feel that the livestock, lum

ber, and hay people of this county, which this county
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affects, should be compensated, or awarded some kind of

reimbursement. (748)

RESPONSE: As stated above, changes were made in the

Plan as the result of public comment and further analysis.

We do not feel that the Plan is an attack on any user group,

but rather a sincere effort to balance uses to provide a

maximum net benefit to the public as a whole. Reduction

of use, if any, will be made on a case-by-case basis at the

site-specific level. The Forest Service does not have the

authority to compensate users for reductions in a permit

ted use and therefore is outside the scope of the Land

Management Plan.

13. COMMENT: People in the communities within and

adjacent to the National Forest are part of the forest

ecosystem too, and they should receive equal consider

ation with all other forest species. (10)

RESPONSE: We feel the Forest Plan offers the best

balance of resources that will promote harmony among

people and resources.

14. COMMENT: We find government agencies such as

the Modoc NF proposing plans which show inadequate

consideration oflocal economic and social circumstances

and which may be detrimental to those factors. The

Modoc Plan is severely derelict in meeting its ethical and

legal requirements to maintain local economic and social

values. Social and economic impacts of the Plan were

given only token consideration. (1328)

RESPONSE: We disagree. According to NFMA, the ob

jective of planning is to provide an adequate basis for

identifying the alternative that comes nearest to maximiz

ing net public benefits. Local social and economic re

sources are described in HS Chapter 3. E18 Chapter 4

identifies social and economic impacts.

15. COMMENT: The Forest Service seems to be depart

ing from these principles [of multiple-use and the sus

tained yield act] by opting for single-use management as

directed by special interest groups, and ignoring the fact

that most of these uses are compatible with each other if

they are managed conscientiously. The Draft Forest Plan

does not live up to its multiple-use calling. (1312)

RESPONSE: The Multiple-Use-Sustained-Yield Act of

1960 declares that national forests shall be administered

for outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife,

and fish based on "the most judicious use of the land for

some or all ofthese resources.” We carefully considered all

resources in each alternative including the Preferred Al

ternative which is the basis for the Forest Plan. Alterna

tives differ by the degree of emphasis of one resource in

370 - Other Comments

relation to another. We feel the Forest Plan provides the

maximum net benefit to the public.

16. COMMENT: Through this last planning period our

national forests have been suffering great abuses, and it

is time for that to stop. These forests belong to all US.

citizens and more importantly to all the natural inhabi

tants. You have the responsibility to maintain the forest

intact for all of us. (76)

RESPONSE: National forests belong to the American

public, and the Forest Service is the manager. We are

confident the Forest Plan provides management direction

to benefit forest resources and public. While we do not

agree that “national forests have been suffering great

abuses,” we thank you for taking the time to express your

opinion.

- Othervgloiiiment

1. COMMENT: This Plan is contrary to the principles

of the Organic Act of 1897 and the Sustained Yield Act of

1960. The Forest Service is a public agency designed to

manage our Forest and work with the local communities

they affect. Forest Service has ignored the economic needs

ofthe very community they should be serving. (1057, 1395,

1258)

RESPONSE: The Organic Act of 1897 was the basic law

for establishing the National Forests. it stated “No na

tional forest shall be established, except to improve and

protect the forest within the boundaries, orfor the purpose

ofsecuringfavorable conditions of waterflows, and to fur

nish a continuous supply oftimberforthe use andnecessities

ofcitizens ofthe United States... ”

The Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 contains

the following information: Section I — "It is thepolicy ofthe

Congress that the nationalforests are established and shall

be administered for outdoor recreation, range, timber,

watershed, and wildlife andfish purposes.“

Section 2— "The Secretary ofAgriculture is authorized and

directed to develop and administer the renewable surface

resource ofthe nationalforestformultiple use andsustained

yield ofthe severalproducts and service obtained therefrom.

In the administration of the national forest due

consideration shall be give to the relative values of the

various resources in particular areas.

Section 4— "Multiple use’ means the management ofall the

various renewable surface resources ofthe nationalforest so

that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet

the needs of the American people; making the most

judicious use of the landfor some or all of these resources

or related services over areas large enough to provide

suflicient latitudeforperiodic adjustments in use to conform
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to changing needs and conditions; that some land will be

usedfor less than all ofthe resources; and harmonious and

coordinatedmanagement ofthe various resources, each with

the other, without impaimtent oftheproductivity ofthe land,

with consideration being give to the relative values of the

various resource, and not necessarily the combination of

uses that willgive thegreatest dollarreturn orthe greatest unit

output."

The Forest Plan was prepared to meet the legal

requirements and regulations of the National Forest

Management Act, but directly follows the spirit and intent

ofthe Organic Act and Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act.

The Forest Plan prescriptions and projected outputs are

designed to meet the needs of the American people while

meeting the intent to “improve and protect the forest

within the boundaries.” The Forest Plan is responding to

“changing needs and conditions,” “without impairment of

the productivity," and “with consideration being given to

the relative values of the various resources, and not

necessarily the combination of uses that will give the

greatest dollar return....” To imply that the Forest Service

must maximize commodity outputs to meet local

economic needs is contrary to the principles of these two

laws. The Forest Service does intend to provide

sustainable development for people with due

consideration for all resource values.

2. COMMENT: While there are many examples of gen

erous to excessive proposals to provide for wildlife, visual

quality, and other amenities, we find no evidence of at

tempts to develop high levels of commodity production

critical to local communities. The MNF has failed to

demonstrate the diligence to minimize environmental

conflicts while meeting its economic mandates. (1258,

1252)

RESPONSE: We do not agree. The IND and RPD alter

natives provide high levels of commodity production. The

Forest Plan provides management direction in Chapter 4

that allows for sustained development of resources while

minimizing environmental conflict. You have not provided

adequate information to support the comment.

3. COMMENT: Forest officials are more concerned with

the statistics of wildlife habitat than the welfare of our

small communities. (718)

RESPONSE: The regulations for implementing the Na

tional Forest Management Act requires that “fish and

wildlife habitat shall be managed to maintain viable pop

ulations of existing native and desired non-native verte

brate species in the planning area.” (36 CFR 219.19) One

of the principles upon which forest planning is based

“responsiveness to changing conditions of land and other

resources and to changing social and economic demands

of the American people.” (36 CFR 219.2(14)). These reg

ulations require the Forest Service to be responsive to

both wildlife and small community needs. Alternatives

displayed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS provide for various

levels of wildlife habitat and economic development

needs. The Record of Decision displays our rationale for

selecting the Preferred Alternative.

4. COMMENT: lam extremely concerned about the PRF

Plan for the MNF. I believe there are a number of NEPA

violations, and I believe you are slanting the Plan to

satisfy local loggers and ranchers at the expense of the

greater public. (169)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan complies with NEPA to the

best of our knowledge. The Forest Plan is a balanced

program between commodity and non-commodity values.

5. COMMENT: The Modoc [draft] ElS does not include

a no-action alternative as required by NEPA and NFMA.

A no-action alternative is needed to compare the existing

Plan with the proposed Plan. Until the existing plans are

formallyamended, they must serve as the no-action alter

native representing current management. 40 CFR

1502.14(A),36 CFR 219.12 (f) (7). Subjecting the no-action

alternative to new yield tables, new land suitability,

MMRs, MlRs, and new standards and guidelines and

then displaying the results as no change from current

management direction is deceptive and fails to conform

to NEPA and NFMA. The potential yield of the existing

timber resource plan is 75.3 MMBF/yr. However, the

current direction alternative lists the allowable sale

quantity as 51.4 MMBF/yr. This difference prevents ac

curate comparisons of outputs and impacts with the

Preferred Alternative. (1070, 1263)

RESPONSE: The Forest followed national and regional

direction in preparing the Current Alternative which

serves as the no-action alternative. The NFMA regula

tions at 36 CFR 219.12(f)(7) states, “At least one alterna

tive shall reflect the current level of goods and services

provided by the unit and the most likely amount of goods

and services expected to be provided in the future if

current management direction continues.” This regula

tion allows two options, to compare against current levels

of production or to project the continuation of current

policies. The Timber Management Plan of 1975 was pro

duced using a different inventory and does not meet cur

rent laws and regulations. While that plan is current

management direction until it is replaced, it cannot con

tinue as direction after the Forest Plan is approved. For

this reason the Forest chose to compare against the cur

rent levels of production, with 1982 as the base year. This

year was chosen to be consistent with the 1985 RPA and

other forest plans in the Region. We display timber com

parisons among alternatives against the 1975 Timber Man
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agement Plan in the timber comparisons section of EIS

Chapter 2.

6. COMMENT: “Current management”... as used in the

documents is a very misleading term with respect to the

timber sell program. it is, of course, based on the timber

program in 1982 which has a reduced sell. For the past

decade under the current timber management plan and

for the prior timber management plan, the Modoc NF

annually sold about 63 MMBF. Therefore the Preferred

Alternative is only about 82% ofthe current program. The

description of the “current alternative” on page 4-10 of

the EIS needs to be corrected because it will cause a

decline in all the factors listed in the last sentence. (256)

RESPONSE: See the previous response.

7. COMMENT: The MMR process was undertaken

without public review or public comment. The MMRs

adopted in the Plan violate the requirements for public

participation, interdisciplinary analysis, and integrated

planning mandates of NFMA. They did not examine a

range of alternatives and, because they prevent develop

ment ofa high level output ofcertain resources,we believe

they violate the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act. Modoc

MMRs override the attainment of high level timber pro

duction goals. In as much as the proposed ASQ is a 16%

reduction from the existing figure, non-declining even

flow yield has been violated. Draft documents indicate

that multiple-use objectives were overridden and sub

verted. e.g., you erroneously identify the requirement for

1.5 snags per ac. as an MMR. The statute requires that

you maintain viable populations of vertebrates. That is

the MMR. That statute says nothing about numbers of

snags per ac., or snags at all.

There is no indication that other alternatives were con

sidered, e.g., nest boxes. There is no estimate of timber

volume destroyed annually.

Snag standards seem to be based on snag availability

rather than on need. You are dealing with the same mix

of vertebrates that other forests in the vicinity have. They

have not seen the need for this kind of program. You have

not explained why MNF is unique. (1070, 1263)

RESPONSE: The Pacific Southwest Region of the Forest

Service has established specific guidance for meeting

NFMA regulations using an interdisciplinary team pro

cess. The Forest followed this guidance because it repre

sents the best research information available. The

standards became available for public involvement at the

time the DEIS and draft Forest Plan were released for

review. We modified applications of various standards

based on the public review.

The standards alone do not prevent attainment of high

timber production levels. The RPD and IND alternatives
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both maintain high timber production goals. Reduction in

ASQ is also influenced by the various alternatives’ themes.

As you state, the true minimum management requirement

is to maintain viable populations of species. To accomplish

this for snag dependent species, the Forest implemented

the best guidance available which is the 1.5 snags per acre.

Snags are discussed in EIS Chapters 2, 3, and 4, in the

wildlife sections. EIS Appendix B displays supporting

methodologies.

8. COMMENT: The issue of minimum management re

quirements (MMRs) has been the source ofconsiderable

controversy since the very early stages of national forest

planning. This non-public process involving development

ofmanagement prescriptions and land allocations signif

icantly constrains the potential ofthe suitable timberland

to produce forest resources in every alternative and

makes the Modoc Forest Plan and draft EIS legally inde

fensible. The MMRs adopted in the Plan violate the pub

lic participation, interdisciplinary analysis, and

integrated planning mandates of the National Forest

Management Act, are void unless promulgated as formal

rules pursuant to the Administrative Procedures Act,and

completely disregard the requirements of the National

Environmental Policy Act to examine a range of alterna

tives for major federal actions affecting the environment.

Furthermore, the MMRs violate the Multiple Use Sus

tained Yield Act because they prevent a high level output

of other resources. NFMA contains no statutory require

ment to develop minimum management requirements.

The supposed source of MMRs is the Forest Service

planning regulations. 36 CFR 219. 27. A persistent thread

running through section 219. 27 is that resource protec

tion practices shall be consistent with other multiple use

objectives. One resource was not to override the attain

ment of another resource. The Modoc MMRs override

the attainment of the timber resource production goals

and hence violate NFMAand MUSY. The National Forest

Management Act also requires that guidelines for soil,

water, diversity, wildlife, etc., are to be developed to

achieve the goals of the RPA program. 16 U.S.C.

1604(G)(3). The Modoc Plan violates this provision of

NFMA because RPA program goals were not a factor

considered in developing MMRs and the Modoc MMRs

preclude meeting the RPA timber goal.

The Department ofAgricultures general counsel clarified

the intent ofthe MMR direction in an April 4, 1985 memo.

MMRs were intended to be “the smallest amount of

constraints possible” and were to be limited to those

specified by statute. If the MMR constraints had been

applied to the Modoc Forest Plan in a manner consistent

with the regulations found at 36 CFR 219.27 and in the

“smallest amount possible," WFIA would not find them

particularly objectionable. However, the Modoc NFs in

terpretation ofMMRs has resulted in restrictive land use
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prescriptions that WFIA believes far exceed what was

intended by the NFMA regulations and certainly surpass

the level ofconstraints described in the OGC opinion. The

net effect of this interpretation has been the narrowing of

the range ofalternatives seriously considered in the draft

Forest Plan, the foreclosure of opportunities to efficiently

increase or maintain current timber production potential

and the dedication ofa substantial portion of the Modoc

NF’s resources without the public process mandated by

NFMA and NEPA. (1070)

RESPONSE: As described in the previous response, the

Pacific Southwest Region developed guidance necessary

to meet the NFMA regulations using an interdisciplinary

team process. Releasing the draft EIS and Forest Plan

allowed for public comment on the standards. This com

ment influenced our preparation of the final Forest Plan

and EIS. (See EIS Appendix B, Snag Modeling for one

example). As described above the RPD and IND alterna

tives yield a high level of timber production while meeting

the MMRs. Higher levels might have been achieved with

different MMRs, but these alternatives were also influ

enced by the alternatives’ themes. The theme of the alter

native is the “persistent thread” in 36 CFR 219.27 referring

to “consistent with over-all multiple use objectives.” The

RPA targets were assigned to the Forest before any com

prehensive analysis of the Forests capabilities was con

ducted. The Forest did model the RPA targets, although

we had to include a departure alternative to achieve the

first decade outputs. We believe that the process we fol

lowed in developing and the draft and final Forest Plan

documents is in compliance with NFMA and NEPA.

9. COMMENT: MMRs developed for the Modoc are not

“law” as often described by Forest Service personnel. The

agency’s hands are not “tied” as many representatives

claim when it come to MMRs. Neither NFMA nor the

regulations required that 5% of each seral stage he with

drawn, that the spotted owl be an indicator of old growth,

or that the pileated woodpecker be given 300 acres of

habitat.

The consequence of the Forest Service's failure to comply

with proper procedure is the artificial narrowing of the

range of alternatives and resource outputs. MMRs must

be eliminated and alternatives to establish resource pro

tection measures must be examined in an new DEIS.

Protection measures that involve the same or more risk

while allowing greater achievement of timber objectives

must be considered. The goal should be to attain a high

level output of renewable resources by integrating the

resource protection measure with other multiple uses.

(1070)

RESPONSE: See responses to previous two comments.

10. COMMENT: The DEIS also fails to provide a suit

able array of alternatives. Minimum mgt. requirements

are held throughout each alternative with no alternative

specific management proposed. For example, regardless

of management prescription of alternative, snags are

held at the minimum level of between 1.1 snags/acre and

1.5 snags per acre by the fifth decade. Regardless of

falcons, bighorn sheep and goshawks have little or no

changes in population. In most cases, the populations

displayed are only for the minimum viable or minimum

targets (numbers) that would be required to delist a

species. The failure to provide a larger array (above

minimums) severely reduces the adequacy ofthe Plan and

is contradictory to NFMA direction and the intent of the

forest planning. (364)

RESPONSE: Responses to previous comments in this

section provide much information about how manage

ment requirements were set. The DEIS did display alter

natives which exceeded the minimum population levels for

bighorn sheep and goshawks. Numbers of peregrine fal

cons are constrained by the habitat available. The Forest

followed appropriate NFMA direction.

11. COMMENT: Commodity outputs, when added to the

other NFs in Calif., are in demand and used throughout

the State. The inability to review plans simultaneously is

a significant limitation because aggregate effects of the

final plans could be significant. Recommendation: sug

gest that aggregates of plans by economic region be re

viewed publicly before final decisions on PRF

Alternatives are made for individual NFs. (364, 672)

RESPONSE: The Region has distributed output summa

ries to interested parties, and included FEIS Appendix S

to address this concern. Simultaneous release of all plans

is not logistically feasible.

12. COMMENT: It seems odd to put specifics in the Plan

when you know they are dependent on such things as

Congressional designation of funds, fires, and other

agencies’ plans. I recognize that the Plan is supposed to

be written as if budget is no object, but it would seem that

a usable plan, under such circumstances, would go heav

ier on the goals, standards and guidelines, and not be so

specific about miles of trails to be built and acres of land

acquisition. Save the exact figures for the more certain

situations, or you will either have millstones around your

neck, or an unrealistic plan that gets ignored. (708)

RESPONSE: The Forest displays specific information so

that the reader may better understand what we are pre

senting in the alternatives; specific information is also

helpful in formulating future budgets. Actual accomplish

ment is dependent on the budget. When implementation
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rates do not equal those projected, we may need to amend

the Forest Plan. The goals, standards and guidelines will

apply regardless of the budget levels. See EIS Appendix

R.

13. COMMENT:We support reworking many aspects of

the proposed Plan. Many fiaws, discrepancies, and omis

sions have been found in various areas of the Plan that

warrant redoing much of the Plan. (364, 959, 1036)

RESPONSE: One purpose for issuing a draft EIS and

Forest Plan is to allow the identification of flaws, discrep

ancies and omissions before the final documents are re

leased and implemented.

14. COMMENT: None of the alternatives are suitable.

Your own data shows that the Modoc is capable of sus

taining a 91 million board feet while meeting all environ

mental constraints. (1360)

RESPONSE: The Forest could not develop any alterna

tives or benchmarks capable of a sustained production of

91 MMBF while meeting all environmental constraints.

EIS Chapter 2 reviews the development of alternatives.

15. COMMENT: The range of alternatives is incom

plete: The foremost reason is the decision to essentially

exclusively use even-age silviculture, concentrating on

clearcutting, for all alternatives. One minimum level for

cultural resources was used for all alternatives. Only one

standard SPNM designation was used to define Zone B

or OHV use for all alternatives. Essentially the same

miles of open roads and trails for OHV were used in all

alternatives. Suitability criteria were not changed be

tween the different alternatives. A Wild and Scenic River

assessment was not made. To achieve a true range of

alternatives the following should be done. Stand progno

sis or other uneven-age systems such as group selection

should have been used for some alternatives. Different

levels of inventory, protection and interpretation should

be developed for cultural resources. Areas closed to OHV

use should include sensitive wildlife habitats, archaeolog

ical sites or other resource protection. Different SMZs,

range utilization standards or criteria for evaluating tree

regeneration or physical criteria for evaluating timber

suitability could be used. (1260)

RESPONSE: The Forest did provide a wide range of .

alternatives in the DEIS. Three levels of SPNM designa

tion influenced the land available for OHV use. For the

final EIS the Forest has incorporated uneven-aged man

agement into the Preferred and Amenity alternatives and

conducted a Wild and Scenic River assessment (see EIS

Appendix T). Standards for cultural resource inventory

and protection is set by law and does not vary. Critieria for

determining tentatively suitable timberlands is held con
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stant across alternatives, but suitability will vary by the

theme of the alternative.

16. COMMENT: The EIS fails to present a range of

alternatives that offers a variety of multiple-resource

outputs. Those who use the Forest for other than timber

or grazing have little or nothing to chose between these

alternatives. Plan is, in reality, primarily a timber and

grazing management plan. Since output of the other re

sources is so insensitive to varying levels of timber and

grazing management, then there should be little concern

on anyone’s part for working for maximum production of

those two resources. (1263)

RESPONSE: The DEIS presents a range of alternatives

for recreation opportunities, visual quality, and wildlife

management. Public comments on the documents reveals

enormous concern about maximizing range and timber

production at the expense of other resources.

17. COMMENT: DEIS 2-2, 3: You speak of development

of reasonable alternatives not within your jurisdiction,

forumulation of reasonable alternatives which might re

quire a change in existing law or policy, development of a

no-action alternative, and development of alternatives

reflective of the full range of resource outputs from max

imum to minimum. We believe that you did not comply

with these directions. (1263)

RESPONSE: We prepared a set of alternatives that offers

a wide range of resource outputs and provides a no-action

alternative (as described in our response to a previous

comment). The Forest did not identify a reasonable alter

native that would require a change in existing law or policy.

18. COMMENT: We believe based on reviewing the

DEIS, that: (1) the Modoc’s Preferred Alternative fails to

meet clear Congressional mandates; and (2) the pro

posed Plan will have a significant adverse impact on our

member associations if implemented as written. (1070)

RESPONSE: We disagree with your first statement. The

Preferred Alternative, and other alternatives as well, were

developed to meet national and regional planning require

ments which meet the intent of Congress. The Forest Plan

may have an adverse impact on your member associations.

Potential consequences are displayed in EIS Chapter 4 —

Environmental Consequences.

19. COMMENT: DEIS App. E: Roadless areas section

does not specify which areas are designated further plan

ning areas or released areas. The Forest has the option

to consider released areas for wilderness designation.

Although it has not recommended any roadless area for

wilderness dedication, the Forest is required to indicate

mgt. alternatives and provide info for both further plan

ning and released areas. (1248)
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RESPONSE: All roadless areas on the Modoc NF were

released in accordance with the 1984 California Wilder

ness Act (see section 196 — Roadiess Areas in this appen

dix). Based on review ofthese areas, none were considered

for wilderness designation. The various alternatives maps

display the management areas which were assigned to

roadless areas.

20. COMMENT: A group of rockhounds from an un

specified southern California club created a dangerous

situation in the Plum Valley area. They undercut the bank

on a rather large tree and then sawed off some ofthe roots

to boot. An Oregon business group have recently taken a

large amount of obsidian from the Davis Creek area. (5)

RESPONSE: This comment has been forwarded to the

Ranger District for review.

21. COMMENT: I recommend that you appoint a com

mittee similar to a technical review team that would

include representatives of the timber, livestock, sports

men, and other user groups as well as representatives of

the environmental community to meet with your staffand

try to assist you with the formulation of a plan alternative

that would be more widely supported by the public in

general. We need to work toward consensus rather than

confrontation. (980)

RESPONSE: The Forest invited two such work groups in

developing the final Forest Plan. The process used in

discussed in Chapter 1.

22. COMMENT: This is a specific request to harvest the

trees (daylight) along Hwy 139 in the general vicinity of

the Hayden Hill road and Willow Springs area. The shade

on this section of the hwy. Allows the ice to build up and

stay for most of the winter. Harvesting these trees would

do a lot to eliminate a safety hazard. This section of the

road is often the only piece with ice on it. (136)

RESPONSE: This comment has been forwarded to the

Ranger District for review.

23. COMMENT: The use of analysis areas rather than

capability areas does not provide for adequate spatial

accommodation of seral stages and diversity. In order to

provide appropriate areas of habitat and diversity it is

essential that the spatial arrangement, size and juxtapo

sition of these areas be a part of the modeling process.

(364)

RESPONSE: Spatial arrangement, size and juxtapostion

are all critical factors in developing habitat and diversity.

The FORPLAN model does not have the capability to

accomplish this. Standards and guidelines in Chapter 4 of

the Forest Plan provide direction to incorporate these

factors at the project level, where the information is avail

able.

24. COMMENT: 4-131. spotted owl is not included as a

species occurring on the Modoc NF. Our records include

an observation made in 1986, by Whisler, in T40N, RISE,

NW1/4, section 16. (364)

RESPONSE: We have not confirmed this sighting, but we

have conducted additional inventories at this location and

others. Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan contains direction on

management in potential spotted owl habitat in the Forest

Standards and Guidelines for wildlife.

25. COMMENT: 4-57 through 4-157. Management pre

scriptions; standards and guidelines. There is no appar

ent system of selecting when a practice is a guideline or a

standard. Some standards often contain permissive

terms: 4-61 7a. (1), 4-72, 7.C., 4-106, a.4., 4-106 b. 4., 4-129

Timber a., etc. (364)

RESPONSE: We reviewed all standards and guidelines

and assigned each an S for standard or G for guideline.

26. COMMENT: Page 4-121, the DEIS indicates that if

the Preferred Alternative is chosen, there will be a de

crease in habitat for pileated woodpecker and pine mar

ten and presumably for other old growth conifer-related

species. This is not only undesirable from a wildlife stand

point by itself, but it violates CFR 219.19, which in part

requires the maintenance and improvement of habitat of

all M18. The DFG recommends that timber, grazing, and

recreation management and practices be adjusted to per

mit the Plan to comply with CFR 219.19. (364)

RESPONSE: The over-all amount of seral stages which

old-growth-dependent species can use is reduced in all

alternatives. Therefore, we project that habitat for pile

ated woodpecker and pine marten will decrease. 36 CFR

219.19 requires maintaining a viable population. The For

est Plan will meet this requirement.

27. COMMENT: I’d like these species added to the final

plan:

— Gratiola heterosepala: a State-listed endangered plant

that occurs with Eryngium malliiasiae in vernal pool

or swale areas near Mcarthur [California]. Such hab

itat also occurs in Big Valley.

— Silene invisa: which occurs in red fir forests. (676)

RESPONSE: We reviewed these plants but did not add

them because they apparently do not grow on the Forest.

28. COMMENT: The COTP powerline and the OTH

Backscatter radar projects are not included in the plan

ning at all. I can understand leaving out the powerline, as

it is still tentative, but the radar site was approved in the

early 80s. The powerline involves decreased timber inven
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tories, fuel reduction between lines, topping to compen

sate for lost snags, and interruption of habitat areas. The

backscatter involves decreased grazing, and major mod

ification of vegetation in the area for wildlife mitigation.

(708, 997)

RESPONSE: We revised the document to include a dis

cussion of these projects.

29. COMMENT: I would like to see standards and guide

lines between the state and federal agencies conform with

one another so that confusion between loggers and agen

cies could be eliminated and effective forest management

could be implemented throughout our state. (1230)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service cannot direct the devel

opment of standards and guidelines for use on private

lands. We provided the State with our standards and

guidelines for their review.

30. COMMENT: It is also noted that the Forest Service

no longer cites (36 CFR 221) as being part of their autho

rization although these regulations have not been super

ceded and should remain in force. Perhaps an

acknowledgement of these regulations by the Forest Ser

vice would strengthen their emphasis on a continuous

supply of timber, stabilization of communities and op

portunities for employment. (1252)

RESPONSE: After forest plans are developed under 36

CFR 219, timber plans developed under 36 CFR 221 will

be superceded.

31. COMMENT: Use of 1982 as a base year for compar

ison is misleading, especially for timber. Timber harvest

on the MNF in 1982 was less than half the figure for all

other years in the decade except for one, 1984. it was only

53% of the 1984 figure. (1263)

RESPONSE: The base year of 1982 was selected to be

consistent with the 1985 RPA program and the other

forest plans in this Region.

32. COMMENT: DElS 3-2: It is only a few miles from K.

Falls and Lakeview. Is there a reason to ignore those

areas, other than that they are in a different political

sub-division? (1263)

RESPONSE: We did not ignore these areas, but we did

not incorporate them in the primary zone of influence.

33. COMMENT: The pvt land owner could be at the

mercy of the FS Plan. E.g., several streams run in from

F8 land, through our land, and out again onto FS land.

ifan endangered species of fish is planted in one of those

streams, what will we be required to do to “protect” it as

it passes through our property? (1322)
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RESPONSE: The Forest Service has no jurisdiction over

private lands.

34. COMMENT: Every item that reduces sustained

yield, such as snag management,goshawk areas, streams

ide zones and old growth retention zones should have an

economic analysis to show the public what it costs. Every

grazing permit that is eliminated should show the same

analysis. (1360)

RESPONSE: Table 2-19 (EIS Chapter 2) displays the

marginal costs of constraints. The Forest Plan does not

propose the elimination of any allotments at this time. If

such as proposal were considered in the future, we would

conduct an economic analysis at that time.

35. COMMENT: in the Hayden Hill area south of Adin

here about 15 miles, there is inconsistencies in that the

boundary of the Forest is somewhat irregular, and the

designation of how those lands are to be used somewhat

inconsistent with the guidelines that are presented, par

ticularly in the form of visual retention in that there are

areas that are scattered around the boundaries of the

Forest that are designated for visual retention which

apparently don’t coincide with the regulations as stipu

lated in the rest ofthe document.Wewould like to see that

particular part of the Plan reviewed.(140l)

RESPONSE: We have reviewed and modified the Forest

map where necessary.

36. COMMENT: The noxious weed program in 12.h [of

the Plan] should be subject to NEPA and public involve

ment. (708)

RESPONSE: The noxious weed program is conducted in

coordination with local, state and other federal agencies.

it is subject to NEPA requirements.

37. COMMENT: Draft Plan-page 1-4; Forest Plan

amendments, etc.; third paragraph, last sentence: This is

not a true statement- only the decision to implement the

Plan that is contained in the Record of Decision, is ap

pealable. The process, issues, or any individual portion

of the Plan or ElS are not, by themselves, appealable.

Eliminate this sentence, and substitute a statement that

tells where an appeal may be filed and within what time

frame relative to the date of decision. (100)

RESPONSE: We deleted the paragraph.

38. COMMENT: Plan 4-3 MNF mission 1986-1995:

What does the last mission mean? “Maintain a level of

resource protection commensurate with values." We as

sume that soil productivity should be the bottom line, but

this statement should be clarified. (107)

RESPONSE: This statement refers to fire protection pro

gram: our mission is to provide protection to resource
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values at a level commensurate with the need for protec

tion.

39. COMMENT: Under the Summary of the Analysis of

the Management Situation, under local economic im

pacts, it should be noted that ranchers do not hold a

“possessory interest” in the Forest. Public grazing is a

privilege, not a right. (708)

RESPONSE: The statement refers to the State of Califor

nia possessory interest tax on items such as grazing use

permits. We revised the text in the EIS and Final Plan. You

are correct that grazing on national forest lands is not a

right; it is a permitted use.

40. COMMENT: Draft Forest Plan, page 4-10, forest

planning, item 3. Since this is the Forest Land (and

resource) Management Plan, there should be a descrip

tion ofhow this Plan was coordinated with the contempo

rary development of the revised Modoc County land use

plan. For example: regarding ORV use and restrictions,

forest pest management, state and private forestry coor

dination, etc. (1021)

RESPONSE: The Modoc NF and Modoc County plan

ning staffs coordinate by reviewing each other’s plans.

41. COMMENT: The industry Alternative should be re

named the commodity alternative. it was not prepared by

any “industry” nor does it appear to be supported by any.

(1243)

RESPONSE: We retained the same name for the IND

Alternative to avoid confusion in comparing with the final

documents.

42. COMMENT: [Mgt. Rx 17 description]: Use of “via

ble” as modifier of alternative developed recreation site

is disconcerting. Definition, standards, guidelines for

“viable” in this application of the term. (1248)

RESPONSE: Viable, in this case, refers to any other

feasible option that would meet management require

ments. The main intent is never to locate new developed

recreation facilities in riparian zones.

43. COMMENT:The approach to public issues and For

est Service management concerns, which have not been

updated since 1983, expressed in the draft environmental

statement raise some very critical questions: “public is

sues are the driving force behind the Forest Plan” (DEIS

1-14). is it a fact or a Forest Service perception that issues

and concerns “drive” the planning process? We most

emphatically disagree that the primary planning impetus

is a distillation of ad hoc opinions, whether originating

from certain publics or agency personnel. in proper per

spective, planning is intended by Congress to be “driven”

by the will of the people as expressed in statutory man

dates. (1252)

RESPONSE: Congressional mandates form the basic

framework of the forest planning process. We must also

determine local and regional public issues that are specific

to the Modoc National Forest. Within the framework of

the laws, public issues drive the planning process.

44. COMMENT: The SOC alternative is very general

and does not go into the detail necessary to provide a land

and resource management plan that can be implemented.

In order to achieve that detail will require a great deal of

research and discussion. (219)

RESPONSE: The Forest did not develop the SOC alter

native because the authors did not provide details on its

implementation.

45. COMMENT: Documents have earmarks ofa pream

ble to AMS. Much ofthe data necessary for AMS have not

yet been collected. Plan is required to offer specific mgt.

program based on a completed AMS. At best, however,

plan currently is a fragmentary agenda for info gather

ing-an expression more of need for info than a clearly

defined budgeted schedule for obtaining data, conducting

inventories, doing research. At this stage, data are so

deficient that Forest rightfully needs to shut down oper

ations until it knows what its doing.

— What degree of forest closure is feasible until data are

collected and assessed?

— Nature of crash data collection program. Definition

of further planning alternative as PRF Alternative.

Means to enlist Forest staff, universities, research

groups, citizen organizations, volunteers to assist in

tense, comprehensive forest inventory. Budget for this

enterprise.

— Forest counsel opinion on how documents can be

considered a management plan, how monitoring can

legally be achieved without inventory baseline, or how

any of the sharply defined NFMA planning steps can

be achieved without this first inventory research step.

(1248)

RESPONSE: Closing down operations until all available

information is collected and analyzed is beyond the juris

diction of the Forest. We will implement the Plan, and will

amend or revise it if monitoring and evaluation findings so

indicate.
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1. COMMENT: With our burgeoning population we will

be increasing ideas of the sociotype and healing aspects

that our shrinking outdoors has to offer. This means

guarding the few remaining roadless areas of our na

tional heritage. And controlling man’s greedy appetite for

more and more of mother nature's last threatened areas.

(47)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan provides semi-primitive

non-motorized recreation opportunities that can fulfill

this need.

2. COMMENT: Deteriorated conditions, such as range

in poor condition, should be rehabilitated before being

subject to any consumptive uses. (1276)

RESPONSE: The management direction in Chapter 4 of

the Forest Plan provides direction to rehabilitate range in

poor condition. 7

3. COMMENT: i am concerned for the future of the

Modoc NF, including the Warner Wilderness, the Modoc

Plateau and the Highlands of Medicine Lake. Many of

these areas have already been overgrazed and logged past

the point of naturally renewing itself. I oppose all

clearcutting and the use of herbicides as there are dan

gerous short-cuts to obtain lumber and grazing land.

(975)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan provides standards and

guidelines to protect Forest productivity and range lands.

4. COMMENT: Concerns 3-11; the study does not ad

dress the acoustic degradational concerns of the resi

dents through the overfiights of the military aircraft

during their low altitude interdiction maneuvers. The

question of Guard maneuvers on the ground is a concern

for the dispersed recreationalist, due to the road clo

sures. Greater efforts need to be taken for the signing and

posting of notices to the effect, prior to the fact. (3, 5)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service can provide input on

overflights but is not the controlling agency. On-ground

activities will be coordinated with the public’s needs.

5. COMMENT: Both logging and grazing should not be

conducted where because of soil condition and limited

rainfall hamper the reforestation and growth renewal

process. (199)

RESPONSE: The NFMA regulations require that timber

lands will be declared unsuitable if they cannot be regen
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erated within 5 years after harvest. We also look at ecolog

ical condition when managing for grazing.

  

1. COMMENT: The Plan must fully consider its direct

and indirect impact upon all of northeastern California.

(1359)

RESPONSE: EIS Chapter 4-Environmental Conse

quences displays direct and indirect impacts.

   

1. COMMENT: <20 lands will be harvested for timber

on an “opportunity” basis, as reflected in Rx 16. it is our

understanding that MMRs for suitable timberland ex

clude lands which are not suitable for timber production.

CA Native Plant Society interprets Rx 16 to be a violation

ofthe MMR. Have we misinterpreted its meaning? (1214)

RESPONSE: In its Land Management Planning Direc

tion revised January 15, 1984, the Pacific Southwest Re

gion indicates that the Lassen and the Modoc National

Forests are the only R5 Forests with potentially significant

amounts of land producing less than 20 cubic feet per acre

per year that are also suitable for timber production.

“...These two Forests must (a) include these less than 20

cubic feet per acre per year lands in the suitable land

base....” The Forest plans to harvest, on an opportunistic

basis, 5% of the standing inventory when appropriate

standards and guidelines can be meet.

"

1. COMMENT: Plan does not set management priorities

if the funding required for implementation (Plan 4-2) is

not fully available or if more funds should be available.

The plan should set such priorities and discuss their

impacts. We are concerned that with underfunding, graz

ing and logging will go ahead without adequate planning,

control and evaluation to ensure mitigation ofimpacts on

fish and wildlife resources-a continuation of past ad

verse impacts. (364)

RESPONSE: EIS Appendix R displays the relationship of

budgets to the implementation of the Forest Plan. All

projects must be in compliance with the standards and

guidelines.

2. COMMENT: Full evaluation of the alternatives can~

not be carried out unless consideration is made as to how

the alternatives will be implemented under various levels

of budget constraints. Several levels of budget implemen
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tation for each alternative needs to be outlined. The Plan

should clearly demonstrate how each alternative, it‘

adopted, would be implemented at each of the budgeting

levels. (1057)

RESPONSE: Under current national direction we are not

supposed to develop alternate levels of budget for each

alternative. EIS Appendix R discusses the effects of bud

get on implementation.

3. COMMENT: Recommendation — the actual manage

ment of individual areas should be addressed on a case

by-case site-specific basis. (1283, 1285)

RESPONSE: We manage projects on a site-specific basis.

The Forest Plan provides the management direction to

guide that management.

4. COMMENT: The Forest Service has not yet ade

quately explored or emphasized monitoring techniques.

We are aware that monitoring can be a costly undertak

ing, but to comply with NFMA regulations to manage and

protect diversity in the Forest, funding must be made

available for monitoring.

RESPONSE: The Forest Service is still developing insti

tutional monitoring processes. We rewrote Plan Chapter

5 —Moniton'ng and Evaluation to reflect the most current

direction, including funding.

5. COMMENT: With the majority of the allotments re

quiring some range improvements by either fencing or

water development, brush control, fertilization and seed

ing, is there actually enough funding to improve all these

areas at the same time and if not then will permits be cut

even before range improvements can be implemented?

You cannot undo years of poor management in just a few

years; it would seem logical that improvements should be

made before the grazing permits are cut. (1019)

RESPONSE: Range improvements and permitted num

bers oflivestoekwill be determined during development of

allotment management plans (AMPs). We will conduct

allotment management planning over the entire decade,

which will set the stage for range improvements over the

decade also.

6. COMMENT: This Plan states very specific guidelines

and management prescriptions which will be adhered to.

How do you plan to monitor and evaluate the effects of

these management activities? What monitoring tech

niques do you plan to use? Will additional range and

wildlife personnel be hired to monitor, evaluate, and write

up allotment management plans? If stated range, timber,

wildlife, riparian, water quality, and habitat improve

ment goals have not been reached within the first decade

(for whatever reasons, such as budgets, weather, man

power, etc.) could you be court ordered to fulfill these

goals (requirements)? What would be the ramifications

of such a court order to the local ranching community,

local economy, and the Modoc NF? (1153)

RESPONSE: Chapter 5 of the Forest Plan displays the

monitoring and evaluation process we will use during

implementation of the Forest Plan. It includes items to be

monitored, techniques, and variations that would cause

further action. Evaluation of the results of monitoring may

lead to Forest Plan amendments or even revision. Court

orders would only result if it could be proven that the

Forest Service is not following appropriate monitoring

and evaluation techniques.

7. COMMENT: Plan p. 5-16-The monitoring of visual

resource improvement was left out. (1)

RESPONSE: Thank you for brining this omission to our

attention. We have added visual quality monitoring to

Chapter 5 of the Forest Plan.

8. COMMENT: On a final note, we would like to empha

size that both surveying and monitoring of’ sensitive spe

cies and communities are extremely important. We

suggest that the Plan include surveys which will deter

mine population and habitat status and trends for endan

gered and sensitive species. (661)

RESPONSE: Sensitive plant monitoring techniques in

clude assessment of populations and habitats.

9. COMMENT: Please add to Chapter 5 provisions for

monitoring for wildlife habitat in firewood use areas.

(1030)

RESPONSE: We did not incorporate specific monitoring

related to firewood areas because normal monitoring pro

cedures will allow for this.

10. COMMENT: Do you feel it is possible to restore all

the backlog restoration areas of the Forest Service land

by the year 2000 as the Resource Planning Act directs?

(1030)

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan schedules completion of

backlog. Actual implementation will depend on adequate

funding.

11. COMMENT: Plan App. B indicates inventory/re

search. Other research needs listed or mentioned

throughout the documents might well be gathered to

gether in App. B. Precise nature of studies not indicated.

Budgets and completion dates are important. Lack of

specificity in this dept. gives impression that studies are

low priority in operation of Forest. (1248)

RESPONSE: Research is not conducted by the Modoc

National Forest. This listing is to be used in coordination
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with the research arm of the Forest Service to identify

research needs.

12. COMMENT: The funding allocated in the Plan is

grossly inadequate to implement a trend analysis pro

gram. The rarity of most listed or candidate species

dictates that extensive and prolonged surveys be under

taken. Such surveys by their very nature are usually quite

expensive to carry out. The information obtained from

less intensive surveys may be unreliable and misleading.

We strongly recommend that significantly higher levels

of funding be allocated in the final Plan for monitoring

sensitive wildlife and plant populations. A high priority

should be given to obtaining initial baseline data where

such data are lacking, and for performing sustained long

term monitoring. (1316)

RESPONSE: Plan Chapter 5 displays a higher funding

level for monitoring. This could include trend studies.

13. COMMENT: The problems associated with gather

ing and analyzing data for endangered fishes in the

Modoc Forest will continue to be complicated if, as is

currently the case, the Forest does not have a trained

fishery biologist on its stall‘. We recommend that this

deficiency be remedied. (1316)

RESPONSE: The Forest now employs a fisheries biolo

gist.

l4. COMMENT: In situations where there is already

good documentation to show that a listed, proposed, or

candidate species is currently in a declining or depleted

status, land uses that would exacerbate the situation

should be avoided until recovery is well underway. (1316)

RESPONSE: The variation that would require further

action would include the conditions you state. For exam

ple, we could discontinue certain management activities.

We would determine the feasibility of other actions at the

site-specific level.

15. COMMENT: The evaluation of habitat effectiveness

for deer needs to be limited to an area of less than 10,000

acres. This area needs to be a permanent montoring unit

to evaluate the efi'ects of roading, harvest dispersion, and

grazing on big game over time. (1317)

RESPONSE: Currently, the Forest uses the deer herd

area or the area affected by projects as the area of analysis.

16. COMMENT: [Plan] 5-19 monitoring plan for Lost

River and shortnose suckers is inadequate in terms of

frequency. This is especially relevant because of the lack

of baseline population and habitat preference informa

tion on these fish. E-3 monitoring techniques for Lost

River and shortnose suckers do not include population

401 - Data Base/FORPLAN

sampling. This is contrary to the techniques noted on

page 5-19. (1317)

RESPONSE: We made these changes in the final Plan.

The monitoring frequency is now yearly.

17. COMMENT: MNF should develop an active ongoing

monitoring program for all mgt activities that have envi

ronmental impacts. (500)

RESPONSE: Plan Chapter 5 displays our proposed mon

itoring program.

  

1. COMMENT: The methods used to compute the inven

tory of standing timber are suspect and this means the

data base is incorrect. With an incorrect base wrong

conclusions have been arrived at. (603, 930, 1230)

RESPONSE: The data base is the best information avail

able and is statistically accurate. We analyzed all alterna

tives using the same data base; and comparisons between

the alternatives are valid. We will implement projects

following the management direction in Chapter 4 of the

Forest Plan. This direction is more for control than the

inventory. The Forest will be rescheduled for inventory

prior to a Forest Plan revision.

2. COMMENT: Recognition that sufficient data exists to

warrant go-slow program on Forest development, not

enough baseline info to justify current development or

speed-up of resource exploitation. (1248)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

3. COMMENT: The data base fiawed because too nar

row a source has been used. To base an inventory of

growing timber on such minute counts is irresponsible.

(603, 705, 1230)

RESPONSE: The data base was developed using a statis

tically accurate sampling method. This allows develop

ment ofa data base from a smaller number of sample plots.

4. COMMENT: The use of the FORPLAN linear pro

gramming model has wide acceptance. What may in a

computer model, show a public benefit on a national level,

is in fact, detrimental to the local economy of livestock

and timber operations, and the communities and county

governments that they support. Constraints are included

in the model for wildlife and recreation, but not for local

timber and livestock uses. The overall tone and direction

seems to consider wildlife and recreation first and after

all other interests. (1254)

RESPONSE: The accounting base of public benefit is a

national base; and we the Modoc is a national forest. We
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estimate impacts on the local economy using the economic

impact computer model, IMPLAN. You are correct that

constraints are not included for timber and livestock.

Depending on the alternative, we imposed constraints for

minimum levels of AUMs or the species mix for timber.

Timber and livestock management are considered equally

with other resource values.

5. COMMENT: The utilization of FORPLAN and the

objective function of the planning process further biases

the process toward commodity production. An example

of this bias is the use of demand cutoffs for valuing

wildlife and fish user days (WFUDs) and recreation visi

tor days (RVDs) while no other outputs have benefit

values removed at any point. (364)

RESPONSE: We use FORPLAN as a tool for projecting

the goods and services possible for a particular alternative.

We constrain the model to reflect the themes of specific

alternatives. The model can display bias; but we try to

control that through the analysis of the alternatives. We

imposed demand cut-off points on those resources where

supply is projected to exceed demand. This was the case

for recreation and wildlife use.

6. COMMENT: Regardless of the statements made re

garding the interaction of price and cost trends in calcu

lating Present Net Value (page B-36), by failing to treat

other outputs in an equal manner, a deliberate bias is

built into the analysis. We disagree that “using trends for

timber but not for other resources does not significantly

affect economic efficiency comparisons between re

sources,” because as is stated, those data from which to

make trends for other resources are not available. (364)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

7. COMMENT: In the DEIS it is apparent that the num

ber of deer hunters functions as the demand for big game

WFUDs. In fact, the number of deer hunters is clearly a

measure of supply under current management strategies

while the number ofapplicants for the area are a measure

ofthe demand. The failure to utilize this concept may have

resulted in lower big game WFUDs demand, thereby pro

ducing a premature triggering of a demand cutoff, which

resulted in an additional bias. (364)

RESPONSE: Demand cut-offs for big game WFUDs is

based on the best projections of the Forest, and is influ

enced by the CA Department of Fish and Game licensing

policies. Demand can be influenced by the total number

ofhunters or the number allowed to hunt by CDFG policy.

The Forest used the best projection available.

8. COMMENT: Only the current number of allowable

tags per unit were used in the proposed plan to tabulate

hunter numbers misconstrues the fact that every year

there are 3 times that number apply for tags to hunt those

units.The fact many ofthose picked are from the opposite

end of the State exemplifies Forest use not covered in

DEIS or Plan. The fact there are also many non-resident

hunters that pay for the chance of a tag draw to hunt the

MNF wasn’t seen. (558)

RESPONSE: See previous response.

9. COMMENT: I suggest you remove the 30% constraint

which forces the model to cut at least 30% eastside pine

in the first decade. Allow the model to choose the most

economic species to harvest in order to cut 52 MMBF.

(900)

RESPONSE: We did remove this constraint in the mod

eling of the final Preferred Alternative.

10. COMMENT: The Preferred Alternative’s loss of tim

ber-relatedjobs could have been avoided if the Forest had

chosen to do so. The Forest’s benchmark analysis shows

that the Modoc has sufficient productive capacity to pro

duce at least 70.5 MMBF peryear in the first decade,with

a long-term sustained yield capacity of74.9 million board

feet, without violating any of the laws or regulations

designed to protect environmental values. DEIS Table

2-1. In our opinion, this fact provides unmistakable evi

dence of the proposed Plan’s blatant violation of the

agency’s Congressional mandate to manage the national

forests to contribute to the stability oflocal economically

dependent communities. (1070)

RESPONSE: The benchmark to which you refer allocates

zero acres of semi-primitive non-motorized recreation

opportunity and provides no visual quality protection over

the Forest. These issues were voiced by the public and are

part of the Congressional mandate for managing the For

est. Themes for the various alternatives incorporate these

other management objectives. Depending on the level of

management for visual quality and recreation, the ASQ is

lower in the alternatives than in the benchmark. This also

true of the benchmarks that maximize big game or range.

11. COMMENT: The sufficiency of an individual na

tional forest’s timber sale program will depend on four

factors: (1) anticipated volume available from the Forest

itself; (2) probable volume available from adjoining na

tional forests in the Forest’s market area; (3) probable

volume available from State, private, and other federal

lands in the market area; and (4) volume currently under

contract. These four factors will determine whether the

existing industry's critical minimum log requirement will

be met or not, and must be adequately analyzed in the

Forest planning process and considered in the decision.

The timber supply information presented in the Modoc’s

DEIS and draft Plan, is inadequate as a basis for final

decisions in the Forest planning process. The manage

ment direction for the Preferred Alternative states: “if
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timber demands increase significantly, offer a maximum

additional volume of 5.9 MMBF per year.” However,

nowhere in the two documents is there any indication of

how the additional demand will be measured. (1070)

RESPONSE: Supplies available on other forest, State and

private lands is, at best, only an estimate. The Modoc NF

assumed that demand was higher than supply potential

from the Forest; we also assumed that any volume offered

would be sold. Therefore, A80 is based on the manage

ment theme developed for each alternative.

We analyzed the Preferred Alternative in the draft using

maximization of PNV for an objective function. As a

result, we did not include some lands for timber harvesting

because it was not cost efficient to do so. We estimated

that iftimber demands were to rise significantly, the Forest

would reevaluate whether those lands were now

economical to manage for timber harvesting.

We did not use maximization of PNV as the objective

function for the final Preferred Alternative; this analysis

is no longer appropriate.

12. COMMENT: The DEIS contains absolutely no indi

cation that the Modoc made any attempt to assess future

timber program levels on adjoining national forests. The

final Plan must recognize that proposed reductions on

adjoining national forests will lead to increased competi

tion for Modoc timber. Recommendations for assessing

cumulative economic effects: the FEIS should clearly

describe how the selected alternative’s timber sale pro

gram will relate to those proposed by adjoining national

forests. This data is available now and cannot be ignored

merely because the draft plans had not been published by

all of the region's national forests. (1070)

RESPONSE: EIS Appendix S discusses the potential re

gional timber supply and demand situation. As discussed

in the previous response, the Forest assumed all timber

supplied would be in demand. From your comment, the

more likely scenario would be the rise in price for timber

on the Modoc NF, which would increase returns to the U.

S. Treasury and county receipts.

13. COMMENT: The local people may deserve to have

the SOC alternative analyzed and displayed alongside the

other six (DEIS 2-118 to DEIS 2-172), plus a separate

description of the SOC alternative and a new accompa

nying table (following Table 2-10, DEIS). This would be a

considerablejob, but it would surely expose the credibility

of your analysis system and it would certainly be a first

class response to what may be a legitimate concern in

Modoc County. Ifyour system is incapable ofshowing the

SOC comparison in all aspects, then you could supple

ment the numbers with explanatory text. (1021)
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RESPONSE: We could not analyze the SOC alternative

in detail due to vast differences in approach for inventory,

yield tables, management requirements. The IND Alter

native most closely approximates the SOC alternative in

timber management.

14. COMMENT: There is a first decade budget con

straint that limits the amount of harvest that can occur

in the first decade. One dollar additional budget will yield

$3.74 increase in present value. As a result, present net

benefits are not maximized and the first decade’s harvest

has no opportunity cost (it could be increased and pres

ent net benefits would increase). That budget constraint

is set at $115,500,000 and it is in the solution complete

with opportunity cost. The budget constraint overpowers

the first decade harvest so much that the first decade’s

harvest has no opportunity cost associated with the vol

ume constraints of non-declining evenfiow. The budget

constraint (or cost constraint, as it is not clear what the

MNF calls this constraint) must be eliminated as a con

straining factor in the FORPLAN model. (363)

RESPONSE: We removed this constraint, which was used

as an approximation of a feasible regeneration program,

in modeling the final Preferred Alternative.

15. COMMENT: The harvest level for the Big Valley

Federal Sustained-Yield Unit is contained as a constraint

within the rest ofthe Forest. As a result, the harvest from

the rest of the Forest is less than it would be if the

BVFSYU were held out. The BVFSYU harvest level is set

external of the planning process according to Appendix

R pages R-l through R-3. The BVFSYU takes away money

from the production ofthe rest ofthe Forest. It costs more

to produce a unit ofwood from the BVFSYU than it does

from the rest of the Forest. The scheduling process for

the rest of the Forest must exclude the scheduling for the

BVFSYU. (363)

RESPONSE: We imposed constraints on the BVFSYU in

response to public concern about maintaining high harvest

levels in the Unit. In the final Preferred Alternative, we

dropped the constrained level oftimber harvest in the Unit

to allow more flexibility Forestwide.

16. COMMENT: Livestock area AUMs for the Preferred

Alternative indicate that 113,619 AUMs will be available

in the first decade and nothing more is said about AUMs.

The MNF fails to indicate that the FORPLAN output for

the Preferred Alternative in the 14th decade yields 8.9

million AUMs on an annual basis yielding a net income

from AUMs in the 14th decade of$1.22 Billion. An obvi

ous unreported mistake that nullifies each and every

solution of the draft Plan and DEIS. As a result, all

analysis concerning the present net worth and present net

benefits for the MNF draft Plan are erroneous. (363)
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RESPONSE: We analyze the economics only for the first

12 decades. Outputs from the 14th decade do not add to

the PNV for any alternative. Therefore, because we did

not constrain the model to make realistic solutions beyond

the 12th decade, large AUM productions in the 13th and

14th decades have no influence on the analysis.

17. COMMENT: The modeling of the visual quality ob

jectives were based upon an unknown “computer simula

tion”. The constraints applied restrict the Forest area

from harvest at an increasing rate, not in a “decaying”

rate as indicated in the MNF draft Plan documentation.

In addition, reported percentages in the documentation

do not correspond to actual values utilized in FORPLAN.

The EFFALTacres were modeled with a “decay function”.

The number of acres available to be harvested increases

from decade to decade. In order to model this in

FORPLAN, the MNF limited harvest in any one time

period to a percentage of the acres available even though

the appendix states that some type of coefficients were

developed. (363)

RESPONSE: We used the same methodology used was

the same for all alternatives. It provides a proxy for meet

ing visual quality objectives. We will determine actual

constraints at the project level.

18. COMMENT: The dispersion constraint for regular

acres (they also have VQOs) further constrain the avail

able acres for harvest. The constraint applied in the first

two decades is more severe than reported in the documen

tation. FORPLAN cannot model either dispersion con

straints or VQOs. The documentation indicates that both

EFFALT and dispersion were obtained by limiting har

vest of a management area by “an average of 16% per

decade”. in actuality, only three of the 19 management

areas had “an average of 16% per decade” in the first two

decades (note that the MNF utilizes extensively the inter

val grouping technique of averaging coefficients). All the

rest were less. Particular attention was paid by the MNF

to make less acres available for harvest in the first two

decades on those acres suitable for timber harvest (all

RG1 acres). Furthermore, some management areas were

constrained more than others in the first decade with no

reason being given in the documentation. (363)

RESPONSE: We modified the modeling of dispersion

and EFFALT by Regulation Class in the final Preferred

Alternative. See EIS Appendix B for the current ap

proach.

19. COMMENT: The MNF “hardwires” old-growth

good-stocking areas to a particular level in the 8th and

16th decades to account for the old-growth B&C category

or acres. These constraints effectively withdrew these

acres from harvest consideration. These acres are not

“outputs generated within FORPLAN”, they are outputs

generated outside FORPLAN and there is no inkling in

the documentation relating to the reasons why these spe

cific acres are constrained. There are numerous other

activities that the documentation indicates that are “out

puts generated within the FORPLAN model” that were

just inputs to the model such as the equivalent roaded

acres. All of these “hardwired” values input to the

FORPLAN model are never presented in the supporting

documentation. If there is a reason for them to be in the

FORPLAN model they should be presented and explained

in the documentation. (363)

RESPONSE: We improved the documentation for these

constraints in HS Appendix B.

20. COMMENT: Acres in the visual retention category

(22,500 acres) and the uneven-aged management are not

actually included in the timberland base as indicated by

the MNF. These areas have their removals and inventory

levels “hardwired" in the FORPLAN solution. (363)

RESPONSE: We corrected the discrepancy in the final

FORPLAN analysis. See Appendix B in the FEIS for

details.

21. COMMENT: The yield tables utilized for the MNF

were most likely generated with some type of simplistic

process not revealed in the documentation, do not look

like yield tables, and bear no relationship to the current

inventory for the MNF. (363)

RESPONSE: We modified the yield tables with the assis

tance of the Regional Office to reflect Regional direction.

22. COMMENT: One indication that there is problems

with the Modoc’s basic data is found in the portrayal of

age class distribution of the present timber inventory.

Draft FLRMP App. D-2. According to the table there is

presently no suitable acres of forest of age 20, 30, 40, 50,

60, or 80. This is rather difficult to understand since the

inventory in the existing plan indicates acreage of forests

in those age classes. Timber management plan 3-22.

(1070)

RESPONSE: Appendix 0 in the draft and final EIS ex

plain that for modeling purposes, the age classes to which

you refer were aggregated. Past harvesting practices cre

ated very few stands in the age classes from 20 to 80 years.

23. COMMENT: ASQ for 600,000 plus acres was estab

lished from data gathered on a point 01 percent cruise

without statistical analysis. (1230)

RESPONSE: The inventory was conduct following proper

statistical procedures. Stratification of the Forest allowed

for less intensive sampling while still retaining reliability.

24. COMMENT: I feel this Plan doesn’t allow for any

range improvement consideration in the last 25 years,

U-266 Public Comments



since most of the data used was from 1962. The usage

percentage for grasses is unrealistic for anyone who has

run livestock. Livestock management should be handled

between your range conservationist and the permittee.

That’s whatyou pay the range con for, and he should know

the situation better than anyone else. if he doesn’t, fire

him. (1267)

RESPONSE: We approximated forage availability from

the range inventory. We will make range management

decisions following the management direction in Chapter

4 of the Forest Plan during allotment management plan

mng.

25. COMMENT: 3-14. The economic analysis is seri

ously biased because it shows only direct returns to the

counties based on 25% of receipts. An adequate DEIS

should show indirect receipts based on estimates of

recreationists expenditures in the three counties involved

for goods and services acquired in pursuit of this recre

ation. (364)

RESPONSE: Receipts to counties are based only on rev

enues directly generated by the Forest. We model indirect

returns for employment and income effects in the IM

PLAN model.

26. COMMENT: One measure of economic effects of the

proposed Plan should be based on a comparison between

the existing plan potential yield and the Preferred

Alternative’s allowable sale quantity. (1070)

RESPONSE: We made economic comparisons between

actual output levels in the 1982 base year versus outputs in

the alternatives. Potential yield described in the TM Plan

was never experienced by the local counties.

27. COMMENT: Figures on p. 1-6 present net FS acre

age of 1,654.4 M acres. Table 2-13 presents 1,663.3 M

acres. The difference should be explained. (1263)

RESPONSE: The difference is the relative rounding used

in the data base versus the legal acreage of the Forest. The

difference is about 0.5%.

28. COMMENT: DEIS D-Z: for PRF, ifwe add total acres

in RXs allowing active timber mgt, we find that timber

mgt will be conducted in 544,124 acres.Yet there were only
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519,800 acres of CAS lands in the alternative — further

evidence that your data base does not track and your RXs

cannot be followed. (1263)

RESPONSE: We balanced total acreages in the final Pre

ferred Alternative.

29. COMMENT: The two documents are very technical,

very lengthy and very difficult to read. “FORPLAN,” is a

very difficult model to explain. it appears to be a general

smokescreen to hide behind some of the benefits that the

FS wants to derive from public lands that are contradic

tory to good economic sense. (11S)

RESPONSE: The Forest Service uses FORPLAN to as

sist in the analysis of many variables over long time peri

ods. There is no intent to hide management behind “a

smokescreen”. The management direction and objectives

for managing the Forest are clearly spelled out in Chapter

4 of the Forest Plan.

30. COMMENT: The use of FORPLAN as the planning

tool to achieve multiple use may not be the best choice.

Would not the planning and monitoring concepts

achieved through the available stewardship program be

advantageous? The current plans show little allowance

for flexibility. (1221)

RESPONSE: We use FORPLAN to analyze many com

plex variables over long periods of time. This does not

preclude the need for common sense implementation,

which includes public involvement. The monitoring and

evaluation process described in Chapter 5 of the Forest

Plan provides the flexibility needed to change the Plan if

necessary.

31. COMMENT: 1 would like to have an independent

agency collect the data for the next Forest harvest since

the Forest Service has a problem of collecting data that

is of a substantial nature and of any validity. (1398)

RESPONSE: The current inventory was the first attempt

by the Forest Service to develop an integrated Forest-wide

inventory for all resources. This inventory will improve

over time. Currently the most cost efficient method for

collecting inventory data is by Forest Service personnel or

contractors.

Public Comments U-267





Letters from Agencies and Elected Officials





  

DepartmentofEnergy

BonnevillePowerAdministration

PO.Box3621
Portland.Oregon97208-3621

b:'rrv,W‘?!to

Mr.DouglasG.Smith,ForestSupervisor

ModocNationalForest 441NorthMainStreet

Alturss,California96101

DearMr.Smith:

BonnevillePowerAdministration(BPA)hasreviewedtheDraftLandandResource

ManagementPlanandtheDraftEnvironmentalImpactStatementfortheModocNational

Forest.Bothdocumentsarecomprehensiveandwellwrittenandwerecognizethe

amountoftimeandeffortinvolved.SinceBPAhastransmissionfacilitieslocated

intheHodocNationalForest,wefocusedourreviewonenergyconsiderations.

NecommendtheForestfortheirevaluationofenergyneedsintheDraftForest I
Plan.Energyproduction,inparticular,hasbeenhandledmorecompletelythanin

mostotherForestPlanswehavereviewed.However,utilitycorridors/energytrans portationrequirementshavenotbeenfullyaddressed.Regionally,itisextremely

importantthattheModocNationalForestmakeexplicitprovisionsformanaging
existingtransmissioncorridorsandforprovidingforfuturecorridors.BPAis

concernedthattheDraftForestPlanhasnosuchmeasures.

Ourspecificcommen'sontheDraftLandandResourceManagementPlanandtheDEIS

areenclosed.OurcommentsareconsistentwithPGGE'scommentsdated

February12,1987.

Thankyoufortheopportunitytoreviewthesedocuments.Ifyouneedclarification ofthesecomentsoradditionalinformation,pleasecontactmeat503-230—5l36(FTS

ProposedLandandResourceManagementPlan

BPAhastransmissionfacilitieslocatedintheHodocNationalForest.

TheyareidentifiedinthedraftEIS,butnotinthePlan.ThePlanneeds

toaccommodateBPAandotherutilityfacilities.Bynotrecognizing

existingfacilities,itdoesnotacknowledgethatsomeformsofresource managementmaybeincompatiblewithutilitysitingandoperations.Some

areasmayrequirerestrictedpublicaccessinordertoprotectthe

operationofexistingutilityfacilitiesand/orthesafetyofthegeneral

public.

Chapter2,Page2—2--TheEnergysectionshouldaddresstheneedfor

Forest-widestandardsandguidelinestoprovidefortheestablishmentand
useofexistingandplannedutilitycorridorstoencouragetheefficient

useofenergyresources,andtofosterpricemoderationofgasand

electricserviceintheWest.

Chapter3,SectionD,Subsection4——Thissubsectionshouldacknowledgethe

importantroleofenergytransportationintheModocNationalForest.

Chapter3,SectionD,Subsection5,page3-l0—-TheUtilityTransmission

LinessubsectionshouldacknowledgetheCalifornia-OregonTransmission

Projectwhichisinthefinalplanningstage.TheWesternAreaPower

AdministrationreleasedtheFinalEISontheprojectinFebruary1988and

planstoissueitsRODinApril1988.Also,anyothercorridorsor

plannedfacilitiesshouldbementioned.

Chapter3,SectionD,Subsection9,pages3-14to3-l5--Thissubsection

shouldmentionestablishedcorridorsandindicatewhetherornottheyhave

beendesignated.Inparticular,theCalifornia-OregonTransmission

Projecthasprogressedtothepointwherelocation,right-of-waywidths,

andestimatedtimeofcompletioncouldbespecified.Also,wedonotfeel

itunreasonabletoaccommodate1,500to2,000acresoflandforutility

rights-of-way,consideringthelocal,regionalandnationalimportanceof energycorridors.SurpriseValleyElectricCoop,PPGL,andPC8Eallhave

facilitiesontheModocNationalForestandshouldbeconsulted.

  

429-5136).

6.Chapter4,SubsectionB,ForestMissionandGoals,page4-3—-TheModoc

NationalForestmissionstatementshouldbeamendedtoincludethe

provisionofadequateutilitycorridorsnecessaryforaresponsibleenergy

policyintheWest.

.7.Chapter4,Subsection8,page4-5--UnderFacilities,agoalshouldbe

forE"1r°“me"taddedwhichprovidesforcost-effectiveandenvironmentallyacceptable
energytransportationinaccordancewithRegionalenergypoliciesand

Enclosure:programs,

cc:

JohnCheck,PP6L,Portland,Oregon

BobSipe,USFSR-6,Portland,Oregon

WoodyRobertShaw,USFSR-S,SanFrancisco,California

)o“,‘x’
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Thedesignationofexistingorplannedcorridorssuitableformultiple

facilityusethroughtheForestplanningprocessshouldexpedite

permitting,ifenvironmentalandtechnicalstudiesidentifyitasa

preferredprojectlocation.Forthisreason,EPAandotherutilities

encouragecorridordesignation.Facilitystandardsandcorridor

definitionshouldalsotakeintoaccountreliabilityconsiderationswhich

mayrequirelineseparation.

Chapter4,SubsectionD,Pages4-26to4-27--Theutilitycorridor

discussion(Itemc)shouldtakeintoaccounttheconcernsexpressedin

comment8above.Itshouldalsoestablishthedefinitionorcriteriafor

corridordesignationandshouldclearlyestablishcorridoravoidanceand
exclusionareasinresponsetoF8WashingtonOfficeguidance.Ifthese areasprecludeoraffectthedevelopmentofutilityfacilitiesrequired

forservingthepublic,thenprovisionsshouldbemadeintheplanfor

windowsacrosstheseareas.IfcorridorsareprecludedbytheForest,

theFinalEISshouldaddressthelocalandregionalimpacts.

3.

DraftEnvironmentalImpactStatement

Chapter1,SectionF,pagesl-l2tol-l3-—Corridorallocationwasanissue
inthePlanbecauseoftheacreageinvolved;itdoesnotappearhere.It

shouldbeanissue.

Chapter2,Section8,page2-4l--Seecomments9and10ontheForest

Plan.ThesameconcernsapplytothecommonForeststandardsand

guidelineslistedunderitem8c.

Chapter2,SectionE,Subsection3-—Amanagementprescriptionfor

corridorsshouldbeaddressed,asrequestedincomment10ontheForest

Plan.

 

Chapter4,SubsectionD,Page4-22to4-23—BPAsupportsthegoalof avoidingtheproliferationofrights-of-way.However,theFacilities

discussion(Iteme)shouldbasethesitingandallocationofsingle

purposetransmissionandtransportationcorridorsonthelocationwhich

ismostsuitablefromanenvironmental,engineering,economic,public

interest,andpublicsafetystandpoint.Ourexperiencehasshownthat

suchastandardwillinmostcasesresultintheuseofanexisting
corridor,butnotalways.Forexample,BPAhadselectedanexisting

corridorfortheSOO-kVGarrison-TafttransmissionlineinMontana.It

crossedalargeamountofprivateland.Afterconsiderabledebateand

studyanentirelynewright-of-way,crossingprimarilypublicland,was

sPlPCLGdasthemostpubliclyandenvironmentallyacceptablelocation.

Chapter4,SubsectionE--Anewmanagementprescriptionshouldbecreated

forutilitycorridorsrelatingbacktotheForest-widestandardsand

guidelines.Inaddition,theprescriptionshouldfocusonforestandROW

managementpracticesthatprovideresponsibleprotectionofenergy

facilitiesfromfireandotherhazardsthataffectthereliabilityof

utilityfacilities.TheStandards/Guidelinesforthenewmanagement

prescriptionshouldreferencetheProjectPlanandRight-of—Way

MaintenancePlanasimportantdocumentswhichguidetheconstructionand

maintenanceofEPAtransmissionrights-of—way.Thesedocumentsare

requiredbytheEPA/ForestServiceMemorandumofUnderstanding.Asan

alternative,manyForestshaveestablishedamanagementareaspecifically

dedicatedtoutilityfacilities(includingcorridors),withtheirown

managementstandardsandguidelines.Forinstance,theGiffordPinchot

NationalForestinWashingtonhastakenthisapproach.

Chapter4,SubsectionF——Thediscussionofmanagementareasshould

includethenewmanagementprescriptionor,alternatively,newmanagement

areaforutilitycorridorssuggestedincomment10above.

12.RightofFacilityAccess-Utilitiesmusthaveaccesstotheirfacilities

atalltimesformaintenanceandinemergencies.Thisaccessshouldbe

recognizedintheForestPlan.BPA'sAssistantAreaManagerfor

OperationsandMaintenanceshouldbecontactedtodiscussactions,suchas

landtransfers,proposedconstructionofbuildings/structuresneartoBPA

facilities,thatcouldaffectaccesstoortheirreliability.

Mr.TrumanConn

BonnevillePowerAdministration

SnakeRiverArea—WD

West101Poplar WallaWalla,WA99362

(509)522-6238,FTS434-6238

Chapter2,SectionE,Subsection5--Thissubsectiondoesnotcomparethe

effectofthealternativesonexistingorplannedtransmissionfacilities. Chapter3,SectionE,Subsection5,Page3-42--U£ilityfiapsmiisipnLines shouldincludeadiscussionoftheCalifornia-OregonTransmissionProject, aswellasotherfuturetransmissionneedssuchasthatneededtoservice

theproposedOver—the—Horizon—8ackscatterdefenseradarsite.Reference

shouldbemadetheFacilitiesMapfortheirlocation.TheFacilitiesMap

shouldalsobeupdatedtoincludeallexistingandplannedPPSL,PCBand SurpriseValleyElectricCoop.transmissioncorridors.Inaddition,the

sectionappearstobeincomplete.

Chapter3,SectionE,Subsection9,pages3-59to3-60—-Thethreecorridor

projectsidentifiedshouldbeprovidedforintheForestPlan.Alsono mentionismadeofthetransmissionthatmightberequiredtoservethe

AirForceproposedBackscatterdefenseradarsystem.ThedraftEIS

incorrectlystatesthatthelandbasewouldbereducedby1,500to2,000

acrestoaccommodateonlyhalfoftheprojects.Manyusescouldstillbe
accommodated.Forexample,ROW'sprovidewildlifeforageandhabitatas

wellasrecreationuse.

8.
10.



7.Chapter4,Section5,Subsection9,pagesh—h6--TheForestPlandoesnot
evaluatetheimpactonenergypolicyandprograms.Energytransportation

isanimportantregionalandnationalissuewhichtheForesthasfailedto

address.Thissectionshouldidentitythespecificimpactofeach

alternativeonboththeexpansionofexistingandthedevelopmentofnew

corridors.Thisevaluationcanhedoneonabroadcorridorbasisandneed

notbesite-specific.TheCaliforniaCorridorStudypreparedbyP655in
1985shouldbeconsultedforthatpurpose.Informationisalsoavailable

onpotentialroutesforprojectsmentionedabove(comment6).IfForest Planalternativesaffecttheuseofanexistingorplannedcorridor,the
impactsshouldbeanalyzed.Suchananalysisshouldincludeadditional

costsandenvironmentalimpactsaswellastheeffectofcarryingout

importantenergyprograms.EPAandotherutilitiescanprovideassistance

indeterminingtheseimpacts.

VSlO-AJ-llBOO
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February26,1988

Mr.DouglasC.Smith

ForestSupervisor

ModocNationalForest

441N.MainStreet

AlturasCA96101

DearSupervisorSmith:

TheCaliforniaStateBoardofForestry(Board)hascompletedthe

reviewoftheModocNationalForestDraftManagementPlan.

Severalareasofconcernwereidentifiedduringthisreview

process.Basedontheseconcerns,theBoardapprovedand

supportsseveralrecommendationswhichwebelieveneedtobe

addressedinthefinalmanagementplanfortheModocNational

Forest.

Bylaw,theBoardischargedwithrepresentingthestate's

interestsinfederallandmatterspertainingtoforestry.

TheBoardhasapproachedtheplaninthebeliefthattheModoc

shouldbepositionedtomeettheneedsofthepeopleof

Californiainthecomingdecade.Ouranalysisindicatesthat

protectionofthebiologicalbaseandarelianceontheforest

forlocalrevenuearepartofthatposition.

TheModocDraftPlanandDraftEnvironmentalStatementwere

comparedwiththefiveissueareasdevelopedattheBoardof

Forestry'sCentennialConferencesofMarchandDecemberof1985. Theissuesidentifiedare:1)ruraleconomicstabilityand

development;2)protectionandmaintenanceofthebiological

base;3)socialpressuresontherurallandbase;4)rightsand

responsibilitiesofpublicandprivateownership;and5)

coordinationandplanning.

Asaresult,area;ofconcernwereidentifiedforthisregionof

thestate.Theseareasare:1)fireprotection;2)herbicides;

3)budgetrestrictions,4)even-agedvs.uneven-aged

silviculture;and5)aggregatereview.Theseissueswereusedby

theBoardtoevaluateeachalternativeandtohelpdetermine

whichalternativewouldbestmeettheneedsofthisregionofthe

state.TheresultsofthisanalysisandtheBoard's

recommendationsarelistedbelow.

  

Mr.

DouglasC.Smith

February26.1988 PageTwo

Recommendations

1O

Theélternetiye

ThePreferredAlternative(PRF)wasdevelopedtoprovidethe

bestbalancebetweencommodityoutputs,resourceprotection,

recreationalopportunities,protectionofNativeAmerican

andamenityvalues,andresponsetopublicissuesand

managementconcerns.Thestateisinterestedinan

alternativethatmaintainsadependableandsteadyflowof outputsandservicestobenefitthedependentcountiesand

localeconomies.Thestatehasacorrespondinginterest

thatthechosenalternativeprotectsthebiologicalbaseof

theforest.Thealternativemustreflectbudgetreality.

ForthesereasonswecanreasonablysupportthePreferred

Alternative(PRF).Severalconcernshavebeenidentified and.asaresult,wehaveproposedrecommendationswhich

shouldbeincorporatedintothefinalselectedalternative.

Thoserecommendationsarelistedinthesubsequent

recommendations.Theresultofincorporationofthese recommendationsintothefinalalternativewouldbeto

stabilizeruraleconomydependentontheforest.

BgggmmggdatiggiItisrecommendedthatthePreferred Alternativebeamendedbyincorporatingthefollowing

recommendationsintothefinalmanagementplanfortheModoc

NationalForest.

FirePrqsectien

TheModocNationalForest(MNF)providesfireprotectionon

237,000acresofStateResponsibilityArea(SRA)lands

throughcontract(coop—agreement)withtheCalifornia

DepartmentofForestryandFireProtection(CDF).Under thisagreement,theForestServiceagreestoprotectSRA

landsatalevelequaltothatwhichCDFwouldprovideif

theywereprotectingthemdirectly.Thesuppression

strategiespresentedintheMNFplandonotaddressthe

protectionofSRAlandsasagreedtointhecoop-agreement.

Bgggmmendatign:ThefinalMNFplanshouldmakeitclear thatastronginitialattackcomparabletothatprovided

otherprivatelands,withcontrolastheobjective,willbe thesuppressionstrategyforallfiresonornearSRAlands.



Mr.

DouglasC.Smith

February26.1968 PageTwo

3.

Herbicides

TheMNFanalysisoftheoutputsforthevariousalternatives

assumesfulluseofherbicidesforvegetationcontrol.We

couldnotfindadiscussionofhowtheforestwoulddeal

withthecaseofherbicidesbeingprohibited.Prohibition

orrestrictionofherbicideusecouldresultinlossin

timberyieldandincreasedcostinvegetationmanagement.

gegomggndaglog:TheForestServiceshoulddevelopand

discussanoherbicidestrategywhichspecificallyaddresses

themaintenanceoftheallowablesalequantity(ASQ).

BudgetBsstrlqtlgns

Sustainedfundingisprobablythemostcriticalissueinthe nationalforestplanningprocess.Eachforesthasindicated thattheproposedplanspresentonlytargetsthattheforest

believescouldbeattainediffundingwereavailable.

Further.mostplannersappeartobeinagreementthat

forestsdonothaveanyobligationtomaintainproductionat

theproposedlevelsifthereisinsufficientfunding.He

complimentModocNFplannersforrecognizingthis

possibilityintheirreducedbudgetalternative.

fivenibgedvs-qaeyenrngeqsilvisulture

TheDEISandDraftManagementPlanmakeitclearthateven

agedsllvlculturewillbedominantinmanagementoftheMNF

suitabletlmberlands.Even-agedmanagementmaysuitthe eastsidepineandunderstockedmixedconiferstandsvery

well,butthereisalargeacreageofwell-stocked,mixed

coniferwhichshouldrespondfavorablytouneven-aged

management.webelievethewell-stocked,mixedconifer

standsmanagedunderanuneven-agedregimewouldhelpin

maintainingdiversity,providegoodgrowthandyield,and

avoidthestarkvisualcontraststhatdisruptthevisual

quality.

Begommgndatlon:WerecommendtheForestServicereevaluate

itspositiononuneven-agedtimbermanagementontheMNF.

Timberstandsthatexhibitcharacteristicsconduciveto

uneven-agedmanagementshouldbeconsideredforinclusionin

thistypeofmanagementregime.

Mr.DouglasC.Smith

February26,1988

PageThree

QgggggateReview

Theforestmustsatisfytheinterestsoftheimpactcounties

andtheirpublics.Nevertheless,theimpactoftheforest

hasamuchlargerhorizon.Itscommodityoutputs,when

addedtotheothernationalforestsinCalifornia,arein

demandandusedthroughoutthestateandbeyond.Demandfor

forestproductsalonewillcontinuetoincreasetothe

planninghorizon.Theimpactcountiescontainother

nationalforests.Theinabilitytoreviewtheseplans

simultaneously1sasignificantlimitationbecauseaggregate

effectsofthefinalplanscouldbesignificant.Thisisa

majorshortcomingofthepresentforest-by-forestplanning

process.

BggggggndggiggiWesuggestthatinordertoresolvethis

concern,aggregatesofplansbyeconomicregionbereviewed

publiclybeforefinaldecisionsonpreferredalternatives

aremadeforindividualnationalforests.

Inadditiontotheseconcerns,theBoardnotesandsupportsthe

commentsofitsNorthernDistrictTechnicalAdvisoryCommittee. Acopyoftheirrecommendationsisenclosedforyourreference.

Sincerely.

HaroldR.Walt

Chairman

st

cc:PaulBarker.RegionalForester

Enclosure



NORTHERNFORESTDISTRICTTECHICAL

ADVISORYCOHITTEBRECOMMENDATIONSTO

THEBOARDOFFORESTRYREGARDINGTHE

0l/l9/B8

HODOCNATIONALFORESTLANDMANAGEMENTPLAN

TheN.F.D.T.A.C.hasbeenaskedbytheStateBoardof ForestrytoprovideinputtotheBoardconcerningtheLand ManagementPlanningprocesscurrentlyunderwayonNationalForest

lands.

ThesecommentsrefertotheDraftModocNationalForest (M.N.F.)Planwhichisavailableforpublicreview.Thecomments arediscussedinthecontextoftheissuegroupsidentifiedin theBoardofForestry'sCentennialIIConferenceheldin

December.

Theseissuegroupswere:

A)RuralEconomicStabilityandDevelopment

8)ProtectionandMaintenanceoftheResourceBase

C)SocialPressuresontheRuralLandBase

D)RightsandResponsibilitiesofPublicandPrivate

Ownerships.

E)CoordinationandPlanning

TheN.F.D.T.A.C.hasdevelopedMmemajorareasofconcern withregardtotheM.N.F.Plan.Theyarelistedbelownot

necessarilyinorderofimportance:

1)AllowableSaleQuantity

2)TimberInventoryData

3)SnagManagement

4)SeralStages—Diversity

5)visualConstraints

6)Range

7)HistoricalSites

8)HarvestRatesonLowerProductivityC.A.S.Lands

9)Rare,EndangeredorSensitivePlants

ThesearediscussedindetailbelowtoassisttheBoardand

F.R.R.A.P.informulatingtheirresponse.

.<._.~,...-~..

1) 2)

AllowableSaleQuantity—TheM.N.F.has619,300acresof

capable,availableandsuitable(C.A.S.)timberland.

Standingvolumeisestimatedat4.95billionboardfeetwith anaveragegrowthrateof24cubic/feet/acre/yearor approximately149boardfeet/acre/yearonlandscapableof producingmorethan20cubicfeet/acre/year.Evena reductioninC.A.S.landsto435,000acresresultsinannual growthof64.8mmbf/year.TheM.N.F.salequantityinthe preferredalternativewouldresultintheForestgrowing considerablymorethanitiscuttingovertime.An examinationofthebeginningandendinginventoryshowsthat totalForestinventoryrisesovertimewithover29%ofthe Forests‘acresinanageclass60-80yearsolderthan anythingcurrentlyontheForest.Thisdoesnotseemtobe anefficientregimeforthesuitabletimberlandbase.(See

AttachedExhibitsA,B-l,B-2).

Recommendation:TheH.N.F.reassessitsproposedA.S.Q.in lightofthecapabilityofthelandbasetoproduceandin conjunctionwiththeinventoryproblemsdiscussedinconcern

#3.

TimberInventoryData-SampleSizeDeficiencies.

TheM.N.F.'stimberinventoryconsistedof450variable radiusplotson600,000acres.Thisisacruiseintensity ofbetweenoneandtwoonehundredthsofonepercent.The inadequacyofthissamplesizeisdemonstratedbythefact thattheModoc'sinventory,unlikeeveryotherNational Forest,hasnopoleandsaplingz-stands.Thiscreatesan ageclassgapandanunderestimateofgrowththatreduces theA.S.Q.inFORPLANduetoevenflowconstraints.The modelmust"wait"longerforplantationstogrowinto merchantablesizebecausenosaplingandpoleageclass

existstofillthegap.(SeeExhibitB-landB-2).

TheH.N.F.hasalsoplacedallitsplantationsinaO

10yearageclass.Thishasthesametypeofeffecton A.S.Q.asalackof2stands.Thegrossaveragingthatthe smallsamplesizerequiredleadstomistakesincalculating



Cont'dPage2

3)

growthratebyageclassandcurrentbasalareastocking

levelsbyageclass.

Recommendation:TheModocsupplementtheirexisting inventorydatawithadditionalplotsintimberstratabyage class.Enoughplotsshouldbemeasuredtobringthe
inventorybystratauptoRegionalstatisticalstandards.

ThisshouldbedoneandnewFORPLANrunsmadepriorto

issuanceofthefinalplan.

SnagManagement—TheM.N.F.intendstocreatesnagsby

topping7,000snagsperyeartocreatewildlifehabitat.

ThisresultsinadropinA.S.Q.fortheBenchmarkrunof 6.6mmbfanda38milliondollarslossofpresentnetworth forthefirstdecade.Itscostofimplementationis

$203,000/year.

DespitethefactthatitisaRegionalMinimum

ManagementRequirementtoretain1.5snags/acreonC.A.S.

lands,nootherForesthasinstitutedsuchawideranging snagrecruitmentprogram.Thereisnoconclusiveevidence presentedintheplanthatwildlifepopulationsdependent onsnagsarebelowminimumviablelevels.Naturalsnag productionfromthelargeoldgrowthinventorytobeheld overtime,fires,insects,andthelowlevelofharvest

activityinthelessthan20cubicfeet/acre/yearlands, makethisprogramunnecessaryandawasteoftheresource.

TheScarfaceandGerigfiresaloneproduced47,000acresof snagsinoneyear.Thesnagrecruitmentprogramisa I‘doublecounting"constraintwhoseneedisalreadymetby otherconstraintsandprescriptions.Italsomaynotbe

implementablewhenthedownlogrequirementisadded.

Recommendation:Thesnagrecruitmentprogramshouldbe revised.Minimumviablewildlifepopulationsareassuredby othermeans.Thelossinjobsandcountyandfederal

revenuesisnotjustifiableinlightofthis.TheH.N.F.

shouldfurnishtheanalysisalongwiththesupportivedata thatdemonstratethisprogramisneededtomaintainminimum

.-...a.~..m..._.........._._.

Cont'dPage3

4) 5)

viablepopulations.Thecauseandeffectbetweensnag recruitmentandviablepopulationsshouldbeclearly

demonstratedasrequiredbytheplanningregulations.

SeralStages—Diversity

TheH.N.F.isrequiredtokeep5%oftheacreageofthe Forestasawholeineachseralstage.Thisisrequiredby Regionalplanningstandardsandguidelinesandisusedto ensurearangeofhabitattypestoaccommodatetheneedsof

variouswildlife.

TheForestfarexceedsthisrequirement.Bysplitting theRegionallydefinedstandardforseralstagesinto severalmoredivisions,andbymakingseparaterequirements forlessthanandgreaterthan20cubicfeet/acre/year lands,thedecreaseinA.S.Q.duetothisconstraintis magnified.Reductionsamountto6.4mmbfand17million

dollarsinP.N.V.inthefirstdecadefortheBenchmarkrun.

Thisisdonewithnoevidencepresentedintheplanthatthe currentseralstagedistributionfailstomeetrequirements forminimumviablepopulationsofwildlife.Theseralstage distributionenvisionedhereinhasneverexistedinnature

andmaynotbeimplementable.

Recomendation:TheM.N.F.shouldreexamineitsseralstage diversityrequirement.AnalysisalongwithForestspecific datashouldbesuppliedwhichdemonstratesthecauseand effectrelationshipbetweentheseralstagepatternproposed anditsnecessityforviablewildlifepopulations.Seral stagesproducedbyareaswithdrawnfromtimberproduction

shouldalsobeincludedinthecalculationofsufficiency.

VisualConstraints-TheH.N.F.has33,500acresoflands capableofproducingmorethan20cubicfeet/acre/year constrainedbythepartialretentionprescription.This remainsunchangedforallalternatives.SincetheRegional H.H.R.forvisualsis300feetalongStateHighways,there isnoneedtokeepthisconstraintconstantforhighaswell aslowresourceproductionalternatives.Inaddition,there
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6) 7)

isadiscrepancybetweentheD.2.I.S.statementthat 33,500acresareaffectedandthePlan'sindicationthat

42,564acresareconstrained.

Recommendation:TheH.N.F.shouldreassessthevisual constraintandvaryitbyalternative.Tradeoffsin resourcevaluesandarationaleforexceedingtheRegional

H.H.R.'sshouldbeincluded.

Range-AllAlternativesexceptR.P.D.showreductionsin A.U.M.‘sforlivestockby1990.TheH.N.F.produces23%of

thetotallivestockforageallocatedforRegion5.

Opportunitiesexistforestwidetomitigatethisreduction

throughstructuralandnon—structuralimprovements,

prescribedburning,junipercontrol,firewoodcuttingand

typeconversionswithseedingprojects.

Manyprivateforestlandownershaveexperienced PonderosaPineplantationsuccesswithconsiderable transitoryrangeforageproduction.TheH.N.P.canmakeup theprojecteddownfallinA.U.M.'sbyrelyingmoreheavily

onthistransitoryrange.

Recommendation:TheM.N.F.shouldpursuetheopportunities definedaboveforretainingA.U.H.'sattheircurrent levels.Theuseoftransitoryrangetoalleviatethis

downfallshouldbereexamined.

HistoricalSites-TheH.N.F.hasproposedeighthistoric sitestotaling29,630acresandhasproposedthesefor inclusionintheNationalRegisterofHistoricPlaces.The sizeoftheserangefrom320to19,760acres.TheForest currentlyhassevensitesregistered.Thisareaisless

than40acres.

Recommendation:TheH.N.F.reexaminetheacreage designationsfortheproposedhistoricalsitesinanattempt toreducetheacreageimpact.Onlysignificantandunique

areasshouldbethisstringentlyprotected.
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'1.x8)HarvestRatesonLowerProductivityC.A.S.Lands

  
.7.‘

Thedraftplanproposesharvestingonly5%ofthe

|:l

IPIIVI)

  

  

,3existinginventoryontheselandsovertheperiodofthe 5g2Z25plan.Iftheselandsarecurrentlygrowing10cubic g?:feet/acre/year,theywillproduceapproximately9mmbfper iEz:5year.TheForestplansonharvesting2mmbf/yearfromthis

g5component.

E‘éi__1i5Recommendation:SincethereisnoRegionaldirectionthat iiééié2%:ggpreventsharvestontheselands,acost-effective,extensive "-5::,.........E5‘.2§managementprogramshouldbeundertakentoatleastharvesti?fifi'dgéiZ55733:32z3:haIEaasubstantialpercentageofgrowth.ThiscanalleviatepartgIiiofthefalldowninA.S.Q.causedbyotherlegitimate

l.“ .,........-.....:_l constraints.

a,.-gz_|i9)Rare,Endangered,orSensitivePlants

.,YI’a,Lz5TheDraftPlanlistsnineplantsthatareeitherrare

> v,‘g-landendangeredorneedmoreinformationontheirstatus.

51M “‘i5IgiThereareotherspresentonorneartheModocthatare i‘ ““‘gQ2readeservingofspecialcare.Theseareeitherrareand tLGg-T;%endangeredinCaliforniaormoreinformationisneeded *uLE2abouttheircurrentstatus.(Seeattachmentsforlistingof

i5gfE3theseandafulllistingofModocrareplants).

5_‘~Igfa51Recommendation:StaffBotanistshouldwithsupport !;_ii1?inventorytheForestfortheseplants.Managementfor

g'_‘Ea”protectionshouldbeincorporatedintheFinalForestPlan.

_‘-z.

5‘§EE§EéZEiEEEE':"~':E...
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GOVERNOR'SOFI‘CE

OFFICEOFPLANNINGANDRESEARCH

1600TENTHSTREET

SACRAMENTO.5814

  

BEORGIDEUKMEJIAN

00vaa~oa

DATE;February25.1088

RE:3V“87llU6U2——-DraftBIS/LandandResourceManagementPlan,

ModocNationalForest.

;noopposingcementshavebeenreceived.

explainresponsebyyouragencyis,

 

(916)445-5656

T001916)324-0804

CaldormaConwrvatronCorps

Dapartmamo1BoatrngandWaterways

DepartmentofCoMatvatron

ResourcesBuildingGEORGEDEUKMEJIANA-rRnnurresheard

we~mrr~srr-r-r°°VE“"°"°F5111131111?Z’.?Z1“l-§ZT.T'ZIL'I"958"(‘alrlrnmawas!»MarmQmr-rmt

BOJH'

(“N/M800RrwrBoard

Energyflrwmrrcr-tt(‘nnvr'atrrm

Andnf'vfllnpfi‘l‘fllcommrggron SantramrvoBayConwrvatron lfltiDv'velnpmantCumm-ssmn

StateCoastalCanaan-wry

  

DepartmentofFranandGamaSI”.L'nd‘Omwm

Own-r"0'For-MTHEnesouncrsAGENCYorcaurommsr-rrMM

Department01ParisandRacraalronStateWaterHnrmru-sConnor

Department01waterRasourcasSACRAMENTO’CAUFORN'ABoard

nflqtflttllWll'toulltly

ConlrwlNrmr'“

10:Hr.WunflnsC.Smith
i-ltttittt'HalimmlFHfl‘Nl

65]N.MainStreet

Alturas,CA9610]

m:OfficeofPlanningandResearch

StateClearingl'iouse-

Mr.DouglasG.Smith

HodocNationalForest

441N.MainStreetFebruary25.1988

Alturas,CA96101

\

DearMr.Smith:

TheStatehasreviewedtheDraftEIS/LandandResourceManagementPlanfor

HodocNationalForest,submittedthroughtheOfficeofPlanningandResearch.

HecoordinatedreviewwiththeNorthCoastRegionalHaterQualityControl

BoardandtheDepartmentsofConservation,FishandGame,ForestryandFire

Protection,ParksandRecreation,andHaterResources.

AttachedforyourconsiderationarecommentspreparedbytheDepartmentsof

Conservation,FishandGame,andForestryandFireProtection.

TheNorthCoastRegionalHaterQualityControlBoardsentacopyofits

commentstoyoubyletterofFebruary18,1988.

TheDepartmentofHaterResources(DHR)bommentsthatthereisnosignificant

differenceinwateryieldandwaterqualityimpactsforthemanagementalter

natives,exceptforAlternativeIND(Industry).DHRrecommendsdeletingthis

alternativebecauseofitspotentialforadversewaterqualityimpacts.

DHRalsonotesthatthedocumentsexpressconcernoverthelackofwaterfor

newstockpondsandwetlandsduetoover-appropriation.Vegetationmanagement

shouldnothavebeendismissedasasourceofwaterforthesepurposes.The
StateHaterResourcesControlBoardhasissuedpermitstoappropriatewater

ifanapplicantcoulddemonstratethatvegetationmanagementwouldsalvage

enoughwatertooffsettheconsumptiveuse.

Thankyouforprovidinganopportunitytoreviewthisdocument.

7

/’7,

.

"'

F\;7//rdonF.ow,Ph.D

AssistantSecretaryforResources

  

Attachments(3)

cc:OfficeofPlanningandResearch

(SCH87110602)
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Memorandum

To

From

Dr.

FEB161988

GordonF.Snowan

AssistantSecretaryforResources

&bpmDEISandForest

PlanforModoc

NationalForest

SCH087110602

DoponmnmofCnmovvo'iun—0“kooftheD'uodor

The the

Department'sDivisionofMinesandGeology(DMG)hasreviewed

DraftEnvironmentalImpactStatement(DEIS)andLandand

ResourceManagementPlan(Plan)forModocNationalForestinthe

extremenortheastportionofCalifornia.TheDMGreviewinvolves

bothdocumentsandaddressesgeologicandmineralresource

issues.Ourspecificcommentsareasfollows.

DBAEI_ELS

1.

Althoughthedocumentiswellorganized,clearlywritten,and
easilyunderstood,asummarycomparisonofresourcedatafor

eachoftheAlternativeswouldassistreviewersinthe

analysisoftheDEIS.

ThediscussionofthegeologyoftheForest(page3-52,e;
ieg.)ismuchtoobrieftoallowanaccurateanalysisor

evaluationofgeologicresourcesorgeologichazards.Areas

withintheForestsubjecttoparticulargeologichazards

shouldbeshownonamap.Specifically,thoseareas

identifiedashavingahighprobabilityforlandsliding,

mudflows,earthquakeshakingandliquefaction,faultrupture,flooding,expansivesoils,andacceleratederosionshouldbe

shown.PerhapsthiswillbedonefortheForestGeologic

ResourceInventory(GRI),butitshouldalsobeincludedhere.

Thegeologicreferenceslistedinthebibliographyarefar

toomeagertoassurethatasufficientlycomprehensive

literaturereviewhasbeenundertaken.Inaddition,all
referencesshouldbeaccuratelyidentifiedandcompletely

cited.

Dr.GordonF.Snow

Page2

metalssuchascopper,gold,silver,beryllium,andmercury. andnonmetalssuchasclay,calcite,pyrite,andsulfur,in

volcanichostrocks.Indeed,theveryrichandextensive

diatomitedepositsofwesternModocCountyhaveastrong

originanddepositionalrelationshiptotheprevalent

volcanicmaterialsofthisregion.

Secondaryalterationandmineralizationcanoccurinanyrock

material,and,therefore,webelievethatitiswrongto

statethatvolcanicmaterialshavealowpotentialfor

mineralresources.

5.TheDEISidentifies(page3-65),threegoldminingdi-tricts:

HaydenHill,Winters,andHighGrade,ashavingmining

activity.TheRedHawkdistrictshouldalsobecitedbecause

oftheextensiveexplorationanddevelopmentworkbeing

carriedoutthere.Indeed,epithermalgolddepositsare

receivingagreatdealofattentionfromminingcompanies

today,andmuchoftheModocNationalForestandthisportion

oftheStatemayhaveahighpotentialforfavorablegold

depositenvironments.WerecommendthattheFinal515

includeamorecompletediscussionoftheprospecting

exploration,developmentandpotentialforgoldanddiatomite

resourcesintheforest.

Figures3-14and3-15(page3-68)areveryhelpful,inthat

theyincludeacategoryof‘unknown’mineralpotential.

However,nodefinitionorexplanationofthecategoriesis

provided,orequallyimportanttherationaleandcriteriafor

determining"high","medium"and"low"potential.We

recommendthatcomprehensivediscussionsofmineralresources
intheforestandthecategorizationoflandsbasedontheir

potentialforcontainingmineralresourcesbeincludedinthe

Final£15.Inaddition,figures3-14and3-15aremuchtoo

generalizedtobemeaningfulinpreciselandusedecisionsor

mineralresourceanalysis.werecommendthatmoredetailed
informationbeincorporatedintotheconstructionofthese

illustrations.

TheDEISstates(page3-63)‘TheModocNationalForestis

primarilycomposedofvolcanicmaterialwhichhaslow

potentialformostmineraloccurrencesexceptforgeothermal

andbuildingmaterials".Thisstatementfailstoconsider

thefactthatawidevarietyofmineralcommoditiesare

recoveredfromvolcanicrocks.Insomecases,asecondaryalterationofvolcanicrockshasproducedrichdepositsof

6.TheDEISidentifies(page3-l09)threeGeologicalSpecial

InterestAreasthathavebeenapprovedbytheRegional

Forester;however,nodataisprovidedonhowtheseareasare

designatedorwhatthespecificcriteriafordesignation

are.werecommend,therefore,thattheFinalEIScontaina completeexplanationofhowsuchareasareselectedandthe

rationalebehindthedesignationofBurntLavaFlow,Medicine

LakeGlassFlow,andGlassMountainGlassFlow.

7.TheDEISstates(page4-43),‘Theremaininglands(85%ofthe
Forest)havealowpotentialformasswasting.‘Aratingof

'high‘isassignedto15%,andnolandassignedtoamoderate



Dr.

GordonF.Snow

Page3

orintermediatevalue.Thelackofanylandinthe

intermediatecategoryseemsunlikely,butnoexplanationof

therating(category)systemisprovided.werecommend,

therefore,thatafullexplanationofthemasswasting

potentialschemeemployedherebeincludedintheFinalEIS.

Inaddition,theFinalEISshouldindicatewhetherornot

masswasting,asusedhere,includestheprocessofcreepand whetherornotthelowpotentialformasswastingwouldstill

applyto85%oftheforest.

TheDEISstates(page4-50),‘Inallalternatives,miningis

conductedinaccordancewithfederalandstatelawsand

regulations...‘werecommendthataspecificreferenceto

theStateSurfaceMiningandReclamationAct(1975)bemade

inthissection,inordertoensurerecognitionand

compliancewiththestipulationsandstandardscontained

therein.

DRAFTPLAN

1.

ThePlanstates(page3-13),‘TheForestGeologicResource

Inventory,(GRI),scheduledforcompletioninFY1989,will

preciselyidentifythesehigh-risk(landslidehazard)

areas.‘Becausethisreportwillpresumablyidentify

preciselythoseareasofgreatestconcernandexplainhow theseareaswereidentified,werecommendthattheGR!be

incorporatedbyreferenceorintotal,iffeasible,intothe

finalForestManagementPlan.

ThePlanstates(page3-16),'...alowtomoderatepotential

forepithermalbasemetaldepositsexistsinsomeareas,‘

withoutconsiderationoftheextensiveexplorationand

developmentactivitiesattheHighGrade,RedHawk,Hayden

Hill,andtheWintersDistricts.Wesuggestthatthese

districts,andperhapsotherareasintheForest,mayhavea

highpotentialforpreciousmetals,especiallygold;and

shouldbethesubjectofacomprehensiveinvestigationand

evaluationtobeincorporatedintotheFinalPlan.In

addition,becausetwoverysignificantcommodities,diatomite

andpeat,werenotmentionedanywhereinthePlan,itis

recommendedthatamoderninventoryofallmineralresources

intheforestbecommissionedandcompletedassoonas

reasonablyfeasible,inorderthattheMineralLands

ManagementPlanbeimplementedwithrealisticpoliciesand

basedonafactualdatabase.

DI.

GordonF.Snow

Page4

Chapter3.SummaryoftheAnalysisoftheManagement

Situation:Minerals(page3-16,atsegl),mentionsonly

brieflythepolicies,regulations,laws,directions,and

guidelinesthatmayinfluencetheprospecting,development

andproductionofmineralresourcesonForestlands.In

addition,tothefederalregulationscited,theCalifornia

SurfaceMiningandReclamationAct(SMARA)shouldalsobe

listedamongthelawscontrollingtheadministrationand

reclamationofminedlandinCalifornia.

WithinSectionFofChapter4,ManagementDirection,we

recommendthatNorthAdin,Fitzhugh,SouthAdin,andMt.Dome

ManagementAreascontainspecificstandardsandguidelines

formineralresourcedevelopment.

Ifyouhaveanyquestionsregardingthesecomments,please

contactZoeMcCrea,DivisionofMinesandGeologyEnvironmental

ReviewOfficer,at(916)322~2562.

W501%

DennisJ.O'Bryant

EnvironmentalProgramCoordinator

ZMzDJOzit

0569"

CC!

ZoeMcCrea,DivisionofMinesandGeology

TrindaL.Bedrossian,DivisionofMinesandGeology

RobertStreitz,DivisionofMinesandGeology



Simc.California

YheResourcesAgency

Memorandum

lo

From

Subfed‘

HonorableGordonK.VanVleck

ResourcesAgency

1416NinthStreet

Sacramento,CA95814

0"’‘February24,1988

Attn:ProjectsCoordinator

DepoflmentofFishandGame

SCH87110602,DraftEnvironmentalImpactStatement(DEIS)andLand

andResourceManagementPlan(Plan),ModocNationalForest(NF)

wehavereviewedthesubjectdocumentsandfindthattheyare

somewhateasiertoanalyzethanmostotherforestplanswehave

reviewed.Ourdeerherdplansandpopulationgoalsare

incorporatedintothePlanandantelopepopulationgoalsare

discussed.weareconcernedthat,althoughwildliferesourcesare

discussedfairlywellinthesedocuments,considerationsfor
maintainingand/orimprovingconditionsforwildlifearevery

limited.

Attachment

GENERALCOMMENTS

Itisapparentfromtheinformationpresentedthatthisplanning

effortisbiasedtowardcommodityproduction.Thefactthat

regionalplanningdirectionrequirestheModocNFtoincludeareas

thatproducelessthan20cubicfeetofwoodperacreperyearas

suitable(regenerable)sitesfortimberproductiontendsto

supportthisobservation.

TheutilizationofFORPLANandtheobjectivefunctionofthe planningprocessfurtherbiasestheprocesstowardcommodity

production.Anexampleofthisbiasistheuseofdemandcutoffs

forvaluingwildlifeandFishUserDays(wPUDs)andRecreation VisitorDays(RVDs)whilenootheroutputshavebenefitvalues

removedatanypoint.Thefactthattimberistheonlyresource

thatistrended,tendstoensurethisbias.Regardlessofthe

statementsmaderegardingtheinteractionofpriceandcosttrends

incalculatingpresentnetvalue(pageB-36),byfailingtotreat‘ otheroutputsinanequalmanner,adeliberatebiasisbuiltinto
theanalysis.wedisagreethat“usingtrendsfortimberbutnot

forotherresourcesdoesnotsignificantlyaffecteconomic

efficiencycomparisonsbetweenresources,”becauseasisstated,

thosedatafromwhichtomaketrendsforotherresourcesarenot

available.

Despiteresourcevaluedeterminationswhichskewvaluesto

commodityproductssuchastimberandgrazing,recreationand

particularlywildlifeassociatedrecreationistheproductthat

providesthehighestannualeconomicbenefitfromtheforest.

Despitethisfact,thevalueofrecreationasaforestbenefitis

givenverylittleconsiderationincomparisontotimberand

livestock.

weareparticularlyconcernedwiththetreatmentofriparian

habitatandwaterqualityproblemsandthemeansbywhichthese

problemsaretobecorrected.Theproblemsarerecognizedbut

measuresplannedtocorrectthemarewhollyinadequate.Control

ofdomesticgrazinganimalsisarecognizedneed,buttheproposed

controlsarelimited;arephasedinovera50yearspan;andare partiallydependentonasubstantialbudgetaugmentationforthe

forest,whichisunlikely,basedoncurrenteconomics.

withoutmajorrevisionswefeelthatthisPlan/DEISdoesnot

accuratelyoradequatelydealwiththeresourcesoftheModocNE

and,therefore,doesnotcomplywiththerequirementsofthe

CaliforniaEnvironmentalQualityAct.Ourgeneralcommentsand specificcomments(AppendicesI,II,andIII)areattached.If

youhaveanyquestions,pleasecontactScottClemons,

EnvironmentalServicesDivision,at(916)322-5655.

PeteBontadelli

Director

IntheDEISitisapparentthatthenumberofdeerhunters

functionsasthedemandforbiggameWFUDs.Infact,thenumber

ofdeerhuntersisclearlyameasureofsupplyundercurrent

managementstrategieswhilethenumberofapplicantsforthearea areameasureofthedemand.Thefailuretoutilizethisconcept

mayhaveresultedinlowerbiggameWFUDsdemand,thereby

producingaprematuretriggeringofademandcutoff,which

resultedinanadditionalbias.

TheDEISalsofailstoprovideasuitablearrayofalternatives.

Minimummanagementrequirementsareheldthroughouteach

alternativewithnoalternativespecificmanagementproposed.For

example,regardlessofmanagementprescriptionoralternative,

snagsareheldattheminimumlevelofbetween1.1snags/acreand

1.5snagsperacrebythefifthdecade.Regardlessof

alternative,otherresourcessuchasBaldeagles,Peregrine

falcons,BighornSheepandGoshawkshavelittleornochangesin

population.Inmostcases,thepopulationsdisplayedareonlyfor

theminimumviableorminimumtargets(numbers)thatwouldbe

requiredtodelistaspecies.Thefailuretoprovidealarger

array(aboveminimums)severelyreducestheadequacyofthePlan

andiscontradictorytoNFMAdirectionandtheintentofforest

planning.

Thedietaryoverlapandforageallocationfordeerisapparently

calculatedonlyongrass,forbandbitterbrushareas.Thedietary

overlapismoreextensiveandshouldincludeotherareasand

vegetationtypes.Becauseofthefailuretoincludeothertypes,

itmaywellbethatcapacityfiguresforgrazingallotmentsare

incorrectandshouldbereviewed.
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Theuseofanalysisareas(anaggregationofcapabilityareas) _

ratherthancapabilityareasdoesnotprovideforadequatespatial

accommodationofseralstagesanddiversity.Inordertoprovide

appropriateareasofhabitatanddiversityitisessentialthat

thespatialarrangement,sizeandjuxtapositionoftheseareasbe

apartofthemodelingprocess.Becauseanalysisareasdonot

treatcontiguousparcelsofland,theMMRforseralstagesmaybe

attainedbutduetothefailuretoassessarrangementandsize,

mayprovidelittlewildlifehabitatvalue.Forexample,the‘

retentionof58oldgrowthmaybeachievedonanacreagebasis,

butbecausethemodeldoesnotdealwithspatialorsize

parameters,theoldgrowthprovidedmaynotbeinlargeenough

parcelstoprovideadequatehabitatforthosespeciesdependent

uponoldgrowth.

IntheDEISthereisnoapparentdifferentiationbetweenstandards

andguidelines;however,theglossarydefinesoneasmandatory

(standard)andonewhichisnot(guideline).Becauseofthe

differenceintherequiredapplicationofstandardsandguidelines

itisessentialthattheybedifferentiatedandidentified.

Additionally,standardsandguidelinesuniquetoeachalternative

shouldbedevelopedanddisplayed.

Wearegreatlyconcernedaboutthetreatmentofriparianareasin

theDEISandPlan.Bothdocumentsdiscussthedegradedriparian

andaquatichabitatthathasloweredcarryingcapacityfor

wildlife,createdwaterqualityproblemsandreducedfishery.

production.webelievethispartofthePlanneedssubstantial

re-evaluationalongwithplansforfisheries,particularlyinview

oftheinadequaciesoftheriparianandfisherysections.

Becauselivestockconcentrateinriparianareas,theslight

variationsinlivestockanimalusemonths(AUMs)among

alternativesandthelowproposedexpenditurestomanageand

excludelivestockappeartobegrosslyinadequatetocause

degradedriparianareastorecover.Withoutsubstantialincreases

infencingtobettermanageallotmentswithamuchgreater emphasisonexclusion,orwithoutsubstantialdecreasesin

livestockAUMs,webelievethatriparianhabitatwillcontinueto

declinealongwiththefishandwildliferesourcesthatare

dependentuponthishabitat.ifamajorfloodevent(a200+year
flood)occurredwhilestreamsandriparianzonesareinadegraded

condition,extremewatersheddamagecouldoccurthatmaytake500

to1,000yearsormoretorepair,withoutartificialconstruction

(examplesofsuchcasesareavailablefromotherUSFSlands).The

ModocNFshould,therefore,evaluatealternativesthatinvolvea

lowerlivestockuseinriparianareasalongwithallofthe associatedcostsandbenefitsincludingimpactstofishand

wildlife,grazingrevenueandadministrativecosts;therevenuefromgrazingshouldbecomparedtomarketvalue,administrative'

costsandcostsrequiredtofullymitigategrazingimpactsonfish

andwildlife.

Thebasisfortheevaluationofgrazingimpactsmustbechanged.

BoththeDEISandthePlanquitecorrectlystatethattheriparian

3

areasaredegradedandhavenotimprovedbecauseofpresent

grazingpractices(e.g.,Plan,page3-26).However,thedocuments

ambiguouslystatethatitwilltaketwoorfivedecadesto

rehabilitatethedeterioratedriparianhabitat(emphasisadded):

"Treatalldegradedwatershedareasaffectingwaterqualityinacost-effectivemanneronaprioritybasisaccordingto

beneficialuses....Completiontargetis2:2decades"

(DEIS,2-46).ThedocumentdeclaresinalaterSECElOflthat

rehabilitationofdeterioratedriparianareaswillbe

accomplishedinthefifthdecade(DEIS,5-13,5—l5andS-29).

 

SincetheDEISalsostatesthat'...completerecoverymay

takemorethan20years....'(DEIS,3—95),theeconomic

benefitstofishandwildlifeareclaimedtooccurfarinthe

future.whenthesefishandwildlifebenefitsarebrought

backtopresentnetvalue(DEIS,2-153),theyhaverelatively

littlevaluecomparedtothemoreimmediatebenefitsof

continuedlivestockgrazing,theprimarycauseofthe

deterioratedhabitatandfishandwildlifevaluesinthe

firstplace.Thisanalysisapproach,therefore,perpetuates

thepresentdegradedandunsatisfactoryhabitat.An

objectiveanalysisrequiresthatthehabitatandwildlife valuesbemodeledasfullyrecoveredinyearone;thenif

grazingissuperimposedonthismodel,theeconomicimpactsofgrazingonfishandwildlifecanbemorefairlyassessed andtherealvalueofcorrectingpastgrazingabusescanbe

seen.

TheDEISandPlancontainnumerousstatementsthat,bythemselves, suggestthatriparian,fishandwildlifevalueswillbeprotected,

e.g.:

"AllriparianareaswillbeprotectedthroughModocNF~wide

StandardsandGuidelines"(DEIS,5-13).

“Restoredegradedriparianareasthroughstructuraland

nonstructuralimprovements"(DEIS,2-43).

"Theprimaryemphasisistoprotectandenhancestreamside

dependentresources(water,fish,wildlife)whileutilizing

thehabitatfornondependentresources(timber,range,

recreation)whenpossible....Resourceusesand

activitiesinriparianareaswilloccurtotheextentthat

theydonotadverselyaffectthemaintenanceoftheriparian

area-dependentresources(DEIS,2-56).

"whereusesconflict,favorprotectionofriparian-dependent resources(water,fish,vegetation,wildlife,andaesthetics)

overotherresources"(DEIS,2-43)(Plan4~33).

"Manageriparianareastooptimizefishhabitator

populations"(Plan,4-9).

"Manageallotmentstoimprovewaterquality,fisheries

habitatandriparianareas"(Plan4-29).
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APPENDIXI

PageSpecificComments,DEIS

Thefollowingcommentsarespecifictothepagescitedinthe

DEIS:

2-60.Theme-Thelastemphasisstatementshouldbe

"restoringdegradedriparianhabitat."Thephrase...in

highpriorityareas..."shouldbedeleted.webeliev

thatalldegradedriparianareasshouldberestored.

2-62.RiarianAreas-Changethefirstwordinthe

paragraphfrom'Enhance"to"Restore."

2-63.SoilandWater—Additionalstructuralimprovements

andanacceleratedstreamrestorationprogramshouldbe

developedtoenabletheModocNFtomeettheStatewater

ResourcesControlBoard'scleanwaterstandardssoonerthan inthefourthdecade.Areductioninthegrazingallotment

wouldalsobebeneficialinacceleratingthistimetable.

Fourdecadestocorrectproblemscausedbypastabusesistoo

2-69.Thebasisforthefishproductionandresidentfish

wFUDsshouldbere—evaluatedbasedonlessornoimprovement

attributabletoriparianandwaterqualityimprovementand

basedonlessbenefitattributabletofishhabitatstructures

(seeourcommentsonriparianBestManagementPractices

(BMPs)andproposedfisheryhabitatimprovements).

7

basedonestimatesofrecreationistsexpendituresinthe

threecountiesinvolvedforgoodsandservicesacquiredin

pursuitofthisrecreation.

3-138.Thesectiononwatermentionsthatwaterisusedfor

dustabatementonroads.Thesubjectneedstobe

specificallyaddressedsothatfishandwildlifearenot

adverselyimpacted.Wesuggestthatthefollowing

prescriptionbedeveloped:

whenwaterpointsareonstreams,pumpingforroaduseshould

not,eventemporarily,dewaterthestreamorotherwisemake

conditionsunsuitableforfishlife.Thisapproachis

necessarytoactuallygivefishandwildlifepriorityover

roadwatering.Foranypondthatmaybeusedforroad

watering,aprescriptionshouldbeestablishedforthat

individualpondspecifyinghowmuchwatercanbetakenduring

eachsummermonthwithoutadverselyaffectingthefishand

wildlifevalues(monthlycriteriaarenecessaryonmany

waterssothatevaporationduringtherestoftheyeardoes

notdepletethewatertoapointwherefishandwildlifeare

adverselyaffected).

3-160.ThesectiononopportunitiesfortheModocsucker
shouldnotethatachemicaltreatmentofRushCreekmaybe

requiredtoeliminatehybridizedsuckersifthefishladder

iseliminatedtocreateabarrier.Obtainingapprovalof privatelandownersfortheseactivitieswillbedifficult.

long.

TheDEISandPlanseemtoassumethatBMPsalongwithlimited

habitatimprovements(e.g.,1.5milesofstreamimprovementsper

year)willresultinincreasedfisheriespotential.Our

experienceindicatesthatfishandwildliferesourcesusuallylose

tobudgetcostconsiderations,inadequateconsiderationoffish

andwildliferelativetootherforestusesandinadequate

implementationofBMPs.Forexample,fisheryresourceshavenot receivedadequateconsiderationinthepastbecausethe_HodocNF

hasnothadasinglefisherybiologistonitsstaff.Inorderfor

fisheryresourcestobeprotected,qualifiedfisherybiologists

mustbeonthestafftoparticipateintheplanningandevaluation

process.Iffishandwildlifemitigationhadbeenadequately

implementedinthepastandifhabitatimprovementprojectshad

beenadequatelyfundedbythefederalgovernmentinthepast,the

largerecentstateexpendituresforhabitatimprovementonU.S. ModocNFService(USFS)landsinCaliforniawouldnothavebeen

necessary.ForthePlanandDEIStobebelievablethedocuments

shouldprovidesomeassurancethattheseproblemswillbe

corrected.

3-14.Theeconomicanalysisisseriouslybiasedbecauseit

showsonlydirectreturnstothecountiesbasedon25%of

receipts.AnadequateDEISwouldshowindirectreceipts

Thissectionshouldalsoprovideforthepotential

acquisitionofprivatelandstosecureatleasttwonew

streamswhere"pure"populationscanbeestablished.

3-167.WebelievethattheshortnoseandLostRiversuckers

shouldremainonthesensitiveorendangeredspecieslists

untilthequestionofhybridizationisresolved.Evenif

hybridizationofpresentpopulationsisestablishedsometime

inthefuture,restorationof"pure"stockstohistoric

habitatshouldbeagoal.Therefore,thePlanshouldattempt

toprotectandrestorehabitatwithinthehistoricrangeof

thesespecies.Restorationofhabitatmayrequire

restorationofwatertothestreamsasanintegralpartof

restorationofriparianandinstreamhabitat.

3-187.Diversion,storage,andconsumptiveusesofwaterare

theprimarycausesofthelowflowsandwaterlevelsthat

limitthehabitatcapabilityfortroutinstreamsand

reservoirs.

Otherfactorsthataffecthabitatcapabilityinlakesand

reservoirsinclude(1)populationsofcompetitiveand
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predatorygamefishsuchaslargemouthbass,bluegill,etc.,

and(2)poorwaterquality.Weareunawareofanylakesor

reservoirsontheModocNFwheretroutarelimitedby"low

levelsofaquaticvegetation‘or"poorstockingandcoldwater

speciescomposition;"wewouldappreciatebeinginformedof TheModocNFshouldsupplymoredetailonwhattheywilldo toimprovehabitatinlakesandreservoirstoincreasehigh

capabilityhabitatfrom24%to66\.wenotethatin~lake

habitatstructuresarenotanacceptedmethodofimproving

3-188.Theestimatesofincreasedtroutproduction

attributabletohabitatimprovementshouldbere-evaluated

(seepreviousandsubsequentcommentsonhabitatimprovement

andriparianrestoration).Notethatfisherymanagement activitiesaretheresponsibilityoftheDFGandhabitat

managementisthatofUSFS.ThePlanshouldprimarily

addressthecostsandbenefitsofhabitatmanagementfunded

byUSFS;habitatmanagementfundedbyotheragenciesand

managementbytheDFG(suchasincreasedstockingoftrout)

shouldnotbeattributedtotheHodocNFwhereassuchthings

asthebenefitsofimprovedsurvivalofplantedtrout

attributabletoUSFShabitatimprovementareappropriate.

Inadditiontothefactorslisted,theshortgrowingseason

andlowwatertemperaturesalsolimittroutgrowth.

9

4-116.Firemanagement.Wildfirecanalsobedetrimentalto earlysuccessionalwildlifespecies,dependingonthetypeof

habitatburned.Burningbitterbrush,mahoganyandsage,for

example,canbeverydetrimentaltowildlife.

4-120.‘Pronghorn.TheLikelyTablespronghornherd

populationisbelowplangoal.Verylowkidsurvivalinthe

Devil'sGardenRangerUnitistheprimaryreasonforthis.

4-122.Improvementofonly1.5milesoftroutstreamhabitat

peryearisinadequateevenifitisonlyreferringtothe structuralanddirectfishhabitatimprovements.’IItalso

seemstosaythatthe1.5milesofimprovementisaresultof

the"RiparianAreaPrescription"andreducinglivestock

AUHs;wehopethattheriparianprescriptionandreducedAUMs

occuronmorethan1.5milesofstreamperyear.

4-122.Goshawk.Doestheminimumviablepopulationallow

foracatastrophiclossofhabitat,i.e.,wildfire?

4-122.Pronghorn.TheLikelyTablepronghornherdisbelow

theplannedpopulationgoal.

4-131.Spottedowlisnotincludedasaspeciesoccurringon

theModocNF.Ourrecordsincludeanobservationmadein

1986,byWhisler,inTdON.R155,NWl/4,Section16.

‘k

suchproblems. trouthabitat.

3-l9land192.Therearenumerousproblemsinthesectionon

largemouthbass.(1)Largemouthbassrequirerelatively

warmwaters;"clearwater”isnotarequirement.

(2)Vegetationandstructurethatprovidescoverforyoung

fishisdetrimentalinmostModocNFwatersbecauseit

increasesrecruitmentandexacerbatestheslowgrowthand

stuntingproblemsthattypifythearea.(3)Largemouthbass arenotagoodstreamfish;theyaremoresuitedtolakesand

ponds.(d)Largemouthbassdoconflictwithotherresource

uses,particularlytroutmanagementsincetheyareboth predatorsandcompetitorsintroutlakesandreservoirs;

thereisalsomoredemandfortroutthanforbassfishing

(notethatmostbasspopulationsontheModocN!are

under-harvestedwhereastroutareharvestedatrelatively

highrates).(5)Habitatimprovementopportunitiesshould

notincludeprovisionofhidingcover,developmentof

spawningsitesandstructuralimprovements.(6)Largemouth bassshouldnotbestockedinreservoirsbytheModocNFand
"multiplespeciesfishmanagement"oftroutandbassisnot

advisable.Bassmanagementwouldbenefitfromimproved

access,promotionofmorefishinguseinwatersthatare

managedforbassandpublicinformationprogramsthat

discouragetheillegalstockingofbass(andotherspeciesof

fish).

L-3.Dietaryoverlap.Sageandjuniperareveryimportantinthedietofseveralwildlifespecies.Sageisimportant

foragetolivestock.

Relativetothediscussionoflargemouthbass,seeour

commentsonpages3-191and3-192.

K-2.Wecannotconfirmestablishedpopulationsofarctic

grayiing,(arcticgraylingwerestockedinBulleyeandLittle

HCdlClflQlakesinthe1970sbuthavenotestablished

reproducingpopulations)fatheadminnoworroughsculpinon

ModocNF.wewouldappreciateanydocumentationofthese

speciesontheModocNF.

Thefishsectioncontainssomemisspellingsandincorrect

genera:TheSacramentosuckershouldbeCatostomusnot

Catastomus.TheLostRiversuckershouldbeinthegenus

CatostomusnotChasmistes.Theshortnosesuckeris

CEasmistesbrevirostrisnotChamistesBreverostris.



11

2—6.VisualResource.Nospecificstandardsandguidelines

areprovidedforwildlife.

2—7.WildlifeandFish-secondparagraph—Thisparagraph

isunclear.Aredeerandpronghornforageneedstobemeton

aseasonalbasis?Thesecondsentenceneedsclarification.

Presentpracticeonreforestationandclearcutsisto

eliminatebrowseandforage.Theseareeven-agedtimber

areasandnospecificstandardsandguidelinesareprovided.

Whereisthe50\browseandforagetobemaintained?The

Even-AgedTimberManagementPrescriptiondescriptiondoesnot

provieortemaintenance0rowseandforage.

l0

PggeSpecificComments,LandandResourceManagementPlan(Plan)

Thesecommentsdonotgenerallyre-addressissuesalready

commenteduponrelativetotheDEIS.WeassumethatourDEIS

commentswillresultinsubstantialchangestothePlan.

l-2.AddtheAdinDeerHerdManagementtothoseplans

"incorporatedbyreference."

TheDFG'sPronghornAntelopeManagementPlanshouldalsobe

addedtothelistofplans“incorporatedbyreference,"since

pronghornherdgoalsfromthisplanarediscussed.

2-2.Minimumviablepopulationsiswordingusedinresponse

tothequestiononiversity.Ifthiswordingremainsinthe

Planitsmeaningshouldbeexplained.

2—2.Diversity—Guidelinesdonotensureanythingexcept

theopportunityforselectivediscretioninthedecision

makingprocessbyadministrators.(Seetheadditional

discussionofthissubjectinAppendixIII)

Facilities.TheModocNFisnowoverroaded.Nonewroads

shouldbeconstructedwithouteliminatingoldroadmileageat

leastequaltothenewmileagebeingconstructed.

FireManagement.Whatwerethecriteriausedfordetermining

thedirectionforeachmanagementarea?Particularly,what

aretheacceptablenumbersofacrestobeburnedperfire?

Range.Becauseguidelinesarediscretionarytheprotectionofotherresourceswillbeatthewhimoftheadministrator.

2-3.Firewood.‘Juniperisalsoavaluablecomponentof

wildlifehabitats.TheModocNFshouldprepareamanagement planforjuniperwhichaddressestheneedsforfuelwoodand

wildlifehabitat.

2-4.Pests.StandardsandGuidelines(Standardsand .

Guidelines)providenoinformationonmethodsorconstraints

tobeusedinpestcontrol.Moreinformationisneeded,

especiallyregardingtheuseofpesticides.

Range.StandardsandGuidelinesaretoopermissiveto

providetheprotectionneededforwildlife.Seecommentsfor

page2-2Diversity.Whyare"termpermits"necessary?

2-4.Recreation.DispersedRecreation.ThepresentORV

PlanistoopermissiveofORVuseincriticalwildlifeareas

suchasdeerwinterrangesandantelopekiddingareas,etc.

(RefertoourrecommendationfortheoriginalORVPlan).

2—5.Timber.Secondparagraph.Even-agedmanagementwill

bedetrimentaltowildlifeforyearstocome.ModocNF

StandardsandGuidelinesarenotspecificallyprovidedfor

wildlifeineven-agedtimber.

2—7.Pronghornshouldbeaddedtothesecondparagraphunder

wildlifeandfishasfollows:"byallocatingforageneeded

tomeetdeerandpronghornherdplangoals.

3-6,3-7.Item3.Diversity—CurrentManagement.This

sectionprovideslittleinformationregaringmanagementfor

vegetativediversity.Thissectiononlydiscussestimber

management.Nomentionismadeofcurrentmanagementforany

oftheother16vegetativetypessuchaswetmeadows,

wetlands,riparian,mountainmahogany,blackoak,juniperand

etc.Whatare"recruitmentacresinthenextlower

successionalstage?"Aretheretreesorotherplants?

3-9.ItemFacilities—roads-secondparagraph.Roads

constructedintheHappyBurnappeartoexceedminimum

levels.

3-ll.Item6-FireandFuels—CurrentManaement.The

secondparagraph,firstsentence,isnottrue.TheModocNF
hasa"letburn"areaontheDevil'sGardenAreaknownasthe

BigSageFireManagementarea.

3-12.Secondparagraph-Encroachingjuniperandsagebrush.

Whilethisistrue,itpresentsanoversimplificationof

managementneeds.Juniperandsagebrusharebothvaluable

plantsfordeeraswellasotherwildlife.Juniperis

valuableascoverfordeer.Sagebrushisavaluableforage

plantfordeer,antelopeandsagegrouse.Thejuniperand

sagelandsshouldbemanagedwithwildlifeneedsinmind.

3-15.Rlghts-of-Way.Thissectionisvagueandneeds

furtherexpanation.Whatisa'right-of-wayacquisition?"

Whyisitneededfortimbersalesorotherprojectsifthe

transportationsystemiscomplete?Itappearsthatthereis

publicconcernforroadsnotedintheastparagrapuner

Roaonpage—.Watistepotentiaorresourceimpacts

romr1—0—waacuisitions7TeMoocCountFis,

GameandRecreationCommissionisaskingforroadclosures.

3-19.RangeIntroduction.Thefourthparagraphneedsa

betterexplanationoftransitoryrangeanditsvalueto

wildlife.Transitoryrangessupportsomeofthehighest

densitiesofdeerandprovideimportantdeerfawningareas.
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3-19.CurrentManagement.Thefirstparagraph,last

sentence.Teprasetermpermittees"needsexplanation. Thepublicneedstoknowwhatatermpermitis,howitis

used,whyitisissuedandwhataretheshortcomingsof

3-19.CurrentHanaement.Thethirdandfourthparagraphs.

Thesetwoparagraphsareanoversimplificationofrange

conditionstatements.Rangeconditionsforwildlifeand

livestockshouldbeevaluatedseparately.Inmanyinstances rangeshavetoberelatedtovariousspeciesofwildlifeand

toseasonofusebythevariousspeciesofwildlifeand

livestock.Goodcondition(heavygrasses)forlivestockmay
bepoorforsomespeciesofwildlife.Juniperencroachment maybenefitdeeronwinterrangebutsuppressesgrassesfor

3—20.Firstparagraph.Uptothispointthissectionon

rangecontinuestodownplayjuniper.Juniperisavaluable rangeplantandispartoftheecosystemswhichmakeupthe

rangelands.Allotmentmanagementplansshouldrecognizethe

valueofjuniperasaresourceandnotdowngradethespecies

toanoxiousplant.Junipershouldbemanagedforits

Recentfindingsindicatethatthedevelopmentofstockponds

maybeafactorintheproliferationofBlueTongueDisease

whichhasseriousconsequencesforwildlife.

3-20.TransitoryRange-Thisiswheresomeofthegreatest

conflictswithwildlifeuseoftheModocNFoccur.The

TransitoryRangesaresomeofthehighestvaluedeerhabitats

ontheModocNF.Thissectionfailscompletelytomention

wildlifeorthevalueofTransitoryRangetowildlife,orthe

impactsofforestmanagementpracticestowildlifewhichuse 3-21.Su1andDemand-firstparagraph.Thissectionis

vagueandweakfromthewildlifestandpoint.Thelast

sentenceofthefirstparagraphneedstobemorespecificon

theassessmentsforwildlife.Whatisavailablefor

wildlife?Are"currentforageneeds‘forwildlifebeing

13

rancherstomovelivestocktolandsthatcurrentlyare

producinghay"and"foragereductionwouldalsoplace

increaseddemandsonotherforagesources,thusbiddingup thepriceofthesefeedsupplies"indicatethePlan'sbias

towardlivestockandagainstwildlife.Iscateringtoa

limitednumberoflivestockownersattheexpenseofan importantwildliferesourceinthebestpublicinterest?

3-21.Opportunities.Therationaleinthissectionappears

tobedirectedtowardimprovementsforlivestockatthe

expenseofwildlife.Thisisespeciallytrueofthe

discussionsonjuniperremovalandtransitoryrange

treatments.Thesecondsentenceofthethirdparagraph

vagueinthatitdiscusses“poorlystockedstands"of

somethingunidentifiedand100-200poundsofsomethingalso

unidentified.whataretheopportunitiesforwildlife?

3-23.DispersedRecreation-Firstparagraph.Theaverage

numberofpronghornhuntersusingtheModocNFshouldbe

includedinthefirstparagraphalongwiththenumbersfor

deerhunters.

3-24.Opportunities.Thereisnomentionmadeofthe

opportunitytoincreaserecreationaluseofwildlife.Dueto

theremotenessfromlargepopulationcentersrelatively

littlenonappropriativeuseoccurs.

3-27.SensitivePlants-CurrentManagement.Theplantsmay

beclassifiedasSensitivebecauseof100yearsofgrazing

withoutchangesinmanagementpracticesitisunlikelythat

theplantsstatuswillchangeforthebetter.Theeffectof grazingoneachsensitiveplantspeciesshouldbedetermined

onacase-by-casebasisratherthanglossedoverwithabroad

brushapproach.

ThePlanhasomittedanymentionofopportunitiestoupgrade

thestatusofsensitiveplantspecies.

3-29.HassMovement.ThePlanisveryvagueastowhatis

meantinthesecondsentence,i.e.,basalarearefersto

what?Whatisfullsuspensionandlateralyarding?

issuingsuchpermits. summerlivestockuse.

benefits.

theseareas.

fulfilledinAUMsconsiderations?Ifnot,whynot?

Thirdparagraph—Whatisthedemandanalysisforwildlife? 3-21.Wequestionthereasoningfortheforageallowances

forlivestockandwildlife.Becauseaverylimitednumberof

livestockoperatorshaveobtainedavestedinterestin

grazingontheModocNFisnotsufficientjustificationto

continuethispreferredtreatment.wildlifeassociated

recreationprovidesmuchmorebenefittotheuserpublicthan

livestockbutdoesnotreceivecommensurateforage

allotments.Suchstatementsasranchershave"alwaysbeen

dependentonpublicranges,""reducingforagewouldforce

3-29.Fertility.Thissectionshouldaddressselenium

levelsintheModocNFsoilsandthepotentialimpactsto

wildlife.Lowseleniummayhavebeenacontributingfactor

totheBigHornsheepdie-offattheLavaBedsNational

Monument.

3-30.Geoloic5ecialInterestAreas.Thissectionneedsa

glossary.Hgatisdacite?

3-3l.TimberIntroduction.Basedontheinformation

provideditappearsthatmorethan70$ofthecommercial

forestsareinapoorlystockedcondition.Whyhasthisbeen allowedtooccur?Whatarethepresentandfutureimpactsto
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otherresources?whatarethetrade-offswithother

resourcestorestorethecommercialforestlandstoproper

stockinglevels.Presentpracticeistoclearcutand

replanttotimberplantationsattheexpenseoflivestockand

wildlife.Whatistheeffectonsnagretentionand

recruitment?Itappearsthatitwillbemanyyearsbefore

snagobjectiveswillbemet.

3-32.SilviculturalPractices.Thepracticeswhichpromote

even-agedsinglespeciesmanagementarenotconducivetogood

wildlifemanagement.Thesepracticesinclude:clearcuts,

brushconversion,sitepreparationandreforestation.

15

Thereareanumberofuseswhichwillconflictwithwildlife

suchastimberproductionandrangeuse.ThisPlanshould

attempttoidentifytheseconflictsandshouldalsoincludea

sectiononopportunitiesforwildlifehabitatimprovements.

3-42.Woodlands-Introduction.Thissectiononjuniperis

oversimplified.Howdolargeclearcutscontributeto

thermalstress?Howdosmallclearcutsprovide‘excellent

forage?"Thissectionshouldgiveanexampleofjudicious

juniperremovalbenefitingwildlifediversity.

4-3.ModocNPMissionandGoals.Thefirstsectionsounds like"pieinthesky"-whatarethetrade~offs7Thefirst

threeitemsaregenerallydetrimentaltowildlife.Itis

doubtfulifallofthefifthitemwillbeachieved.

3-40.Sixthparagraph-FourBigHornsheepfromLavaBeds

NationalMonumentand10BigHornsheepfromtheMountBaxter

herd,intheSierra-NevadaweretransferredtotheRaider

Canyonarea.

3-41.WildlifeandFish-Introduction.Firstparagraph.

Theriparianareassectionpage3-26givesatotalof470

terrestrialandavianspeciesusingriparianhabitat.This

sectionstatesthattheModocNFsupports354species.which

iscorrect?

WhilenortheasternCaliforniaprovideshabitatforabouthalf

ofthebaldeagleswinteringinthestate,theModocNFdoes

notprovidehalfofthehabitat.TheModocNPreceives

relativelylittleusebyimmigratingwaterfowl.TheTulelake

Basin(notforestland)isthelargestconcentrationpoint forwaterfowl.TheModocNFisonlypartiallyresponsible

forthesupportoftheindividualmuledeerandpronghorn

herds.Theseherdsarealsopartiallydependentuponother

publicandprivatelands.

Thiswildlifeandfishsectionissurprisinglyinadequate,

consideringthatwildlifeandfishprovidethegreatest

recreationalattractionontheModocNP,andconsideringthe impacttheseusershaveinthelocalandstatewideeconomies.

Forexample,publicdemandfordeerandantelopetagsfar

exceedsthesupply.

ThePlanidentifiesonlyonesignificantproblemwithrespect

tospecialhabitatsandthespecieswhichdependonthem.

Thatproblemisashortageofsnags.webelievetherearea numberofotherproblemsthatareassociatedwithtimberand

rangemanagement.ThePlanshouldevaluatetheexisting conditionsineachspecialhabitattype,anddiscussthe

expectedrangeofconditionsthatwouldoccurunderthe

availablemanagementalternatives.

3-42.Demand.Thissectionisvagueandprovidesvery

littleinformation.whatisecologicaldemand?Doesthis

sectionmeanthattheModocNFappliesminimummanagement requirementstofurbearersorallwildlife?Thissection

shouldcontaininformationondemandforthenext10-15

years.

ThePlanclearlyidentifiesconflictsbetweenjuniperand

grassbutitdoesnotarticulatesimilarproblemsthatoccur

betweenjuniperandshrubs.Juniperisavaluableresource

andshouldbemanagedassuchandnotassomethingthatisin

thewayofgrassproduction.Juniperuseasfirewoodhas
beenincreasing.Juniperisalsovaluabletowildlife.A managementplanforjunipershouldbeprepared.Thisplan

shouldprovideforlegitimateharvestofjuniperandfor

wildlifeneeds.

ManagementDirection—Chapter4

d-l.Thirdparagraph-Howmuchandhowspecificwasthe

managementdirectiongeneratedatthehigherlevelsofthe

USPSadministration?wasthemanagementdirectionfrom

higherlevels"unique"totheModocNF'sGoalsand

Objectives?

4-1.Fourthparagraph-wereStandardsandGuidelines

developedtomeetthespecificneedsoftheModocNF,orwere

theydevelopedonanationwideorregionwidebasis?

4_l.Fifthparagraph-Whatweretheoverriding

considerationsinthedevelopmentofthemanagement

prescriptions?

4-1.Sixthparagraph-HowwereStandardsandGuidelines

developed?whatweretheoverridingconsiderationsandfrom

wherewasinputderivedindevelopingtheStandardsand

Guidelines?

4-2.Firstparagraph.Thissectionisunclear.Howdo

StandardsandGuidelinesdescribehowresourcesaremanaged?

AmoreappropriatestatementwouldbethattheStandardsand

Guidelinesguidethelandmanagementdecisionprocessandput

constraintsonsinglepurposemanagement.

15ittheModocNFgoaltomaintainonly"viableoulations"

ofharvestspecies.ThereshouldbestatedgoalsforHarvest

speciesandthreatenedandendangeredspecies.
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Conducting"surveystoestablishforage/preyratiosfor reservoirsisnotaModocNFresponsibilityinmanaging

habitat;surveyingandmanagingforage/preyratiosisaDFG

responsibilityforfishmanagement.

StandardsandGuidelines-C.shouldbemodified:"Modifyland

managementactivitiesonadjacentlandsinthedrainageto

maintainacceptablewaterqualitylevelsandlimit

siltation."

4—l5l.StandardsandGuidelines-Cshouldbemodified:

"Wherepossible,100%ofthestreambankwillbemaintainedin

astablecondition."

4-152.StandardsandGuidelines-(G).(Also4-154.Standards

andGuidelines-(6))."Betterallotmentmanagementand

livestockexclusion"shouldbelistedasthefirstacceptable

practicetoremedystreamchanneldegradation.

4-152,4-154.(1)Streamflowdeflectors,(2)weirs,(3)

exclusionandcontroloflivestockand(4)lowheadcheck

damstoraisestreamgradeandwatertableshouldbeaddedto

theacceptablepracticestoremedychanneldegradationas

longassuchstructuresdonotcreatefishpassageproblems.

4-154,ElementE,Item5.Addrevegetationasapreferred

methodtoremedystreamchanneldegradation.

4-156,ElementL,Item12.Thefollowingshouldbe

substituted:"Nostreamsidegravelborrowshallbeallowed.

Allquarriedgravelshallbetakenfromoutsidetheriparian

protectionzoneandallborrowpitsshallberestoredto

nativevegetativecoverimmediatelyuponcompletionof

excavationactivities."

F.ManagementAreaDirection(Planpages4-158to4-268).

Thenumberofacresallowedperfireinmanagementareasis

generallytoolarge.Forexample,intheHackamoreareathe

acreagesallowedperfire"range"typeand"eastsidepine"is toolarge.Wildfireofthismagnitudecanhaveasignificant
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adverseeffectonwildlifehabitat.Keydee'habitatworld beaffected.IntheDevil'sGardenareapronghorncouldas

seriouslyaffectedbyfireunderthiscriteria.

4-168.FandangoManagementArea(MA).willowCreekand

tributariesshouldbeincludedinthosenowandpotentially providingspawningforGooseLakeredbandtrout.Muchmore

intensivemanagementofthecattleallotmentsincluding

cattleexclusionintheriparianareasoftheLassenand

Willowcreeksdrainagesshouldbespecificaflyemphasizedas

averyimportantpartoftheefforttorehabilitatethese streams.TheDFGisveryappreciativeoftheUSFSstream

improvementworkintheLassenCreekdrainage(includeiCold Creek);thiscomplementstheDFG'songoingprogramforGoose

Lakeredbandinthisstream.However,webelievethatuJmpt

livestockexclusionisnecessaryinmuchofthedrainageto

restorethefisherypotentialofthisstreamandtoobtain

maximumbenefitsfromtheriparianzonehabitatimpro"ement

program.

Beavercontroltopreventfishmigrationbarriersisanother

importantactivitythatshouldbespecificallylisted.The

ModocNFshouldalsoattempttoacquireprivateinholdingsin

LassenandWillowcreekssothatthesedrainagescanbe

managedmoreeffectively.

4-190.PattersonMA.Lastparagraph.Pronghorndonot

I‘frequent"thisarea.Fewpronghornoccurhere.

4-155,ElementL,StandardsandGuidelines-2.werecommend thefollowingbeadded:Alltemporaryearthenroads,which

arenotoutsloped,shallbewater—barredduringtheperiod1

Novemberto1Juneofeachyear.waterbarsshallbe

installedevery100linealfeetor10footchangein

elevation,whicheverisless.Energyshallbedissipated

fromthedivertedwaterandbedloaddecantedpriortoentry

intostreamchannels.

4-156,ElementL.StandardsandGuidelines-ll.Thisitem

shouldbeastandardandmodifiedtoread"Noexcavated

materialshallbeallowedtoenterthelivestream“change

"b"bydeleting,"wheneverpossible."

4-196.TheLongBellMAincludessummerdeerrangewhichis

productivedeerhabitat.

4-221.wetlandsdevelopmentsintheDevil'sGardenMAhave

beenaccompaniedbydeclinesinbothsagegrouseand

pronghornproduction.Pronghornkidsurvivalhasaveraged12

per100doesthereinthepast10yearscomparedto39kids

per100doesintheLikelyTablesherd.Itcanbe

hypothesizedthatinundationofpronghornkiddingareasand

earlysummerforagingsiteshasbeendetrimentaltopronghorn

there.Sagegrouse,formerlycommonthere,arerarely

observednow.

4-224.CrowderMA.Theareaisimportantsummerhabitatfor

pronghorn.

4-238.MedicineLakeMA.Thirdparagraph.BlancheLakeis

notstockedwithtrout.

4—263.ClearlakeMA.Riparianimprovementsinupstream

areasofBolesandwillowcreeksinothermanagementareas

maybenecessarytoimproveflowandwaterqualityconditions

sufficientlytoallowrecoveryofpopulationsofLostRiver

andshortnosesuckers.Thisshouldbenotedinallother

upstreammanagementunitsthatcontainthesedrainages.
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5-18andB-2.MonitoringandreportingfrequencyforModoc

suckersshouldbeeverythreetofiveyearsand/orproject

induced.

5-20.Fisheriesmonitoringtechniquesshouldincludehabitat

surveys.TheDFGwouldliketoparticipateinselecting

monitoringsites.

A-2.AnupdatedLostRivershortnosesuckerrecoveryplanis

alsoneeded.

PlanPageE-3.ForLostRiverandshortnosesuckers,water

quantityaswellasqualityshouldbeevaluated.

E-6.Forfisheries,waterquantityshouldbemonitoredalong

withquality.Substratesedimentsamplingshouldalsobe

considered.Becauseofthegreatamountoftimerequiredto

sampleandevaluateinvertebratesamples,invertebrate

samplingmaynotbepractical.

5-1and5-2.werecommendthatWillowCreekandtributaries

(ManagementArea32)beaddedtothelistofstreams

requiringriparianimprovementwithhighpriority(see

commentsonFandangoMA).
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APPENDIXXII

CommentsRelativetoNongameFishandWildlifeHabitat

andSpeciesDiversity,Fisheries,andThreatened/

EndangeredSpeciesIssues

DIVERSITY

Sincethemaintenanceofnaturaldiversity,especiallywhere itconcernsthespeciesmostindangerofextirpation,isan importantmissionoftheDFG,wehavedevotedagooddealof

timeandefforttoanalyzingthetreatmentofthissubject.

Beforediscussingthesubstanceofthesecomments,two

importantpointsshouldbeemphasized.First,theNatural

DiversityDataBase(NDDB),whichtheDFGhasassembledover
thepast5years,containsmuchoftheinformationuponwhich

wearebasingourcommentsregardingnaturaldiversity.We urgeyoutomakeuseofitinpreparingthefinaldocuments.

ThestaffoftheNDDBwouldalsoappreciatereceivingcopies

ofrareplantandanimalsurveyreports,forms,andother

documentation.

Second,theDFGbelievesthatfortheModocNFtocomply

adequatelywiththeletterandintentoftheNationalForest

ManagementActof1976,andinparticularSection1604

(g)(3)(b),thePlanmustdemonstratetheabilityandintention oftheUSFStomanageandpreservealloftherareanimalsand

planttaxapresentlyfoundintheModocNF.Absentproper management,thesetaxaarethemostlikelytobeadversely

affectedbyforestmanagementactivities.

Asarule,theconservationandmonitoringof"management

indicatorspecies"andothermanagementtoolsemployedinthe developmentofthePlanmayhelptoprotectrarespecies,but onlyinpart.Inpointoffact,theindicatorspecieschosen

inthePlandonotadequatelyrepresentallrareanimal

speciesandmostcertainlydonotrepresentallrareplants.

AllrarespeciesmustbeaccountedforinthePlanina

straightforwardandpositivemanner.Todothis,the

DFGrecommendsthatthePlanaddressatleastallspeciesthat

areknowntoexistintheModocNFthatareTiE(i.e.,

listedasrare,threatened,orendangeredbytheFederal

GovernmentortheStateofCalifornia),areTaEcandidate

species,arelistedassensitivebytheRegionalForester,or

aredefactorarespecies(e.g.,specieslistedinthe

CaliforniaNativePlantSociety'sInventorofRareand

EndaneredVascularPlantsofCalifornia,andnotincludedin

any0?theabovecategories,etc.).By"address"wemeanthat

specificquantifiedobjectivesdesignedtoachieveviable

populationsofthesespeciesshouldbesetforthinthePlan

inaccordancewithFSManual2672.31and2672.32.
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Furthermore,specificmeansforattainingtheseobjectives,

including,butnotlimitedto,thededicationofResearch

NaturalAreas(RNAs)andSpecialInterestAreas(SIAs),should

bedescribed.Itisnotsufficienttoaddressthediversity

issuemerelybyformulatingplanstoretainacertain

percentageofmajorvegetationtypesindescribedseral

stages.Attheleast,thedirectionshouldcontainaminimum

percentageofthetotalforestacreagethatwillbemaintained ineachvegetativetypeandseralstagebasedonanecological analysisoftheModocNF,theactualacreageofuncommontypes

andtheirstagestoberetained,anddirectionregardinghow

toactivelymanagetheModocNFtoattaintheseobjectives.

Moreover,neithertheDEISnorthePlanprovidesacomparison

ofbaselinediversity,i.e.,thecurrentrelationshipsbetween

vegetativetypesandseralstagesandestimated"natural"

diversity,i.e.,thepresettlementrelationships,andwhether

thisrepresentsanecologicallysustainablesituation.With

respecttopatterndiversity,themosaicofsuccessional

stages(seepage4-21,DEIS),especiallyifsomearereduced

tothe5%level,couldresultinincreasedfragmentation,

formingisolatedislandsofthehabitattypesthatmany

speciesdependupon.Thiscanresultinincreasedlocal

extinctionofspecies,especiallyiftheyarealready

uncommon.ThePlanshouldmaintainandpreservecertain

successionalstagesinlargeblocks,especiallythosethatare

alreadyinshortsupplysuchasoldgrowthforests.

OurremainingcommentselaborateonhowthePlanandDEIS

shouldbeimprovedtomoreadequatelyaddressdiversity

throughrarespeciesmanagement.

ANIMALS

Inthissectionofcomments,weareconcernedprimarilywith

forestmanagementdirectionandothermanagementrequirements

astheypertaintorareanimals.Manyoftheserequirements

areaddressedinChapter4ofthePlan,aportionofwhich

describesfishandwildlifegoalsandobjectivesand

forestwidestandardsandguidelines.Themajordeficiencyof

thismostcriticalchapterisitscomprehensivenesswith

respecttorarespecies.Thesecommentsareexplainedin

greaterdetailbelow.

GoalsandObectives.RegardingthePlan'swildlifeandfish

goalslistedonpage4-9,thegoalspeitainingtothreatened,

endangeredandsensitivespecies(3and4)Providethat

recoverygoalsshallbeattainedforTiEspeciesandviable

populationsofsensitivespeciesshallbemaintainedthrough

maintenanceofhabitatqualityandquantity.Thesegoals

should,first,makeclearthatStateofCaliforniaT6E

speciesareincluded,andsecond,thatcriticalhabitatwill

beidentifiedwhereitisnotsetforthinarecoveryplan.
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Regardingwildlifeandfishobjectivesdescribedonpage4—l9,

theDFGrecommendsthatthePlanshouldincludeobjectivesfor

allTaE,candidate,sensitive,andd3factorarespeciesof
dhimalsandplantsthatexistintheModocNF,ordescribethe

mannerinwhichtheywillbedeveloped[asrequiredinCRF Section2l9.l9(7)andFSManual2672.32].Inaddition,to makesensetothoseinterpretingthePlan,suchobjectives

shouldbedescribedinthePlaninrelationtothegoalsand

standardsandguidelines.

StandardsandGuidelines.Onpage4-41ofthePlan,goshawk guideline(a)providesfortheprotectionof100neststands. TheDFGrecommendsthatthisnumberbeincreasedtoatleast

120toaccountfortheuncertaintyinestimatingminimum viablepopulation.Guideline(b)shouldprovideforthe

establishmentof120acresper10squaremilesratherthan50 acresper18squaremilesofprotectednestingterritories.

RegardingguidelinesforTaEfish,aseparateguideline

shouldbeestablishedfortheshortnosedsuckersimilarto

thatproposedfortheModocsucker.(Thisspecies,in

additiontotheLostRiversucker,shouldbelistedunderthe

headingof"ThreatenedandEndangeredSpecies"becauselisting

isexpectedpriortopublicationofthefinalPlan.)Finally,

specificguidelinesshouldbeestablishedformanagementof

greatersandhillcraneterritoriesandtheadditional

ManagementIndicatorSpecies(MIS)whichtheDFGrecommends

below.

ManagementAreas.onpages4-161through4-268,thePlan

proviesirectionsfor22"ManagementAreas,"inwhich1or

moreof17managementprescriptionswillapply.The

DFGrecommendsthatinadditiontotheprescriptionforraptor

management,otherspecies-specificmanagementprescriptions

shouldbedevisedtotreatmanagementareaswhenanarea

dedicationisinappropriate(i.e.,ahabitatpatchistoo

small,etc.)butrareorsensitivespeciesareknownor

believedtoexist.Thesespeciesshouldincludethegreater sandhillcrane,willowflycatcher,LostRiverandshortnosed

sucker,andredbandtrout.

Onpage4-168ofthePlan,ManagementArea32-Fandango—is

discussed.TheDFGrecommendsaddingthefollowing:Goose

LakeredbandtroutalsospawninWillowCreekandmost

importantlyinBuckCreek,wherethebestspawninghabitat

exists.GooseLakespawnerswhichwerepreventedbyaseries

ofconcretestructuresfromascendingWillowCreekformany

years,arecurrentlyabletousethissystemagainnowthata

fishladderhasbeencompleted.

Inaddition,theDFGrecommendsthatlivestockshouldbe

excludedfromtheripariancorridoralongLassenandCold

creeksparticularlywherestructuresoccur.TheDEIS(page

3-l9l)statesthatfallgrazingis"preventingbothstreambank

recoveryandestablishmentofwillows."Ofequal
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programs."Thisisinsufficientasadescriptionofwhatthe

ModocNFintendstodoregardingthetaskofkeepingthe

sensitiveplantspeciesofftheofficialFederallists.The

Planshouldincludespecificguidelines(seesuggestedHIRs)

regardingModocNFinventoryeffortsforsensitiveplants,

monitoringplansandascheduleforcompletingthespecies

managementguidesonallsensitiveplantsontheModocNF.

Further,botanicalsurveysinproposedprojectareasshouldbe

specifiedtooccurattheappropriateseasonwhentheplants

inquestioncanbeidentified.

UnderManagementAreaDirection(Plan,pages4-158to4-268)

thereshouldbeadiscussionaboutthesensitiveplant

populationsofeacharea.Detailsabouteachpopulationmay

notbeknown,butthesegapsinknowledgeshouldbe

acknowledgedandusedasreferencesforfuturesurveys.

4.COMMUNITIES

TheDFGisconcernedthatthePlandedicatesthevastmajority

ofacreageofgrasslandandshrublandcommunitiestocattle

andsheepgrazingwhiletheconditionof87‘ofthese rangelandsarelistedbytheModocNFasfairorpoor.

AccordingtotheDEIS(page3~96,Figure3-22),nearlyhalf

theacreageofriparianhabitatcurrentlyismanagedby

"continuous,season-long"grazing.Althoughitwillremain

necessarytoproviderangelandtocattleandsheepranchers,a

morebalanceduseofnativegrassland,shrublandandwoodland

habitatswouldresultfromanaggressiverestorationand

protectionprogramsetforthinthePlan.Thiswouldalso

increasetheviabilityofanyrareplantpopulationgrowingin

thesehabitats.Somerangelandshouldbetakenoutof

productionandallowedorhelpedtorecovertoaless

disturbedstate.TheDFGrecommendsthatsuchaprogram,

includingatimetable,beincludedinthefinalPlan.

RiarianandHeadowCommunities.Onpage4-29ofthePlan rangeguidelinealZlrequiresthatsatisfactoryecological

conditionbemaintainedorenhancedonsuitablerangeland.

Ecologicalconditionisbasedondegreeofdisplacementfrom

climax-climaxstandsareingoodcondition;veryearlyseral

standsareinpoorcondition.ThisisstandardSCSmethod,

anditgenerallyworkswellforuplandsites.Aproblem

arisesinripariansettings.Becausestreamsidezonesare

physicallydisturbedbyflooding,maturesoilscannotdevelop

norcana"climax"conditionbeattained.Theproblemis virtuallyintractable.Thereisnoagreementonwhatthe

potentialvegetationshouldbe;therefore,noonecanassess howfarasiteisfromitspotentialandthus,itscondition.

Therefore,thisguidelineismeaninglessinripariansettings.

Onpage3-80,theDEISdiscussestheopportunitiesofusing
fireforrangeimprovement.Useoffiresinmanagementof

meadowsontheModocNFwillbedetrimentaltospeciesthat
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dependonwillowclumpsfornestsites.Removalofshrubby

vegetationhasbeenespeciallydetrimentaltowillow

flycatcherselsewhereinitsrange.TheDFGrecommendsthat

meadowsbesurveyedforexistingandpotentialwillow

flycatcherpopulationsandthatshrubgrowthbeprotectedand

enhancedinareaswherethevegetationsupportspeciesthat

aredependentonthishabitat.

OldGrowthForests.Onpage2-65,theDEISindicatesthat implementationofthePlanwillresultintheretentionof

30,800acresofoldgrowthoutofthetotalof640,000

forestedacresontheModocNF.Thisiscloseto,butbelow,

theMMRofS\foreachseralstage(30800/64000-4.8‘).

Twelvehundredmoreacresofoldgrowthmustberetainedto

meettheminimumlevelrequiredbythe"HA.

InanotherportionoftheDEIS(Summary—26),itstates,

"UnderallalternativesexceptReducedBudget(RBU),

old-growthstandsineastsidepinearereducedbelowthe minimum5!intheseconddecade,andremainsountilthe

seventhdecade....'Onpage3-31thegraphshowsthat

eastsidepinecomprisesover24%oftheforestvegetation,

almost408oftheforesttreesandover2/3oftheconifers.

Noalternativeshouldpermitoldgrowtheastsidepinetofall

belowtheminimum5%duringanyperiod.

5.SPECIALINTERESTAREASANDRESEARCHNATURALAREAS

TheDFGsupportsprotectionofsensitiveplantsandanimals

throughtheuseofspecialdesignatedareaswhenever

practical.TheDFGencouragesdesignationofthesesensitive

sitesasprotectedareastohelpavoidconflictwith

developmentandtopreventtheeventuallistingofmanyofthe

sensitivespecies.Theestablishmentofkeyareasonthe

ModocNFprovidesthebestlong-rangeconservationand

managementofthesesensitivespeciesandtheirhabitats.

Withoutsuchdirection,sensitivehabitatscouldbefurther

impactedtothepointthatbothStateandFederallisting

becomenecessary.We,therefore,stresstheneedfor

identificationandestablishmentofareasforsensitiveor

species-richareas.ThefinalPlanshouldcontain

documentationoftheanalysisproceduresandcriteriausedto

selectSIAs.

TherearenoindicationsinthePlan(pages4-33and4-36)to

establishanySlAsorRNAsforsensitiveplants.Areasinthe Devil'sGardenregionwithhighconcentrationsofvernalpools

andseasonallakesandmeadowsshouldbereviewedforSTA/RNA

status.Thesehabitatscontainmanyrareendemicplants.The

Rimrockvalleyregionalsoprobablyqualifiesfor51AorRNA

statusbecauseitcontainsrareplantpopulations,vernal

poolsandseasonallakes.TheDFGsupportstherecommendation

ofRaiderBasinasacandidateRNA.
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TheDEIS(3-90)statesthattheexistingDevil'sGardenRNA

doesnotexcludecattleandhorses.TheDFGrecommendsthat

therebeascheduleinthefinalPlanoutliningplanstofence

andsignthisRNAontheModocNF.

Inconclusion,theDFGrecognizesthattheModocNFhas

expendedagreatdealofeffortinthepreparationofthese

draftplanningdocuments.Whilethisislaudable,wefeelthe

naturaldiversityissue,especiallythetreatmentofrare

plants,animals,andnaturalcommunities,requires

considerablymoreattentionthanithasreceivedtoensure

thattheminimumlegalrequirementswillbesatisfied.The

DFGstandsreadytoassisttheModocNFinreviewingour

concernsandrespondingtothecommentsprovidedabove.

IheImwcelAgency

Memorandum

b,HonorableGordonK.VanVleck

SecretaryforResourcesam’February111988

TheResourcesAgency’

1416NinthStreet,Room1311R8

Sacramento,CA95814

Telephone;A¥SS(5)‘92-0163

Attention:Mr.GordonSnow‘916)322-0163

AssistantSecretaryFrom-oepoflmemolflyflnyandFirePI‘OIECCiOh

gmFn-0600EXTERNALRELATIONS

0660FederalAgencies

U.$.ForestService-

ModocNationalForestDraftManagementPlan

Plan

ERRYPARTAIN

Director

st

Enclosure
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TheCaliforniaDepartmentofForestryandFireProtection

(Department)hascompletedthereviewoftheModocNational

ForestDraftManagementPlan.Severalareasofconcernwere

identifiedduringthisreviewprocess.Basedontheseconcerns,

theDepartmenthasseveralrecommendationswhichwebelieveneed

tobeaddressedinthefinalmanagementplan.

TheDraftPlanandDraftEnvironmentalStatement(DEIS)were comparedwiththefiveissueareasdevelopedattheBoardof

Forestry'sCentennialConferencesofMarchandDecemberof1985. Theissuesidentifiedare:1)ruraleconomicstabilityand

development;2)protectionandmaintenanceofthebiological

base;3)socialpressuresintherurallandbase;0)rightsand

responsibilitiesofpublicandprivateownership;and5)

coordinationandplanning.

Asaresult.areasofconcernwereidentifiedforthisregionof

thestate.Theseareasare:1)fireprotection;2)herbicides;

3)budgetrestrictions,4)even-agedvs.uneven-aged

silviculture;and5)aggregatereview.

Recommendations

1.TheAlternative

ThePreferredAlternative(PRF)wasdevelopedtoprovidethe

bestbalancebetweencommodityoutputs,resourceprotection,

recreationalopportunities,protectionofNativeAmerican

andamenityvalues,andresponsetopublicissuesand

managementconcerns.TheDepartmentisinterestedinan

alternativethatmaintainsadependableandsteadyflowof outputsandservicestobenefitthedependentcountiesand

localeconomies.TheDepartmenthasacorrespondinginterest

thatthechosenalternativeprotectsthebiologicalbaseof

theforest.Thealternativemustreflectbudgetreality.

ForthesereasonswecanreasonablysupportthePreferred

Alternative(PRF).Severalconcernshavebeenidentified and,asaresult,wehaveproposedrecommendationswhich

shouldbeincorporatedintothefinalselectedalternative.

Theresultofincorporationoftheserecommendationsinto

thefinalalternativewouldbetostabilizetherural

economydependentontheforest.

ggggggendation:ItisrecommendedthatthePreferred Alternativebeamendedbyincorporatingthefollowing

recommendationsintothefinalmanagementplanfortheModoc

NationalForest.

2.FireProtection

 

TheModocNationalForest(MNF)providesfireprotectionon

237,000acresofStateResponsibilityArea(SRA)lands

throughcontract(coop-agreement)withtheCalifornia

DepartmentofForestryandFireProtection(CDF).Under thisagreement,theForestServiceagreestoprotectSRA

landsatalevelequaltothatwhichCD?wouldprovideif

theywereprotectingthemdirectly.Thesuppression

strategiespresentedintheMNFplandonotaddressthe

protectionofSRAlandsasagreedtointhecoop-agreement.

ggggmmggdation:ThefinalMNFplanshouldmakeitclear

thatastronginitialattack,withcontrolastheobjective,

willbethesuppressionstrategyforallfiresonornear

SRAlands. 3.herbicides

TheMNFanalysisoftheoutputsforthevariousalternatives

assumesfulluseofherbicidesforvegetationcontrol.He

couldnotfindadiscussionoftheforest‘snoherbicide

alternative.Prohibitionorrestrictionofherbicideuse

couldresultinlossintimberyieldandincreasedcostin

vegetationmanagement.

ggggmggnggtign:TheForestServiceshoulddevelopano

herbicidestrategywhichspecificallyaddressesthe

maintenanceoftheallowablesalequantity(ASQ).

4-@LQSESB£§Sl£t1on5

Fundingisprobablythemostcriticalissueinthenational

forestplanningprocess.Eachforesthasindicatedthatthe proposedplanspresentonlytargetsthattheforestbelieves

couldbeattainediffundingwereavailable.

Further,mostplannersappeartobeinagreementthat

forestsdonothaveanyobligationtomaintainproductionat

theproposedlevelsifthereisinsufficientfunding.We

complimentModocNFplannersforrecognizingthis

possibilityintheirreducedbudgetalternative.
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2259:5925!El05mgSM;CALIFORNIAREGIONALWATERQUALITYCONTROLBOARD

NORTHCOASTREGION
TheDEISandDraftManagementPlanmakeitclearthateven-\“OGUU‘NEVILLEROAD

agedeilviculturewillbedominantinmanagementoftheMN?sm‘uRoMtA9540:)

suitabletimberlands.Even-agedmanagementmaysuitthe"‘°‘‘'‘'°’“6'77"

eastsidepineandunderstockedmixedconiferstandsveryFebruaryI8.I963

well,butthereisalargeacreageofwell-stocked,mixed

coniferwhichshouldrespondfavorablytouneven-aged

management.Webelievethewell-stocked,mixedconifer

 

standsmanagedunderanuneven-agedregimewouldhelpinNadellGayou

maintainingdiversity,providegoodgrowthandyield,andResourcesAgency
avoidthestarkvisualcontraststhatdisruptthevisuall4l6NlnthStreet

quality.Sacramento.CA958“ ggggpmggatiopzWerecommendtheForestServicereevaluateDearMs.Gayou:

itspositiononuneven-agedtimbermanagementontheMNF.

TimberstandsthatexhibitcharacteristicsconducivetoSubject:SCHNo.87110602—DraftEnvlronmentallmpactStatement/Land

uneven-agedmanagementshouldbeconsideredforinclusioninandResourceManagementPlanForModocNationalForest.

thistypeofmanagementregime.

TheNorthCoastReglonalBoardstaffhasrevlewedtheabove-referenced

 
 

Aggregate_R§viewdocumentsandsubrnltsthefollowlngcomnentsForyourconslderatlon:

Theforestmustsatisfytheinterestsoftheimpactcounties1)Thesedocunentsbothrecognizeandsupporttherequlrementt0
andtheirpublics.Nevertheless,theimpactoftheforestmeetBaslnPlanwateroualltyobjectives.andthatthlslsbest hasamuchlargerhorizon.ltscommodityoutputs,whenacconnllsheduslngSectlon208approvedBestManagementPractlces addedtotheothernationalforestsinCalifornia,arein(BMPs).ThislsasspeclfledInthe1981ManagementAgency demandandusedthroughoutthestateandbeyond.DemandforAgreementbetweentheStateWaterResourcesControlBoardandthe

forestproductsalonewillcontinuetoincreasetotheU.S.ForestServlce.

planninghorizon.Theimpactcountiescontainother

nationalforests.Theinabilitytoreviewtheseplans2)HevlewwlthconcernthePlan'sstatement(Page3-37)that simultaneouslyisasignificantlimitationbecauseaggregate‘approximately37percent(208,700acre-Feet)ofthewater effectsofthefinalplanecouldbesignificant.ThisisaproducedontheForestdoesnotmeetestabllshedwaterquality majorshortcomingofthepresentforest-by-forestplanningstandards.andmaybeadverselyeffectlngbeneflclaluses".We PTOCQSB-realizehoweverthatoneofthegoalsofthisPlanningPFOCQSS andForestPlanlstoapplyFuturemanagementpractlcesthatwlll

Recomm___e_ndation:Wesuggestthatinordertoresolvethisresultlnattalnmentofwateroualltyobjectlves.

concern,aggregatesofplansbyeconomicregionbereviewed

publiclybeforefinaldecisionsonpreferredalternatives3)Theplan'srecommended40yeartlmeperlod(Page2-6)toachieve aremadeforindividualnationalforests.I00percentconmllancewlthwaterqualltyobJectlveslsarguably averylongtlrneFrame.Weunderstandfundlngconstraintsand
thesensltlvltlesoFdeallngwlthcertalnmanagementpractlces.

butItwouldappeartousthatamorereallatlctlmeFrameshould beestabllshed.AlongtimeFramecouldconcelveblyresultln

avenuesForlnactlondurlngtheIDto(5yearllfeofthisPlan.
IftheForestultlmatelydecldesthatthe40yeartlmeFrameis mostapproprlate.theplananddraftEISshouldbetterdevelop boththerationaleforthetlmeperlod.andtheactual

conlnltmentstobemetdurlngthelifeofthlsPlan.

4)TheprojectedwatershjandFlsherleshabltatImprovement

projectsare"basedolprlorltyneedsandcosteffectlveness'

(PageZ-7).WeknowthatwatershedImprovementFundsonother ForestshaveInthepastbeenrestrlctedForavarletyoF

reasons.



NadellGayou
FebruaryId.

Page2

CC!

5) 6)

I988

TowhatdegreewilltheForestbeabletorealisticallymeet watershedrehabllitatlonobjectivesgivenanyforeseeablebudget constralnts?Hhatenphaslsorprioritywlllbeplacedonuslng theseFundsundertheForestPlan?IfFundsdonotcome availabletomeetFlnalForestPlangoalsForwatershed Improvement.willtheplanandEISneedtobeamended?Howwould

thisaffectothermanagementprogramsontheForest?

Hesupportthereconlnendedwaterqualltymonltorlngprogram(Page 5-l6)asthebaslsForasoundself-monitorlngandconollance evaluatlon.Hehaveonequestionregardlngthecolumlabeled 'varlatlonFromstandardrequlrlngFurtheraction".Thepartof theplan.undertheheadlngsI'llater"and"RiparianAreas".refer reductlonslnshort-termwaterqualltyandstream ltshouldbemadeclearthatsuchvarlatlons

muststlllresultinconpllancewithwaterqualityobjectlves.

TheForestPlanreconmendatlonofall)percentvarlatlondoes howeverprovidereasonablegeneralguldellnesForBHPappllcatlon

duringspeclflcprojectlevelreviews.

tol0percent

channelcondltlons.

weflndthatModocNatlonalForesthasdoneagoodJobIn addresslngwaterqualitylssuesInthlsdraftPlanandEIS.The reconmendedPlanprovldestheapprocrlateFrameworkForagood

waterqualltymanagementprogramontheForest.

Slncerely.

(up

llllllanO.Ulnchester

EnvironmentalSoeclallst

GordonSnow.ResourcesAgency

DouglasSmlth.HodocNatlonalForest

DebraCaldon.EPA

USFS.SanFranclsco.Attn:

AndyLevln
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STATEOFCALIFORNIA

9461ACASCADEWATERSHEDURANCNOFFICE

100ECYPRESSAVENUE
REODINQCALIFORNIA00002

PHONE(9V6)775-7045

21JanuaryI988

Mr.DouglasG.Smith,ForestSupervisor

ModocNationalForest MlNorthMainStreet

Alturas.CA96l0l

  

COMMENTSONDRAFTMODOCFORESTPLAN

OurstaffappreciatedtheopportunitytoreviewthedraftModocForest
Plan/EISandtodiscussthosedocumentswithyourstaffrepresentatives.

ThePlaniswellwritten,concise,andunderstandable.Ourconcernsor

suggestionsrelativetowaterqualityareasfollows:

1.Althoughallalternativesarestructuredtoultimatelymeetwater qualityobjectives,allalternativesfailtomeetobjectivesuntil
thirtytofortyyearsinthefuture.Webelievetheimportance ofrenovatingriparianareasandimprovingwaterquality

justifiesamuchshortertimeframe,e.g.,withinthefirstten
yearimplementationperiod.Tobeequitablefortaxpayers,

theseimprovementsshouldbefundednotonlythroughthe normalForestbudgetingprocess,butaugmentedasnecessaryby theindustrythatprimarilycausedriparianandwaterquality ill-gradation.Withsuchanaugmentation,theimprovements couldbemadeinthefirstdecadeofthePlan.Wefind considerableinconsistencyinthefactthatlivestockpermittee feeshaveremainedconstantformanyyearswhileriparianareas havebeenallowedtodegrade.llappearsinallothercasesof
resourceutilizationonNationalForests(i.e.,timberharvest, mining,recreation.ctr.)theuserpaysfortherequired

environmentalprotectionandrc-stornlion.

2.Maintenanceoftheapproximatepresentnumberofwildhorses
appearsiru:0nsistentwiththegoalsandobjectivesofthePlan.

Asstatedatp.3-20ofthePlan,"allotmentswithinhorse territoriesare.intheworstecologicalconditionofanyonthe Forest".Howcanecologicalconditionsbeimprovedinthose

allotnu-ntsifhorsenumbersarenotrmlum-d'.‘Withsucha

  

Mr.DouglasG.Smith—2

6.

22January1988

limitednumberofaffecteduserswhencomparedwiththe

numberofotherForestusers,thisPlanshouldrevisethe1985

WildHorseManagementPlantoreversethetrendof environmentaldegradationfromwildhorses.Forexample.the
Planwouldallowwildhorsestouse9percentofthetotal

wildlife/wildhorseanimalunitmonthsannually.Webelievethe allocatedwildhorseuseisindefensibleconsideringtheminor
benefitsandtheextensivedamageassociatedwiththeseanimals.

Underwatermonitoring(p.4-39ofthePlan),benthic invertebratediversityandstreamchannelsubstratecondition shouldbeincludedparametersatleastonClassIstreamsthat

havebeendegraded.

Appendix[-2.SpecialStipulation#5,p.[-2shouldbeexpanded tonotethatgeothermal,oil,andgasoperationsmayrequirea wastedischargepermitfromtheappropriateRegionalWater

QualityControlBoard.

Theripariandiscussiononpp.3-95through3-97ofthedraft EISleavesconfusiononwhyfencingisnotthebestandmost
preferredmanagementtacticforprotectingriparianareas.

Contradictionsappearbetweenexclusionorgrazingstrategyas

thepreferredtactic.

Onp.3-146andelsewherethedraftEISrefersto"cumulative impactsnotbeingregligedToavoidafalseinterpretationby readers.wesuggestadifferentwordsuchas"addressed"replace

theword"realized".

WefirmlysupportStandardandGuideline15.6.statedonp.4-33

ofthePlan,i.e.,uWhere(riparianarea)usesconflict,favor protectionofriparian-dependentresources...overother

resources".

Wefirmlysupportthecontinueduseofbestmanagement practicesastheprimaryapproachforprotectingriparianvalues

fromtimberandgrazingactivities.

Inconclusion,wewishtocommendyouandyourstafffortheefforts beingmadetoidentifyandcorrectproblemsofstreamqualitydegradation

fromunrestrictedlivestockgrazing.Wefeelthatthisproblemisnot



Mr.DouglasG.Smith—3-22January1988

beingfull}addressedonotherNationalForestandBLMlands.itwould behelpfulifyourstaffcoulddevelopareportontheinformation collectedtodateandmakethisavailabletotheappropriateagenciesand

  .MESC.PEDRI

/SupervisingEngineer

RlILijdll

cc:U.S.EnvironmentalProtectionAgency.Region9.SanFrancisco

Mr.AndrewLevin,U.S.ForestService,SanFrancisco

Mr.GaryStacey.DepartmentofFishandGame.Region1,Redding

CaliforniaRegionalWaterQualityControlBoard,LahontanRegion.

SouthLakeTahoe

CaliforniaRegionalWaterQualityControlBoard.NorthCoast

Region,SantaRosa
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OFFICE0fEDUCATION"5.121%."

609SouthGoldStreet'Yrclta,California960”'95442-5751

February25,1988

DouglasSmith,ForestSupervisor

ModocNationalForest

Alturas,CA.96101

DearMr.Smith:

EnclosedisasummaryoftheimportanceoftimbertoSiskiyouCountyandits

schoolsaswellassomeeffectsanyNationalForestandResourceManagementPlan

couldhave.

Yourconsiderationofourconcernswillbeappreciated.

Sincerely,

\\kixi

\~\l.\~[i/oumu

FrankTallericoVernonSmith,President

CountySuperintendentSiskiyouCountyBoardofEducation

\__‘/L~-,'-l./(‘1

RogerEllis5M1Guléiler/ki‘f"

SiskiyouCountyBoardofEducationSiskiyo‘CountyBoardofEducation

AI)17-.

/Ujj%f-(?TCM.

MaxLaytonJoeAllen

SiskiyouCountyBoardofEducationSiskiyouCountyBoardofEducation

7¢U},,'(;%f;72$ar' y.,‘},‘.,.l.i

MadgelRobbinsSherryCrawford

SiskiyouCountyBoardofEducationSiskiyouCountyBoardofEducation

l1]§l,a_l['1'i\L.’/w;;l,)

cc:SiskiyodCountyBoardofSupervisors

SiskiyouCountyGrandJury

COM'IENTS0NMODOCLANDMANAGEMENTPLAN

AgoodlypercentageofthefamiliesinourNorthernCaliforniaregionis

representedinonewayoranotherbysomeoneinvolvedwithpublicschoolsand

timberorthemanufacturingoflumberandlumberproductsorinagriculture.
Anyfactor,suchasaNationalForestandResourcesManagementPlan,which

touchesthelivesofsuchalargepercentageofaregion'spopulationmustnot

betakenlightly.InourNorthernCaliforniaregiontheforestsplayan

importantroleintheeconomicandrecreationallifeofitscitizens.The
forestisthemostcommondenominatorinourregionanditseffectonits

people.

ThemostimmediateanddirecteffectofaNationalForestandResources

ManagementPlanonthisNorthernCaliforniaregioniseconomic.Thetimber

industryprovidesasizablenumberofjobsinthewoods,transportinglogs,in
themillsandmanufacturingprocesses.Hagesreceivedfromtimberharvesting

andprocessinggotowardthepurchaseoffood,clothing,householditems,

automobiles,etc.Thesedemandsforgoodsinturncreatejobsforotherswhich

inturnkeepstheeconomyafloatandstable.Hithouttimbertheregion's

economicbaseshrinksinallareas,thusaffectingall.

Theimpactofthetimberindustryinourregionisgreat.Hhileroadsand

schoolsreceiveaportionoftheirincomefromForestReservefunds,theimpact

oftheoveralltimberharvesthasanumberofdirectandindirectimpactson

schoolsandroads.

Hhenthetimberharvestislowavarietyofeconomicandsocialcostsimpactthe

community.Generallythismeansanincreaseinsocialwelfarecostsandthe

needforresourcesfromgovernmentalandprivatecharitablesourcestohelpthe

unemployed.Schoolshaveavarietyofcostsunderthesecircumstances:the
numberoffreeandreducedcostmealswhichmustbeprovidedbylawincreases;

somepeoplemovefromtheconmunityleavingschoolswhichmustbestaffedonthe

assumptionofafairlystablepopulationatleastforthatparticularyear;

becauseofunsettledfamilyconditionsavarietyofspecialservicesin

counseling,healthandrelatedareasareinheavydemand.Thesearebutsomeof

theeffectsofaplanthatcallsforadeclineinthetimberharvest.

SchoolsinourregionreceiveasignificantamountofincomefromForestReserve

Funds.ThesefundsaregeneratedbythesaleoftimberonNationalForest

Lands.Thesefundstraditionallyhavemadeasignificantvarietyofresources

availabletostudentsandthosewhoteachthem.ThelossorreductionofForest

ReserveReceiptsforasingleyearcouldresultinadramaticreductionin

services,materialsandequipment.

Acomparisonbetweenpublicandprivatelandsinourregionshowsusthata

littleover50%ofthelandsarepubliclands.Moreimportantly,aconsiderable

numberofschooldistrictshavemorethanonethirdoftheirareainpublic

lands.Thisownershiprestrictsincomefromothersources,therefore,placing

additionalburdensonthetaxpayersoftheseareas.Notonlydotheschool

districtshavetoreducestaffbecauseofreducedForestReserveReceipts,but

theydonothaveanymeanstoraiseadditionalrevenue.Ultimately,the

childrensufferandsodoessocietyasawhole.



ForestReserveReceiptsgointoschooldistricts‘generalfundandlocal
decisionscontrolanddeterminehowthesefundsshouldbespent.Inmost

situations,thefundsgoforavarietyofservicestochildren.Inatypical
countyinourregionyouwillfindthatapproximatelyone-halfoftheschool

nursingservicesprovidedtoschoolsarepaidforbyForestReserveFunds.In thisdayandageoftheAIDSvirus,ournursesarethebestqualifiedandmost logicalprofessionalstoprovidetheinstructionalservicestoourchildrenon

thedreadfulaffectsofthisfearedvirus.TheForestReserveFundprovides

aboutone-halfoftheoperation,includingmaterialsacquisitionsofanycounty

wideinstructionalmediaandlibraryservices.

Insomecounties,ifthereisareductionofthesefunds,youwillseea50%-75%

reductionofthegeneralcurriculumsupportservicesprovidedtoallschoolsin

thesecounties.IftheForestReserveFundsarelostinonecountyinour

region,theclasssizesinthiscountywouldgofromanaverageof22to35

pupilsperteacher.Thisistrulyunacceptablewhen5.8.813hasaimedat

excellenceandclasssizereductions!Atmanyschoolsitestheimpactsareeven

greaterbecauseitrequireslayoffs,increasedclasssizes,fewerservicesto

childrenwithspecialneeds,theeliminationofmusicandartprograms,and classesforgiftedandtalentedyoungsters.Ifthishappens,allofusare

losers.

Theschoolsofourregionhavedevelopedcurriculumthatrecognizesthe

importanceofconservationandatvariousgradelevelsofferactivitiesthat

instillinthechildrenanappreciationforconservation.

Itisthiseducator'sopinion,andsharedbymanyothersintheeducational

conmunity;thattheremustbeabalanceintheuseofthenationalforestlands.

Timberharvest,fisheries,wildlife,recreation,watershedandvisualfactors

mustallbeconsidered.WebelievethattheForestlandsshouldbemanagedasa

continuingrenewableresourcesothatasustainedyieldandusemaybemade

withoutadeleteriousimpactonthelandandtheecologicalsystems.Hesupport

anapproachtotimberharvestwhichinsuresanongoingandsustainabletimber

harvestlevel.

HesupporttheSOC(SaveourCommunity)alternativewithatimberharvestof

75MMBFandmaintaincurrentAMUfortheModocNationalForest.
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ModocNationalForest

DouglasSmith,Supervisor

AllNo.MainSt.

Alturas,CA96101

DearMr.Smith:

EnclosedpleasefindacertifiedcopyofResolutionNo.88-18,

fromtheCityCounciloftheCityofAlturas,whichopposesthe

ModocDraftForestLandandResourceManagementPlan.

Sincerely,

Jim“M‘
niseUtter

CityClerk

Enc.

RESOLUTIONNO.88-18

ARESOLUTIONOFTHECITYCOUNCILOFTHECITY

OFALTURASOPPOSTNGTHEMODOCDRAFTFORESTLANDAND

RESOURCEMANAGEMENTPLANANDENDORSINGTHE

"SAVEOURCOMMUNITIES"ALTERNATIVE

HHEREAS,muchofthepopulationoftheCountyofModocisdependent

upontheranchingandtimberindustries,and

WHEREAS,72percentofthecounty'scommercialtimberlandisin

theModocNationalForest,and

WHEREAS,asubstantialportionofthefundsforModocCounty

schoolsandcountyroadsarederivedfromforestreceiptspayment,and

HHEREAS,amajorportionoftheranchingcommunityisdependent

ontheModocNationalForestforsummergrazing,and

WHEREAS,theCityCouncilandthecitizensofthisCityareas vitallyconcernedwiththeprotectionofthisvaluablenationaland

localresourceuponwhichwearesodependentasistheUnitedStates

ForestService,and

HHEREAS,noneofthealternativesintheDraftEnvironmental

ImpactStatementadequatelyacknowledgeandhonorthedependenceof
theeconomyofModocCountyontheresourcesoftheModocNational

Forestandthepoliciesbywhichtheforestisadministered.

NOW,THEREFORE,BEITRESOLVEDthattheCityCounciloftheCity ofAlturasgoonrecordasopposingthepreferredplanalternativein

theDraftforestLandandResourceManagementPlanandasopposingall

ofthealternativesetforthintheDraftEnvironmentalImpactStatement,

and



BEITFURTHERRESOLVEDthattheCityCounciloftheCityof
Alturasnoonrecordinsupportoftheallornntivoplanpresented bylocalcitizensknownasthe"SaveourCommunities"(SOC)Alter

nativewhichbestmeetstheneedsofthelocalconnmnitywhile

fulfillingthegoalsofsoundforestmanagementpractices.

PASSEDANDADOPTEDbytheCityCounciloftheCityofAlturasat anadjournedregularmeetingoftheCityCouncilheldonthe16thday

AYES:CouncilmembersBethSwift.JamesPorter,DannyParker,Roger

Dorris

  

SS

  

-'00"FREE? ‘12x1LWD

'LllClLUHSill

  

PAGETHO

ResolutionNo.88-18

ofFebruary,1988,bythefollowingvote:

NOES:None ABSENT:None

ABSTAIN:CouncilmemberCharlesJohnson

,ayor,ityoturas

ATTEST:
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TheModocCountyBoardofSupervisorsfeelthatthe

importanceoftheModocNationalForesttoourareas

economywasnotadequatelyaddressedinthedraftplan

andEIS.Anyeconomicanalysiscontainedintheplanwas

cursoryatbest,andshowedlittleregardfortheplan's

shortandlongtermeffectsonourarea'seconomy.Impacts

mHSCNRUBII

l1Mo

"'Y“Mk‘N'Rvk‘e
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“New
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“MI

DougSmith,ForestSupervisor

ModocNationalForest 4&1NorthMainStreet

Alturas,California96101

RE:ModocNationalForestManagementPlan

hearDoug,

TheModocNationalForestisthemostvaluablesingle

resourceinModocCounty.Anydecisionsregardingthe

managementoftheForestwillhavesocio-economicconse

quenceswhichwillaffectModocCountyfordecadestocome.

Thefollowingfactorsmustbeconsideredwhenstudying

managementalternativesfortheForest:

1.532ofthelandinModocisadministeredbythe ModocNationalForest,andisthereforeexemptfrom

propertytaxes(atraditionalsourceoffinancingfor

localgovernment).

2.723ofthecommercialtimberlandinthecountyis

ontheModocNationalForest.

3.Amajorityofthesummerpastureforlivestockis

ontheModocNationalForest.

6.The1976tolq8éannualaveragetimberharveston

theforestwas70MMBF.

5.192ofthepopulaceinModocCountyderivetheir

incomedirectlyfromagricultureandforestry(6times

greaterthanthestateaverage).

6.Forthepastsevenyears,the252Forestreceipts

paymentstoModocCountyschoolsandroadshavecon

stitutedSlZofourroaddepartmentsbudgetandhave

paidthesalariesofapproximately26teachers.

totraditionalforestuserssuchasranchers,thetimber

industry,andthelocaleconomyareimportantconsiderations,

andmustbeanalyzedmuchmorethoroughly.Werequestthat

theeconomicanalysisbeexpandedtoevaluatesectorby

sectorimpactsoftheproposedplanalternatives.

AletterfromPeterC.Myers,AssistantSecretary,

UnitedStatesDepartmentofAgriculture,toR.MaxPeterson

statedinpart"Itisimperativethattheroleandpoten

tialofNationalForesttimbersuppliesforsustaininglocal

andregionaleconomiesduringthenext10to15yearsbe

fullyunderstood.Decisionsonfinalplansforindividual

NationalForestsshouldreflectthoroughandcarefulcon

siderationtothisimportanteconomicrelationship."

TheModocNationalForestMission(6-3draftplan)

followsthisphilosophybystating,inpart"Thelorest

mission,isto:

-—Contributetothecommunityeconomy.

--Provideforsustainedoutputsofforageandtimber

products.

—-Maintainalevelofresourceprotectioncommensurate

withvalues.

--Involveandcooperatewithfederal,stateandlocal

agencies,industryandprivatelandownersinplanning resourceuse,protectionandmanagementofgovernmentandotherland.Solicitviewpointsindevelopingthe

ForestPlanandprograms.Provideassistanceand

researchinformationand,implimcntusefulresults."



Doug,weagreewithyourmissionstatement.However,we

feelthatadoptionofthepreferredalternativewouldbe

counter-productivetothosegoalsstatedabove.Itisfor

thisreasonthatweadoptedBoardResolutionNo.88-8(attached)

opposingthepreferredalternativeinthedraftplan,and

supportingtheSaveOurCommunities(SOC)alternative.

Sicerely,

_ti'9 ViceChairman

ModocCoufityBoardofSupervisors

Attachments:

1)LetterfromSheriffBruceMix

2)ReviewbyResourceEconomicsInternational,Inc.

3)MemorandumfromTorellandHard

b)LassenCountyBoardofSupervisorsResolution#88-25

S)ModocCountyBoardofSupervisorsResolution#88-8

6)LettertoDouSmithfromDanielSteinhagen

7)Letter(Draft?toDougSmithfromRCI

RESOLUTIONOFTHEBOARDOFSUPERVISORS

OFTHECOUNTYOFMODOCNO.98-8

RESOLUTIONOFTHEBOARDOFSUPERVISORSOFTHE

COUNTYOFMODOCOPPOSINGTHEHODOCDRAFT

FORESTLANDANDRESOURCEMANAGEMENTPLANAND

ENDORSINGTHE"SAVEOURCOMMUNITIES"ALTERNATIVE

WHEREAS,muchofthepopulationoftheCountyofModocis

dependentupontheranchingandtimberindustries,and

WHEREAS,72percentofthecounty'scommercialtimberlandis

intheModocNationalForest,and

WHEREAS,asubstantialportionofthefundsforModocCounty

schoolsandcountyroadsarederivedfromforestreceipts

payments,and

WHEREAS,thisBoardandthecitizensoftheCountyofModoc

areasvitallyconcernedwiththeprotectionofthisvaluable

nationalandlocalresourceuponwhichwearesodependentasis

theUnitedStatesForestService,and

WHEREAS,noneofthealternativesintheDraftEnvironmental

ImpactStatementadequatelyacknowledgeandhonorthedependence

oftheeconomyofModocCountyontheresourcesoftheModoc

NationalForestandthepoliciesbywhichtheforestis

administered.

NOW,THEREFORE,BEITRESOLVEDthattheBoardofsupervisors

oftheCountyofModocgoonrecordasopposingthepreferred

planalternativeintheDraftForestLandandResourceManagement

Planandasopposingallofthealternativessetforthinthe

DraftEnvironmentalImpactStatement,and

BEITFURTHERRESOLVEDthattheBoardofSupervisorsofthe

CountyofModocgoonrecordinsupportofthealternativeplan

presentedbylocalcitizensknownastheSaveOurCommunities

(SOC)Alternativewhichbestmeetstheneedsofthelocal

communitywhilefulfillingthegoalsofsoundforestmanagement

practices.

PASSEDANDADOPTEDataregularmeetingoftheBoardof



SupervisorsoftheCountyofModocheldonthe1stdayof

February,1988,bythefollowingvote:

AYES:SupervisorsAnderson,Chace,CouIson,

JonesandSchreiber

NOES:None

ABSTAIN:None

ABSENT:None

BOARDOFSUPERVISORSOFTHECOUNTYOFHODOC

By:I?‘ldtLS6.

alrman

  

oftheBoardofSupervisors
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UnitedStatesDepartmentoftheInterior

TheDepartmentoftheInteriorhasreviewedtheDraftEnvironmentalimpact

Statement(DEIS)andForestLandandResourceManagementPlan(Plan)forthe

ModocNationalForest,Modoc,LassenandSiskiyouCounties,Californiaand

offersthefollowingconnmnts.Hehavegroupedthecomnentsbysubjectmatter

foreaseofuse.
MIPLBQQUREQ

ModocNationalForestisinthewatershedoftheBureauofReclamation‘s

CentralValleyandKlamathProjects.Heare,therefore,interestedinland

managementpracticesthatimprovethequantityandqualityofdownstream water.Hesupportthewatershedandrangeimprovementsthatimprovethe

qualityofwaterleavingtheforest,andlookforwardtotheirtimely implementition.Youmaywishtoconsidercoordinatingthetimingand
locationsoftheseimprovementswithland-disturbingpractices(timber

harvests,roadconstruction,etc.)tominimizesedimentation.

ThePlan(page3-37)statesthatwaterdevelopmentintheforestislimited becauseofseniorwaterrightsheldbythedownstreamusers.Theproposals

forinstreamfishhabitatstructuresandpoolexcavation;wetlandsdevelopment

orexpansion;andadditionalstock-wateringfacilitiesappeartohavea

cumulativeimpactofincreasingtheoverimpoundmentofwaterintheClear

LakeHatershed.TheDEISshouldquantifytheeffectsoftheproposed

impoundmentsondownstreamwaterrightsusers.ifappropriate,thedraft

shouldaddressmeasurestooffsetdownstreamwaterreductions.

Hatermonitoringplansshouldincludeperiodictestingofdrinkingwatermade
availabletothepublicandstaff.Haterqualitystandardsandguidelinesfor useofgroundwatersuppliesshouldbeindicated.Disposalofsewageandsolid

wastesonforestlands,andassociatedimpactsonnaturalresourcesshouldbe

LAVABEDSNATIONALMONUMENT

TheNationalParkService(NPS)stronglysupportsincludinglandsadjoining

theMonument'sboundariesintheSemi-PrimitiveNon-MotorizedDispersed

Recreationprescriptionasshowninthepreferredalternative.Themajority oftheselandsisprimarilyroadlessandadjoinswildernesswithinLavaBeds

NationalMonument.Thisprescriptionwillnotonlyhelpprotectthese

wildernessareasfromunlawfulmotorizedentrybutwillprotectthewilderness

experienceofvisitorsusingtheseareas.

OFFICEOFENVIRONMENTALPROJEC’I'REVIEW

BOX16098,450GOLDENGATEAVENUE

SANFRANCISCO.CALIFORNIA‘Hi0’!

March8,1938

[R87ll233

Mr.DouglasG.Smith

forestSupervisor

ModocNationalForest 411NorthMainStreet

Alturas,California96101

DearMr.Smith:

addressed.

NPSrecommendsthatthevisualqualityobjectiveforLavaBedsNational

Monument‘ssouthentranceroad(48N04)bereevaluatedtodetermineifitmight

bemoreproperlyclassifiedasretentionforalargesegmentofitslength.

TheroadpriovidesdistinctivelandscapesincludingviewsoftheMedicineLake

Highlands,GlassMountain,EastandHestSanButtes,andothertopographic

features.inthewintertheobsidianwhichmakesupGlassMountainisoften

cloakedwithsnowgivingittheappearnaceofaglacierwhichresultsinadded

visualbeautyandinterest.Theroadshouldthereforebeclassifiedasa ClassAvarietylevel.Theroadreceivesapproximately43,000forestand

monumentvisitseachyearanddeservesdesignationasalevel1travelroute

duetoitsheavyusage.

ThepreferredalternativedesignatesanareasouthandeastofLavaBeds
NationalMonumentformanagementundertheRaptorManagementprescription.

NPSrecommendsthattheareatobemanagedunderthisprescriptionbere
examinedtoinsurethatallareasindicatedasdaytimeroostingareain

Kiester'sworkandreferencedinthe“CALDHELL-COUGARBALDEAGLEHlNTER
RO0STMANAGEMENTAREAPLAN"preparedbyMauriceS.FasenfestandDavidA.

SinclearoftheDoubleheadRangerDistrict,datedNovemberT978,beincluded

undertheraptorprescription.

Althoughthescaleofthemapsmakesitdifficulttodeterminetheexact

boundariesoftheprescription.itappearsportionsofsections3,4,9,14

and15inT44N,R4Emayhavebeeninadvertentlyexcluded.inaddition,the
preferredalternativeidentifiesportionsoftheNHcornerofsection3as prescriptionelement12-14.ThisareaisveryclosetoLaveBedsNational

Monument’sCaldwellButtenightimecommunalroostandincludesbothheavyand

lightdaytimeroostingareas.

Onpages3-14ofthePlan,under9.LANDS,thefollowingstatementismade:
"TheLavaBedsNationalMonument,administeredbytheNationalParkService (NPS)butonnationalforestland,totalsanadditional46,000acres.“He

believethatthisstatementbyitselfwithnofurtherexplanationmaytendto

confusereadersastothemanagementauthorityandusespermittedonthese

lands.Herecommendthatthestatementeitherbeeliminatedorthatthe"Hith

respecttomanagementofthe46,000acresoccupied‘ytheMonument,

PresidentialProclamationNo.1775ofNovember21,i925(44Stat.2591)which

establishedtheMonument,statesthefollowing:



‘Thereservationmadebythisproclamationisnotintendedtopreventthe

useoflandsforNationalForestpurposesundertheproclamation

establishingtheModocNationalForest,andtheTworeservationsshall

bothbeeffectiveonlandwithdrawnbuttheNationalMonumenthereby

establishedshallbethedominantreservationandanyuseoflandwhich
interfereswithitspreservationofprotectionasaNationalMonumentis

-herebyforbidden.'f

CULTURALRESOURCES

Plan

TheManagementSumnaryofthePlan(pp.3-5and30)acknowledgesthatthere
aremanyhistoricandprehistoricculturalresourceslocatedintheforest;

however,only16!oftheforesthasbeeninventoriedforculturalresources.

inaddition,theinventoryhasbeenskewedtoforestedlandsasaconsequence

ofproject-relatedstudieswiththeresultthatlittleisknownofthe

culturalresourcebasedinthehighcountryandunforestedareas.

Hhenculturalresourcesarelocated,eachresourcemustbeevaluatedona

site-specificlevel,asthereisnoscientificallyderivedcontextualoverview

and/ormanagementdocumentagainstwhichtheresourcemaybeevaluated.

Althoughtherearemanytrails,sites,andstructuresthatarepotentially

eligibleforinclusionintheNationalRegisterofHistoricPlaces,onlyseven

havebeennominatedtodate.Thereareproblemsassociatedwithprotecting

culturalresourcesfromvandalismanddegradationfromrecreationist,natural

degradationandimpactsassociatedwithforestmanagementpractices.Itis alsonoted(p.3-30)thatthereareatpresent15archeologicalsiteswhich,

‘...couldbeconsideredfordesignationasCulturalResourceSlA's.

ThestatedforestmissionandgoalofthePlanistoprotectandmanage

culturalresources.Asecondgoalproposestocompletetheinventoryand

evaluationoftheForest'sculturalresourcesby2050.Thisdateexceedsthe

lifeofthePlan.Hhatarethegoalsforinventoryandevaluationofthe

lifetimeofthePlan?Athirdgoalproposestoprovideinformationforpublic
educationandenjoymentoftheforest'sculturalresources;however,thereis

noprovisioninthePlanfortheseactivities.Afourthgoal,toprotect

accessanduseofsitesandlocationseimportanttotraditionalNative

Americanreligiousandculturalpractices,isinadequatelyaddressedinthe

Plan.

TheForestStandardsandGuidelines(pp.4-21and22)alsoaddressthese

goals;however,thereisnomentionofspecificobjectiveswithinthelifeof
thePlan.Severalimportantaspectsofculturalresourcemanagementarenot

adequate:standardsforevaluationofpropertytypes;monitoringschedulefor

knownsitesfornaturaldegradationorvandalism;thelackofconsistent

proceduresforproject-relatedinventory/evaluation;thelackofa

ComprehensiveCulturalResourceManagementPlan(CCRMP).

Theobjectiveforconductinginventoriestoexpandtheculturalresourcebase

wheredeficienciesareidentified(outsideofproject-specificinventory)

cannotbemetwiththelevelsofeffortforinventoryproposedinthePlan.

Itwillbedifficulttoassessthescientific,historicandethnic

significanceofeachculturalpropertybeforedeterminingfurthertreatmentin

theabsenceofacontextualoverviewdocument.

Further,theabsenceofacontextualdocumentwillmakeitextremelydifficult

toevaluateindividualproperties.Asaresult,manypropertieswillhaveto
beprotectedpriortoevaluation,utilizingthepersonnelanddollarresources

oftheforest,whethertheyareultimatelydeterminedeligibleforthe

NationalRegisterofHistoricPlacesornot.Suchanapproachisneithertime

norcosteffective.Theabilityoftheforesttointerpretthesignificant

culturalpropertiestothepublicisadverselyaffectedbytheincomplete

inventoryofculturalpropertiesandthelackofacontextualoverview

document(aCCRMP)fortheforest.

StandardsandGuidelinesforManagementAreas

Ingeneral,theCulturalResourceStandardsandGuidelinesforManagement

Areasarenotreallystandardsandguidelinesbutspecificperformance

objectives.Asperformanceobjectives,theycompletelylackanyspecific

planninginformationofhoworwhentheywillbeaccomplished,andarenot

supportedbytheDEISforthePreferredAlternativefortheforest.

Forexample,portionsoftwohistorictrails,theLassen/ApplegateEi~rant

Trails,arelocatedwithintheFandango,StoneCoal,NorthAdin,Devil's

Garden,Crowder,HappyCamp,SteeleSwamp,andClearLakeManagementAreas.

Althoughthereisastatedobjectivetoinventoryandnominatethetrailsto

theNationalRegisterofHistoricPlaces,thereisnothinginthePlanto

supporttheobjective.

Thisisthesamesituationwiththeimportantobsidiansourcesinthe

Fandango,LakeCity,Patterson,MedicineLake,andBlackMountainManagement Areas,therockartsitesintheDevil'sGarden,SteeleSwampandClearLake

ManagementAreas,thehighelevationprehistoricresourcesintheSouthHarner

wildernessManagemenetAreaandtheModocHarresourcesintheClearLake

ManagementAreas.Culturalresourcesarenotaddressedatallinthe

Fitzhugh,LongBell,PortugueseRidge,Hackmore,Tionesta,Mears,andMount DomeManagementAreas,presumablybecausenoinventoryhasbeenmadeofthe

culturalresourcesintheseareas.

Theproposedfieldmonitoringofculturalresources(p.S-6)istooinfrequent toassureanadequate,responsibleprotectionprogram.AnImplementationPlan

forculturalresourcemanagementisneeded(p.A-Z)intheformofaCCRMP.
ResearchandTechnicalPlanningNeeds(pp.8~1andB-3)areinsufficientto

addresstheculturalresourcemanagementneedsoftheforest.

Fromthescantinformationwhichisavailablefortheculturalresources

withinthemanagementareas,itisreasonabletoassumethattheModoc



HhiletheRPAAlternativewithDeparture(RPD)offersacompletedforest

inventorybyi995,theprobablehighincreaseindestructionofordamageto

culturalresourcesassociatedwiththisalternativemakesitsselection

undesirableintermsofculturalresourcemanagement.

TheAmenitiesAlternative(AMN)providesthebestoverallculturalreosurce

managementprogrambyincludingnon-projectinventoryandanincreasetothree

signedperyearwhichretainingthebacklogevaluationgoalof50sitesper

year,anddeveloping8interpretivesites.

Onp.3-29,itisnotedthat:"Inventoriesareusuallyconductedbeforethe

projectbegins...lnsomecases,inventoryproceduresareinitiatedonlya
shorttimebeforetheprojectbegins,resultinginprojectdelays.Some

projectsarebegunpriortocompletinginventories."itisclearthat

culturalresourceinventoryproceduresarenotconsistentlyundertaken,nor aretheycompletedpriortoprojectinitiation,placingunrecordedcultural

resourcesatriskofdamageordestruction.ThePlanshouldrecognizeand

correctthisdeficiencyincompliancewithSection106oftheNational
HistoricPreservationimplementedearlyintheprojectplanningprocess.

NationalForestcontainsarichandcomplexrecordofthepastwhichhasnot

beenadequatelyinventoried,evaluated,treatedorinterpretedtothe

public.GiventhelowlevelofeffortandlackofspecificgoalsinthePlan

forculturalresourcemanagement,itisdifficulttoseehowthissituation

willbeimproved.Hhenculturalpropertieshavenotbeeninventoriedor

evaluated,impactsfromvandalismandnaturaldegradationcannotbeaccurately

assessednorcanprotectionbeassured.

HerecommendthataCCRMP,tobecompletedwithinfiveyears,beincludedasa
specificobjectiveinthePlan.ThedevelopmentoftheCCRHPdocumentshould

beelevatedtoahighpriorityastheattainmentofthegoalsofthePlan
wouldbebestservedasaresult.TheCCRHPshouldbecloselycoordinated

withtheStateHistoricPreservationOffice(SHPO)comprehensiveplanning
effortswhicharecurrentlyinprogress.TheCCRMPshouldinclude,ata minimum:Adetailedoverviewofknownresources;andspecificplansfor

inventory,evaluation,treatmentandmanagementofculturalresources.

UntiltheappropriatesectionsoftheCCRMPhavebeencompleted,the objectivesofthePlanshouldbespecificallyexplicitedintermsof

attainableperformancegoals.Knownculturalresourcesshouldbeevaluatedon

asite-by~sitebasis,and,iftheyarefoundtosatisfythecriteria(36CFR

60.4),nominatedtotheNationalRegisterofHistoricPlaces.

DEIS

ThePreferredAlternative(PRF)placeslittleemphasisonculturalresource managementneeds,restrictingactionstoaprojectbasis.Itisclearfrom
commentsmadeelsewhereinthiscoument(pp.3-25through29)thatproject

culturalresourcemanagementneedsarenotcurrentlybeingmet.itis

thereforedoubtfulwhetherthebacklogevaluationgoalof50sitesannually

willbemet,giventhelowlevelofeffortcommittedtotheculturalresource
managementprogramandtheneedforsurveyandevaluationofcurrentproject

areas.HhilebetterthannositeswiththeCurrentAlternative(CUR),the

signingofonesiteperyearwillresultinlittleimprovementinthe
interpretationofculturalresourcesforthepublic.Coupledwiththe

inadequatemonitoringschedule,itcouldevenresultinincreasedvandalismto

thesites.

NeithertheReducedBudget(RBU)northeindustry('ND)Alternativesaddresses

theinventoryrequirementsofSection110oftheNationalHistoric

PreservationAct(P.L.89-665)andare,therefore,unacceptableintermsof

culturalresourcemanagement.

itisdifficulttoassesstheEnvironmentalConsequencesofthevarious

alternativesassolittleisknownoftheculturalresourcedatabaseonthe
forest.itseemslogicaltosupposethatAMNwouldhavethelowestpotential

forconflictwithculturalresources;however,itislessclearthatPRFand

CURpresentonlymoderateconflicts,orfewerthanRPD(giventhatallproject
workwillprovidefullcompliancewiththeFederallawsandregulations).As

aresultoffailuretoconductnon-projectinventory/evaluationtoevaluate backlogproperties,andtoadequatelymonitorculturalpropertiesunderPRr

andCUR,conflictscannotbeadequatelyassessed.

InSection2,"CulturalResources”ofChapter3,“TheAffectedEnvironment"

(pp.3-25through29),itisestimatedthat13,400culturalpropertiesexist

ontheforestwhichhavenotbeenidentified.0ftheidentifiedsites

(2,600),nonehasbeeninterpreted,andabout151arenotmanaged.Although

theunmanagedsitesarecomprisedofsmallsurfacelithicscatter,andare
presumedtobeoflittleresearchvalue,thisjudgmenthasbeenmadeinthe

absenceofanyassessmentofthevalueofthistypeofpropertyforresearch.

Again,thelackofaCCRHP,whichidentifiesspecificpropertytypesandtheir

researchvalueandappropriatemanagementtreatment,makesthismanagement

decisionquestionable.Forexample,ifadequatestudieshadbeenmadeofthe

majorobsidiansourcesontheforest,minimalstudyofsmallsurfacelithic

scatterscouldcontributevaluableinformationonthemovementoflithic

resourcesfromtheirsourcetotheireventuallocation.theobsidiansources

couldbenominatedtotheNationalRegisterofHistoricPlacesasa

discontiguousdistrictunderthetheme,LithicProcurementResourcesonthe

HodocNationalForest.

Therestrictionofinventoryofprojectareasbiasestheculturalrecordand

overemphasizesthosepropertieswhicharefoundinforestedareaswhile

excludingthosepropertytypesfoundinotherenvironments.Thelackofmajor

archeologicalexcavationdatamakestheidentificationofculturalperiods duringevaluationofsitesignificancedifficulttoimpossibleduetothis

deficiencyinthedatabase.

werecommendthattheactivitiesdescribedunder'0ortunities'(p.3-29)be
consideredforinclusioninthePlan.Eventheirpartiaaccomplishmentwould

constituteamajorcontributiontoculturalresourcemanagementintheforest.



Habitatrestorationalsoappearstobehighlysusceptibletochangesinthe

forestbudgetandlikelytobeoneofthefirstactivitiesdeletedwhenbudget

allocationsarereduced.Protectionandrestorationofwetlandhabitats

shouldbedirectlylinkedtoforestresourceuse.Herecommendthatunless

wetlandhabitatvaluesontheforestcanbemaintainedandimprovedthat

habitatdegradingactivitiesbecurtailedaccordingly.

 

ElementsFandK-HaterandSoils:

Thewatershedrestorationstandardrespondingtomanagementdirection1

shouldbeamendedtoidentifythequantityofrestorationworkthatisto

beachievedinagivenyear.Herecommendthatrestorationoccurin

directproportiontothelevelofdegradation.

The"Opportunities"areinfact,necessaryforresponsiblemanagementofthe

forest‘sculturalresources.

Insummary,wefindthatwhiletheforestundoubtedlycontainsarichand
complexrecordofthepastasexemplifiedbythenumberandvarietyofthe

knownculturalresources,theDEISdoesnotadequatelyaddresstheinventory,

evaluation,treatmentormanagementoftheseresources.Consistentprocedures

areneededandshouldbebaseduponacomprehensiveculturalresource

managementdocumentwhichprovidesspecificguidanceforinventory,

evaluation,treatmentandmanagementoftheforest'sknownandunrecorded

culturalresources.

FISHANDHILDLIFERESOURCES

TheFishandHildifeService(Service)isconcernedthatthemitigation

actionsproposedinthePlanandDEIStoavoidorminimizetheeffectsof

resourceuseonwetlandsandthespeciesthatdependuponthemare

inadequate.Further,thePlanclearlyidentifiestheexistingdegradedstatus

ofmanywetlandsontheforestaswellasthemeansbywhichrestorationcan
occur.However,theproposedeffortsforrestorationofwetlandareasappear tobeinsufficienttoprovideimprovementswithinareasonableperiodoftime.

SpecificCommggtg

Plan

ForestStandardsandGuidelines

ThePlandoesnotidentifywhethereachcriterionisastandardorguide

ance.Sincethestatusdoesmakeadifferenceastohowitisappliedbythe

forest(p.4-52)werecommendthatthePlandoso.Italsoseemsthatthe

definitionsofstandardsandguidelinesshouldbeincludedatthebeginningof

thissection.

15.RiparianAreas(pp.4-33to4-34)

Herecommendthatcriteriaa,b,andcbeelevatedtothelevelof

standards.

HefurtherrecomendthatthePlanexpandcriterioncbysetting

mandatorytargetgoalsofimprovement,byquantityandquality,for degradedriparianareas.Ifgoalscannotbemetbecausestructural

improvementsarenotfunded,thennon-structuralmethodsshouldbe

applied.

21.Hater(pp.4-39to4-40)

Herecommendthatcriteriaathroughfbeelevatedtothelevelof

standard.

ManagementPrescriptionStandardsandGuidelines

ManagementPrescription17:RiparianArea(pp.4-148to4-157)

Element0-Range:

Guidelinebregardingcontroloflivestockdistributionshouldberaised

tolevelofstandard.

ElementE-Timber:

Guidelinesathroughdundermanagementdirection1,regardingtimber

harvest,shouldbeelevatedtostandards.

Element6-Minerals:

Mineraldevelopmentshouldbeallowedonlytotheextentthatimportant

aquaticresourcesarenotdegraded.Theforestshouldobtainwater

rightsifnecessarytoprotectaquaticresources.

ElementL-Facilities:

Guidelines3and11,regardingthewinterizationofroadsand

installationofbridgesandculverts,shouldbeelevatedtothelevelof

standards.

Guideline14shouldbeamendedtoincludeastatementtotheeffectthat

passageatstreamcrossingswillbemaintainedwhennecessaryforthe

fishpopulation.Thiscriterionshouldalsoberaisedtothelevelof

standard.

MonitoringandEvaluationRequirements



RiparianAreas(p.5-I2)

Herecommendthatthe"VariationfromStandardRequiringFurtherAction"
beamended.Variancesrequiringfurtheractionshouldbethefailureto

protectexistinggoodqualityhabitatsaswellasthefailuretosee

improvementindegradedhabitatsthatrequirerestoration.

Hater(pp.5-16to5-17)

HaterQualityManagementandHatershedCondition

Asalsorecommendedforriparianareas,the"VariationfromStandard

RequiringFurtherAction‘foreachoftheseresourcesshouldbeamended

toconsiderthefailureoftheforestmanagementplantoimproveexisting

degradedconditionsaswellasmonitoringtodetermineifareasnow

meetingstandardsarealsodegradingunacceptably.

StreamsideManagementZones(AppendixH)

Proposedwidthsofstreamsidemanagementzones(SHZ)appearsufficientfor

someactivitiessuchasgrazingbutinadequatefortimberharvest.He

recomnendthattheproposedSMZwidthsbedoubledwhentimberharvestand

associatedactivitiesareinvolved.

Healsorecommendthatthehistoricconditionandrestorationpotentialofa

stream,notjusttheexistingconditions,beconsideredwhenstreamclass determinationsaremade.Degradedstreamreacheswhichcanandshouldbe

improvedmayonlybedamagedfurtherifanSMZwidthisselectedbasedupon

theexistingconditionofthestream.

DEIS

CumulativeHatershedImpacts

TheDEIS(p.3-145)outlinesacumulativeimpactsanalysistechniquewhereby impactscausedbymanagementactivitiessuchastimberharvest,grazing,and
roadconstructionwithinindividualwatershedswillbeassigned"equivalent

roadedacre"valuesandcomparedagainstathresholdlevelofERA'sthatwill

beassignedforagivenwatershed.Itappearsthatthistechniqueholds

promiseasameansofidentifyingacceptabledisturbancelevelswithin

individualwatersheds,however,weenvisionshortcomingsinthetechniqueas

describedintheDEIS.

Amoredetaileddescriptionofthecumulativeimpactsmethodologyiswarranted

intheEISsothattheadequacyofthetechniquecanbeassessed.He

recommendthattheEISlistthewatershedunitsthatwillbeusedforthis

analysisaswellastheirexistingERA's.HealsorecommendthattheEISlist

the[RAvaluesthathavebeenassignedtogivenmanagementactivities.All

activitieswithsignificantlanddisturbingimpactsshouldberated.

TheDEISstates(p.3-145)thatwatershedthresholdswereestimatedfromsoil
sensitivityinformationandwaterrunoffpotential.TheEISshoulddetailthe

informationthatgoesintoassigningathresholdandlistthethresholds

assignedtoeachwatershed.

Inadditiontothedevelopmentoftheratingvalueswearealsoconcerned
aboutthemannerinwhichtheanalysiswouldbeapplied.TheDEIS(App.B,

Section2,partE,paeB-28)statesthat"Thegoal(ofassessingcumulative

watersheddisturbance?istopreventdisturbancetoawatershedbeyondits
threshold."Yet,initsapplicationintheFORPLANmodelingprocess(App.8.

section3,pageB-48)‘cumulativewatershedthresholdsfrom42watershedsare

usedtoproportionatelyweightthresholdsforeachmanagementarea.“

Hesuggestthattheimpactstoawatershedarebestevaluatedagainsta

thresholdthatisbasedupontheconditionsinthatindividualwatershed.By

weightingallwatershedthresholdswithinamanagementarea,sensitiveand

highlydisturbedwateshedsmayexceedtheirindividualthresholdrating,even

thoughtheweightedthresholdforthemanagementareahasnotbeenexceeded.

Hhyevaluatethedisturbancetoawatershedbaseduponconditionsinseparate,
andperhapstotallydifferentwatersheds,whenindividualwatershedthresholds

havebeencalculated?

AlsoforuseinFORPLAN(p.B-4),theDEISstatesthatthresholdsareadjusted

forfixeddisturbancessuchasroads.Howarethresholdsadjustedforfixed

disturbances?

Finally,theDEISstates(p.B-48)thatinFORPLANonlytimberlandsare

constrainedbywatershedthresholds.Doesthismeanthatactivitiesonother

forestlands.suchasrangelands,arenotconstrainedtomeetwatershed

cumulativeimpactthresholds?Further,whatarethealternativesif

cumulativeimpactswithinawatershedwillexceedthethresholdeventhough

allactivitiesontimberlandsareconstrained?

Ifthecumulativeimpactsanalysisisappliedinpracticeasdescribed,and

apparentlyappliedintheFORPLANmodel,thenwehaveseriousdoubtsaboutits

abilitytoattainitsstatedgoalofidentifyingandavoidingsignificant

watersheddisturbance.

ENDANGEREDSPECIES

w

ThePlanincludesseveralelementsthatwillcontributetotherecoveryof

threatenedandendangeredspecies.TheServicecommendstheHodocForestfor
includingsuchelementsinthePlanandlooksforwardtoworkingwithForest

Servicepersonnelontheirimplementation.Notwithstandingthesepositive

features,however,therecommendedalternativeinthePlanpresentsproblems
forsomethreatenedandendangeredspecies.Toovercometheseproblems,we recommendthatthepreferredalternativebeamendedtoincludethemeasures
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suggestedbelowforconservinglisted,proposed,andcandidatethreatenedor

endangeredspecies.

TheModocForestcontainshabitatforthreelistedspecies,twoproposed

species,andseveralcandidatesforFederallisting.Thelistedthreatenedor

endangeredspeciesintheModocForestaretheModocsucker(Catostomus

micro5),Americanperegrinefalcon(Falcoperegrinusanatum),andbaldeagle
Haliaeetusleucocehalus).Thetwoproposedspeciesaretheshortnosesucker

(ChasmistesbrevirostrisandtheLostRiversucker(Deltistesluxatus).The

candidatespeciesintheModocForestincludeninecandidateplantsand

severalcandidatevertebrates.

Generally,webelievethattheresolutionofissuesaffectinglistedspecies

isbestachievedthroughthenormalSection7consultationprocessona

project-by~projectbasiswhensite-specificinformationisavailable

concerningpotentialprojectimpacts.Therefore,werecommendthatthe

Serviceinititateformalconsultationonthosecomponentsoftheselected

alternativethatmayadverselyaffectlistedspeciesatthetimesuchprojects

appearontheplanninghorizon.Hithrespecttorecoveryactions,we

recommendthatthePlanbemadeconsistentwiththerecoveryplansthathave

beendevelopedforthelistedspeciesthatnowoccur,orhistorically

occurred,intheModocForest.

OneareaofthePlanwhereweanticipateconflictsmaydevelopwithrespectto

threatenedandendangeredspeciesmanagementconcernsthefundingallocated
forobtainingbaselineinformationandmonitoringpopulationtrends.the

fundingallocatedinthePlanisgrosslyinadequatetoimplementatrend

analysisprogram.Therarityofmostlistedorcandidatespeciesdictates thatextensiveandprolongedsurveysbeundertaken.Suchsurveysbytheir

verynatureareusuallyquiteexpensivetocarryout.Theinformation
obtainedfromlessintensivesurveysmaybeunreliableandmisleading.

Hestronglyrecommendthatsignificantlyhigherlevelsoffundingbeallocated
inthefinalPlanformonitoringsensitivewildlifeandplantpopulations.A

highpriorityshouldbegiventoobtaininginitialbaselinedatawheresuch

dataarelacking,andforperformingsustainedlong-termmonitoring.The

problemsassociatedwithgatheringandanalyzingdataforendangeredfishesin
theModocForestwillcontinuetobecomplicatedif,asiscurrentlythecase,

theforestdoesnothaveatrainedfisherybiologistonitsstaff.He

recommendthatthisdeficiencyberemedied.

BeforetheServicecommitsitselftoaplanthathasthepotentialto

significantlyalterhabitatconditionsforseverallisted,proposed,and

candidatethreatenedorendangeredspecies,werecommendthatacommitment

firstbemadeaobtainingneededbaselinedataandvalidatingthemodelsthat
wereusedtoevaluatefishandwildlifeimpacts.insituationswherethereis

alreadygooddocumentationtoshowthatalisted,proposed,orcandidate

speciesiscurrentlyinadecliningordepletedstatus,landusesthatwould

exacerbatethesituationshouldbeavoideduntilrecoveryiswellunderway.

ll

SpecficComments

Plan,p.3-27.intheparagraphdiscussingmanagementofsensitiveplants,we

supportthestatedrequirementforfloristicsurveyspriortoanyland

disturbingorlandexchangeactivity.However,suchsurveysshouldnotbe

limitedtositeswhereknownpopulationsoccur.Pre-disturbancesurveys shouldalsobeconductedinareaswherepotentialhabitatforanyofthe

candidateplantsmaybeaffected.Littlewillbegainedfromsurveyingareas

wheretheplantsarealreadyknowtoexist.-

Plan,p.3-27.Thereasoningbehindtheassertionthatnochangesinthe

currentgrazingstrategyarenecessarybecausesensitiveplantshavesurvived
100yearsofgrazingontheModocForestisunrigorous,atbest.Thepresence

ofremnantplantpopulationsinareaswheregrazinghasoccurredformany

yearsdoesnotnecessarilyindicatethatsuchorganismsareeitherunaffected
by,orwillcontinuetopersitunder,thecurrentgrazingregime.Exclosure

studieswouldprovidethedataneededtosubstantiatesuchaclaim.He

thereforerecommendthatthefinalplanincorporate,atleastonalimited
basis,exclosurestudiestomeasuretheimpactsthatgrazingishavingon

candidateplants.

Plan,p.3-41.inanalyzingthemanagementsituationforwildlifeandfish,

andthroughoutthePlan,itshouldberecognizedthattheshortnosesuckerand

theLostRiversucker,whichbothoccurintheModocForest,wererecently

proposedforadditiontotheListofEndangeredandThreatenedHildlife(U.S.

FishandHildlifeServicei987).Unlikecandidatespecies,whichareafforded

nolegalprotectionundertheEndangeredSpeciesAct,speciesproposedfor
endangeredorthreatenedstatusdoreceivespecialconsiderationduringthe

intervalbetweenpublicationoftheproposedruleandthefinaldetermina tion.TheServiceanticipatespublicationofthefinaldeterminationfor

thesetwospeciesbythesummerofi988.

Plan,P.3-41.Theplanshouldrecognize,eitherinthediscussionon

threatenedandendangeredspeciesorinthesectiononspecialhabitats,that

theModocForestcontainsimportantspawningandnurseryhabitatforthe

dwindlingrunofGooseLakeredbanktroutthatannuallymigrate(orattemptto

migrate)fromGooseLakeintoLassenCreekandotherGooseLaketributaries.

TheGooseLakeredbandtroutisacategory2candidatespecies.The

maintenanceofsuitablespawninghabitatinGooseLaketributaries,

particularlyLassenCreek,isanessentialcomponentoftheongoingeffortto

preserveandrestorethisfish.

Plan,p.4-14.Table4-2shouldincludetheshortnosesuckerandtheLost

Riversuckeramongthespeciesforwhichmanagementprescriptionsand

objectivesareestablished.Thesetwospecieswererecentlyproposedfor

additiontotheListofEndangeredandThreatenedHildlife.Habitatforthese

twofishesoccursintheModocForestinHillow,Boles,andHowitzCreeks

(tributariestoClearLakeReservoir). l2



Plan,p.4-33.inthesectiononriparianareas,recognitionshouldbegiven

tohowimportantriparianhabitatsaretothesurvivalandrecoveryofthe

Modocsucker,shortnosesucker,LostRiversucker,andGooseLakeredband trout.Inthepast,andcontinuinginsomeareas,habitatconditionsfor

thesefisheshavebeenseverlydegradedthroughremovalofriparianvegetation

andsubsequenterosionandsedimentation.

Thesespeciesareparticularlyvulnerabletoriparianhabitatdegradation

becausetheytypicallyoccurinstreamsthatareintermittentorlow

flowing.Lossofriparianhabitatcancausestreamtemperaturestoincrease andadjacentwaterwaystobecomedesiccatedafterdowncuttingoccurs.Proper

managementprescriptionsareneededtoinsurethatriparianhabitatsare

maintained,andrestoredwherenecessaryalongsidestreamsthatsupportthe

Modocsucker,shortnosesucker,LostRiversucker,andGooseLakeredband
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Plan,p.A-208:AsnotedinthePlan,DutchFlat,Rush,andJohnsonCreeks

arecriticalstreamsfortheModocsucker.DutchFlatCreekwasidentifiedby
theinteragencyModocSuckerHorkingGroupasthehighest-prioritystreamfor

restoration.

Plan,p.4-232.AsnotedinthePlan,Hashington,Turner,andHulbertCreeks

arecriticalhabitatfortheModocsucker.CoffeeHillGulch(tributaryto HashingtonCreek)andCottonwoodFlat(tributarytoHulbertCreek)alsoare

importantasspringspawningareasandwaterqualitysupplyfortheModoc

sucker.

Plan,p.4-256.ThePlanshouldnotethatWillowandBolesCreeksare

importantspawningstreamsforLostRiverandshortnosesuckers.

trout.

Plan,p.4-33.Thestandardsandguidelinesandmanagementprescriptionsin
thePlanforriparianareas(establishedintheHatersandSoilsElementon

pages4-148and4-154)aretheminimumnecessarytomaintainandrecoverthe listed,proposed,andcandidatefishes.Nodeviationsbelowthesestandards

andguidelinesshouldbetolerated.

Plan,p.4-41.inthesectionestablishingforeststandardsandguidelines forwildlifeandfish,theshortnosesuckerandLostRiversuckershouldbe

includedintheelementonthreatenedandendangeredspeciesordiscussed
underanewheadingentitled"ProposedThreatenedandEndangeredSpecies.“

ShortnosesuckersandLostRiversuckersoccurwithintheModocForestin

Hillow,Boles,andMowitzCreeks(tributariestoClearLakeReservoir).

Plan,p.4-41.inthesectionestablishingforeststandardsandguidelines

forwildlifeandfish,theGooseLakeredbandtroutshouldberecognizedasa

vulnerablecandidatespecies.Recentgeneticanalysisoftherainbowtrout
complexbyBerg1987)identifiesthreedistinctgroupsofredbandtrout:an

inlandform,Parasalmogairdnerigibbsii,thatoccursinOregonandIdaho),a

HcCloudRiverform,P.g.newberry',thatoccursintheMcCloudRiver

drainage,andaGooseLakeform,f,g.ssp.,thatoccursinGooseLakeand

someofitstributaries.

Othertroutsystematistsconsidertheredbandtrouttobeadistinctspecies

(see,forexample,Behnkei979).Berg'staxonomicschemeforclassifying redbandtrouthasbeensubmittedtotheJournalofSystematicZoologyfor

consideration.

Plan,p.4-168.WillowCreekanditstributary,BuckCreek,areimportant

spawningareasfortheGooseLakeredbandtrout.LassenCreekandColdCreek

arealsocriticalspawningstreams,asnotedinthePlan.Restorationof thesestreams,aswellasmaintenanceofexistingstreamimprovements,is

badlyneeded.Theexistinggrazingsystemshouldberevisedtopromotethe

growthofriparianvegetationandstreambankstability,orthestream

corridorsshouldbefencedtoexcludelivestockfromsensitiveriparianareas.

Plan,p.4-260.ThePlanshouldnotethatHillow,Boles,andMowitzCreeks

areimportantspawningandnurseryhabitatsfortheshortnosesuckerandLost

Riversucker.

Plan,p.5-12.inthemonitoringspecificationsforsensitiveplants,weare

notabletodeterminewhetherthemonitoringdescribedonpage5-12ofthe

draftplanincludespre-disturbancesurveys.inanycase,theprojected8500

annualcostseemstobeagrossunderestimationofthetruecostofconducting

therequiredpre-disturbancefloristicsurveysandlong~termmonitoring.

Plan,p.5-12.Inthemonitoringandevaluationspecificationsfor“Riparian

Areas",webelievea10%reductioninchannelandriparianconditionfor

streamsthatsupporttheModocsucker,shortnosesucker,andLostRiversucker
istoogreatavariationtoallowbeforecorrectiveactioniscalledfor.He recommendthatthethresholdfortriggeringremedialactionbeestablishedat

areductionof5%inchannelandriparianconditions.

Plan,p.5-12.InthemonitoringandevaluationrequirementsfortheModoc

sucker,theprojectedcostofonly$500fortheanualmonitoringspecifiedin

thiselementdoesnotappearadequate.Herecommendthatamorerealistic

allocationbeprovidedfortheseimportantrecoveryactions.

Plan,p.5-19.inthemonitoringandevaluationrequirementsforwildlifeand

fish,themonitoringspecifiedforLostRiverandshortnosesuckers(every5

years)istooinfrequent.Annualmonitoringisnecessaryuntilbaseline

conditionshavebeenaccuratelydetermined.Theallocationofonly$2,000

annuallyforsuchmonitoringisnotadequateandshouldbeincreasedtoamore

realisticlevel.

DEIS,pp.3-98and3-99.Onlythreeofthenineplanttaxadescribedonthese pageswillremaincandidatesintheforthcomingupdatetothenoticeofreview

forplants.TheareEryngiummathiasiae,Himuluspygmaeus,andEgg

fibrata.However,twoothercandidateplants,theDeschutesmilk-vetch

(Astragalustegetarioides)andGreene'smariposa(Calochortusreenei)may

occurintheModocForest.TheformerspeciesisknownfromAshValley,while

14



thelatterspecieshasbeenreportedfrom"Forestdale'(northeastofTaylor

Mountain).Bothoftheseplantsarecategory2candidates.

DEIS,pl.2-16.inTable1,wenotethatriparianareasandthreatenedand

endangeredspecieshabitatreceivehighpriorityinallalternatives

considered.However,itisclearthattheAmenityAlternativeandthe

PreferredAlternativewillresultinthebesthabitatconditionsformostfish

andwildlifespecies.Heseriouslydoubtwhethertheharvestoftimberor

livestockgrazingcanbeincreasedwithoutcausingadecreaseinwaterquality

andquantity.inmanypartsoftheforest,riparianareasarecurrently

degradedandrestorationworkisneeded.

DEIS,p.3-159.inthediscussionontheModocsucker,itshouldbenoted

thatDutchFlatCreekislikelytocontainhybridfish.Habitatimprovement

workandafishbarriermaythereforebeneededforthisstream.

DEIS,p.3-16.inthediscussiononLostRiverandshortnosesuckers,it

shouldbenotedthatsurveysareneededtodeterminethecurrentdistribution

ofthesetwofishesontheforest.MembersoftheKlamathBasinSuckers
lnteragencyworkingGroupsareavailabletohelpsurveyandmonitorthese

habitats(contactServicerepresentativesJackWilliamsandMarkColemanfor informationorassistance).Habitatimprovementworkisneededalongwillow,

Boles,andMowitzCreeks.

DEIS,p.K-2.ThelistoffishontheModocForestshouldincludetheGoose

Lakeredbandtrout(Salmosp.orSalmoairdnerissp.).TheLostRiversucker

l51"thegenusDeltistes(seeMillerl98ll.thecorrectspellingtothe

scientificnamefortheshortnosesuckerisChasmistesbrevirostris.

 

KlamathBasinNationalHildlifeRefuges

 

TheprotectionofriparianzonesintheforestandintheClearLakewatershed

inparticularareofsignificantimportancetothemanagementofClearLake

NationalwildlifeRefuge.

TheClearLakeManagementArea(p.4-259-264)isofspecialinterestto

KlamathBasinNationalwildlifeRefugesasittotallysurroundsourClearLake

NHR.Hesuportalleffortstoprotectthestreamsideriparianzonesinthe

ClearLakedrainage.inaddition,thePlanshouldaddresstheprotectionof

theshorelinesofClearLakefromtrespasslivestockeminatingfromtheForest

Servicegrazingallotments.
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includingthecumulativeimpacts,oftheexpectedmineralactivitiesarenot

revealed.

Mineralsarediscussedinvarioussectionsofbothdocumentsbutthereisno
continuityinhowmineralresourcesarediscussed.Thismethodtohandlethe planningofmineralactivitiesandtheresultantenvironmentalimpactsleaves

manyquestionsunanswered.Italsocreatesasituationwhereaseparate

environmentaldocumentmayberequiredformineralleasingdecisions.

CommentsconcerningthelandManagementPlanareasfollows:

IntheintroductiontotheMineralssection,onpage3-16.wesuggest

thatthewords‘deep-seated“and‘oilandgas‘bedeletedfromthe

wrmrwh.

TheLeasableMineralssection,onpage3-17,isconfusing.Thediscussionof
thecapacityoftheGlassMountainKGRAisnotclear.Hewouldsuggestthat

thetwoKGRAsbediscussedseparatelytosay:

Geothermalenergyisthemostactivelysoughtleasablemineralinthe

forest.TwoKnownGeothermanResourcesAreas(KGRA)occurinthe

forest.TheLakeCity-SurpriseValleyKGRAcoversabout72,900acres,

butfewerthan3,000acresareactuallyintheforest.Noactivityhas
occurredintheKGRA.Thepotentialforelectricproductionfromthis

areaisverylow.Only1leasefor2,500acres(lessthan41ofthe

KGRA)existsintheforestlands.

TheGlassMountainKGRAcontains133,000acresoflandclassifiedas

valuableforgeothermaldevelopment.TheKGRAwasexpandedin1986,

basedontheincreasedknowledgeobtainedfromstudiesinthearea.

Presently,33,000acreshavebeenleased.Temperaturegradientholes

havebeendrilledwithintheKGRA,aswellastwodevelopmentwells.

AftgertheremainingavailablelandsintheKGRAareleased,exploration

anddevelopmentactivitywillincreasedramatically.Theelectrical

generationpotentialofthisKGRAisabout500megawattsofpower.

Inadditiontothegeothermalinterest,morethan300oilandgasleases

andapplicationshavebeenfiledonforestlandsduringthepast20

years.Only2leasesarestillineffect,but68leaseapplicationsfor

238,000acresarebeingprocessedbytheFSandtheBLM.

ThenameoftheKGRA,identifiedonpage4-174,needstobechangedtothe

‘LakeCity-SurpriseValley“KGRA.Actually,allreferencestotheLakeCity

KGRAinbothdocumentsshouldbechangedtotheLakeCity-SurpriseValley

KGRA.TheKGRAhashadthisnamesincethel970s.

MINERALRESOURCES

AbasicprobleminboththeDEISandthePlanisthatmineralsarenot

carriedthroughineitherofthedocuments.Itistruethatminerals

managementislistedasaconcerninthescopingprocess,butthesubjectis

handledbysayingthatForestwideStandardsandGuidelineswillbeapplied.
ThetypesofmineralPlansofOperationsarenotdiscussed.TheimpactsI

Thechartonpage4-11isahelpfuladditiontothedocument.itdoes,

however,raiseseveralquestionsabouttheLandAllocationnumbers.for

instance,thechartindicatesthat23,000acresareallocatedtotheSemi

primitivenon-motorizedlandplanningcategory,butthenarrativesection.on page4-18,indicatesthattheforestplanstomanage"78,000additionalacres
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forsemi-primitivenon-motorizedqualities”.Sincethechartreflectsthe

forest'sfutureplannedallocation,thischartshouldreflecttheadditional

78,000acres.

ThechartalsoindicatesthatnolandsareplannedforDevelopedRecreation

(LowStandard),butthenarrativehasdedicatedpp.4-88through4-93to

outliningtheManagementDirectionforthislandcategory.

Appendix1needsanintroductoryparagraph,explainingwhowillmaketheland

descriptiondecisions,concerningwhichlandsarecoveredbythethe

stipulationsandhowthestipulationswillbeattachedtotheleases.The

conditionswillbedeterminedonasite-specificbasisandstipulations

attachedtotheleases.Theconditionswillbedeterminedonasite-specific

basisandstipulationsattachedasrelevant,insteadofhavingallthe

differenttypesofstipulationsincludedoneachlease.

StipulationNo.2containsbothyear-roundNoSurfaceOccupancy(N50)and

SeasonalNSOrestrictions.Herecommendthattheprotectionsbe

separatedintothe2typesofrestrictions,sothatonestipulationis
fortotalN50andonestipulationisforseasonalNSO.Thiswouldbe

consistentwiththerecentlycompletedoilandgasenvironmental

document.

StipulationNo.7protectsscenicvalues.Thefirstparagraphofthis

sectionisanexplanationofthestipulation,whilethesecondparagraph

containsthelanguageofthestipulation.Hewouldsuggestthatthe

specificlanaguageofthestipulationbeindented,sothatthereadercan

seewhichpartwillactuallybeattachedonthelease.

TheMonitoringandEvaluationsectionisanoutstandingadditiontothis
LMP.Table5-1,"MonitoringPlanbyResource",(p.5-9)indicatesthat

theannualcostformonitoringMineralPlansofOperationswillonlycost

$100.Amorerealisticfigureforthiscostisatleast$1000.

TheDEISisaverycomprehensivedocumentfortimberandrecreationplanning,

buttheanalysisformineralsleavesalottobedesired.Amineralpotential

mapoftheforestshouldbeincluded.ThemineralpotentialintheModoc

NationalForestishigh,andtheforestshouldtakethisopportunityto

discussthedevelopmentoftheseresources.Forinstance,thegeothermal

potentialoftheGlassMountainKGRAisthehighestofanyundevelopedareain theUnitedStates.Theeconomicimpactonthecountiescouldbeenormous;far

outrankingthehunting/recreation,timber,orgrazingsupporttothe

counties.Thisisnotreflectedinthedocument.

SpecificComments

DEIS

ThesummaryofEnergy.onpage20,doesnotconveythesignificintpotential

ofienthermalenergyintheforest.TheenergyresourcesoftheModoccan

i7

havestatewidesignificance.Theeconomicandsocialbenefitsofthepossible

electricalgenerationarenotreflectedinthediscussion.Also,the

narrativerelatesgeothermalexplorationtoenergydemandsandenvironmental

concerns.Thenarrativeshouldindicatethatincreasedexplorationwillbe

basedoncompletionoftheleasingprocess,theissuanceofleases,andbetter

economicconditionsoftheindustry,aswellasonenvironmentalissues.

inthesummarysectiononMinerals,onpage21,thegeothermalsectionmight includethenumberofpastleases,thenumberofapplications,andpotential

forelectricgenerationintheparagraph.

Chapter2goesintovaluabledetailtoestablishsomebenchmarksforeconomic productionwithintheforest.TheModochasanopportunityheretoestablish

somebenchmarksforgeothermalresources.Notonlywasthisnotdone,but

mineralsaretreatedthroughoutChapter2asafixedinfluenceonforest

values.intheevaluationofthedifferentalternatives,beginningpageZ-Ji,

thenumberofminingplansalwaysremainsthesame.Thisisunrealistic,

becauseifareasareclosedtomining,orifnosurfaceoccupancyisallowed,
thentheseareaswouldnotbeopentomining,sotheareasthatareavailable

fornewexplorationwouldgetfewerandfewer.Forthosealternativeswhich

havespecificopportunitiesforforestproduction,thenarrativesshould

includetheopportunitiesformineraldevelopment.

intheLMPsectiontitled,ManagementPrescriptionsforSpecialAreas,itis

indicatedthat"NoSurfaceOccupancy"(N50)stipulationswillbeapplied.

ThismaycomefromstatementsmadeintheDEIS.Forexample,inthe

EnvironmentalConsequencesSection,onpage4052,thenarrativeindicatesthat

‘SpecialAreasandRecreationPrescriptionsrequireNSO".ThisNSO

stipulationneedstobejustified.

TheElSshoulddiscussanyconflictsbetweenenergydevelopmentandrecreation

andthecumulativeimpactsthatcouldresult,thendevelopamanagement

prescriptionbasedontheeconomic,environmental,andpublicinterestvalues
involved.OneoftheSpecialAreasisatMedicineLake,wherethegeotherma explorationpotentialisthehighestinthenation.Asitis,thereare_no

discussionsofthepossiblecumulativeimpactsfromdrillinganddevelopmen’

intheSpecialAreaaroundthelake.

TheManagementAreaDirectionfortheMedicineLakeArea(No.61)indicates thatothermanagementactivitiesshouldnotprecludegeothermalievelopment,

butthiscontradictsthestatementsintheRecreationandHildiifeSection.

Atleastthereisenoughofaperceivedconflicttojustifyadl\CUSSlOHof

thecumulativeimpactssomewhereinthedocument.

Thediscussion,onpp.3-37/38,ofGeothermalandOilandGas'nergy

resources,doesnotreflectthemultiple‘useConcernsthathesueevidentii

Chapter1.Also,thediscussionneedstohighlisttheautsta-i.ngputat.'

forgeothermaldevelotnent.
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Page3-61indicatesthat50,600acresoflandhavebeenwithdrawnforKGRAs.
Thisismisleading,becauseKGRAlandsarenotwithdrawn.Referencestothe LakeCityKGRA,madethroughoutthedocument,needtobechangedtotheLake

TheAffectedEnvironmentforLeasableMineralsSection,page3-65,needstobe
replacedbythesuggestedwrite-upcommentNo.2oftheLMPsectionabove.A

shaleformationisdiscussedinthemineralssection(p.3-6).Thereasonfor

thisisnotclearfromthenarrative.

TheEnvironmentalConsequencestoRecreationfromMinerals,Geothermal,and
UtilitiesManagement,onpage4-66,isveryconfusingandmisleading.The discussionoflong-termimpactsfromfluidmineralsindicatesthatsurface

disturbanceandvegetationremovalaremajor.ButtheManagement

PrescriptionsindicatethatmostoftheseareaswillhaveNoSurfaceOccupancy

stipulationsonthem.50surfacedisturbancewillnotbeamajorimpact.

Actually,sincethepreviouschapteridentifiesthattheseareaswillhaveNo

SurfaceOccupancy,therewillbenogrounddisturbanceorotherimpacts.

Thesectionalsoinciatesthatopen-pitminingisapointsourcethatcanbe
mitigated.Foranyonefamiliarwithopen-pitmining,thisisnotrealistic.

However,thepointshouldbemoot,sincetheprevioussectionindicatesthat

therecreationsitesareclosedtomining,sothereshouldnotbeanyminesto

City-SurpriseValleyKGRA.

mitigate.

TheEnvironmentalConsequencesSectionforVisualResources,page4-94,

indicatesthatmineralsandutilitieswillhaveexactlythesameimpactsto

thevisualresourcesasareexpectedfromrecreation.Thisdoesnotseem

realistic.Forinstance,thevisualimpactsfromaminingplanforlocatable

mineralswouldhavecompletelydifferenttypesofimpactsthantheimpacts fromanoilandgasPlanofOperations.Thissectionshouldberewritten.

ThesectionconcerningEnergy,withintheTable:SummaryTreatmentofissues,

onpage2-167,indicatesthattheforestwillencourageenergydevelopment.

Thiscommitmentisvague,sinceallindicationsarethatenergy,specifically
geothnmalsteam,isnotevenamanagementgoalinanyofthealternatives.0n theotherhand,thisstatementindicatesthatgeothermaldevelopmentwilltake

place,butthereisnoenvironmentalimpactdiscussion,includingcumulative

impacts,relatingtothisanticipateddevelopment.

Forinstance,ifgeothermaldevelopmentisallowedtooccuratMedicineLake,

theeconomicimpactsoftheexpectedgeothermaldevelopmentwillnotbe insignificant.Theeconomicimpactswouldresultinsignificantsocial

impacts,becausethecounties,mainlySiskiyou,willbenefitandtheretirees,
businesses,andgeneralpublicmayreceivemanyoutstandingbenefitsthrough

neworimprovedservices.Thereasonthatthechartonpage4-8doesnot reflectanyofthesepossiblebenefitsisprobablybecauseofthelackof

mineralsdiscussioninanyofthealternatives.

19

TheMineralsSection,beginningonpage4-48,doespointoutsomeofthe

issues,whichwehaveidentified,butpage4-48ispartofChapter4,

EnvironmentalConsequences.Theissuesconcerningmineralsshouldbe

identifiedanddevelopedinChaptersl,2,and3.Besides,theconflictsare
nothighlightedinChapterA.Eachresourceindicatesthatitwillpreclude mineraldevelopmentwherethereisaconflict.ifthisisthedecision,the

narrativeneedstodevelopthejustification.

Thediscussionofleasableminerals,onpage4-52,indicatesthatSpecial

AreasrecreationprescriptionsrequireNSO.Thisstatementisnotsupported byanydiscussionofhowtheN50stipulationsweredevelopedorwhatimpacts

arebeingprecluded.TheConditionalN50isalso"required".Thereisno

discussiontojustifythisstatement.TheBLM/FSMOUforfluidleasing

requiresstipulationstobejustified.ThisLMP/EISisanexcellentplaceto

documentthisrequiredjustification.

Thediscussionoftheacreswhichareclosedtomineralactivities,beginning

onpage4-52,doesnotfollowfromanypreviouschapter.Thediscussionof

theeffectsundereachalternativedoesnotshowanyadvantageordisadvantage

forminerals.Thesectionsonpage4-53indicatethatcertainareaswill

alwaysbeclosedtomineraldevelopment,nomatterwhatthepotential.The
INDandRBUalternativesindicatelowerSemi-Primitiveconstraints,butno

justificationisgivenforwhythemineraldevelopmentisprecluded.The

mineralrestrictionbyacres,inTable4-11onpage4-52,doesnotshowhow

manyacresareopentodevelopment.Thistablealsoindicatesthat22.9acres arealwaysclosedtoSurfaceOccupancy,butnopreviouschapterhadamapthat

indicatedwheretheseplacesare.

TheHaterandRiparianareassection,beginningonpage4-103,indicatesthat

majoreffectsonwaterqualityandquantitydonotincludemineral

development.itisunrealisticnottodiscussmineralsasoneofthepossible

effects.infact,thiswouldbeoneoftheplacestodiscusshowstandard proceduresduringdrillingallowboththeBLMandthePStomitigatethese

impacts.Thereisnodiscussionofmitigationonpage4~l33,Meansto

Mitigate,either,althoughmitigationisasignificantpartoffluidmineral

development.

OtherSpecificCommentsonMinerals

TheMineralPotentialMaponpage3-68istoosmall.itshouldbeatthesame

scaleasthealternativemaps,sothereadercanseehowmineralswillbe

affectedbyeachalternative.

ComparingthepresentsmallmineralsmaptothePreferredAlternativeMap,it
canberoughlyestimatedthathalformoreofthreeoftheareashavinghigh

potentialformineraldevelopmentaremanagedforvisualretention.Thus,it

appearsthatmostmineraldevelopmentmayhavesevererestrictionsimposed uponit,therebylimitingminingactivity.inonlyonemanagementareais

specificmineralsmanagementdirectiongiventhatwouldappeartooverridethe
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visualretentionobjective.FortheHighgradeDistrict,page4-163oftheRMP

statesthat“...othermanagementactivitiesshouldnotprecludefuture

mining...‘ForotherhighpotentiallocatablemineralareasonFigure3-15of

theDEIS,themineralsmanagementquestionisn'taddressed.Hesuggestthat

theseareasofpastandpotentialmineraldevelopmentbemanagedprimarilyfor

mineraldevelopmentandothercompatiblemanagementobjectives.

Table4-10,onpage4-51oftheDEIS,isincomplete.itfailstoshowhow

manyacresareintheforestandhowmanyofthoseacreswithhighormedium

potentialareavailablewithoutrestrictions.

HefindthattheModocForestcompareTableA-lOwiththeclassification

systemshowninTableZ-ll,pagesll-7landll-72,fromtheBeaverhead

NationalForest(MT)DEIS(attachment1).

Comparingawelldefinedmineralpotentialwithwelldefinedavailability

allowsthereadertobettervisualizethestatisticalrepresentationof

mineralsavailability.Also,avisualaidorsummarytablesuchaspagelV-Bl
(attachment4)fromtheHenatcheeNationalForestDEIScanbeveryhelpfulto

thereader.

 

itisimportanttoincludeadiscussionwhichsummarizeshowmineral

developmentmayfareundereachalternative.Thissectioniscontainedin

mostforestDElSs,andwestronglyrecommendthatitbLincludedinthefinal

Hefeelthepoint-counterpointdiscussionusedbytheHenatcheeNational

Forestisaveryimportanttechniqueinexploringhowmineralsaffectother

21

resourcesandhowdecisionsaffectingotherresourceswill,inturn,affect
minerals.itisimportantthattheforestconsiderincludingdiscussionsof

thiskindinfuturedocuments.

Hithdrawals

EachofthecurrentmineralareasgivenonpageH-lofAppendixHshould
includestatementsassessingmineralpotentialforlocatableandleasable

minerals.

HerequestthattheModocNationalForestgiveseriousconsiderationtothe

aboverevisionsbeforetheFEISisreleased.

Thankyoufortheopportunitytoreviewandcommentonthesedocuments.

Sincerely,

RoadlessAreas

EachroadlessarealocatedinAppendixEshouldhaveadiscussiononthe
mineralpotentialofthatarea.inaddition,themapofeachareashould

displaythelocationsoftheareasofmineralpotentialandthecommodities involved.ThisiscomnonlydoneinBLMresourceareaplansandsomeforest

plans.

ComparisonofMineralPotentialandLandUseRestraints

ThecriteriaformineralpotentialclassificationusedinTable4-10and

definedonpage3-67oftheDEISisveryvague.Hesuggestthattheforest

reassignthepotentialusingwelldefinedcriteriasuchasthatfromthe
Hallowa-HhitmanNationalForest(attachment2).Also,theavailability

(access)classificationcouldbebetterdefined.AcopyoftheBeaverhead

NationalForestclassification(attachment3)isenclosedforcomparison

study.

flineralsvs.Alternatives

ModocElS.

Pgint-CounterpointDiscussions

MiningDefinitionsandTerms

TheDEISshouldcontainanarrativesectionondefinitionsofmining

explorationanddevelopmentterms,whattheoperationsinvolve,andthe

expectedeffectstheseactivitieswillhaveontheforest.Thisisdesigned

asaninformativesectionforthepublictodispelconfusionaboutmining

activities.TheBeaverheadNationalForestElSisanexcellentexample.

fzPatriciaSandersonPort

RegionalEnvironmentalOfficer

ccs:Director,DEPR(w/orig.incoming)

StateDir.,BLH
Reg.0ir.,NPS

Reg.Dir.,BR

Reg.Hydrologist,GS

Reg.Oir.,FHS

Chief,BM

22



.
2
.
1
2
.

:
x
S
.

o
a

2
.
.
.
“
?

2
A
.
:

2
0
1
5

.
2
“
.
.
.

n

"
M
w

2
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
9
.
9

o
u

2
3
S
.

3
.
.
2
.

3
0
.
.
.
?

“
3
.
2

u

8
»
8

5
.
.
.
.

‘
8

.
.

u
-

“
5
.
.

8
0
.
.

8
.
.
.
.
.
.

3
f
.

.

4
S
3

3
R
8
.

.
2
.
x
x

0
<

o
0
8
.
2

3
»
n
2

5
.
.
S
.

<

 

 

 

 

 

a
9
.
.
.

S
Q
B

..
<

a
.
8
9

:
.
.
8

.
8

.
2

<

I
4

H
u
m
.
“

K
u
I
l
l

D
-
-
N
R

D
O
M
-
9
A

8
0
.
3
‘

O
O

s
-
n
-

B
~
J
m
n

h
:
.
n
n
b

.

O
:

.
.

a
.

g
.
i

.
9
.

.
6
.

8
2
2
d

.
.

v...
I
.

)
0
.

l
h
m
u
m
q
l
u

.
3
S

o
n

o
.

2
4
8

o
u

U
.

R
n
;

V
3
.
8
.

2
»

R

w

5
-

-
H
1

3
.
5
“
.

5
a
.
»

3
1
9

o
u

“
a
n
;

9
3
.
2

3
0
.
2
.

“
2
.
2

-

2
3
!

8
.
4
.
.

2
.
.
.
.
t

..

5
.
2
M

R
1
8
.

.
8
6
:

o

“
2
.
8

:
»
.
Q

n
o
.
3

..

8
4
.
:

2
a
.
!

@
8
4
9

Q

 

 

 

_
u
:
2
:
:
-
2
5

u
<

8
&
8
.

5
.
.
.
.
.
.
8
2
9

5
.
.
.
:

“
2
.
8

5
.
8
.

n
o
.
2
.

0
8
.
3

0
2
.
8

$
1
8
.

5
.
8
.

5
.
3
.

a
.
2
.
.
.

2
.
.
.
.
.
.

2
°
6
3

“
3
.
2

u
2
.
.
.
.
“

§
.
R

S
i
g
n

8
H
4
.

-
2
b
.
.
.
.

1
5
.
3

2
.
.
.
.
8

.
8
.
.
.

<
‘
3
.
2
.

9
8
:
8

1
1
8
.
.

0
8
.
2
.

0000

R
a
i
l

8
1
5

9
1
2
K

5
6
.
.
.
:

8
.
.
.
.

2
9
.
8

.
1
.
.
.
S

3
.
.
.
.

.
5
.
.
.

8
0
.
.
.
.
.
.

>
2
5
»

0
3
.
3
.
.

9
8
.
2

3
%
.
.
.

@
2
2
8
"

8
.
.
.
.
»

n

o
,
3
.
"

a
n
d
:

“
3
.
,

u

5
9
8
.
8

o
n
.
.
.

.

“
3
.
8
.

.
2
6
2

3
4
.
0
8

“
9
.
3
.

<

0000

<°uo

3g.

N
R
6
.
.
.

8
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
2
5
;

o
a

"
8
.
2

5
.
:

v
2
.
8
0

3
.
6
.
“

Q
3
.
.
.
.
.
.

3
1
E

S
1
2

0
u

S
N
.
.
.

3
x
.
.
.

5
.
2
.

2
.
.
.
.
.
.

u
S
W
2

2
a
.
.

.
2
.
.
.
“

o
-

8
&
2
.
a

"
8
.
8
.

.
8
.
“

a
.
8

.
3

n
3
.
.
.
“

0
2
.
8
.

a
<

$
3
3
.

‘
2
;
:

$
.
4
3

9
8
.
2
.

<

B

8
%
.
.
.
.

.
3
5
2

3
.
.
.
:

o
..

2
&
8

a
n
“
.
.
.

1
A
8
“

3
A
3

..

$
4
.
.
.
.

8
.
.
.
.
.
.

0
2
.
8
“

o
u

5
.
2
.

S
h
o
w
.

.
2
.
8
q

8
°
2

u

5
.
2

5
.
3

3
1
5

o
-

o
8
.
.
.
:

$
0
.
3
.

2
.

-

2
0
.
2

8
3
.
.
.
.

$
.
6
2

..
<

o
.
8

~
.

.
2
.
2

.
8

.
2

<

i
n
.
.
.
"

3
%
.
“

8
.
.
.
.
.
3

_.
q

9
0
.
;

S
.
8
.

3
4

a
.

‘
3
.
2

a
0
3
.
8
.

5
.
.
.
.
.
.

“
2
.
4
5

a
u

2
.
.
.
:

.
3
6
3

$
2
3

3
0
.
:

u
0
8
.
8

3
%
.
.
.

5
.
2

o
_

$
1
"

5
.
2

“
8
.
2
.

.
5
.
“

-
o

o
3
0
.
2
.

e
<

o
o

5
.
:

5
.
3
.

<

|
.
.

7
,
1
8
5
.
:

2
.
.
.
!
"

8
.
.
.
.
.
.

2
5
.
.
.
?

e
a

3
.
.
.
‘
:

9
0
.
3
.

.
8
.
.
.
$

2
A
.
.
.

a

0
2
.
.
.
»
.

~
5
5
:

~
8
4
:

..
u

5
.
;

8
1
8
.

.
3
3
3

S
M
:

u

5
.
.
.
:

R
E
.

2
.
6
.

o
-

c
a

.
5
4
.
2
.

.
8
.
»

-

.
.

5
.
2

3
.
.
8

5
.
9
.

c
<

.
.

<
D
fl
m
u
l
r
u
i
<

..
3
.
.
.
.
.
.

6
8
.
2
.

5
.
8
.
.

3
.
.
.
.
.
.

a
.

u
8
.
.
.
:

o
n
.
a
.

3
.
8
“

“
2
.
2

u

a
n

-

<
<

a
.
.
.

2
.
.
.
»
.

2
.
.
.
:

2
.
.
.
.

‘
9
.
.
.
’
:

S
Q
S

E
6
:

0
a
.
:

v
S
-
P
i
u
E
l
i
a
-
I
Q

1
.
2
.
!

5
.
2
.
.
.
.
/

.
H
I
Y
.
.
5
5
.
.
.
.

.
7
:

v
.
4
.
»

.
7
2
;

_
-

-
:

“
1
:
.
.



Hithdrawnorproposedforwithdrawalfrommineral

I

v\

Q

U

L

1

W

vs

U

C

L.

O

‘D

>\ I!

L

.J

C

0

CategoryA

l.

2.Hildandscenicrivers

Sitesforfacilities

3.

4.Historicandculturalsites

5.Developedrecreationsites.

Statutesorexecutiveordersrequirespecific

protectionormitigationmeasures.

1.Proposedwildernessareas.

2.Congressionallymandatedwildernessstudyareas.

RARFIiFurtherPlanningareas.

Category8

? vwfrvut/br £7 J

van-:- .

3.

a

W

Q 0:

‘I l- C)

‘- w‘

W a a)

C71‘

C \I L

C) \- ID

" Cl

‘J l: C)

" t)

t —‘n

I: (D

k’ I

U C

L. ' U! a.

QR D.

‘3 ‘0 Ci CL

1! Q! ID

8L- u-L,

'5 (D

U C

Qu D“ a

V‘ c’ C Q!

""Q “Q 0''

‘U “w- c

'- a.“ a

A‘- “Q ‘

—— o

c D L

' 0) Ch vi CL Q;

a: >\ v\ C> a) c

"'h “w .

0 I- ‘no

Q“!- u“ u

V1 vs Q c I‘ o E

Q) L C) filth in

w—: UFC Q5

‘J ‘J to

”~- I-_— O

O: a.“ el

"'80 ‘Iv-u- a

\J \J ‘3

338 o

‘I U5 U3 U5 on s) -

CategoryC

CI

CD

—

A)

Q

\

‘I

(L

C)

b

o a

M

C Q

I! I)

'- \

C} II

‘D II

C C

Q ‘I

‘M

\0 M“

C ‘I 1)

CD ‘I t)

‘- Lo

‘3 ll \

‘‘ CL
I p c

Q 3 Oa

\’ Cl - l‘

L’ U- “L

‘0 ‘Jo U‘;

‘I v\ >\ :a c

OL- :- “n

C‘ ‘IQ OE

" U‘ Cl L

,‘ C I. '0 C; C»

P” Q c

Q'- II'“ L.

U \- C \loJ

Q s: Ci 4: V\

P- ‘U m“

‘U a! ‘D - h- uu

C ‘D

I‘ C

-°' 0° 00

Category0

0||,|olllOD lawn. a! ‘CI 0.... "0 aapn|pw| ,

,"———-.

'\Alw\u°

-l\ev|ou|on lo

oaoo\wn IIQI‘]

itpolodg

-a|a\au|aal

lg 10010101

l"°!""b

“loci-ow‘

‘ll!!!’ '0

paaaq .0] ‘ll.

oaasanoaaa

‘I|‘QIIIO a;

"Home," ‘loan

too sag 'aaalaaanaao

‘0100'. in.’

'l’jjl‘ll’i'll"

a‘qoaoal) a...

'\Aoo\ ||ln ‘0i

~aaoaaado01d

to await!‘

-|'ia1 'aiaapiagpui

loageadooa 'Oqa‘i

.gvsaa lg oaasasaowg

'alotaidaoad la

aa’oadooa [a 000A!

.014 unease! pass‘

.00! |aooiavlto ‘it.

"Hamid" a"- and;

~n

~aaaaaova ya aaagaod

‘100a Lana Dana liq].

.0.‘ ‘teale000: |\v‘g

'MOI‘IQ 0' IIIOOIII

also‘ a.) \||soo1a;

-aa;sa’aasa|a|qa 01g‘

.aaao, on!‘ as 010.440

an‘ ‘snag "an ill

*oaoapadaoad lg \Jl)

.100‘ 'a\any|a'po|]oa]

.oadool ‘IIIO‘I pages‘

.qasao la Ill‘fl’lJlil‘

'lllblplll cuss-logo‘

iuoa apn|aoj try '1']

.|||ap aaaaoagoaoaala

lugddao ayia‘oal 'alaa

.laa ‘oa|alq4ool pus

|oagaagaoal 'tagidaaa

apn|to| [so ‘a’.

anakad "punt"

aaaaapag

'aaaaaaaa

ll." ""1,"

‘II ‘national to’;

.aasagaa 'aa) ‘assorted

tools. so ‘)0 aaoaaaa‘

-|sa1a||]' Ia’aa'

-aad aoqaa as]. one

.jaolnoa no], aiqvaoaay

pally’lili poo anon;

-nJas.loo1

-ao1aan’

.00‘ 0|‘). i|aoa 0.0!

apn|aal low ~l\a\|\

aoondo|aaap 'ooit

.OIO\‘II aa|ooagaadnag

\‘l! li'lvaarew

-oa||aa'a|d

soaas|gwliu

"it!" till '''\'ll

‘(.10. OUUIOOI I10

‘ligand.’

a). \Ol'jj'il]!

)0 |wI0J0\la0' no;

O|qa|0aoj '00 0.00;

"l"ll'!"l

lal|oodoaa ‘along.

pagag|gasao to onto‘) )0

IOUIUlaI‘oo \Ja\.Iwo1

'IO'O‘IO’

I‘IOIIIAI! lwspoad

a. aoallaad a; so».

ado|aaap lo woiianpoal

all!

oalnoaaglaaaaarg

llolaag

‘asst-0‘ 9on1

‘0.01

(‘palate actual)

a|aa| we; IQ‘I’Q

.I!|Il”|‘

,|ooodo|aa|°

gassaaaageg

"Il'H'"°|

M

.IIODIJ')

W

smut! mum! t0! vnuiu noun-nu

br'ivl

i ll III

is

l

Attachment3

J-l.

Attachment2



'
1
3
-
.

2
6

‘
l
l
-
I
:

F
X
Z
S
F

1
-
3
2
.

1
2
3
-
.
.
.

v
:

i
-
v
g
s
l

.
-

2
3
2
1
:

~
\

3
3
2
5
:
"

a

-
2

F
-

7
2
.

4
:
3
-

i
n
“

1
0
,
2
:
-

g
'
n
i
-

5
-
.
»

 



e
o
d
u
w
~
a
a
q
u
e

0
:
0

u
w
n
u

o
n

_
e
:
c
¢
u
u
q
u
u
0
0
u

a
c

n
0
a
>
u

0
0
v

0
:
»

c
u
e
d

u
0
u
w
u
e
n
0
l

0
a

e
o
fl
u
u
0
u
o
u
a

0
z
u

u
w
t
u

v
:
0
0
0
o
u
0
u

0
a

.
n
:
o
¢
u
o
<
u
u
n
0
o

o
n
:

d
e
c
o
.

0
m

w
e
:

.
o
m
z
.

>
u
e
e
n
s
u
u
o

e
o
w
u
u
a
w

o
z

u
c
a
o
u
i
w
e
0
n

:
u
o
a

n
e
i
w
u
e
o
u

u
.
o
n

e
o
q
u
e
fl
s
n
q
u
m

‘
n
o
:

e
0
0
0

:
0
“
.
0
0
3
2
:
2
0
3
1
1
3
:
-

u
o
0
0
a
:

u
e
e
d
e
u
u
d
u

0
e
u

A
»
.

u
e
q
>
e
g

u
o

v
w
o
u
e
e
u

.
u
e
w
>
0
~
0
~

e
u
0
n
u
0
u
u
-

l
e
o
q
u
e
~
a
n
q
u
e

w
e
.

Q
u
e
e
n

o
¢
u
¢
u
0
a
u
|
0
u
¢
e

e
:
o

u
l
e
a
l
u
e
u
0
o

o
n

A
d
d
:

u
e
o
d
u
d
v
e
o
u

0
5
h

.
u
0

a

0
:
»

c
u

v
0
n
o
e
u
u
w

a
b

~
H
¢
a

e
e
o
i
u
e
fl
z
a
q
u
n

0
=
u

n
o
:

o
n
e

e
n
o
u
u
w
d
s
n
q
u
o

0
e
a

5
v
o
u
e
s
o
o

0
.
:
Q
u
e
:
4
o
z
-

u
e
q
e
w
e
u
e
o
u

‘
c
o
d
-
“
0
0
v
c
o
s
m
i
c
-
0
v
‘
a
:
0
5

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

u
a
o
n
e

n
u
0
>
o
u

<
m
o
u
>
e
-
w
>

e
n
fl
d
a
u
a
m
l
>
u
q
u

o
n
e
;

o
n
“

.
u
e
o
d
o
u

e
c
u

n
o

.
5
0
0
0
:
5
:
:
0
:

‘
l
o
g
o
-
0
a
1
:
0
4
.
3
0
0

e
n
c
e
“

o
n
“

.
u
e
o
u
o
m
e
5

:
0

~
e
u
0
e
d
w

0
~
n
e
e
0
0
~

u
n
o
s
o
e

>
~
0
>
d
u
u
w

u
n
o
-

0
n
u

m
i

>
o
u
0
e
0

~
0
0
u
0
z
u
c
0
u

1
:
3
3
:
3
2
.
:

w
e
e
-
r
u
n
;

o
n

‘
5
.
0
a

0
.
5
0
5
:
5

“
n
o
v
a
:
-
3
:
0

0
:

.
d
s
o

w
e
:
I

:
0
“
5
5
.
5
0
:

a
G

0
5

a
0
r
u
e
-
a
d
o
0
5

u
s
c
o
w
-
0
:
0
3
0

2
:
.

6
:
1
3
:
0
0
3

.
z
i
n

0
0
1
A

:
0
£
0
3
0
0
‘

-
n
0
5
:

e
n
s
-
:
0
.
-

0
5
.

.
~

 

.
n
a
c
h
o
-

a

0
5

n
o
.
5

u
e
u
o
q
e
u

o
n

.
n
w
o

u
e
w
:
0
-

u
e
w
5
3
1
0
-
5
0
0
?

n
o
d
e
-
0
5
:
5

u
e
e
o
o
-
i

0
-

.
0
7
m
0
0
3

:
0
E
0
3
0
0
‘
g
a
m
e
s
:
0
5

0
o
c
o
t
e
-
6
0
.
5
:

0
.
3
5

A

 

 

 

0
n
:
.
3
:

o
n
.

2
5
:
1
1
:
.

i
a
e
u
o
e
u
e
m
F
a
u
n
a
-
5
.
5
:

:
0

8
.
0
0
:

-
‘
3
:
0
5
.
:

.
m

“
:
3
1
;

w
e

0
.
:
e
n
:

a
c
e
-
o
u
n
c
e
:
w
e
:
0
5

0
5
:
0
0
:
0
0

3
:
0
0
0
0
0
3
:
0
0
a
m
:
6

.
n
u
o
g
u
e
u

w
e
:
:
5

b
o
y
5
3
0
3
3

2
3
0
0
0
2
3
:
0
5

0
5
:
3
0
.
5

c
o
:
3

5
0
:
3
5

d
e
g
-
d
u
e
“
.

m
m
,
‘

o
n
‘
0
2
0
2
3
-
0

n
o
n
0
.
3
9
:
0
:
0
5

v
a
n
J
a
w
s
-
0
a
m
I
Q
:

s
o
d
a
-
l
e
v
e
e

0
5
0

0
d
1
.
0
.
:
-

u
o
u

‘
0
:
5
0
0
.
-

0
n
3
:

u
e
e
l
a
v
o
v
1
:
0
2
5
:
2
3

c
u
e
d
-
n
0
:

1

1
0
1
,
8

“
o
n
o
o
z
e
-
R

0
.
:
a
n
d
"

0
:

v
0
.
5
0
0
:
0
2
.
:
0
:
.

u
u
e
g
o

0
.
:

e
u
0
s
l
c
o
g
-
:
5
0

0
0
0

:
u
o
:
-

u
-

6
o
n
0

w
e
:
e
c
o
n
-
0
:
0
:
0
0

u
0
>
e
0
H

I
u
u
c
a
:

1
2
0
0
:
0
3
2
0

0
:
8
5
:

o
n
0
5

o
n
e
0
0
3
1
.
3
0
-

d
e
u
e
fi
l

u
o
0
1
m
g

0
5
0
8
:
2

0
a

.
e
e
d
u
w

0
0
0
.
2
.
1
.
5
3
3
6
-
0
5

u
o
0
~
u
0
u
3
:
9
:

u
u
e
z
o
:
5

5
0
:
0
0
0
.
"
:

u
a
l
0
u
u
w
:
5
.

6
0
0
2
5
.
2
.

0
.
:

m
g
r
-
z
o
o
:
1
.
3
:
:

n
o
:
5
3
2
5
2
0
0

0
:
Z
:
0
5

0
0
5
.
0
2
0
5
5
.
5

0
.
u
0
0
.
-
o
.
.
_
0
.
:

0
u
0
0
~
u
0
u

u
u
l
n
o
0
5

0
0
.
3
w

.
-
0
0
<
u
:
0
:
v

v
a
n

.
n
u
c
l
l
u
u
o
u
‘
a
s

n
o

0
:
0
u
u
0
0
n
0
2
3
m
g
,

.
5

‘
0
.
0
5
0
0
1
0

0
.
:
s
i
n
c
e
:
-

4
0
:
1
2
.
0
.

u
0
n
d
h
o
u
o
u
-
a
o
e
g
n
u
-
C
a
l
“
:
-

u
o
u
‘
d
o
.
1
:
0
3
:
5
-

o
o
o
i
u
-

0
0
2
-
:

n
o
:
0
:
3
3
:
3
2

1
.
0
5
.
:

v
o
u
o
o
a
w
e
0
5

v
6
.
3
0
1
:

c
l
u
n
g
-
=
0

0
.
5
9
.
3
3
2
;

2
2
.
1
.
7
.
.

v
e
n
u
e
.
.
-

o
n
.
»
:
5

0
3
0
0
2
:
;

.
0
7
.

e
v
e
n

n
o
£
0
3
0
0
.
£
3
1
.
2
1
:

.
3
0

I
“

0
5
.

£
0
0
2
.
0
0
:
-

u
o
:
0
:

I
c
o
n
-
“
0
0
o

n
o
m
e
n
:

1
.
5
.
;
-

u
o

‘
0
a
.
:

0
a
.
.
.

0
5

u
e
a

.
r
o
u
o
u
e
u
0
5
:
5
1

1
:
:

‘
a
m
u
s
e
-
i
=
0
:

0
>
¢
u
q
l
¢
o
n
|
~
0
0
m
0
5

6
0
:
2
1

0
0
:
:

0
2
.
1
0
3
5
0

v
:
-

u
v
u
w
u
c
e
u
m
0
3
:
3
3
:
:
:
5

0
5
>
:
2

v
e
g
a
n
;

3
@
2
2
5
:
-
0
=

:
u
u
e

0
0
0
.
2
“
2
3

0
0
:
0
2
:
:

u
u
e
g
o
0
5

.
2
5
3
2
:

d
o
.
.
.

I
“
0
0
0
2
:
-
0
5
i
5

_
0
0
9
5

0
:
3
0
0
-
0
5
5

E
0
2
5
0

1
:

@
0
0
0
:
:

n
e
e
-
c
o
n
e
:

i
c
o
n
-
E
.

e
o
fl
u
e
u
o
z
<
w
e
:
0
5

g
e
n
e

I
c
e
s
-
0
5
v

~
9
-

e
0
:
:

C
a
s
i
n
o
:

3
.
0
.
3
.
3
0
v
0
5
0
?
:

I
“

a
“

‘
0
:
0
-
=
0
2
.
0
5

n
o
e
0
5
1

.
5

n
o
s
e
d
-
5
@
0
7
2
3

v
0
:

.
1
0
0
“
.
:

.
u
c
z
a
u
o
v
0
5

0
a
.
5
3
3
0
-
1
3
3
0
:

a
0
*
:
i
v

0
0
!
-

:
o
0
:
4
0

0
5
.

.
Q

l
:
2
2
;
-

u
w
z
u

0
.
“
C
0
>
0
n
0
z

i
t
.
-
0
5

n
e
w
m
;
0
5

5
0
A

.
5
0
0
3
0
.
3

u
fl
u
e
n

2
:
.

5
2
.
:
0
5

0
0
:
:

a
:
:
5

w
e
:

c
a
n
:
0
“

0
E
.

.
g
o
u
>
0
3
;
0
:
1
5
6

.
0
1
:

o
n

s
o
l
o

n
e
w
0
1
2
2
9
3
0
0
0

3
:
0
0
:
0
2
»
0
5

o
n
:

0
:

A
m
i
:

‘
:
3

0
x
3
0
5

c
u
‘
o
z
-
n
u

0
n
3
:
0
:
-

.
n
u
:
0
0
=
v
o
u
5
0
a
5

:
0
!
>
5
0

0
x
1
-

u
e
e
l
e
u
w
u
m
w
e
e
n
:

1
.
2
.
0
c
o
u
i
e
u
0
5
:
2
3
:
-

0
5
.

w
e
.

.
3
1
.
:
a
n
:

a
c
e
-
o
u
n
c
e
:

0
.
:

c
u

0
0
u
c
0
u
0
u
0
~
=
0

i
n
n
-
a
v
"
;

i
n
u
n
-

-
»
0
=
0
>

0
n
z
n
u
a
w
i
h
v
q
u

0
1
0
4
-
0
5

0
9
5
0

0
a

o
n
e

0
:
0
.
“
3
5
-
:

u
w
0
u
o
m

M
a
c
o
n
-
z

O
n
t
o
:

v
u
l
u
v

0
1
a
0
0
0
0
:
!
“
£
3
:

0
:

c
u
v
e
g
-
c
u

0
.
.
0
v
8
3
0
:
‘
B
i
o

0
0
!
“

:
0
2
3
3
:
0
:
.
a
s
0
5

u
o

0
0
2
-

0
E
.

.
n

C
o
l
d
-
m

3
:
.
:
0
0

.
5
‘
0
5

v
:
-

w..-
0
5
3

‘
0
0
0
0
0
9
5
0
5
0
9

0
.
:
I
2
0
.

c
a
n
t
o
:

u
o
u
e
c
o
n
-
0
3
a
m
-

n
z
v
o

<
0
6
0
:
0
5
.
;

c
u
m

o
n

0
~

a
n
2
3

.
#
0
3
0
5
:
3
-

0
.
:
0
0
0
0
:

u
:
n
o

.
=
0
0
>
3

~
0
2
.

u
0
o
u
u
w
0
.
0
5
a
m

o
n
e

0
5

0
5
.
5
1

e
v
e
:

u
e
e
u
o
u

:
0
w
e
“
:

:
0
0
:
0
:
:
2
3
3
0
0
1
5
.
:

o
n
e

0
0

0
0
“

e
u
w
z
e
m

u
e
o
u
o
u

.
m
.
=

w
o
o

u
s
e
:
0

c
o
n
:
2
5

0
.
3
0
J
e
a
n
n
a
:

1
:
0
4
.
3
0
0
0
5
3

.
5
3
2
5
-

.
:

.
-
0
u
0
0
.
-
o
.
.
_
1
:
3
0
a
m

C
o
n
n
-
n

1
.
1
m

0
m

u
o
I
3
0

0
0
.

c
o
m
2
6
0
4
3

S
h
u
n
:
5

w
e
:
fi
Z
i
u
a
:
0
3
:

o
fl
e
u
q
u
u
o
g
o

0
.
:

i
3
1
0
:
-

e
u
u

0
d
o
:

I
:
5
1
3
0
0

a
:

u
s
e
»
:

o
n
e
5
3
:
0
2
:

.
_
v
0

0
“

0
.
:
:
3

e
5
5

I
v
e
:
0
3
:
“
:
-

0
5
5
0
0
9
-
0
5

e
c
u
:

‘
:
0
-
u
a
l
-
3
:
0
‘

o
:

—
-
3
0
0

w
e

i
m
u
m
0
5
5
:
:
-
0
0
1
3
5

e
0
0
n
:
0
:

0
:
0
:
5
.
0
3
:
0

Q
u
a
y
-
“
8
0
0
k

6
0
:
:

e
0
0
4

0
w
e

l
e
m
o
n
0
0
0
.
:

‘
3
:
0
0
.
:
-

.
e
0
.
-
e
0
5

5
.
0
2
2
5
-

w
o
e
u
1
0
5
3
2
0
0
3
3
1
9
5

v
o
w
-
o
n
c
e
.
“
e
5

:
0
v
0
.
3

.
0
0
2

5
3
2
3
1
1
0

‘
s
o
n

o
n
“
.

.
u
=
0
0
a
o
~
0
>
0
v
1
2
0
5
0
0
0

e
c
u
0
3
:
3
:

0
e

3
2

a
N
m
u
m

0
0
:
:
-

.
_
u
o
n
e
:

a
0

0
0
.
3
4
0
0
0
6
2

0
5
1
2
.
0
0
:
0
-

5
1
0
5
-
0
:
0
:
8
0
e

‘
2
.
:

“
I
9
5
.
.
-
0
5

e
0
3
:
:

=
8
“
0
5

u
o
:
:
5

:
0
:

0
0
.
3
“

fi
-
n
a
s
u
n
a
h
n
w
m
a
m
h
u
e
fl
m

c
o
m
a

e
c
u

A
n
:
8

.
2
3
:
0
»
3

0
0
.
:
:
5

0
0
.
:

e
a
s
e
s
-
y
o
u

0
.
7
3
0
0
:

u
o
u
1
3
:
0
0
a
m

0
6
.

i
m
u
m
0
5

.
3

0
.
5
‘

6
0
0
0

0
0
:
5
:
3
0
.

o
n

m
u
E
u
O
w
h
é
h

S
Z
¢
O
.
.
=
|
_
<
U

.
u
e
e
u
o
u
0
5

s
o
5
1
3
0
-

I
“
:
u
u
e

0
0
0
.
0
:
2
3

o
n
:
2
5

.
0
0
3
0
0
3
.
:

2
.
0
2
1
5

h
z
w
z
m
u
<
z
<
z
0
Z
5

"
-
0
D
<
m
~
5
m

.

R

..

8
:

-
.

a

g
:

u
O
m
h
v
u
fl
m

0
3
H
m
0
u
C
U
E
u
h
N
Q
O
Q

m
v
u
fi
u
m
U
U
H
M
C
D

A
'
.
\
.

a
.

.
2
L
1

 

A
:
I
s
l
p
i
n
.
‘



.
e
u
o
e
a
e
u

u
e
n
u
o

n
o

e
o
e
e
n
u
e
u
e
u
u

v
e
s
o
u
o

0
:

0
0

d
d
“
-

e
u
e
e
u

.
>
o
e
e
A
:
u
0
0

e
o
e
u
u
s
w

o
z

e
>
e
z
-
¢
e

e
u
e

e
e
e
z
u

u
e
n
u

e
e
q
u
q
u
e
e
o
u

u
e
u
n
e
g
o

e
s
o
q
n
e
u
a

o
n
»

o
n
e
“
.

.
>
H
~
e
:
u
u
¢

.
u
u
e
a
e
d

u
o
n
e
e

e
e
a

u
o
e

-
~
e

e
o
e
e
n
n
e
u
e
u
u

e
o
e
u
u
e
e

o
m

.
e
e
n
u

e
0

e
d
o
d
u
e
~
s
a
u
u
e

n
o
e
e
a
e
u
o
o

e
o
e
u
o
e
m

o
n

e
v
e
n

a
"
.
-

e
e
e
u
e

e
e
e
n
u

u
o

u
e
o
e

u
e
s
u

e
u
e
o
<
u
e
q

e
e
o
q
u
a
u
u
u
e
e
o
m

u
e
e
e
e

e
e
:

e
n
u

u
s
e

.
u
o
n
e
e

e
u
e

fl
e
n
o
e
e
u

e
o
.
u
e
u
e
o
e
>

o
n
e

e
u
o
e
n
u
e
u
e
q
o

e
o
e
u
u
s
e

u
e
e
u

e
e
u
e
o
u
v
e
d

e
~
e
u
e
e
¢
e

u
u
=
a
a

e
o
u
u

e
u
o
e
a
e
.

e
u
e
u
l
u
e
o
fl

u
o

e
o
d
e
e
e
u
e
u
v

e
c
u

.
u
c
fl

l
v
e
e
u
e
u
e

o
n
e

n
e
w
-
o
u
n
c
e

>
u
e
>

e
“

.
o
o
l
v

e
v
e
n

s
o

.
u
e
e
e
e
o
e
e
e
l
e
e
~
u
-
d
u
=

w
e
e

.
H
e
I
u
e
n
u
o
e
u

.
e
d
e
u
e
e
d
n

e
o
e
u

e
o
“
u
e
e
u
u
e
u

o
u

e
e
u
e
e
e
u
e
e
e
o
u

a
e
u
e
e
l
e
o
o
d
>
c
m

e
c
u

 

 

.
e
v
q
u
e
o
u
e
e

e
c
u

n
o
u
n

u
e
e
~
o

w
o
e

e
.

e
fl
z
u

u
o
u

e
o
e
e
e
u

e
l
k

.
.
o
|
n

.
n
.

e
o
u
u
o
e
e

e
e
u
e
e
q
e

e
z
u

e
a

v
e
e
e
a
o
e
d
v

e
“

e
o
u
u
e
e
u
o
u

e
~
e
n
e

<
.
e
e
o
a
e

e
o
q
u
o
e
e

a
t
;

e
A
u

a
9

a
‘

u
e
e
e
e
o
o

e
“

a
s
v
e
u
fl
u
e

v
e
u
e
e
o
u
e
e

e
m
u

n
o

o
e
o
e
fl
a
e
u

e
n

0
»

e
u
e
e
:

.
m
o
|
n

e
v
e
n

n
o

.
e
o
“
u
u
e
e

e
fi
e
e
e
e
q
z

e
a
n
e
e
e
e
q

o
o
u

u
e
e
e
e
o
u
q
e
e
u

q
e
u
u
e
u
u
<

o
c
h

.
<
~
u
u

>
e
.
.
-
>

e
e
.
o
¢
e
=
m
-
.
a
.
u

o
n
e
.

e
e
u

0
»

e
e
o
e
e
e
o

a
n

0
»

w
e
e
:

.
u
e
e
l
e
u
o
o

e
z
u

u
e
o
n
u
e
o
u
n
u

e
v
e
e

.
q
u
u
u

n
u
q
u

o
n
e
;

e
n
u

o
u

e
e
o
e
e
u
e
u
e
m

.
a
s
-
a
v
e
o
.
a

y
a
:

a
.
‘

n
e
e
-
H

<
~
u
~

e
n
s
-
n
e
e

.
u
a
d
o
e
e
.

e
-
.

e
.
a
e

.
-
¢
~
u
~

u
o
u

e
e
e
u
o
s
u
n
e

e
e
e
b

e
>
e
4

u
e
e
~

u
o

e
e
u
u
e

o
o
o
.
o
m

u
e
a
u

o
n
i
o
n
.

“
e
l
m

e
v
e
n

 
.
v
e
e
e
a
o
n
e
e
e
o

a
e
e
u
e
n
u
o
e
o

u
o
u

a
e
u
u
e
e
u
o
o

o
c
u
v
z
e

e
u
e
o

a
.
»

u
n
v
.
.
e
o
.
.

o
»

e
o
e
e
a

=
o
.
e
e
=
u
e
.
v

e
g
o

.
o
-
.
<

.
e
“
o
v
a
-
‘
u

e
.

o
e
e
e
q
s
e

e
e
o
o
e
n

u
e
n
u

e
e
u
e
o
e
o
u

e
e
s
l
e
a
a
d
u
a
e
e

e
n
u

u
o
e
fl
u
e
o

u
o
e

e
e
o
v

.
e
e
o
o
e
o
e
e
o

>
o
u
e
e
e

e
e
u

o
n
e

A
d
o

o
n
e

n
e
l
u
e
n
u
o
e
o

u
o

.
a
n
\
>
n
|
n

.
a
a

:
0

.
e
o
w
e
e
:
u
e
.
c

o
a
k

.
.
u
e
e
l
e
u
o
v

e
c
u

e
.

e
u
e
e
e
e
e
o
e

e
u
o
e
n
e
a

e
>
q
u
e
~
=
e
:
o

e
c
u

n
o

c
o
a
l
-
s
u
e
d
e

e
h
u
i
u
e
s
n

o
u

u
o
i
fl
u
e
o
u

u
e
>
fl
e
o
u
e
a

e
n
o

n
o
z
o
e
e

e
.

e
e
e
n
u

u
e
e
e
~

u
<

.
e
e
o
d
u
o
e
e
e
u
-
o
-
a

w
e
e

e
o
d
u
e
e
h
u
e
u

e
n
u

e
“

e
o
e
e
e
e
u
e
u
e

e
n
“

e
u
u
i
v
e
o
u
e
o
o

e
q
n
u

v
a
n

.
u
e
e
e
a
o
~
e
>
e
u

~
e
e
u
e
e
u
o
e
u

e
o
e
~
u
e
u
a

u
o
e

v
.
=
o
e
e

e
e
u
u
u
>
q
u
o
e

u
e
e
e
e
o
e
e
e
e

u
e
n
u
o

u
e
n
u

e
e
u
e
o
q
o
e
u

.
~
o
.
.

e
e
u
e

o
n
e
.

e
e
q
u
q
u
e
n

e
c
u

n
o
“

e
o
u
u
o
e
u
d
e

e
e
o
¢

u
e
e
e
e
o
e
e
e
:

o
a
k

.
e
n
e
q

e
n
u

o
e
e
o
u
e

e
o
n
‘

fi
e
d
u
e
m
w

e
c
u

e
“

u
e
e
e
a
o
~
e

o
n

o
n
e

u
e
<
d
fi
q
u
o

e
0
:

B
o
o
n
e
.
e
l
u
e
i
i
e
u

e
d
s
-
e
9
.
.
.

e
n
u

u
o

l
e
o
q
e
e
e
u
e
u
s

o
n

e
e
u
e
n
u

.
e
d

a
“

I
‘

.
e
o
u
u
e
e

o
n
»

e
.

u
e
e
e
u
q
n

e
n
u

e
“

~
e
<
u
e
e
u
o
a

e
o
u
u
e
u
o
q
n
u
e

fi
e

u
e
e
u
o
e
u

e
e
u

e
1
e

.
e
u
e
.

e
e
fl
u
q
v
e
m

w
e

I
“

e
e
e
o
<

a
e
i
u
e
a
u

e
n
u

u
o

e
e
o

.
u
e
>
~
o
>
e
¢

e
e
a
~
e
s

u
e
e
u
e
u
e
q

o
<
~
0
=
n

u
s
e

.
q
u
e
e
e
e
o
u
q
e
e
e

~
u
u
e
o
e
o
u
e

e
m
u

e
o

u
e
e
e
n

e
o
q
u
a
d
u
o
e

I
c
o
n

u
e
e
e
e
o
e
e
e
e

e
a
o
~
e
>
e
v

e
e
e
u

.
v
a
e
e
e
u

v
~
=
o
o

u
e
e
u

e
u
o
e
a
e
q

e
s
fl
u
e
q
e
e
e
o

e
c
u

w
e
e

e
o
i
u
e
e
u
o
e
u

n
e
e

u
e
e
e
n
o
n
e
>
e
o

>
o
u
e
e
e

e
e
e
e
u
e
n

e
u
o
q
~
u
e
o
o

>
e
e

e
e
e
o
e
q
u

o
fl
a
o
n
e

m
~
u

e
n
h

.
u
e
d
u
q
u
e
s
“

e
n

0
a

e
n
e
e
e

e
o
q
u
e
~
e
a
q
u
e

o
n
:

e
u
z
u

.
.
o
m
z

e
u
q
s
v
e
u

e
e
o
.
u
n
.
u
o
e
e
o
m

e
o
u
u
e
e
u
o
e
o

w
e
e

e
e
e
u
<

fl
e
q
u
e
a
w
.

u
e
a
u

e
e

e
o
q
o
e
q

e
>
¢
u
e
-
e
e

e
4
0

_
~
m
-
v

e
v
e
n

s
o

.
e
o
<
u
u
o
e

e
e
o
e
e
z
v
e
e
e
o
u

~
e
u
e
e
e
e
o
n
q
>
c
u

e
s
u

e
“

.
e
~
n
e
e
w
e

“
o
n

.
w
~
u

e
a
u

e
.

e
e
e
e

e
u
e
e
e
e
u
e
v
e

e
o
u
u

e
e
o
o

n
e
e

e
w
e
“

.
u
e
q
~
e
n
e

a
n

.
.
.
-
-
a
o
.
-
.
=
a
.
o
-

.
o
w
n
.

.
.
o
a
a
a
=
u
u
o

a
u
a
u
e
a
m

0
.
.

u
a
a
u

a
e
o
a
u
o
e
a
.

-
.

a
.

_
e
e
e
a
4

d
e
u
o
e
n
m

u
o
u

e
e
o
¢
u
n
.
u
u
e
e
u
m

u
e
e
l
e
o
e
c
e
n

.
u
e
q
u
a
v

e
o
w
u
u
e
e

a
n
d

e
s
u

e
.

 

.
u
e
e
e
A
o
H
e
>
e
o

q
e
u
e
e
a
e

o
o
u

e
e
u
u
a
e
e
u
u
o
a
a
o

e
a
u

e
e
e
~
o
e
q

u
~
e
o
z
e

e
e
e
q
u
e
o
u
e
e

e
c
u

t
e
o
u
u
u
e
q
o
u
a

u
e
e
u
o
u

u
o
u

e
o
u
u
q
e
e
u
u
o
a
a
o

u
a
u
u
u
e
a
e

e
v
e
n

:
0
“
;
-

e
e
>
¢
u
e
n
u
e
u
~
e

e
e
o
n
u

“
o
n

.
u
e
e
e
u

o
n
e

u
e
e
e
u

y
o
u

u
~
e
o
a

e
o
q
u

|
e
e
o
~
a
e
e

n
e
e

u
o
u

e
.
n
e
~
q
e
>
e

e
u
e

u
e
c
u

e
e
e
u
e

e
e
u

o
e

.
u
e
u
e
w
e

o
u

e
e
a
o

e
n

u
o
e

.
Q

.
n

 

u
~
=
o
e

e
e

e
e
e
e
n
u

c
e
n
u

.
u
e
e
o
-
e

e
“

>
u
e
e
a
e
u
u
o

e
u
e
u
u
e
e

o
:

a
“

n
o

t
u
e
w
c
q
e

o
u

u
e
e
o
~
o

o
n
e

Q
u
e

a
“

e
e
e
e
u
e
n

.
u
d
u
e
u
~
e
e
u
:
:

e
.

e
q
g
k

.
e
l
e
e

e
c
u

e
e
q
e
e
e
u

e
>
e
e
~
e

e
e
e
~
a

o
c
q
e
u
e

u
o

h
e
n
-
e
:

e
c
u

.
n
n
|
~

e
o
e
a

c
o

o
e
q
c
e
d
o
e
a

.

e
>
q
u
e
e
u
e
u
~
e

a
:

u
e
u
u
q
v

o
n
»

n
o

:
o
q
u
e
=
~
e
>
e

o
z
»

=
~

.
e
e
:
~
e
>

u
e
e
u
o
u

n
o

e
u
e
e
e
fl
u
e
.

v
e
u
q
u

e
m
e

~
u
e
u
a
e
z
u

u
u
o
n
o
a
o
e
n
u

v
e
u
e
e
u
u

e
q

e
a
e
u
e
c
q
e

v
a
n

.
e
c
o
u

u
o
:

n
q
z
u

e

>
~
=
o

u
o
z

.
e
e
u
u
e
o
e
e
u

a
e
e
u
e
n
u
o
e
o

u
o
u

e
x
u
e
e
c
u
e
e
n

e
e
o
e

s
l
u
n
g
-
w
e
e

o
u

e
e
e
a

>
u
q
c
a
u
u
o
a
n
o

:
e

0
e
:

0
0
0
0
:

O
a
k

.
u
e
e
u
o
u

e
z
u

e
q
g
u
i
e

c
o
u
u
u
e
fl
o
u
n

u
q
l
o
e
o
u
e

u
o
u

e
u
o
e
e
z
u
c
e
n

e
e
o
e

c
e
q
~
n
e
u
e
e

o
u

~
.
e
u
e
u

e
~
a
e
a
fl
e
>

c
u
e
“

n
e
o
n

u
u
e
u
a
e
z
u

.
~

 

 

.
n
a
e
u
o
e
u
e
a

e
c
u

:
.

c
o
w
u
e
o
e
c
o
o

u
w
u
u
u
e
~
e

u
o
u

~
e
~
u
e
l
u
0
§

I
n
“

t
e
e

.
e
e
o
“
u
e
o
.
~
a
o
e

u
o

o
e
n
e
e
e

e
g
u

.
e
e
e
e
e
~

u
e
e
a

u
o

o
e
b
e
a
e

e
n
u

e
u
e
a
u
e
d

a
g
o
“

:
o
q
u
o
e
e

a
e
l
u
e
n
u
o
e
u

o
n
u
.
-

e
v
e
n

:
o

.
-

e
u
e
e
q
:

:
o

e
o
i
u
o
e
e

u
n
c
l
e
a
n

e
c
u

:

.
e
e
:
e
e
.

~
e
u
e
e
e
e
o
o
~
>
e
e

c
o

:
e
e
u

e
e
z
u
e
c

.
>
.
u
e
:
o
e
.

e
c
u

u
o

e
e
o
.
u
¢
o
e
o
u

u
w
e
o
c
o
u
e

u
e
u
u
e
n

w
e
e

.
e
e

e
.

.
0

e
u
e
e
e
e
e
u

e
c
u

.
e
e
e
o
o
e
a

o
=
.
e
e
e
.

e
e
u

u
o

e
o
~
u
e
~
n
e
o
u

e
o

v
e
e
e
n

e
a

~
H
¢
I

e
o
q
u
e
u
o
fl
a
u
e

o
e
e
e
e
o
u
e
fl

u
e
e
u

e
v
e
u
q
o
c
.

o
q
s
o
n
e

e
s
q
u
e
u
u
e
e

e
‘
n

.
e
e
o
e
u
e
o
o

~
e
u
c
e
e
e
o
u
.
>
=
e

o
n
e

e
v
e
e

e
u

n
o
u
e
e
e

o
u

c
o
w
u
e
o
o
d
a
n
e

~
e

o
e
g
u
o
e
u

e
e
u
e
~
e
c

e
s
q
u
e
o
o
e
e

e
c
u

.
o

.
=
o
<
e
e
:
u
e
.
o

e
z
u

e
“

o
e
u
o
e
fl
u
e
o

u
o
c

e
k
e

e
o
i
u
e

e
e
e
o

~
e
o
~
u
u
u
e
~
e

e
fl
n
q
e
e
o
o

o
n
»

n
o

e
u
q
u
e
c
e
o

u
e
q
o
o
e

n
e
e

u
d
e
o
e
o
u
e

e
c
u

.
e
o
e
e
o
.
u
¢
e
o
~
e

e
v
q
e
e
u
e
u
e

p
e
n

e
e
o

u
o
o
o
:

e
e
u

u
o

e
e
o
u
s
o
e
e
u

>
o
u
e
=
e

e
c
u

.
u
e
e
u
o
m

e
a
»

c
w

>
o
u
e
=
e

fl
e
e
o
e
n
u
o
e
o

n
o

~
e
~
u
c
e
u
o
a

u
c
e
u
w
u
q
c
o
a
e

o
n
»

>
e
>
=
o
u

u
o
c

e
e
o
u

.
o
~

e
v
e
n

s
o

.
u
u
u
e
c
u

u
o

>
o
e
e
e
z
e

e
z
h

.
.

 

 

u
e
a
o
~
q
o
u

n
o

o
n
e

m
.
m

e
c
u

c
o

e
u
e
e
e
e
o
u

o
~
u
.
u
e
a
e

b
o
o

.
u
c
e
e
e
u
o
o

e
z
u

e
.

v
e
u
u
e
q
u
e
o

u
o
e

e
.

e
q
n
h

.
e

a
u
c
e
o
o

e
z
u

o
u

u
u
o
a
a
e
e

o
e
q
u
e
u
o

o
o

.
u
e
n
e
q
u

.
e
o
~
u
e
e
u
o
e
u
\
o
:
.
u
e
:
:

e
g
u

u
e
~
u
e
e
o
u
e
o

h
e
.

.
e
e
o
e
u
o
c
o

e
n

o
fl
e
o
u

e
e
u
u
e
s
o
u

e
m
u

e
o

u
o
e
a
e
i

u
q
e
o
e
o
u
e

e
c
u

.
e
e
u
e
u
m

u
e
u
fl
e
a

e
g
o

e
<

e
e
u
e

u
e
a
o
~
e
>
e
o

i
n
:

>
=
e

u
o

u
e
e
c
o
q
n

e
g
u

e
a

<
u
o
u

e
d
e
u
e
s
o
l

e
e
H
u

e
e
u

u
o

~
e
d
u
c
e
u
o
a

~
e
e
u
e
n
u
o
e
u

e
n
u

.
e
o
e
e
u
n
:
~

u
o
u

.
e
e
u
u
e
o
e
e
u

e
c
u

u
o

u
e
e
e
n
o
~
e
>
e
o

e
m
u

e
e
e
u
e
d
u

o
u

»
u
.
:
:
u
~
o
a
a
o

n
u
s
“

e
x
e
u

v
~
e
o
n
e

u
e
e
u
o
u

e
m
u

o
n
e

.
n
o
q
g

e
“

a
s

n
o
n
e
:

e
e
u

e
.

~
e
u
u
e
e
u
o
a

~
e
o
e
e
q
e

e
a
n

.
v
e
o
:
~
o
=
.

e
n

u
d
e
o
e
e

u
e
e
o
o
u

e
e
u

u
o

n
e
e

.
e
a
u
e
e
u
o
a

~
e
u
e
e
.
e

:
.
o
e
e
q
e
e
o

o
n

o
»

a
n
d

e
e
e
>
e
e
~

e
fi
e
e
e
e
w
e

u
o
u

e
q
e
>
~
e
a
e

e
c
u

u
e
n

.
o
=
~
e
e
e
~
a

c
o
q
u
e
e
u
u
e
u

u
s
e

e
e
n
e
.
u

u
o
u

u
c
e
e
a
o
o
v

e
>
w
e
e
e
g
e
o
a
e
o
u

>
u
e
>

e
e
.

u
e
e
e
e
u
e
u
m

Q
u
e
e
n
.

~
e
u
:
e
e
:
o
.
q
>
=
u

u
u
e
u
u

e
g
w

.
o
o
o
_
~
Q

u
e
e
e
fi

o
n

e
.

u
n
o
u

e
w
c
u

o
o
u

e
o
e
o
q
u

u
q
u
e
w
q
e
e
o

e
c
o
e

<
.
=
o
.
o

u
e
o
o

>
~
e
o

-
~
e

e
c
o
u
u
e
u
e
a
o

u
o

e
e
e
~
a

~
e
u
e
e
w
a

o
c
q
u
o
u
q
c
o
e

u
o
u

u
e
o
o

fl
e
e
e
e
e

e
z
u

u
e
s
u

l
e
u
e
o
d
u
c
w

-
o
|
m

.
a
.

l
e
u
u
a
o
l
d
u

>
0

c
e
~
m

o
c
q
u
o
u
q
e
o
t
a

_
~
|
m

e
q
n
e
k

.
m
l
a

l
u
g
s

o
u

:
o
#
u
.
w
v
e

u
c
q
v
e
e
u
e
u
s
o

:
-

e
.

e
o
i
u
u
e
e

=
o
.
u
e
:
~
e
>
u

w
e
e

o
c
q
e
o
u
fl
e
o
l

e
z
w

.
o

 

e
d

e
z
u

o
u

v
e
z
o
e
u
u
e

o
n

>
q
~
e
e
u
u
e

H
“
.
-

u
u
e
n

g
u
i
s
e

e
e
e

:
e
u

e
e
o
u
u
e
e
e

u
e
a
u

o
n

.
u
e
u
:
e
i
:
#

e
n

c
o
q
u
e
~
e
a
w
u
e

e
a
v

u
o

e
o
e
e
u
e
e
~

o
¢
u
fl
u
e
a
e

e
g
u

u
e
n
u

u
e
e
u
o
e
e

‘
n
e
o
n

e
a

.
e
o
u
u
e
fi
e
a
a
u
o

e
c
u

u
o

e
u
e
e
u
c
e
fi

e
4
»

e
e
q
e
u
e
o
o

a
a
e
u
o

-
e
u
e
a

w
e
o
u
e
e

e
c
u

e
d
q
c
e

.
e
o
q
u
e
n
e
n
q
u
e

e
a
u

u
o

e
o
w
u
e
e
e
n
n
w
e

:
e

I
.

e
o
u
u
o
e
e

e
q
n
u

u
o

‘
m
e
n
u
-
n
e
e

u
e
u
i
u

o
a
k

.
e
e
:
~
e
>

o
.
e
e
o
e

e
u
u
e
u
o
u
a

h
.
0
.

e
o
q
u
e
fl
e
n
fl
u
w

.
u
e
e
e
e
u
o
u

~
e
u
e
e
e
c
o
u
.
>
e
e

n
e
w

w
e
e

~
<
o

v
e
u
e
q
a
e
o
u

>
~
u
e
e
u
e
u

e
e
u

A
u
“
:

u
e
e
u
e
u
e
e
o
o

e
n

o
~
e
o
e

e
q
g
h

.
o
w
z

~
e
e
o
e
e
e

n
o
n

e
“

e
o
.
u
e
~
:
n
¢
u
e

e
e
o

w
e
e

o
n
:

“
e
v
e
n

e
c
u

e
“



\
\
\
q
.
u
m
m
=
.

c
o
u
g
h
-
u

n
u
e
-
o

o
a
a
u
p
n
u
l
s
u

.
n
a

u
o
u
u
o
u
w
o

0
u
0
u
m

»
o
u
n
-
=

u
m

.
b
a
x
a
š

.
»
~
o
u
|
u
=
«
m

.
u
n
ø
n
n
o
fl
c
›
c
ø

u
n
u
o
g
d
n

v
a
n
d
a

a
o

u
u
-
n

u
e
c
u
u
u
w
s
u
q
l

0
‘
a

n
o
q
u
u
u
a
u
u
l

a
o
s
o
g
u
a
u

.
u
c
a
u
«
o

o
u
u
o
u
u
u
u

o
u

0
0
0
0
a

.
n
n
~
|
0

c
o
c
a

0
a

s
e
a
u
-
n
a
v
a
l

u
n

‘
c
a
n
c
a
n
-
«
v

o
:

‘
a

.
n
u
n
k

.
n
a
u
-
n
l
*

'
l
u
n
a

o
v
u
o
«
u
«
l

o
u

m
a

.
A
u

u
n
.

:
A
n

o
g
u

s
w
a
b

t
o
u
a
.

o
a
u
ñ
u
u
u
v

o
c
a
u
n
v

n
o
u
s
v
o
o
o
u
a

t
h
u
n
e
-
u
n

n
o
n

t
i
a
n
-
«
u

o
u

c
a
n
c
a
n

u
o
o
u
u

0
4
v

u
n

.
n
o

o
n

v
a
s
e
.

i
n
s
u

.
u
u
-
u

:
H

.
n
u
u
o
u
u
o

u
n
n
u
n
n
o
n

e
a
u

n
o

o
c
o

0
0

0
H
0
u
0
n
¢
0

n
a
n
a
-
«
v

o
u

v
o
s

o
d
e
-
“
A
u
c
u
n
:

t
u

u
n

.
u
n
0
0
a
o
H
0
>
0
v

«
n
u
-
e
u
.

u
v
s
a
o
a
a

u
n
:

o
u

h
u
q
v
n
u
z
v

1
:
0

æ
u
q
u
u
ä
v

n
o
u
s
.

:
0

0
u
u
0
u
u
0

«
o
n
-
I

a
c
c
u

‘
o
u
-
c
u
v
e
“

.
n
o
u
c
v

c
o
c
a

:
o

o
g
q
e
n
u
o
o
n

.
:
o
«
u
u
0
n

a
u
c
u
n

c
u
a
u
c
a
d
m

n
a
'

n
o
u
a
:

.
n
a

.
o
u
-

0
0
o
0
~
n

.
.
.
A
u

s
u
c
s
.

v
o
u
c
u
w
v
c
d

u
n
s
»

a
u
.

0
v
a
:

n
o
u
a
-
g
o

n
s
o
a
>
o
u
a

0
:

v
a
n

.
>
o
=
c
a
=
o
o
o

i
u
u
u
u
z
m

o
u

v
o
n
o
d
u

0
>
0
0
~
0

o
u
.

l
o
u
o
-

o
.

u
n
s
»

u
o
u
u
o
a
v
c
a

a
n
d
.

t
a
n
-
u

d
a
n
s

.
u
:
0
0
a
o
~
0
>
0
v

o
u

s
o
n
o

o
u
.

‘
e
a
u
.

>
:
0
0

a
o
;

0
o
n
0

v
o
s

.
0
0
v

.
u
m
u
v

c
o
l
a

:
o

a
u
u
v

c
a
n
n
a

a
u

~
0
0
.
5
0

u
n

c
o
u
u
o
q
u
u
u
o
u

d
'
a
u
c
u
n

.
A
a

.
v
c
c
s
a
o
o
u
a

‘
a

u
=
0
0
a
0
~
0
>
0
u

a
q
u
a
c
u
-

.
n
a

u
n
.

u
o
u

c
o
>
n
u

-
«

:
o
«
u
‹
u
«
u
«
u
n
:
¬

o
:

u
s
a

.
n
v
=
«
ø
~
u
n
:
o
o

o
›
fi
u
«
l
«
u
m
-
«
u
o
m

“
0
0
0
A

o
u
a
u
q
v
c
u

o
o
›
«
u
n
=
u
o
u
~
s

:
n
m

v
a
n

a
x
a

.
z
h

.
a
c
q
u
n
o
u
o
n

.
z
u

a
0
‘
-

n
o
u
a
-
u

o
:

.
u
:
0
0

-
a
o
~
0
>
0
v

d
a
n
-
n
u
l

o
u

v
o
l
a
g
e

o
n

0
>
0
0
~
0

fl
a
“
.

I
n
d
u
s

:
a
n
u
u
t
u

u
-
z
u

o
u
n
u
u
v
e
a

n
m
n
v

c
o
c
a

:
o

l
s
o
a
u
o
o
u

0
5
H

.
n

c
h
o
c
‘
.

n
o
n
o
u
-
u
=
-
>
v
-
«
v

n
o

c
a
d
u
c
-
a
v
.

>
0
0

v
o
s
.

u
o
:

.
c
o
w

ø
›
«
v
n
¢
u
o
u
~
n

:
0
0
0

n
o
u
s
:

n
u
u
o
u
u
o

.
n
a

n
o

c
o
u
n
u
s
o
n
u
v

.
u
o
u
n
a
s
o

u
s
o
u
p
c
u
a

›
:
u

u
o
u
u

p
o
u
m
o
n

a
o
:

.
O
o
o

.
«
n
u
v

n
o
n
a

:
o

o
c
fi
c
c
fi
v
o
n

.
n
u
«
u
«
›
«
u
o
‹

A
n
a
-
e
u
.

o
u

v
c
-
o
a
u

0
u
0

n
o
fl
n
a

n
o
u
a
.

.
z
u

n
o

0
0
<
0
0
0
0
0
¢
0

o
s
a

.
z
h

.
:
o
«
u
-
o
u
u
«
u
-
:
n

v
o
u
a
z
v
o
u

m
a
n
»

v
e
o
l
s
u
o
v

o
u

c
o
c
u
s

u
c
l
a
u
o
o
x
u

:
0

a
u

m
u
m
x
û
l
d

c
a
s
h

.
v
o
«
u
«
u
-
=
n

o
n

o
u

a
a
o
q
u
a
a
z
a
u
u
n

c
o
u
a
n
v
e
u

v
a
i
n
c
u
”

v
q
z
ñ
u

h
o
u

=
0
:

m
m
`
n
4
ø

.
z
w

«
8

.
N
fi

.
n
n



  

DepartmentofEnergy

“mm-mAlvaFr-urlAdmimqmlum

SmI-lflle‘lltflMP4lmur

|nr-n~usu-msmu-uo

\n.“ms-n"l\lilulliI-lo‘m‘fi

I-il‘-R4I988

l-iMn,10""ii.

Mr.DouglasG.Smith

ForestSupervisor

ModocNationalForest 441NorthMainStreet

Alturas,CA96101

DearMr.Smith:

TheHesternAreaPowerAdministration(Hestern)hasobtainedacopyofthe

DraftModocNationalForestPlan(Plan)andDraftEnvironmentalimpact

Statement(EIS).Thepurposeofthisletteristopresentourcommentsonthe

DraftPlanandDraftEIS,whichwewishtobeconsideredandrespondedtoin
thedevelopmentoftheFinalPlanandFinalEISfortheModocNationalForest

(Forest).

OurmainconcernisthelackofdiscussionandconsiderationinthePlanand

ElSofutilitycorridorsingeneralandtheCalifornia-OregonTransmission

Project(COTP)inparticular.TheFinalEIS/EnvironmentalImpactReport

(ElS/EIR)fortheCOTPhasbeenissuedandarecordofdecisionisplannedto
beissuedbyMay1988.TheForestisacooperatingagencyontheCOTPETS/EIR

andextensivecoordinationhastakenplacebetweentheCOTPstaffandForest
representativesinthepasttwoyears.HethereforebelievetheCOTPandthe

utilitycorridorissuesshouldbeconsideredindetailinthePlanandEIS.

HeofferthefollowingcommentsontheDraftPlanandETS:

GENERAL

1.ThemanagementdirectiondiscussedintheForestPlanforenergyisto

encouragedevelopmentofresourcessuchassmallhydroelectricand

geothermalgeneration.Incontrast,themanagementdirectionforutility
corridorsistolimitallocationsofsingle-purposecorridors,consolidate corridors,andencouragetheuseofprivatelandfornewcorridors.These

twodirectionsappeartobecontradictorysinceextensivedevelopmentof
smallhydroelectricandgeothermalresourcesintheForestwillresultin

aproliferationofneedsforutilitycorridors.

2.incontrasttothemanagementdirectionforresourcedevelopment,the

strategicimportanceofthelocationoftheForesttoregional

transmissionplanningisignoredinthePlan.Oneoftheissuesdiscussed

inthePlanishowtheForestmanagementwillcontributetothefederal
policyofachievingnationalenergyself-sufficiency.Hhileencouraging

'/-'17

conservationandthedevelopmentofgenerationaretwoworthwhilegoals,

regionalenergytransmissionnetworksarealsoimportant.Thesenetworks

allowforpowerexchangeswhichcanresultinthesubstitutionof
hydrogenerationforgasandoilgeneration,anddefertheneedfor

constructionofnewgenerators.ThePlanshoulddiscusstheopportunities

availableforfuturecorridors,andcorridorplanningeffortswhichhave

involvedtheForest,suchastheNorthernCaliforniaCorridorStudy.

3.TheCOTP,forwhichplanninghasbeenongoingforthreeyears,isnoteven

mentionedinthePlanandisreferredtoonlybrieflyintheEISas"an

additionallinefromMalintotheCentralValley.‘Thestatementismade thattheCOTPandotherproposalsarenotdetailedenoughatthistimeto
identifylocation,corridorwidth,ortimeofcompletion.HhiletheFinal

ElS/EIRfortheCOTPhasjustrecentlybeenreleased,aDraftElS/EIRon

theCOTPwasreleasedinNovember1986,andasupplementtothedraft

issuedinJuly1987,bothofwhichcoveredproposedroutesand

constructionplansfortheCOTP.Thecurrentstatusandproposedrouting

fortheCOTPshouldberecognizedinthePlan.

SPECIFICCOMMENTSONTHEFORESTPLAN

1.Page3-10.TheCOTPshouldbementionedinthesectiononUtility

TransmissionLines.

2.Page3-15.TheproposalfortheCOTPhasbeenextensivelydiscussedwith
Foreststaffanditslocation,corridorwidth,andtimeofcompletionwere

extensivelytreatedintheDraftandSupplementtotheDraftElS/EXR.
3.Pages4-23and4-26.Hhilewesupportthedirectiontoconsolidate

transmissioncorridorswherepossibleandfeasible,therearesituations,
suchastheCOTP,wherethereliabilityofregionaltransmissionnetworks

maybecompromisedbythispractice.ThisisrecognizedinSection503of

theFederalLandPolicyandManagementAct.Thesectionstatesthatthe

Secretaryshalltakeintoconsiderationnationalsecurityandgood
engineeringandtechnologicalpracticeswhendeterminingwhetherto

requiretherights-of-waybeconfinedtoexistingordesignatedcorridors.

Themanagementdirectionforutilitycorridorsshouldberewrittento

recognizethisregulation.

inordertosupportthemanagementdirectioninthePlantolimitsingle

purposecorridors,werecommendthatconsiderationbegiventoreinserting

wheelingstipulationsinutilitycorridorspecialusepermits.

Hedisagreewiththestatementthattheuseofprivatelands,ratherthan

ForestServicelands,shouldbeencouragedforcorridorsiting.Siting
decisionsshouldbemadebasedonenvironmental,technicalfeasibility,

andeconomicconsiderations.Landownershipshouldbeasecondary

consideration.Incontrasttothemanagementdirection,publicinputon

theCOTPwasstronglyinfavoroftheuseofpubliclandsoverprivate

ands.



l.

SPECIFICCOMMENTSONTHEDRAFTEIS

Pages1-10and1-11.TheextensivemeetingsandcontactswithForest

staffregardingtheCOTPwhichhavetakenplaceoverthepastthreeyears
isnotmentioned.infact,Hesternwasnotevenincludedonthemailing

listanddidnotreceivenoticeoftheavailabilityoftheDraftPlanand

EIS.

ThesectiononUtilityTransmissionLinesiscutoffin

Page3-42.

TheCOTPshouldbementioned.

mid-sentence.

Pages3-59and3-60.Hedisagreewiththestatementthatutility

rights-of-wayrequirelargeacreagesandthemaintenanceofcleared

rights-of-way.Table3-4showsthattheacresofagricultural.

transportation,andwaterspecialusesallexceedutilityand

communicationsusesbyseveralthousandacres.Also.wehavediscussed

withForeststaffourplansforminimalclearingoftheright-of-way.

Hithplanned,selectiveclearingoftheright-of-way,evenfeweracresof

landwillbeaffected.

ThecurrentstatusoftheCOTPshouldbediscussedonpage3-60.

Page4-46.ThestatusoftheCOTPcorridorshouldhediscussed.Current planscallforapprovalandpermittingofthecorridortobecompletedby

May1988.

HehopethesecommentsarehelpfultoyouinfinalizingyourForestPlanand

EIS.

Ifyouhaveanyquestionsorwishtofurtherdiscussthecomments,

pleasecontactNancyHeintraubat(916)978-4460orFTS460-4460.

Sincerely,

#7144»

JohnD.Anderson

AssistanttotheAreaManager

forSpecialProjects
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InasmuchastheModocNationalForestisinoneofthemost

remoteregionsofthestateandnotconvenientlyaccessibleto

thelargerpopulationcentersinCaliforniaandOregon,Ibelieve

theModocNationalForestPlanshouldbemostresponsivetothe

publicwhichusestheforestandreliesonitmost——northeastern

managementrequirementsforestablishingsnagsthatare

unprecedentedandunreasonabletoincludeintheforestplan

giventheunsubstantiatedneedforspecifichabitat

infrastructure.

Mr.DouglasG.Smith

PageTwo

ThedraftplanaccuratelypointsoutthatModocresidents

havealongandrichhistoryinlivestockproductionin

northeasternCaliforniawhichisheavilydependentonaccessto

rangelandsontheModocNationalForest.Opportunitiesto

improvethequalityofrangelandswhichareconsistentwith

traditionalgrazingallotmentstructuresshouldbevigorously

pursued.Prudentdistributionofwaterresourcescanprovidean

environmentwherethereisaimprovedbalanceinforage

consumptionaswellasdiminisheddamagetoexistingriparian

zones.Giventhepresentdifficultyinusingherbicides,I

believethattheForestServiceshouldactivelyseektoinitiate

itsproposaltoprovideforfirewoodcuttingingrazingareas

wheretherehasbeenjuniperencroachment.

withregardtofishandwildlifemanagement,Isupportthe

ForestServiceplansformanagingtherecoveryofendangered

speciessuchasthebaldeagleandperegrinefalcon.Bythesame

token,Iamlesscertainthatexpandingdedicatedacreageto

specieswhicharenotthreatenedorendangered,forexamplethe

NORMANDSHUMWAY
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Mr.DouglasG.Smith

ForestSupervisor

ModocNationalForest 441NorthMainStreet

Alturas,California96101

DearSupervisorSmith:

IappreciatehavingtheopportunitytocommentontheDraft ForestLandandResourseManagementPlanwhichwasreleasedlast

fall.

Thisplanningdocumentispivotalnotonlyforthefuture

oftheModocNationalForestandthegeneralpublic--butalso

fordeterminingthesocialandeconomicfutureoftherural

communitiesinModocCountyandsurroundingareas.

Californians.

withthisinmind,thefollowingobservationsare centraltotheForestServiceexpressingtherequiredsensitivity

totheneedsofthegeneralpublic.

Anadequateannualallowabletimbersalequantityis
essentialtothestabilityoftheregion.Notwithstanding

potentialdefienciesinthe1975TimberManagementPlan,Iamnot

persuadedthattheproposedlongtermsustainedyieldof

approximately58-60mmbfannuallyissufficienttomeetthe

futureneedsofthepublic.PortionsofthedrafttextIfind particularlytroublesomeinclude:aanunjustifieddropinthe

presentacreage(435,100)classifiedassuitableforfulland/or

modifiedtimbermanagement:anunexplainedreductioninsale
quantityontheBigValleyFederalSustained-YieldUnitfrom13.3

mmbfto11.0mmbf;utilizationof1982asabaseyearfor

projectingallowablesalequantity;andtheestablishmentof specialhabitat,outlinedonpages4-45to4-48ofthedraft

plan,

whichproposesnagrequirementtargetsandtimbersale

Atthisjuncture,theinformationprovidedtoshowthe

desirabilityofexpandingforageallotmentsforwildlifeisnot

pursuasive.Whilethedraftstatesthatthepresentacreage

allotmentonlysufficesfor67}ofthecurrentforageneeds,no

supplementaryfactsareoffered.Isthereunreasonablylarge

deerandpronghornmortalityduetolackofforage?Since

wildlifepopulationsareuncontrolled,whatmeasures,ifany,are

implementedtokeepwildlifefromusingforageallottmentsofother

animals?Thus,Icannotsupportexpandedwildlifeallotmentsas

outlinedinthedraftplan.

proposaltoprotect29morepotentialgoshawkneststands,is

necessaryatthistime.

Inclosing,IappreciatetheModocNationalForest's

willingnesstogivethepublictheopportunitytoactively

participateintheforestplanningprocess.Iamcertainthat

theforestwillworkinconcertwiththelocalcommunitiesto

developafinalforestplanwhichisresponsivetothepublic‘s

futureneeds.

Thankyouforyourthoroughconsiderationofthe

aforementionedcommentsandobservations.

Sincerely,

MemberofCongress

NDS/cmt

cc:Mr.PaulBarker,RegionalForester
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ModocNationalForestLandandResourceManagementPlanDraftEnvironmental

ImpactStatement(DEIS)

Mr.DouglasG.Smith,ForestSupervisor

ModocNationalForest 541NorthMainStreet

Alruras,CA9610!

l.TheAFRCB/URappreciatestheopportunitytoreviewthesubjectDEISand

offerthefollowingcomments:

a.TheModocNationalForestissubjecttomilitaryoverflights(ie:slow

speedlowaltitudetrainingrouteSR-353andVFRmilitarytrainingroute

VR1254,seeattachedmap).Militaryoverflights,particularlylow

altitudeoverflights,haveapotentialtodisruptthesolitudeand

naturalnessofareasinthevicinityoftheirflightpaths.Asaresult, thisofficerecommendsyouconsiderlocation,altitude,andfrequencyof

flightsinyourdiscussionanddecision-makingprocess.

Areaswhichareappropriateformilitaryoverflightsandlowaltitude

trainingroutesarebecomingincreasinglyrare.Inselectingoverflight

trainingroutes,theAirForcemustconsidermissionrequirementsandfuel

costsaswellasenvironmentalconstraints.Ideally,trainingroutesare

locatedwithinareaswhich:arerelativelyisolated,havediverse

topographyandminimalcommericalactivity,maintainsparsehuman

populations,andcontainlandsunderfederaljurisdiction.Itisobvious

thatthesecharacteristicsarealsocompatibletoalargedegreewith

potentialwildernessareas.Therefore,eventhoughseveraloftheareas

beingproposedaresubjecttoairtrainingactivities,theAirForce

generallysupportsdesignationofwildernessareasprovidedsuch

designations,andsubsequentmanagementthereof,donotrestrictuseof

theairspaceformilitaryoverflights.

b.TheAirForceisconsideringsitingofthreereceivingsectorsofthe

Over-Thc-HorizonBackscattur(OTH-B)WestCoastRadarSystem(HCRS)inthe

RimrockLakeareaofModocNationalForest.Eachreceiversectoris

plannedtobeslightlylargerthanonesquaremileandfeaturesaccessand

perimeterroads.abovegroundwatertanks,belowgroundfueltanks,an

8,000footlongwntenna,supportbuildings,variousequipmentpads,anda

wellforpotablewaterandfireprotection.

werecommendthatthisactivityalsobeconsideredinyourdiscussionand

decision-makingprocess.Additionalinformationonthisprojectcanbe

supplieduponrequest.

2.Wehopethesecommentsareusefulinyourplanningprocess.Ifwecanbe

ofassistanceinanymanner,pleasecontacttheundersignedorMr.MichaelTye

at(415)556-0557.

@-{Tia-W

PHILLIPE.LAMMI,ChiefAtch

EnvironmentalPlanningDivisionTrainingRoutesMap

cc:AF/LEEVX
AFREP/FAA

G0"Ill'
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UNITEDSTATESENVIRONMENTALPROTECTIONAGENCY

"a.,4!REGIONix

215FremontStreet

SanFrancisco,Ca.94105

17MAR1988

Mr.DouglasG.Smith

ForestSupervisor

ModocNationalForest 441NorthMainStreet

Alturas,California96101

DearMr.Smith:

TheEnvironmentalProtectionAgency(EPA)hasreviewed
theDraftEnvironmentalImpactStatement(DEIS)titledMODOC

NATIONALFOREST,LANDANDRESOURCEMANAGEMENTPLAN.

UndertheNationalEnvironmentalPolicyActandSection309

oftheCleanAirAct,EPAisrequiredtoreviewandcommenton

thisDEIS.Ourcommentsonthedocumentareenclosed.

WehaveclassifiedthisDEISasCategoryEC-l,Environmental
Concerns-AdequateEIS(seeattached‘SummaryofRatingDefinitions

andFollowupAction‘).ThisDEISisratedECbecausetimber

harvestlevelsandroadconstruction,proposedunderthepreferred

alternative,havethepotentialtoexacerbateexistingwater

qualityproblemsintheForest.However,EPAcommendstheDEIS’

disclosureofexistingwaterqualityproblemsandstronglysupports

theproposedmonitoringprograms,riparianrestorationmeasures,

anddecreasesingrazingoutputs,asmeansofidentifyingand

ImprovingwaterqualityproblemsintheForest.

weappreciatetheopportunitytoreviewthisDEIS.Please

sendustwocopiesoftheFEISwhenitisfiledwiththeEPA Headquartersoffice.Ifyouhaveanyquestions,pleasecall

meat(415)974-8083(FTS454—8083),orhaveyourstaffcontact

DavidPowersat(415)974-8187(FTS454—8l87).

I

sincesdly,

v(L'TI'H'J/"/’:A"lla’ly“

DeanaM.Hieman,Director OfficeofExternalAffairs

Enclosure(threepages)

cc:5.Warner,NorthCoastRNQCB

WaterQualityComments

1.EPAcommendstheModocNationalForeststaffforcooperating

withusonwaterqualityissues.Whileweareconcernedthat ‘approximately37percentofthewaterontheforestdoesnot

meetwaterqualitystandards,andmaybeadverselyaffecting
beneficialuses‘(ForestPlanp.3-37),wecommendthe0818's

documentationoftheproblemandthemeasuresitIdentifiesto

addresstheproblem.Althoughthefullrestorationtimeframeis

fourdecades,theDEISmakesalongtermcommitmenttorestoration

andproposesexcellentmonitoringandprotectionmeasures.

2.Page4-103oftheDEISindicatesthattimberharvesting,road

building,andgrazingaretheprimaryforestactivitiesadversely
impactingwaterqualityandriparianareas.Thepreferredalter

nativesuggestsvariousprotectionandrestorationmeasuresand

proposesdecreasesingrazinglevelstoimprovewaterqualityin

theForest.Timberharvestlevelsandroadbuilding,however,

increaseunderthepreferredalternative.Giventhecurrentwater

qualityproblemsintheForest(Commentll),weareconcerned

aboutplannedIncreasesintheseactivities.Whilewebelievethat

improvementsinwaterqualitywillresultfromtheproposedprotec

tionandrestorationmeasures,theextentoftheForest'swater

qualityproblemsmaywarrantreductionsintimberharestlevelsand

roadbuildingactivities.SuchreductionscouldhelptheForest

achievecompliancewithwaterqualitystandardssoonerthanthe

projectedfourdecadetimeframe.

3.Westronglysupporttheproposedimplementationofcontrolson

grazingandstandardsandguidelinesfortheprotectionofriparian

areas.Thepreferredaltornative'semphasisonimprovementof

waterqualitythroughadecreaseingrazingoutputsandthetreat

mentandrestorationofriparianareasiscommendable.This

emphasisonwaterqualitymanagementindicatesprogresstowards
compliancewiththeNorthCoastRegionalwaterQualityControl

Board's(RWOCB)BasinPlanobjectives.

4.TheDEISandForestPlanidentifyBestManagementPractices

(BMPs),listedinAppendixNoftheForestPlan,asthemeansfor

protectingwaterqualityintheModocNationalForest.The1981

ManagementAgencyAgreementbetweentheStatewaterResources

ControlBoard(SWRCB)andtheForestServicecertifiedthatthe

BMPsdevelopedinthe5208Planwouldconstitutesoundwater
qualitymanagementandthatimplementationofthesepractices

wouldconstitutecompliancewithsubstantiveandprocedural

requirementsofstatewaterpollutioncontrollawasmandatedby

5313ofP.L.95-217.Itshouldbenoted,however,thatimplementa

tionofBMPsdoesnotconstitutecompliancewithwaterquality

standardsp55gs.IntheeventthataForestproject,undertaken withorwithoutappropriateBMPs,createsawaterqualityproblem

orcausesastandardsviolation,theStateandRegionalBoards

retaintheauthoritytocarryouttheirresponsibilitiesfor

managementofenvironmentalquality.
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S.TheDEISgivesexcellenttreatmenttothereducedbudgetalter

native.Thisisparticularlyimportantbecausethebudgetfor

implementingthepreferredalternativecannotbeguaranteed.we

supportthereducedbudgetalternative'sloweringofresource

outputstocompensateforitsreducedemphasisonwatershed

improvementprojects.

6.EPAispleasedwiththelevelofmonitoringresourcesproposed

toensurethatwaterqualityprotectionmeasuresandriparian

improvementsaresatisfactory.WeencouragetheForeststaffto

workcloselywiththeNorthCoastRWQCBonmonitoringefforts.

:UYMARYOFRATINGDliFliIlTiQZSP351)(*Oliil-l-Ui‘ACTICN'

Envirorlnental{wtoftheAction

LO—-i.ackof(bjections

TheEPAreviewhasnotidentifiedanypotentialenvironmentalimpactsrequiring

substantivechangestotheproposal.lhereviewmayhave’disclosedopportunitiesfor applicationofmitigationmeasuresthatcouldbeaccmplishedwithnomorethanminor

changestotheproposal.

EIS-—EnvironnentaiConcerns

TheEPAreviewhasidentifiedenvironmentalimpactsthatshouldbeavoidedinorderto

fullyprotecttheenvironment.Cbrrectivemeasuresmayrequirechangestothepreferred

alternativeorapplicationofmitigationmeasuresButcanreducetheenvironmentalimpact.

EPAwouldliketoworkwiththeleadagencytoreducetheseimpacts.

Catggry2—InsufficientInformation

includedinthefinalEIS.

7.TheinfomationprovidedinAppendix5ishelpfulinthedevelop mentofourSection319programforNonpointSourceManagement.we

lookforwardtoongoingcooperationwiththeForeststaffduring theimplementationphaseofitswatershedimprovementpriorities.

8.TheForestshouldcoordinatecloselywiththeNorthCoast

RWOCBconcerninggeothermaldevelopmenttoensurethatdischarge

requirementsaremetandadequatemitigationmeasuresareimposed.

AirQualityComments

1.TheFEISshoulddiscusshowresourcemanagementactivitieswill
beconsistentwithprotectionofClassIairqualityincrementsand

criteriaintheSouthWarnerwildernessandtheadjacentLavaBeds

Wilderness.TheFEISshouldclarifythestatementthatinorderto complywiththeClassIdesignation‘theforestmayhavetodevelop

waystoidentifylimitsofacceptablechangeinairquality‘(DEIS

p.3-24).

m—Environnental(Injections

TheEPAreviewhasidentifiedsignificantenvironmentalimpactsthatmustbeavoidedin

ordertoprovideadequateprotectionfortheenvironment.Correctivemeasuresmayrequire

substantialchangestothepreferredalternativeorconsiderationofsureotherproject alternative(includingthenoactionalternativeoranewalternative).EPAintendsto

workwiththeleadagencytoreducetheseimpacts.

EU-EnvirormentallyUnsatisfactory

TheEPAreviewhasidentifiedadverseenvironmentalimpactsthatareofsufficientmagni

tudethattheyareunsatisfactoryfrcxnthestandpointofenviromentalquality,public

healthorwelfare.EPAintendstoworkwiththeleadagencytoreducetheseimpacts.If

thepotentialunsatisfactoryimpactsarenotcorrectedatthefinalEISstage,this

proposalwillbereccxrmendedforreferraltotheCouncilonEnvironnentalQuality(CED).

mpgofthelyctStatement

Catl—ate

EPAbelievesthedraftElSadequatelysetsforththeenvirornentalimpact(s)ofthe

preferredalternativeandthoseofthealternativesreasonablyavailabletotheprojector action.Nofurtheranalysisordatacollectionisnecessary,butthereviewermaysuggest

theadditionofclarifyinglangiageorinformation.

ThedraftEISdoesnotcontainsufficientinfomationforEPAtofullyassessenvironmental

impactsthatshouldbeavoidedinordertofullyprotecttheenvironment,ortheEPA

reviewerhasidentifiednewreasonablyavailablealternativesthatarewithinthespectrun ofalternativesanalyzedinthedraftEIS,whichcouldreducetheenvirorn'entalimpactsof
theaction.‘heidentifiedadditionalinformation,data,analyses,ordiscussionshouldbe

Catggg3——Inad£<£iate

EPAdoesnotbelievethatthedraftEISadequatelyassessespotentiallysignificant

enviromentalimpactsoftheaction,ortheEPAreviewerhasidentifiednew,reasonably availablealternativesthatareoutsideofthespectrumofalternativesanalyzedinthe

draftEIS,whichshouldbeanalyzedinordertoreducethepotentiallysignificantenviron

mentaliepacts.EPAbelievesthattheidentifiedadditionalinformation,data,analyses,0
disoussiorsareofsuchamagnitudethattheyshouldhavefullptbiicreviewatadraft

stage.EPAdoesnotbelievethatthedraftEISisadequateforthepurposesoftheNEPA

and/orSection309review,andthusshouldbeformallyrevisedandmadeavailableforpubli

camentinasupplenentalorreviseddraftEIS.01thebasisofthepotentialsignificant

impactsinvolved,thisproposalcouldbeacandidateforreferraltotheCED.

‘from:EPAManual1640,‘PolicyandProcediresfortheReviewofFederalActionsImpacting

theEnviroment.‘
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STATE0‘CALIFORNIAGEOIGEDEUKMEJIAN,ammo!

CALIFORNIAREGIONALWATERQUALITYCONTROLBOARD

NORTHCOASTREGION

Subject:SCHN0.87il0602~DraftEnvironmentallnoactStatement/Land

andResourceManagementPlanforHodocNationalForest.

TheNorthCoastRegionalBoardstaffhasreviewedtheabove-referenced

documentsandsubmitstheFollowingcomnentsforyourconsideration:

I)Thesedocumentsbothrecognizeandsupporttherequirementto meetBasinPlanwaterqualityobjectives.andthatthisisbest accoirplishedusingSection208approvedBestManagementPractices (BMPs).Thisisasspecifiedinthel98iManagementAgency AgreementbetweentheStateHaterResourcesControlBoardandthe

U.S.ForestService.

IMOGUERNEVILLEROlD

SANTAROSA.CA95403

mm,non5761720

FebruaryI6.I988

NadeliGayou

ResourcesAgency
i4l6NinthStreet

Sacramento.CA958“ DearMs.Gayou:

2)WeviewwithconcernthePlan'sstatement(Page3-37)that "approximately37percent(208.700acre-feet)ofthewater producedontheforestdoesnotmeetestablishedwaterquality standards.andmaybeadverselyaffectingbeneficialuses“.We realizehoweverthatoneofthegoalsofthisplanningprocess andForestPlanistoapplyfuturemanagementpracticesthatwill

resultinattainmentofwaterqualityobjectives.

3)Theplan'srecommended40Yeartimeperiod(Page2-6)toachieve I00Dercentconpllancewithwaterqualityobjectivesisarguably averylongtimeframe.lieunderstandfundingconstraintsand
thesensitivitiesofdealingwithcertainmanagementpractices.

butitwouldappeartousthatamorerealistictimeframeshould beestablished.Alongtimeframecouldconceivablyresultin

avenuesforinactionduringtheIDtol5yearlifeofthisPlan.

iftheforestultimatelydecidesthatthe40yeartimeframeis mostappropriate.theplananddraftEISshouldbetterdevelop
boththerationaleforthetimeperiod.andtheactual

commitmentstobemetduringthelifeofthisPlan.

4)Theprojectedwatershedandfisherieshabitatimprovement

projectsare"basedonpriorityneedsandcosteffectiveness"

(Page2-7).Heknowthatwatershedimprovementfundsonother Forestshaveinthepastbeenrestrictedforavarietyof

reasons.

  

NadellGayou

Februaryl8.i988

Page2

CC:

5) 6)

Towhatdegreewilltheforestbeabletorealisticallymeet watershedrehabllitationobjectivesgivenanyforeseeablebudget constraints‘!Uhatenphasisorprioritywillbeplacedonusing thesefundsundertheforestPlan?iffundsdonotcome availabletomeetfinalforestPlangoalsforwatershed improvement.willtheplanandEISneedtobeamended?Howwould

thisaffectothermanagementprogramsontheforest‘!

liesupporttherecommendedwaterqualitymonitoringprogram(Page 5-i6)asthebasisforasoundself-monitoringandcorrpliance evaluation.liehaveonequestionregardingthecoiunnlabeled “variationfromstandardrequiringfurtheraction".Thepartof theplan.undertheheadings"iiater'and"RiparianAreas".refer tol0percentreductionsinshort-termwaterqualityandstream channelconditions.itshouldbemadeclearthatsuchvariations

muststillresultinconpliancewithwaterqualityobjectives.

TheForestPlanreconlnendationofal0percentvariationdoes howeverprovidereasonablegeneralguidelinesforBHPapplIcatlon

duringspecificprojectlevelreviews.

liefindthatHodocNationalforesthasdoneagoodjobin addressingwaterqualityissuesinthisdraftPlanandEIS.The recomnendedPlanprovidestheappropriateframeworkforagood

waterqualitymanagementprogramontheForest.

Sincerely-\

'WM

Hiliiam0.Winchester

EnvironmentalSpecialist

GordonSnow.ResourcesAgency

DouglasSmith.hodocNationalforest

DebraCaidon.EPA

USFS.SanFrancisco.Attn:AndyLevin
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Mr.DouglasG.Smith,ForestSupervisor

Modoc

NationalForest 44lNorthMainStreet

Alturas,CA96l0l

COMMENTSONDRAFTMOOOCNATIONALFORESTLANDMANAGEMENTPLAN(LMP)AND

CORRESPONDINGDRAFTENVIRONMENTALIMPACTSTATEMENT(DEIS)

Dear

Thank

Mr.Smith:

youforprovidingustheopportunitytocmnnentontheDraftLand

ManagementPlanfortheModocNationalForestandonthecorrespondingDraft

EnvironmentalImpactStatement(DEIS).RegionalBoardstaffalso

appreciatedthemeetingheldbyyourstafftodiscussthePlan.

Inge

neral,thePlanandDEISarewell-writtenandyourstaffistobe

connendedforplacingenphasisonwatershedrestorationandimprovementand

protectionofwaterqualityandassociatedbeneficialuses.

Hehavethefollowingconnents:

l.

TheDEISidentifies37%ofallsurfacewaterswithintheModocNational

Forestasnotmeetingwaterqualityobjectives(primarilyfor

temperatureand/orsediment).Itisproposedthatbythefifthdecade

allbutoneofthealternativeswillresultinimprovementssothat

100%ofthestreanswillmeettheState'swaterqualityobjectives.In thePreferredAlternative,T00!ofthestreamswillmeettheobjectives

bythefourthdecade.RegionalBoardstaffsupportimnediate

implementationofthosemeasuresnecessarytoaccomplishthisgoal.

Achievementofwaterqualityobjectivesshouldbecmneandremainthe

highestpriorityontheForest.

Themnountofroadconstructionandreconstructionproposedunderthe

PreferredAlternativeisnotclearlyjustifiedintheDEIS.Heare

concernedthattheincreasedroadconstructionmayhinderachievement

ofwaterqualityobjectivessinceincreasedroadconstructionincreases

thepotentialforerosionandstormwaterrunoff.

  

Mr.DouglasG.Smith—2

3. 4.

(DEIS,pg2-l64)ThePreferredAlternativeprovidesforriparian
areaimprovementsononlyl5grazingallotments.Hhataboutthe

riparianareasintheremaininggrazingallotments?HowwillState

waterqualityobjectivesbemetonstreamswithintheseremaining

allotments?

(DEIS,pg2-l70)ThePreferredAlternativespecifiesimproving ecologicalconditionbymanaginglivestockdistributionthrough

structuralimprovements.Hhatamountofimprovementswillbe

constructedandatwhatcost?Istheamountofthistypeofstructural

improvementsequalinallalternatives?Ifnot,discussionofthe

differencesisnecessary.

(DEIS,pg3-4l)TheDEISstatesthattheForestServicewillinitiate
aroadclosureandobliterationplan.TheRegionalBoardsupportssuch

effortsandisinterestedinreviewingandprovidinginputonthePlan.
Inorderforseasonalclosurestobeeffective,barricades(e.g.,gates

orboulders)maybenecessaryinadditiontopostingofsigns.

(DEIS,pg3-78)Concerningwildhorses,theDEISstates,"Therange
cannotaccommodatealargepopulationbecausehorsesgrazeyear-round,

decimatelargeamountsofforageandcompactthesoil.Allotments

withinhorseterritoriesareintheworstecologicalconditionofany
ontheForest."Hhydoallthealternativesallowforapproximately 300horseswhentheresources(soil,vegetation)cannotbeprotected

fromdestruction?

(DEIS,pg3-97)Thecurrenthighpercentageoflandgrazedunder
continuousseason-longgrazingsystemsmustbealteredifriparian

areasaretoberestored.Oneofthegrazingsystemsidentifiedon

page3-97(springuseonly,rest-rotation,doublerest-rotation,

substitutingsheepforcattle,andtotalexclusionoflivestock)should
replacecontinuousseason-longgrazinganddeferredgrazingsystemson

allsuchallotments.Weagreewithandfullysupporteffortsto

monitorandevaluatetheeffectsofvariousgrazingstrategiesand
structuralimprovements.Theresultsofthemonitoringshouldbe

utilizedinmakingappropriatechangestoimprovemanaganent

strategies.

TheRangeAllotmentMapshouldidentifyspecificgrazingstrategies

currentlybeingimplementedoneachallotment.Thisinformationwould
beofmuchgreatervaluethanthegeneralforageinformationprovided

onthemap.

RegionalBoardstaffrequeststheopportunitytoreviewandprovide inputondraftAllotmentManagementPlansforallotmentswithinthe

LahontanRegionalBoard'sjurisdiction.

OnFigure3-30,theLahontanRegionisspelledwrong('Lahonton“).

Also,theareadescribedas‘PacificNorthwestRegion"iswithinthe

LahontanRegionalBoard'sjurisdiction.



Mr.DouglasG.Smith—3

9. l0.
ll.

l2. l3.

TheSoilErosionandSedimentationIndex(ESI)isderivedfromweighted

valuesofoutputswhichcontributetosoilerosionandsedimentation

andwaterqualitydegradation.TheindexforthePreferredAlternative

forthefifthdecadeexceedstheindexspecifiedforthecurrent

condition.AnincreaseintheESIoverthefiftyyearplanningperiod

doesnotprovideuswithmuchconfidencethatwaterqualityand

associatedbeneficialuseswillbeprotectedinthefuture.TheESI
forthePreferredAlternativeinDecade5isactuallyhigherthanfor

theIndustryAlternative.Pleaseexplain.RegionalBoardstaff

encourageimplenentationofanalternativewheretheESIdecreasesover

time.

Hhyareportionsofroadlessareas(RAREII)mappedontheRecreation

OpportunitySpectrmnMapasbeing"roaded-natural"?Hillroadsin

theseareasheobliteratedinthefuture?

RegionalBoardstaffcmunendyouandtheForeststaffonthe

comprehensivemeasuresincludedintheStandardsandGuidelines,

primarilyforriparianareas.TheseStandardsandGuidelinesshouldbe

strictlyenforcedandprojectsshouldbeperiodicallymonitoredfor conpliancewiththem.Theagencyurgesinclusionofmonitoringand

enforcementprovisionsinthefinalPlan.

TheRegionalBoardstaffstronglysupporteffortstomonitorcompliance withBestHanagenentPracticesandtoevaluatewaterqualityandstream

stability.Heencouragemorefrequentevaluationsthantheproposedannual

evaluationofBMP'swherethesituationwarrants.FieldlogsofBMP

complianceshouldbemaintainedatleastweeklybytheprojectcoordinator

andshouldnotbelefttoanend-of-yearevaluation.Inadditionto

themeasuresspecifiedtomonitorconditionofriparianareas,we

encourageimplementationofmeasurestoquantifystrewncuttingand

sedimentdeposition.Also,onsensitivestremnsorwherewaterquality

objectivesarenotbeingmet,waterqualitymonitoringshouldbe

initiated.Thiswouldrequiremorefrequentsampling(e.g.,monthlyor

quarterly)forconstituentssuchasnutrients,dissolvedsolidsand

suspendedsolids.

HefirmlysupporttheconceptthatStremnManagementZones(SMZ's)be

specifiedonacase-by-casebasisinordertoprotectriparian

dependentresources.TheconceptidentifiedinAppendixMallowsfora

variablewidthzoneinwhichthewidthexceedstheareadominatedby

riparianvegetation.StreamClassDeterminationscouldbeimprovedby

includingmorequantitativecriteria(e.g.define“largenumbers",

"substantialinfluence").

Mr.DouglasG.Smith-4

Hesupportyoureffortsintheidentificationandcorrectionofwater

qualitydegradationproblems.Helookforwardtoworkingwithyourstaffin

theimplenentationoftheLandManagementPlan.Shouldyouhaveany

qggstionsregardingtheabovecomnents,pleasecontactLauriZanderatthis

0ICE.

Yourstruly,

 

D.R.BUTTERFIELD EXECUTIVEOFFICER

cc:RegionalBoarduembers

CRHQCB,CentralValley,ReddingCRHQCB,NorthCoast,SantaRosa Dept.ofFishandGame,ReddingJohnKeene,StateClearinghouse

Sh



  

DepartmentofFishandWildlife

OFFICEOFTHEDIRECTOR

506swmu.STREET.PO.BOX59.PORTLAND.OREGON97207PHONE(503)229-5406

March8.1988

Mr.DouglasG.Smith

ForestSupervisor

ModocNationalForest 441NorthMainStreet

Alturas.CA96101

  

OregonDepartmentofFishandHildlifeConnents

ontheModocNationalForest

DraftEnvironmentalImpactStatementandProposedPlan

March7,1988

Page

1.GeneralComments............................................1

2.ConcernsandRecommendations................................2

3.DraftEnvironmentalImpactStatement........................6

A.Alternatives(Chapter2)................................6

B.AffectedEnvironment(Chapter3)........................6

C.EnvironmentalConsequences(Chapter4l..................9 4.ProposedLandandResourceManagementPlan..................11 GENERALC(IIIENTS

TheOregonDepartmentofFishandHildllfe(ODFH)congratulatestheModoc

NationalForest(Forest)onissuanceofitsDraftEnvironmentalImpact

StatementDraft(DEIS)andProposedPlanforpublicreview.Considerable informationwasprovidedontheconsequencesofmanagementactionsonthe

Forest'snaturalresources.

DearMr.Smith:

EnclosedistheOregonDepartmentofFishandHildliferesponse

toyourproposedplanandDEIS.Ourresponseisprimarily

addressingmanagementactivitiesthatwouldeffecttheinter

statedeerandantelopeherds;waterqualityoftheLostRiver

system;andpopulationsoftheshortnoseandLostRiver

suckers.Ifyouoryourstaffhavequestionsconcerningour

response.pleasecontactourCentralRegionOfficeinBend

(503)388-6363.

rro

enclosure

TheODFHisprimarilyaddressingtheDEISandProposedPlanregardingimpacts

on(1)interstatedeerandantelope,(2)waterqualityoftheLostRiver

system,and(3)shortnoseandLostRiversuckers.

Thefollowinginformationisessentialforamorethoroughandsite-specific

evaluationoftheproposedalternative:

1.Amapofstreamsidemanagementunits(SMU's)showingtheriparianzone
anditsconditionratesaccordingtoamethodthatdescribesrelative

valueaswildlifehabitat.“ManagingRiparianEcosystemsforFishand

HildlifeinEasternOregonandEasternHashington,"(1979)isanexample

ofagoodmethodforevaluatingriparianconditionandvalues.

2.Amapshowingthelocationofgrazingallotmentstosuperimposeonthe
riparianzonemapwithsummaryinformationbyallotmenton:management class,rangeconditionandtrend,overuseproblemstoresolve,existing

andplannedgrazingseason,livestocknumbersandpermittedAUM's,

improvementsplanned,andscheduleforimplementation.

3.Explicitinformationonmethodstobeusedtoeffectivelyimplement

Forestaccessandtravelmanagementtoprotectnaturalresources.

4.Amapdelineatingbiggamewinterandtransitionrangesalongwith

managementdirectionfortransitionrange.
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Thegoalforriparianmanagementshouldbeatleast80percentof

potential.ODFHrecommendstheprotectivemeasuresnecessarytoachieve
functionalrecoverytoatleast80percentofpotentialfishandwildlife

habitatcharacteristicsforallriparianzoneswithin10yearsand

ecologicalrecoveryin20years.Thisisconsistentwiththe

Forest-statedgoalformaintenanceorrecoveryofriparianvaluesand

withForestServiceManual(FSM)2526policytogivepreferential

considerationtoriparian-dependentresourcesovernondependent

resources.ThesestandardsneedtobeincludedasForest-widestandards

mdgmdflims.

Implementationofanaggressiveriparianrecoveryprogramwouldguarantee

improvedriparianconditions,waterquality,andwaterflows.Ithas beendemonstratedthatprotectingriparianareascanleadtoimproved

aquiferswithintheriparianzones,resultinginprotectedflows.Some presentlyintermittentstreamcoursescouldbecomeperennial,whichhas

TheDEISdiscusseslivestockabuseofsprings,seeps,andassociated

riparianvegetation,andtheneedto"sanitize"suchwatersources.Most

suchwatersourcesaredegradedandthepotentialexistsfordisease

transmissionbetweenandamongstlivestockandwildlife.ODFHrecommends

theForestgivehighprioritytoschedulinganaggressivewater

improvementprogramthatprovidessourceprotection,installationof
sanitarywaterstructures,andpipingofoverflowtorockychannels.

4.

Standardsandguidelinesneedtoreflectgrazingrestrictions,road

management,anddeercoverandforageonwinterandtransitionranges.

Theevaluationofhabitateffectivenessfordeerneedstobelimitedto

anareaoflessthan10,000acres.Thisareaneedstobeapermanent
monitoringunittoevaluatetheeffectsofroading,harvestdispersion,

andgrazingonbiggameovertime.

ThreatenedandEndanggredSpeciesHabitat

ODFHsupportstheForestinfullprotectionofbaldeaglenesting,

potentialnesting,androostinghabitat.

ORENDEPARTTCITOFFISHANDIILDLIFEC(IIIERNSANDRECDHEMDATIONS

ODFHconnentsandreconnendationsareintendedtobeconstructiveandleadto
positiveresults.TheyarebasedonODFHunderstandingoftheNationalForest

ManagementAct(NFMA),theCleanHaterAct,ExecutiveOrder11990,andkey

provisionsofthewildlifePolicyoftheStateofOregon.

ODFHconsidersitspositionontheamountsandconditionofresourcesthat

compriseoraffectfishandwildlifehabitatstoberealisticandreasonable.

Recommendationsconsistentwiththispositionarepresentedfor:

1.Aquatic/RiparianHabitats

2.BigGameHabitat

3.Threatened,Endangered,Sensitive,andUniqueSpeciesHabitats

4.AccessandTravelManagement

5.Grazing

6.StandardsandGuidelines
1.Aguatic/RiparianHabitats

Itisdistressingthatover75percentofriparianareasareonlyinpoor

tofairecologicalconditionandonly10percentareimproving(Figures

3-20and3-21,pg.3-93,DEIS).Hithcontinuous,season-longgrazing

asthepredominantgrazingmanagementpracticeinriparianareas(Figure

3-22,pg.3-96,DEIS),itisunlikelythetrendwill

improvewithoutsubstantialmanagementdirectionchange.Amajoreffort

bytheForestisrequiredimmediatelytoreversethissituation.No

grazingshouldbepermittedonriparianareasinlessthan"good"

condition.

alsobeendemonstratedbystudies.
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Itappearsthatanattemptwillbemadetoreducegrazingonriparian

areas;however,thesereductionsappeartiedtostructuralimprovements

whichmaynotbefunded.Achangeinmanagementthatisnotdependenton

increasedfundingispreferable.

TheriparianzonesofBolesCreek,MowitzCreek,andHillowCreekbelow

BolesCreekareratedinpoorcondition.Thisisunacceptable,since
thesecreeksareassumedtobethemajorspawningareasforLostRiver

andshortnesssuckersfromClearLake.Livestockmanagementstrategies
ontherangeallotmentsassociatedwiththesecreeksshouldbe"Strategy

D",withexclusionofcattlefromtheriparianzonesastheprimary

practice.

BigGameHabitat

Essentialtransitionrangeisnotdelineatedandappropriatemanagement directionisomitted.Deerforageandcovershouldreceiveemphasison

transitionrange.Thegoalforcovershouldbe40percentoftheareain

welldistributedstands.Theshrubcomponentneedsmanagementemphasis
toprovidebrowseforbiggame.Fallgreenupshouldbereservedforbig

gameproductivityandsurvival.Livestockuseontransitionrangeshould
bediscontinuedafterSeptember30.Prescribedfireshouldonlybeused

asatoolforhabitatimprovement.

Deerwinterrangeisnotadequatelydelineatedandmanagementdirection
isnotadequate.Thegoalforcovershouldbe50percentoftheareain welldistributedthermalcoverstands.Again,theshrubcomponentneeds

managementemphasis.Livestockgrazingonwinterrangeshouldbe

discontinuedafterJune30.Roadsshouldbeminimized(approachingzero

miLe;opfinaqoadslandnoORVuseshouldbepermittedbetweenDecember1

anarc.

HiththeimminentfederallistingoftheLostRiverandshortnesssuckers

asendangered,theForestneedstoputahighpriorityonhabitat

improvementandprotectionforthesespecies.

AccessandTravelManagement

ODFHsupportsregulationofmotorizedtravelontheForesttoprotect

fishandwildlifeandtheirassociatedhabitats.Thereisinsufficient

detailintheDEiSorProposedPlantoevaluatetheadequacyofthe



5. 6.

proposalsandtheimpactsondeerhabitateffectiveness.Eitherseasonal
orpermanent(preferred)roadclosuresshouldbeusedonwinterrangeto

minimize(densitiesapproachingzeromilespersection)openroadsfrom

approximatelyDecember1toMarch31.

Grazing

ODFHisconcernedabouttheabsenceofgrazingallotmentdata.An

allotmentmapandsunnarytableswithessentialinformationbyallotment

(seeGeneralComments)shouldbeprovidedforcomparisonwith

on-the-groundconditions.ODFHisparticularlyinterestedinplansto

correctresourcedamageproblems,withatimeframeforplanned

improvements.

Hith75percentofriparianareasinlessthan"good"ecological

condition,and36percentoftherangeinpoorcondition,drasticchanges

areneededingrazingmanagement.InformationintheDEISandProposed Plandoesnotindicateasignificantupwardtrendinrangeconditionif

thePlanisimplemented.Anaggressivegrazingmanagementplanisneeded

tocorrectresourcedamageproblems.

ODFHrecommendsgrazingcurtailmentonbiggamewinterrangesafter

June30;reservationoffallgreenupforbiggameontransitionranges

afterSeptenber30;nograzingofriparianzonesinlessthangood

condition;protectionofwatersources;andnograzingofuplandareas

withapoorrangeconditionrating.

StandardsandGuidelines

ODFHreconnendsdevelopmentofastrongsetofspecificstandardsforthe plan.Bydefinition,astandardisapointtomeasureagainstorabasis

forcomparison.Thequalifiersused(suchassome,sufficient,where
needed,significant,should,etc.)aresubjectiveanddonotallowfor

comparison.TheForestmustdevelopclearandobjectivestandardswhich

wouldprovideguidanceforimplementingthefinalplan.

whentermsareusedthatidentifyatypeofdirectionordegreeof

restriction,thetermsneedtobedefined.ODFHreconnendsthatthe
Forestusethedefinitions(below)developedbytheSiskiyouNational

Forestforfourofthemostoftenusedterms.TheForestwouldneedto

defineothertermsusedinthestandardsandguidelinesthatcanbe

subjectiveinnature.

"Thetypeofdirectionanddegreeofrestrictionare

identifiedbytheterminologyintheStandardsand

Guidelines.Tounderstandtheintentofthedirection,

theinterpretationsofthetermsusedarecritical."

‘Thefirstintentisconveyedbytheword‘shall.’Hith
thisdegreeofrestrictiontheactionismandatoryinall

cases.”

"Thesecondisconveyedbytheword'should.‘Withthis

degreeofrestriction,actionisrequired,unless

justifiablereasonexistsfornottakingaction.This
directionisintendedtorequireapracticeunlessit

entailsunacceptablehardshiporexpense.Exceptionsto "should"restrictionsareexpectedtooccurinfrequently."
"Thethirdtypeofdirectionusestheword'Eracticable'

andacknowledgesthatagivenpracticeisnoaways

feasibleandpracticalineverysituation.Itisintended

toencourage,butnotrequire,apractice.“

"Thefourthusestheword'may‘andhastodowith

activitieswhichmayormaynotbeappropriate,depending
oncircumstances.Forexample,grazingmaybeconsistent

withtheobjectivesofcertainmanagementareas,but
specificsitesmayormaynotcontainsuitableforage.

Thisdirectionisintendedtoallowfortakingadvantage

ofcompatibleopportunities,ortoprovideforexceptions

whenobjectivesofaparticularstandardcanbemet

throughalternatemethods."

Anestablishedsetofstandardswouldleadtomoreconsistentmanagement

acrosstheForest.Forthisreason,ODFHrecommendstheuseofmore

specificstandardsinthefinalplan.



RangeCondition

Itisdisturbingthat492,000acresofrangeareonlyin'fair'

conditionand340,000acresarein'poor'condition.These

statisticsindicateanaggressiveprogramisneededtoimprove

rangelandsforwildlife.

Itisdoubtfulwildlifeareacontinuedcontributortofairandpoor

rangecondition.TheInterstatedeerherdiscurrentlybelow

managementobjective.

(Paragraph1)Recoveryofdepletedrangeshouldnotbeatthe

expenseofcoverrequirementsfordeer.Junipermanipulationisan

effectivetoolthatmustbecarefullyplannedtoprotectwildlife

resources.

(Paragraph2)Themanagementdirectionisnotpromisingwhenlittle
improvementofrangelands,allotmentmanagementplanrevisions,or

monitoringprojectshaveoccurredsince1980.

Gooddiscussionontheadverseeffectsofgrazingonriparian

conditionandwaterquality.ODFHrecommendsrangeland

improvements,especiallyforprotectionofriparianzones,receivea

highpriority.

w
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Alternatives(DEISChggter2)

Needtoinclude:Designjuniperfirewoodcuttingareastoretain50

percentoftheareainproperlydispersedcoverondeerwinter

range.

(b.)Permittedgrazingandforagecapacityneedstobebalanced

duringthisplanningperiodifanupwardtrendinpoorrange

conditionstoberealized.

(b.)RiparianAreaManagementPrescriptiondoesnotinclude

exclusionofcattleinthe‘standardsandguidelines"whenlivestock

grazinghascausedstreamchanneldegradation.Becausestreams containingLostRiverandshortnosesuckersarealreadyinpoor
ripariancondition,andbecauseremovinglivestockisthemost

expedientmeansofimprovingdegradatedstreamchannels,OOFH

believeslivestockremovalshouldbeincludedintherimar

practiceforimprovingdegradatedstreanchannels.TEispractice

shouldbeimplementedonallwatershedscontainingLostRiver,

shortnose,andModocsuckers.

(3.)Energyexpendedbydeertoobtainneededforagefornutritional

requirementsisimportantinmaintainingahealthy,reproductive

herd.Forageinexcessofminimumrequirementsshouldbeallocated

toreduceenergyexpenditure.Energyexpenditureisofextreme

importantontransitionandwinterranges;therefore,forage

allocationsfordeerandantelopeneedtobeimnediatelycalculated

intoallallotments.

AffectedEnvironment(DEISCheater3i

Opggrtunities

(Paragraph3)0nwinterrange,50percentcoverisrequiredbydeer
tominimizeenergyexpenditure.Firewoodcuttingareaplansneedto

meettheamountanddistributionofthermalcoverrequiredbydeer.

introduction

Hhatpercentofrangelandisdeerandantelopewinterrange?The

secondparagraphonpage3-73indicatestypicalwinterrangeisalso

moreheavilyusedbylivestock.Hhataretheconsequences?

GrazingSeasons

Hhatconsiderationsaregivenfordeerwinterandtransitionranges

whensettinggrazingseasons?

3-74 3-75 3-76 3-76
Hater 3-143 3-146 3-156 3-167 3-180

Grazing

CurrentManaement

Staticwatershedconditionisunacceptable.Futuremanagementof
theForestshouldbedirectedtowardimprovingwatershedcondition

andnotJustpreventingthecurrentconditionfrombecomingworse.

Thepopulationgoalfor20percentabove1982levelsdoesnot

reflectthemuledeermanagementobjectivesofODFH.Management

objectivessetbyODFHarebaseduponhistoricpopulationlevelsand

arereasonableobjectivesbaseduponavailablehabitat(see

comments,page3-204,DEIS).

CurrentManaement

TheshortnosesuckershouldremainontheRegionalForester’s SensitiveSpeciesListuntilthequestionofhybridizationis

resolved.Thelogicimpliedbyexcludingshortnosesuckersfromthe

listisshortsightedandagainsttheconservationethic.

DeerHerds

(Paragraph1)ForageneedsfortheInterstateherdshouldreflect

managementgoalsInotthecurrentpopulationlevel.

-7

Firewood

3-742-40 3-72
Range

2-4[

3-312-47 2-47



3-181CurrentManagement

(Paragraph2)Thereareclearmanagementobjectivesforthe

interstatedeerherd(seecommentson3-204,DEIS).

3-184OpportunitiestoincreaseDeerPopulations

(Paragraph6)Thereshouldbenolivestockgrazingonwinterrange

afterJune30,orontransitionrangeafterSeptember30.

Pronghorn

3-185SupplyandHabitat

(Paragraph4)TheClearLakewinterrangeisusedbyinterstate

antelopethatsunnerinOregon.

3-185Oppprtunities

(Paragraph_l)Forageallocationsinallotmentmanagementplans

shouldberevisedtoincludeantelope.

3-201SocialandRecreationalDemand

interstatedeerandantelopethatwinterontheForestprovide

huntingopportunitiesinOregon.Thecontributiontothis

recreationalopportunityneedstoberecognized.

3-204AgencyObjectives

The9,600migratoryinterstatedeerarepartofmanagement
objectivessetbytheOregonFishandHildlifeCommission.

CaliforniaInterstateHerdManage-entUnitGoals

 

Current1990Target

A.Deerpopulationon

Californiawinterranges
1.MigratoryInterstate7,4809,600

2.CaliforniaResident1,0201,250

CaliforniaTotalFTEUUTUTBFU

8.Post-huntbuckratio

per100does1012ormore

C.AnnualHarvest

1.Bucks650Availablesurplusthatmain

tainsratiogoal

2.Antlerless0Surplusinexcessof10,850

population

D.Fawnsper100does

inspringtime25x

1.Toachievegoalx35-40 2.Tomaintaingoalx30-35

EnvironuentalConsequences(DEISChapter4)

4-115RangeHanagpment

Theeffectofrangemanagementonwinteringdeerandantelopeisnot

discussed.Seasonandintensityoflivestockusechangesforage

speciescompositionandforageavailableforwildlife.

4-116RoadHanaement

Theeffectofroadsonhabitateffectivenessfordeerneedstobe

discussed.Habitateffectivenessisreducedto80percentonwinter

rangewithadensityofonemileofroadpersection.

4-116FireManagement

Hiidfirecanalsobedetrimentaltoearlysuccessionalwildlife

species,dependingonthetypeofhabitatburned.Burning

bitterbrush,mahogany,andsage,forexample,canbevery

detrimentaltowildlifesuchasdeerandantelope.

4-119ThereisnodiscussionontheeffectsofthealternativesonLost

Riverandshortnosesuckers.



Deer

Theeffectofthepreferredalternativeondeerdoesnotadequately

addresswinterrange.Hithamajorityofrangelandin‘poor"or “fair”condition,itdoesnotseemplausibletomeetdeerforage

needswiththeprojectedlivestockuse.

TherearealsopossibleconflictswiththeODFHherdmanagement

objectives.

-10

DRAFTFMSTLAIDAI)RESOURCENAIAGDTEIITPLAN

ThesecommentsgenerallydonotrepeatthosemadeontheDEIS.Itisassumed

commentsontheDEISwillresultinsubstantialchangesintheplan.

2-7HetlandsandRiparianAreas

Hithoutmajorchangesinthemanagementoflivestock,includinga

highlevelofstructuralimprovements,wedonotbelieve100percent

rehabilitationin40yearsisobtainable.

3-12CurrentManagement

(Paragraph2)itisanoversimplificationtosayfiresuppression

hasresultedinundesirableecologicalchangesforwildlife.

Juniperisvaluablecoverandforagefordeer.Sagebrushis

valuableforagefordeerandantelope.Thejuniper/sagelandsshould

bemanagedwithwildlifeneedsasapriority.

3-20CurrentManagement

Thissectionisseverelycriticalofjuniperonrangelands.Juniper isavaluablerangeplantformanywildlifespecies.Junipershould

bemanagedforitsbenefitstowildlifeandreceiveproper

recognitioninrangeallotmentmanagementplans.

3-27RiparianAreas

Riparianareasinpoorconditioncannotsustaingrazingforany

durationifrecoveryisthegoal.ODFHsuggeststheuseofrest

rotationandearlyseasongrazingstrategiesonlyafterfull

recoveryoftheriparianarea.

3-37HaterQuality

PoorwaterqualityintheLostRiverbelowMaloneDamisresponsible

forkeepingfishproductionatlowlevelsintheLostRiverin

Oregon.

ForestMissionandGoals
 

4-9HildlifeandFish

(Paragraph5)ItisquestionablethatForestdirectionwillachieve
thegoalto‘providehabitatqualityandquantitynecessarytomeet

theForest'sshareofpopulationobjectives"fortheInterstatedeer

herd.Amuchmoreaggressiveprogramwillberequiredtosolve

existinglivestockgrazingproblems.

_11_

4-120 4-140



 

(a.l)Hhatareexamplesofcost-effectiverangeimprovements?
Sincefencingriparianareasusuallycostsmorethanpresent

revenuesfromgrazing,iseliminationofgrazinginportionsorall

ofsomeallotmentsthemostcost-effectivemethodofrange

improvement?

.Grazingcutoffdatesforwinterandtransitionrangesneedtobe

included.

Sanecommentsasrangeland,P.4-Il0.

-12

4-149RiparianArea

Goodmanagementprescriptionoverall,withoneglaringomission:on

page152,thefirstprioritytoremedychanneldegradationfrom

livestockistoremovethelivestock!Thefourpracticesmentioned

BolesCreekdrainageinMammothAllotmentshouldalsobemanaged

under“StrategyD"toimproveriparianandwaterqualityconditions

forsuckers.

MonitoringandEvaluationReguirements

forestStandardsandGuidelines

d-22Facilities

Theneedtomanagetheroadsystemtominimizeharrassmentofdeer

onwinterrangeshouldbeadded.

d-ZSFirewood

(f).Firewoodcuttinginjuniperareasneedstobemanagedto

protectcoverrequirements(amountandspatialarrangement)fordeer

onwinterrange.

4-29Range

Rangemanagementstandardsandguidelineswerecoveredexclusively

underDEIScomments.

4-44HildlifeandFish

(9.a.)Thedesiredthermal-cover/forageratiofordeeronwinter

rangeis50/50.Thegoalshouldbetoensurethermalcoverdoesnot

gobelow50percentonwinterrange,ortomanageforimprovement

approaching50percentwherecoverislacking.

(9.b.)Transitionandsumnerrangeshouldbemanagedtoprovidefor

minimumof40percentcoverwelldistributedoverthearea.

Monitoringunitsshouldnotexceed10,000acres.

ManagementPrescrigtions

4-Il0Rangeland

4-116Range-Forage

Old(decadent)mountainmahoganystandsprovideimportantfoodand

coverfordeeronwinterandtransitionranges.Theweightoffall

snowsonmahoganybringdesiredbrowsefordeerwithinreach.

Unlikebirchleafmountainmahogany,curleaf,mountainmahoganyhas
notbeenshowntorespondfavorablytodirectmanipulation;however,

ithasbeenshowntorespondtotheremovalofcompetingJuniper.

Duetoitshighvaluefordeer,acautiousapproachshouldbetaken

tothemanipuationofmahoganyuntilsuccessfulprojectscanbe

demonstrated.

areallcostlyandmostlyineffectivewithoutlivestockremovalor

control.

ManagementAreaDirection

4-258RanggAllotmentStrategy

BolesCreekdrainageshouldbemanagedunder“StrategyD"toimprove

riparianandwaterqualityconditionsforLostRiverandshortnose

suckers.

4-264RangeAllotmentStrategy

5-19MonitoringplanforLostRiverandshortnosesuckersisinadequate
intermsoffrequency.Thisisespeciallyrelevantbecauseofthe

lackofbaselinepopulationandhabitatpreferenceinformationon

thesefish.

FishandHildlifeMonitoringTechnigues

E-3MonitoringtechniquesforLostRiverandshortnosesuckersdonot
includepopulationsampling.Thisiscontrarytothetechniques

notedonpage5-19.

RangeAllotmentandRiparianImgrovementPriorities

S-4StreamsneedriparianimprovementintheDoubleheadRanger

Districtbecauseof:(1)theirimportancetoLostRiverand

shortnosesuckerspawning,(2)thepoorecologicalconditionof

thesestreams,and(3)theneedtoimprovewaterqualityinClear
Lakeforrearingsuckers.Allofthesestreamsshouldbepriority

levelI.

_1]_
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DougSmith

ForestSupervisor

MODOCNATIONALFOREST
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Sincerely,

Mam FrankC.Burk

DistrictSuperintendent

FCBzmp

Encl.

EQUALOPPORTUNITYlMPlOYIl/AI'YIIMATIVIACTIONEMPLOVER ‘

67,

MODOCJOINTUNIFIEDSCHOOLDISTRICT

ResolutionFY88-03

ResolutionsupportingtheSOCAlternative(SaveOurConmunity)and
opposingtheModocDraftForestLandandResourceManagementPlan.

HHEREAS,theModocDraftForestLandandResourceManagementPlandoes
notconformtotheOrganicActof1897andtheSustainedYield

Actof1960,bothcongressionalacts;and

WHEREAS,becausetheModocDraftForestLandandResourceManagement

Planhasanunfavorableeconomicimpactonranches,thetimber

industry,education,businessandprofessionalcommunityor

other,itistimetoreconsidertheplan;and

AND.BEITFURTHERRESOLVEDthattheSuperintendentprovidecopiesof

thisResolutionalongwithattachments,ifneeded,tointerested

citizens.

ApprovedbyaunanimousconsensusoftheModocJointUnifiedSchool

DistrictBoardofTrusteesataregularboardmeetingonFebruary18.1988.

JMF

FlankBull

‘upon-W

906W4thSim!-Alluuo,Calilomia96101

(916)233441]

Re:ForestLandandResourceManagementPlan

DearMr.Smith:

EnclosedpleasefindacopyofResolutionFY88-03whichwasapproved

lollSullivan
“onl

byaunanimousconsensusoftheBoardofTrusteesofModocJointUnified

SchoolDistrictonFebruary18,I988.

NHEREAS.theModocDraftForestLandandResourceManagementPlan

showssubstantialreductionsinforestreceiptssupportingthe
qualityeducationofModocCountychildrenandmaintenanceof

ModocCountyroadsregularlyusedtransportingchildrentoand

fromschool;and

NON,THEREFORE,BEITRESOLVEDthattheModocJointUnifiedSchoolDistrict

BoardofTrusteessupportstheModocCaresalternativeplan-
namely;theSOCAlternative(SaveOurCommunities)andthe

maintenanceofharvestlevelsat75MMBFperyear.

rankC.Burk,Secretary

ModocJointUnifiedSchoolDistrict

BoardofTrustees

 



RESOLUTIONNO.88-25

RESOLUTIONOFTHEBOARDOFSUPERVISORSOFTHE
COUNTYOFLASSENOPPOSINGTHEMODOCNATIONAL

FORESTDRAFTFORESTLANDANDRESOURCEMANAGEMENT

PLANANDENDORSINGTHE"SAVEOURCOMMUNITIES"ALTERNATIVE

WHEREAS,muchofthepopulationoftheCountyofLassenis

dependentupontheranchingandtimberindustries;and

WHEREAS,thisBoardandthecitizensoftheCountyof Lassenarevitallyconcernedwiththeprotectionofthisvaluable

nationalandlocalresource;and

WHEREAS,noneofthealternativesintheDraftEnvironmental ImpactStatementadequatelyaddressthedependenceoftheeconomy ofthisandneighboringcountiesontheresourcesoftheNational

Forestandthepoliciesbywhichtheforestisadministered;

NOW,THEREFORE,BEITRESOLVEDthattheBoardofSupervisors oftheCountyofLassenregisteritsobjectionandoppositionto thepreferredplanalternativeintheDraftForestLandand ResourceManagementPlanaswellasallalternativesetforthin

theDraftEnvironmentalImpactStatement.

BEITFURTHERRESOLVEDthattheBoardofSupervisorsofthe CountyofLassensupportsthealternativeplanknownastheSave OurCommunities(SOC)Alternativedevelopedbylocalcitizensas thatwhichbestmeetstheneedsofthelocalcommunityandbest

fulfillsthegoalsofsoundforestmanagementpractices.

Theforegoingresolutionwasadoptedataregularmeetingof theBoardofSupervisorsoftheCountyofLassen,Stateof

 

California,heldonthe23rddayofFebruag,1988,bythe

followingvote:

AYES:sfirvisorsdefirm,JenkinsIGaither,Ienke,Williams

NOES:None

 

ABSENT:m

 

(“um1Q21!1lat-i

harmanotheBoardof

Supervisors5/

R880.NO.

ATTEST: .//'

CI -r'
CIerkoftheBoard!

  

WHEREAS,substantialfundsfortheBigValleyJointUnified SchoolDistrictandcountyroadsarederivedfromForestreceipts

payments;and

I,THERESANAGEL,ClerkoftheCountyofLassen,Stateof CaliforniaandexofficioClerkoftheBoardofSupervisors thereof,doherebycertifythattheforegoingresolutionwas adoptedbythesaidBoardofSupervisorsataregularmeeting

thereofheldonthe23nddayofFebgggy,l9_§§.
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\ClerkoftheCountyofLassen,

StateofCaliforniaandex officioClerkoftheBoardof

Supervisorsthereof
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NORTHERNCALIFORNIA

COUNTYSUPERVISORSASSOCIATION

P.D.IO!53,FALCIGIDIO.CA‘I073

QIO'IIPII’I

Marchll,1988

DouglasSmith.Supervisor

ModocNationalForest MalNorthMainStreet

Alturas.CA9610!

DearMr.Smith:

TheBoardofDirectorsoftheNorthernCaliforniaCountySupervisors

AssociationvotedunanimouslytodaytosupportModocCounty'sResolution

No.88-8.copyattached.

:5+~1

  

D’IVIIOIImlthecounty0|blueheldontheIn“1at

robe-r1,I'll.bytheIIIIIIII‘'O‘OI

IIIIIIQQIIAQQII"were",(‘l-e0.t‘oulr

mI‘"IIIIII

544i‘.

  

AI‘IIIII_

"73a.

  

mlillloudol"out-"

OurBoardbelievesthatnoneofthealternativesintheDraft

EnvironmentalImpactStatementcontainedintheModocDraftForestLand

andResourceManagementPlanademntelyacknowledgeandhonorthe

dependenceoftheeconomyofModocCountyandotherforestdependent

communities.OurBoardhasreviewedanddoes,however,supportthealterna

tiveplanpresentedbythe"SaveOurCommunities"group.Theirconcern formaintainingRangeForageAllocationsatorabovecurrentlevelsand

maintenanceofharvestlevelsatorabove75MMBF/yearseemtoofferaway

tomaintainandprotectthestabilityofourlocalforestdependentcommunities.

Yourconsiderationofourconcernsisappreciated.TheModocNational

ForestPlanmustbechangedtoprovideaworkablesolutiontotheneeds

oftheaffectedareas.

GaryLke.President

NCCSA

GLzpc

Attachment

cc:CSAC RCRC

Iq aiaa -I
an Ui I

“I.no!atrunpo’illllmlmlIn.to."IIblocin

Wi..-thelaunchingandtimeAnd-tales.ad

“l.U"I...0|thlcounty

II\II‘in.loll-llIon-t.and

“a0will!"'OII.I—ml"II‘.III*1ml

'06."allmysmallarederivedlulllossesIce-me

me.all

“I.killlo.‘a“thethis.”0|@-“10|“0

lbIla“III...I've.‘urvlcc.ad

‘I..-oithealternativesinthe"In"hello-mild

I’\"I\—ll“\Il'animal“.andbut!

RIM

0|\-mOI~01COD-t7onUs.rrvuneemml\-—

hllelmlIncl!allth-poiieiubywhichthelose-lto

and-later...

-'m.K[1mmI"!‘II“I.I"til-II

mlthecount,IIhavenoonno.“uwill.‘I.pictured

ll-sling-ll"lainDealtIII-llanda’!M.M

"-alln“In!all0'‘balter-theemm!In“!‘Ithe

"ll'illIqaltInch-cont,n-l



3
2
5
2

M
3
5
.
“
5
5
3
.
2
6

m
3
3
8
3
”
m
5

“
0
2
2
:
2
:
2
2
3

<
.
8
~

n
o

:
0
2
:

n
o

m
o
3
:
9
5
2
?
m
a
n
g
o
m
5
5

8
3
0
2
0
3

0
:
5
:
©
0
3
5
8

u
m
m
u
o
u

2
3

m
o
“
m
o
a
n
:
w
a
s
»
;

u
m
m
>
|
c
o
u

2
t
.
5

C
8
:
5
3

o
h
s
o
u
:
£
6
0
8

n

n
w
n
o
a
o
u
m
2
3
9
G
0
5
0

D
o
u
u
w
u
o
u
m

0
5
8

$
0
2
3
0
0
.
3
2
2
3
0
0
5

u
fl
s
m
w
u

c
o
o

>
E
0
c
o
u
0

P
8
0
0
:

M
o
.
5
0
3
5

w
s
c
w
>
o
u

o
n
.
.
.
5

c
u
a
u
l
c
h
o
fl

>
c
n

u
o

u
u
o
u
u
o

2
a
m
“
.
.
.

0
:
.
.
.

E
0
3
8
“
;

u
g
o
c
o
u
o

u
c
w
m
w
u
a

n
.
>
u
:
:
o
u

0
0
0
0
:

w
e
5
3
x
5
3

9
.
5
£
5
8
0
0

o
u
r
;

0
x
3

>
~
£
n
m
0
a

u
o
c
c
m
u
m
w
z
u
n
c
u
w
u
d
m

w
o
n
o
a
o
u
m
9
.
6
3
5
»
0
5

n
o
3
0
0
3
0
0
5

w
c
i
a
u
o
u

r
;

.
m
.
m
.
m
.
:
0
5

>
0

w
o
n
:

.
3
0
9
:

o
n
.
.
.
n
o
n
»

a
“

c
u
w
u
c
o
u
5
9
:

v
c
o
u
u
n

>
2

E
u
u
m
w
m
w
m
u
E
U
c
o
u
m

u
o

w
u
d
u
u
o

d
u
n
g
-
=
0
0

n
o
u
c
g
u
m
a
m
e

n
c
o
m
u
w
a

v
l
o

>
o
~
9
=
w
n
u
c
w
é
z
m
z
n
n
u
n
o

n
n
w
c
fl
n
v
n
0
5
5
2
.
3

H
o
0
8

|

2
w
5

d
9
:
8
2
8
8
2

2
8
“
2
~

“
0
3
B
3
2
8
3
2
3
5
8
a

|

5
2
.

u
o
u
u
n
n
v
B
i
b

z
m
s
o
u
z
u

n
w
w
n
o
fl

"
m
a
g

u
m
>
o
0
m
g

n
m
o
fl

a
n
1
3
0
C
6
0
0
5
m
g

u
w
u
u
m
a
w
u
n
u
C

o
u

o
w
u
m
fl
u
o
u

m
m
m
fi

u
m
u
u
m
s
v
u
m
u
C

0
5
:
0
3
.
“
:
5
n
2
3

u
o

m
n
o
a

‘
m
m

.
.

2
:
2
5

w
w
n
m
w
u
u
m
fl
o

>
3
3
u
c
0
c
€

m
m
g
u
n
:

h
e

w
u
s
n
o
fl
u
o
u
o
u

S
.
:
5
3

m
c
o
s
m
u
w
a
o

A
3
3
3
3
“
:
3
8
2
8
5
0
0
m
-

w
e

o
n
.
"
:
3
:
0
2
B

w
u
a
m
o
fi
u
o
u
o
u

n
o
“
:

|

E
u
u
m
m
n
m
m

u
g
o
c
o
u
u

H
o
w
u
G
u
O

6
8
9
5
.
0
0

u
o

u
c
o
e
u
u
n
a
o
o
v

m
w
c
u
m
s
fl
s
.

v
c
w
m
m
o
fi

c
o
n
:

w
u
c
w
v
c
m
a
w
u

0
0
3
5
0
0
3
0
2
3
:
3
2
5
3
3
5
6
0
3
5
8
3
8

m
m

u
o

s
u
m

m
x
c
n
m

|

3
4
0
1
6
3
m
m
:

>
u
~
.
c
:
_
E
_
o
u

u
o
S
i
n
g
s

J
c
§
0
~
w
>
w
n

>
fi
c
2
=
=
o
u

0
:
0
0
:
3
5
0
:

w
e
u
c
g
u
m
a
m
o

3
5
0
N
3
0
8
>
2
5
8
>
5

“
0

“
y
o
u
:
5

o
n
n
m
u
o
c
w

u
n
w
o
u
n
d

v
w
z
o
z
n

O
c
N
v

u
o

0
5
3
c
m
.
“
m
s
o
g
w
u
m

u
w
u
c
n
u
n
fl
n
n
m

u
c
9
=
n
o
~
w
>
w
©
5
2
2
5
0
0

n
o
w

n
o
w
:

N
o

~
m
>
w
~
5
$
3
5
6
0
3
5
0
M
3
0
0

H
a
n
a
n

5
.

w
e

u
c
w
m

n
x
c
m
m

|

A
u
c
o
c
k
o
fi
g
w
a
D
E
B
-
=
0
0

n
c
m

m
c
w
m
s
o
x

u
o
u
c
m
E
u
u
m
a
w
e
3
3
m

c
.
“
u
n
w
c
g
c

0
m
m

n
>
u
u
o
>
o
a

>
0
7
3
m
e
g
:
8
3
2
.
3
0
0

n
o
u
n
>
2
5
8

v
w
u
m
u
o
m
u
o
u
s
c
s

w
e
‘
a
d
d

|

A
3
8
2
2
8
8
a
:
E
H
2
8
>
3
3
8
?
:
5
3
2
%

“
o
3
.
3

I

r
o
r
m
m
Q
C
L
O
E
U
U

.
m
m
.
5
£
<
t
u
m
0
.
5
0
0

.
m
P
O
W

.
8
2

o
u
c
q
n

a
9
.

n
n
o
fi

n
o
n
~
3
8
B
5
2
2
8
5

3
0
:
3
5

0
9
:
8
0
“
3
2

o
u
r
i
n

u
u
w
>

:
u
u
w

u
u
u
o
u
5

9
.
6
3
0
9
0
0
“

3
5
.
5
.
5
2
0
0

H
3
0
0
0
“

>
0
@
0
5
5
m
3
»
“
E
3

m
o

2
2
.

u
u
c
o
i
c
u
w
é

|

.
v
w
m
n
o
u
a
w
n

3
3
3
m
m

m
w
o
u
u
u
o
a

u
c
n
@
3
3
3

n
o
“
u
u
i
m
e
"
8
2
8
5
m

3
8
0
5
5
2
6
0
5

u
o

0
0
>

u
m
0
5
5
.
3

n
w
u
c
a

“
c
a
n

"
3
5
5
2
0
3
0
4

|

.
A
fl
w
c
u
a
o
w
u
>
s
c
w
u
o
u

H
u
n
w
n
o
fl
u
2
.
3
5

“
0
C

x
u
m
n
u
a
u

~
@
5
5
2
5
“
5
“
:

v
w
n
o
q
u
n
3
1
:

m
N
o

A
C
5
0
5
5

|

"
3
8
3
.
5
5
8
#
2
0
3
8
8
“
$
8
3
:
5
%
3
'
3
2

H
o

c
o
fl
n
m
w
u
o
h
H
2
0
3
2

2
3

H
o

m
u
u
o
u
u
w
m
5

m
u
u
m
o
w
u
n
q
u

.
m
.
.
m
.
m
.
o
0
5

>
0

n
u
n
:
B
0
0

3
5

.
c
o
s
m
a
fi
n

g
E
o
c
o
u
o

u
c
o
m
o
u
a

m
_
>
u
c
:
o
u

0
0
0
0
:

N
o
w
u
s
u
u
a

w
u
n
u
s
u
u
m

c
m

0
0
:
9
5
8

v
o
u
m
v
l
u
a
o

0
0
»

n
“

.
m
.
.
"
.
_
.
m
.
:

o
n
.
.
.
>
n

w
o
n
:

3
S
"
.

v
Q
m
m
fl
u
m
i
a
m
5

U
0
5

J
a
n
a

.
n
u
c
w
fi
n
u
o
n

u
u
o
n
n
s
m
0
5

8
6
.
3
8
.
.
.

n
c
u
w
u
c
o
u
fi
n
e

0
:
.
.
.
2
5
:

H

.
u
c
w
e
c
u
g
o
m
9
B

\
o
u
n
fi
a
u
q
u
m
m
@
5
0
0
2

v
0
w
m
B

u
d
u
o
c
o
u
o

1
.
5
0
3
6
9
5
P
0
0
8
2

n
o
5
:
3
0
:
3
8

2
.
3

“
0

m
u
o
w
u
u
w
2
3

c
m
“
E
0
2
3

w
h
o

0
:
:
m
u
c
o
g
n
u
u
H
6
8

w
u
c
fl
n
q
n
n
u

u
u
m
u
i
o
T
i
u
g
o
u
a
5

“
E
n

w
m
m
n

u
w
e
o
c
o
u
o

2
.
6
9
2
8
0
9
:
“
5

>
3
8
0
0
5

g
a
m
m
a

0
“

n
m
u
u
s
o
n
3
m

E
o
u
u
W
i
n
5
6

u
c
m
u
m

w
u
a
u
w
m

o
u
S
3
2
E
3
5

“
0
5

a
n
:
3

@
c
m
5
:
2
0
0

0
0
0
0
:

v
0
>
E
0
c
0
u
w

o
5

m
c
fl
c
u
o
n
x
h
o
u
c
o
n
g
a
-
0
N
5
3
:
2
0
9
3

u
w
z
u
m
m

o
u
s
w
i
n
g
i
n
g

>
5
:
0
8

n
o
:

.
3

_
m
u
m
0
>
i
n

u
w
n
a
m
5

p
o
w

u
o
u
m
c
fl
n
fi
o
o
u
g
u
m
o
u
m
F
E
E
-
=
0
0

m
5

M
4

6
8
:

u
c
w
e
u
u
m
a
o
o

>
u
c
n
o
u

0
0
0
0
2

n
n
o
“
5
3
2

n
1
3
9
.
3
1
:

e
a

~

"
5
2
m

.
u
:
$
8

2
5
m

“
2
8
5
0
4
2
4
2

Q
2
4

.
m
.
n
.
m
g
m
g
8

4
5
,
5
2
3
2

U
0
0
»
!
8
E
S

"
g
a
g

8
3
m
5
6
3
3
2

“
3
5
w

5
»
:

.
z
:
3

H
9
8
0
.
“
A
2
0
3
2
8
8
:

w
u
g
u
w
m

u
n
o
u
o
m
6
5

3
2
:
0
0
a
m

u
m
o
u
o
m

5
1
5
Q
8

5
:

A
m
”
:

"
m
o
m
m
a
-
=
0
0

n
o
u
c
o
c
fl
u
a
w
o

m
fl
c
u
o
u
s
m
u
v

.
‘
J

3
5
2

r
.
.
.

.
=
I

f
.
.
.

.
J

m
w
w
u
c
s
o
u
2
5
8
3
0
0
I
n

u
o
@
8
0
0
5
2
0
2
0
9
0
:

c
m
fi
v
w
e
u
n
o
z
s

|
R
v
v
w

.0.
m
y

T
“
?
U

8
2

Q
c
o
m
m
:

.
:
2
1
L

.
.
:
w

A
3
8
3
2
3
9
3
:
3

@
>

h
i
m
2
5
3

8
1
%
.
)
D

5
2
1
$
.
‘
5
.
3
%

q
J

_
_

~
.

m
c
m
w
z
o
z
H
3
0
»
5

n
w
n
c
n
o
u
2
5
3
3
8

N
o

A
c
u
m
m
v
u
m
:

n
x
c
w
m

I
U
S
Q
N

5
5
$
)
3
5
:
5
5
.
3

1
3
5
;
:

Z
a
Q
r
W
f
E
Y
fi
W
U

t
v
m
c
i
z
t
v
J

4
L
‘
2
5
5
?
:

m
m
g

0
0
5
m
0
9
2

u
o
x
u
u
z
M
o
n
s

m
a
a
u
s
m

J
0
0

m
w
o
u
m
c
m
w
m
o
o

|

w
w
w

.
9
6
m
m
m
m
é
m
m
5
E
H

F
2
U
Z
P
1
<
E
H
O
M
Z
<
Q
U
O
~
E
>
.
_
L
Z
D
Z
Z
D
U

D
O
D
G
E
“
Q
E
2
5
9
0

E
0
3
9
5
;
3
8
:
0
8

u
c
w
n
w
u
a

m
.
>
u
c
:
o
v

0
0
0
0
:

v
0
m
u
s
u
u
a

n
fi
u
g
o
u
a

\
u
o
c
u
u
o
o
u

c
w
x
m
u

c
w
z
:
5
.
3
3
@
5
8
3
0
“

0
5
.

 

w
m
m
~

.
v
:
u
u
m
t

0
a
.

o
w
n
.
.
.

fi
E
m

n
5
8
G
:

2
“
:



a
w
u
u
m
u
o

H
O
U
Q
C
M
U
H
O
O
U

E
U
g
H
m
F
W

.
U
E
H
2
5
“

)
i
;

<_
E
J
I
J

a
d
S
S
A

‘

6
8
2
5
5
3
2
3
8
m
m
?

.
m
w
d
u
u
m
a

i
o
n

o
n
b
o
u
u
m
u
m
w
u
u
m
o
z
u
m
c
u
w
fi
m
@
2
5
3
0
:

o
o
u
s

w
m
c
o
m
m
m
u
0
8

2
:
.
.
.

e
2
5
8
3

W
5
2
0
8
0
2
5
?

h
w
fi
w
m
o
u
i
n
:
.
m
d
d
d
2
3

“
E
u
$
2
6
3

n
e
w

3
:
0
8
:
0
8

u
u
w
n
n
d
n
0
5

c
u

m
m
c
o
a
n
m
u
6
0
2
5
2
5
5
8
0

5
.
6

m
>
o
m

w
c
u

u
u
o
a
m
n
n

H

d
u
m
u
n
>
2
5
8

0
o
n
0
:

n
u

c
a
n
d
g
a
x
m
u

m
E
o
n
u
w
m

u
2

.
n
u
c
g
u
o
n
3
8
v

$
2

6
:
u
u
o
:

5
a
m

0
0
0
m

:
5
5
F
8

.
u
:

9
3
5

0
8
2
0
.
5

m
.
“
:
3
0
9
0
2
5
m
m

u
m
u
u
o
m
m
5

“
0
“
0
0
9
5
m
5

“
0
m
m
n
r
m
c
u

w
>
.
.
n
m
w
z
o
o
o
:
6
.
5

“
>
E
o
c
o
u
w
0
.
0
0
8
:

c
o
m
:

u
u
n
x
w
i
m
5

u
u
d
v
w
u
a

o
p
0
5
m
m

u
o
c

m
o
o
n

0
c
m
m
w
z
w
m
e
w
c
u

c
w
w
a
u
w
n
m
w
i
u
m
c
u
w
g
m

m
s
.
.
.
3
0
9
6
0
3

>
2
0

w
w
>
u
w
m

2
8
5
.
:
m
5

m
m
w
u
o
u
a

0
.
.
.
O
w
n
:

7
.
6
0
5
m
g

n
w
w
z
p
u
c
u
o
fi
m
i
n
9
3

N
o

u
u
m
a
c
i

m
5

m
n
w
m
m
m
8

w
o
w
:
8

u
o
c
c
m
u
d
u
o
u
w
u
w
fi

6
c
m

>
n
©
o
u

0
0
0
0
:

v
0
w
z
h
s
c
w
m
m
u
a
w
u

u
o
c

m
u
m
P
5
8
0
0
P
5
5
6
0

u
o
U
o
:

w
n
c
u
n
w
n
.
8

w
w
w
:
3
3

m
5

:
C
Q
E
B
m
E

.
C
O
M
Q
O
U
C
W
W
W
U
Q

W
>
A
W
W
£
O
U

O
C

C
U
M
)

W
U
C
Q
F
J
U
O
U

S
o
n

u
s
o
c
m
fi
o
u
c
.
.
.

v
m
w
u
m
m

w
h
o
2
2

E
.
3
5
.
0
0

0
0
0
0
:

H
o
w
z
b
a
d
u
u
m
w
w
m
u
g
:

H
o
m
c
o
fi
u
w
z
o
u
6
0
3
m
g

.
m
v
w
u
m
s
g
u

m
m
n
w
g
a
m
c
m

£
0
9
0
.
:
5

5
.
5
m
a
g

0
0
0
2
3
.
9
U
5
5
1
,
0
3
3
K
E
5
0
0

P
o
o
n
a
:
G
R
!
3
5
3
N
5
3
1
g
i
g

0
.
3

w
e
u
u
fl
!

0
:
0

“
0
n
a
g
n
n
q
n

Q
:
3

w
u
w
z
u
J
0
3

c
u

.
c
m
a

u
m
w
u
o
m
S
i
g
n
“
.

m
u
m
m
c
m
9
5
S
i
g
n
B
a
r
m
a
n

c
u

£
0
2
m

fl
u
w
w
g
o
u
a

W
m
‘
:

.
m
.
.
.
_
.
m
.
D
w
c
u

z
m
fl
o
z
u
fl
m

m
u
c
w
e
s
u
o
n

u
u
w
n
n
z
m
0
5
:
2
5
:

v
w
u
g
o
u
a

m
“

w
>
o
n
n

m
v
w
u
c
m
n
w
u
a

n
o
n
w
m
r
m
c
m

u
u
m
a
r
i
fi
e
o
c
o
u
w

n
o
u
n

0
:

a
w
n
»
2

E
0
0
8
0

v
c
o
o
w
n
2
5

H
o

u
c
w
e
w
u
o
u
m
w
u

<

5
3
m
;

@
0
3
5

M
o
c
0
3
3
5
5

u
o
>
o

N
o

m
n
o
~
0
5

c
“
“
a
n
y
.

2
:
0
:
.
5
5

d
m
m
z
u
c

v
3
.
1
.
3

c
m

u
n
i

O
N

“
0
0
0
3
1
5
5
5

m
5
.
6

$
3
5
,
5
5
0

0
5
5

W
5
9
8
.
“
w
3
m
>
2
5

m
0
:
0
$
3
0
8
M

0
2
:
.
.
.
“
0
9
5
A

y
o
u

6
c
m

2
%
2
3
:
3
3
w
i
n
c
fi
fi
“
B
2
2

0
8
6
m
m
”
3

2
:
2
,
8
3
a
2
;

6

d
9
:

u
o
a
o
o
o
d
m
m
w
2

@
5
3
1
.
.
.
3
3
0
a
3
?
3
3
3
0
:
:
@
0
3
0
:

.
n

A
n
:

a
m
~
5
5
m

a
n
s

v
8
:

.
3
0
0
0
0
6
0
3
2

“
m
o
o
w
m
é
z
u
m

w
m
m
u
w
>
<

.
0

"
0
5
3
0
3
8
2
3

n
a
e
-
i
3
M
0

u
m
o
u
o
m

a
m
c
o
w
u
m
z

0
0
0
0
:
0
3
8
2
.
:

:
0

w
o
m
a
n
c
o
fi
m
s
u
o
u
c
fl
1
8
3
6
6
4
“

.
3
0
.
“
o
fi
2
8
3
6
3
5

S
.
3
8
8
8
5

9
:
.
3
0
h
8
~

“
0
3
2

@

c
w
r
u
u
w
u
d
u
n
u
g
m
w
u
w
m
a
s
fi
m

u
o

a
8
:

0
N

u
o
5
3
0
3
0
8

0
p
5
3

c
o
o
n

o
n

:
0
0

u
m

$
3
9
5

0
"
.
9
5
p
m

E
o
u
u

m
o
m
m
a

c
w

o
m
v
I
-
m

m
u
c
m
m
o
u
a
u
u

:
0
2
:

m
m
0
0
0
6
3
3
2
1
9
.
8
5
»

m
w
fi
i
w
o

x
u
s
u
u

m
c
d
m
m
o
fi

z
o
o
m

.
0

£
3
8
3

@
2
3
5

m
i
5
8
:
3

0
2
.
.
.
U
S
E

m
c
d
i
w
m
m
E
M
G
E
E
G
U
8
2
8
5
5

9
.
3
5

n
o
n

“
o
n
8
0
.
2
w

@
a
n
o
n

0

3
:
0
3
:
6
0

c
m

n
u
u
o
a
a
s
m
r
u
s
h
-
6
5

m
w
m
a
E
a
m

u
o

u
n
t
-
c
u
fl
m

.
9

$
3
0
0
3

m
c
o
u

m
c
fi
u
s
u
u
m
u
s
c
m
e
9
.
6
3
0
5

0
c
m

c
o
fl
u
m
c
w
u
w
m
n

3
3
w
»

o
u
x
0
3
5

m
o
u
c
o

n
e
w
3
?
.

m
£
0
2
0
5
3
9
5
a
m
5
0
3

n
o
“

u
w
a

8
0
6
3

w
B
0
“
2
3
2
x
5
3
3
3
3
%
$
3
5
5
3

3
.
.
6
8

A
.

“
@
5
8
2
8
Q
5
2
6
%
3
2
5
%

.
m
d
d
d
2
:

a
m
o
w
m
fi
m
m

5
E
5
3
8

H
2
0
3
2
>
3
5
2
.
3
2
%

m
5
5
2
5
3
:
8
2

8
3
2
3
.
.
2
5

H
o

8
2

Q
n
o
.
5
:

0
0
2
5
.

u
m
!
“

1
2
5
m

0
9
0
m

.
u
:



DANFomlul
IIIRSYDISTRICT!

  

SulmmVHem.

lroummDISTRICT)

GARYA.Farrow ITHIRDDISYRICTI

Roll.“LIVY

IEECONDOISTROCTI

March7,I988

DouglasG.Smith
ForestSupervisor

ModocNationalForest

44lMainStreet

Alturas,CA96l0l

IamwritingthesebriefcommentsinconnectionwiththedraftLand

ManagementPlanfortheModocNationalForest,whichhasbeencirculatedfor
publicreviewandcomment.The‘ConservationistAlternative‘planthathas beensubmittedtoyouispreferabletotheLandManagementPlanoutlinedin

theofficialdraft.

IurgethateffortsbemadetoreducegrazingwithintheModocNational
Forest,andalsobelievethatclearcutting,andtheuseofherbicides,

shouldbeprohibited.SantaCruzCountyhasveryeffectivelyuseda

‘selectionharvest‘methodoftimberharvesting,whichIbelieveyoushould

incorporateasarequirementwithintheModocForestLandManagementPlan.

IbelievethatitiscriticallyimportantthatourNationalForestsbe

maintainedascriticalwildlifehabitat,andtheModocNationalForestdoes
serveascriticalmildhabitatforantelope,bighornsheep,deer,raptors,

andotherwildlifespecies-—particularlythesespeciesdependentuponold

growthforests.

COUNTYOFSANTACRUZ

IOARDOFSUPERVISORS
GOVERNMENTALCENTER

....,.:/;E‘Hi

(408)425-2201 I

,,,..

..

..

.

._,

,._

_

.

__~

‘\

.-.-N.

913i

he‘I

"ma"

701OCEANSTREET

RE:MODOCNATIONALFORESTDRAFTLANDMANAGEMENTPLAN

DearMr.Smith:

Ibelievethatallculturalandarchaeologicalsitesintheforest,suchas

theHillowCreekandBolesCreekCanyonsites,shouldbeinventoriedand

protected.TheMedicineLakeHighlandsRecreationareashouldbedesignated

asarecreationalandvisualresource.

v_-_-.-—

1»:

SANTACRUZ.CALIFORNIA95060-4069

JOICuccmama (FIFTHDISTR'CTI

DouglasG.Smith

March7,1988

Page2

Again,Iurgeyoursupportforthe‘ConservationistAlternative‘totheLand

  

ManagementPlanthathasbeencirculatedforpubliccomment.Thankyoufor

allowingmetomakethesecommentstoyou.

Yrstruly,

J‘ow-r

' YA.PATTON,Supervisor

rDistrict

GAP:lbl

l9l6U
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DEPARTMENTOFTHEAIRFORCE

HEADQUARTERSELECTRONICSVSTEIISDIVISION(AFSC)

HANSCOIIAIRFORCEBASE.MASSACHUSETTS01731-5000

15MAR1001;

BSD/5Y0

CommentsonDraftEnvironmentalImpactStatementforModocNational

ForestLandandResourceManagementPlan

DouglasG.Smith

ForestSupervisor

ModocNationalForest 461NorthMainStreet

Alturas,CA96101

1.HehavereviewedyourDraftEnvironmentalImpactStatementforthe

ModocNationalForestLandandResourceManagementPlan,datedDecember

1987andwishtotakethisopportunitytocomment.Remote,unmanned communicationfacilities/antennaeareanintegralcomponentofthis

nation'sprivateandgovernmentalcomunication'ssystems,andtheir

importancewillcontinuetoriseascommunicationdemandincreases.

Optimumlocations(suchasprominentpeaks)areatapremiumbecauseof

thedifficultyofusingline-of-sitecommunicationtechnologiesto

traverseremotemountainousareas.WerequestthattheModocNational

ForestManagementPlanaddresspresentandfuturecommunicationsite

requirements.Suchconsiderationwouldprovideguidelinesforthe

planningofcommunicationsystems.

2.Tofacilitatetheplanningoffutureelectroniccommunications

systems.werecommendthateachalternativeplanconsiderits

prospectiveeffectonpresentandfuturecommunicationsitesand

facilities.Ananalysisoftheimpacteachalternative'sproposed

designationsofspecialmanagementareasandvisualqualityobjectives

wouldhaveonbothpresentandfuturecommunicationsiteswouldprove

valuable.Planstoaccommodatethefuturedevelopmentofremote

communicationsitesonpresentlynon-dedicatedpeakswouldalsobeof

valuetodevelopersofcommunicationssystems.

3.WeappreciatetheopportunitytocommentontheD518andResource

ManagementPlan.

£25 ESA.LEE,Col,USAF

rector

Over-the-HorizonRadarSystemsDirectorate

DeputyCommanderforStrategicSystems

  

  

ModocCountyRoadDepartment

ROBERTJ.WICKENDEN,RoadCommlutonu

202WESTFOURTHSTREET

(0M)2313025

ALTURAS.CALIFORNIA“101OurFilo:

March7,1988

Mr.DouglasG.SmithRe:CommentstotheModoc

ForestSupervisorForestDraftForestLandand ModocNationalForestResourceManagementPlanand

441NorthMainSt.EnvironmentalImpact

Alturas.CA96101Statement

DearMr.Smith

TheabovereferencedplanrepresentsadecreasetoHodoc CountyRoadfunding.PresentlyModocCountyreceives62%ofits totalbudgetfromTimberRevenue.TheRoadDepartmentisfalling behindatarateof$350,000annuallytoevenmaintaina status-quo.WithoutthefundingatitspresentleveltheRoad Departmentwillnotbeabletofunctionatall.Therefore,the RoadDepartmentmustsupporttheSOCAlternative(saveour

communities).

Sincerely,

  

RJH/llo

IEHY'0

III“II’
'0

IUIJICV



  

ModocCountyéiééé’tfipi‘“

OFFICEOFEMERGENCYSERVICES§g",,'::,;°::%....

(9flfl23&3!i

EXIIKE

Feb.29,1988

ModocCounty'sfiscalinputisstrainedasitisandfurthercutbacks

areconsideredasnegativelyinfluencingfuturebudgets.

Thisofficeoperatesonapart-timemanagementbasis,withareduced

operatingbudgetduringthecurrentfiscalyear.Theopinionisthat

furthercutswouldjeopardizeourabilitytoplanforandoperate

duringemergencysituations.

Sincerely,

Hr.DougSmith

Supervisor

U.S.ForestService

441N.MainSt.

Alturas,CA

96101

DearMr.Smith;

Afterdiscussionofthecontentsandpotentialfiscalaffectsofthe
U.S.ForestServiceproposedPlan,thisofficeisopposedtothePlan.

SEPHF.SPEAR

JFS/hs

cc:BoardofSupervisors

MODOCCOUNTYBOARDOFEDUCATION

RESOLUTIONODD-01

RasolutionsupportingthaSOCAltarnativa(SaveOurCoanunitias)and

opposingtheModocDraftForestLandandResourceManagementPlan.

WHEREAS,theModocDraftForastLandandResourceManagementPlandoes
notconforatoTheOrganicActof1697andtheSustainedYield

Actof1960,bothcongressionalacts;and

WHEREAS,bacausatheModocDraftForestLandandResourceManagement

Planhasanunfavorablaacononicilpactonranches.thatimber

industry,education.businessandprofessionalcommunityor

other,itistimetoraconsidartheplan;and

WHEREAS,theModocDraftForastLandandResourceManagementPlan

showssubstantialraductionsinforastracaiptssupportingthe
qualityaducationofModocCountychildranandnaintanancaof

ModocCountyroadsregularlyusedtransportingchildrentoand

Ironschool;and

NOWTHEREFOREBEITRESOLVED,thatthoModocCountyBoardofEducation

supportsthaModocCarasaltarnativaplan-nanalq;ThaSOC

Altarnativa(SavaOurCoalunitias)andthemaintenance

ofharvestlavelsatTSMMBFpargaar.

ANDBEITFURTHERRESOLVED,thatthosuparintandantprovidacopiasof

thisresolutionalongwithattach-ants.ifnaadad.to

intarastadcitizens.

AdoptedbyaunanimousconsensusoftheModocCountyBoardofEducation

ataregularboardaaatingonFabruarg2,1966.
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SHASTACOUNTYBOARDOFSUPERVISORS

  

IAINOIlI1l

525soroormccomv:

YREKA.CALIFORNIA96097_

TELEPHONE2255557umnumb.mm.‘2.CHAIRMAN

November23I1987much7,1988Johnlie-1.0mmI
ah.-“mam.Dunn1 llvn(Mlddm.l)|siv\\.14

Km1mm-mm.palms

1mm.-('aldviril.(\UIIIIMSIIIIIKAmen!

MODOCN.F.
ALTURAS,CA

DouglasSmith,Supervisor

.H‘ModocNationalForest 'g"“2"?”Gigs?‘MmNorthMainStreet

oresuperv1.A“CA9610‘

ModocNationalForesturas,

441NorthMainStreetDearMr_Smith:

_AsamemberoftheShastaCountyBoardofSupervisorsIamvitally

DearMr‘smith:interestedtheoutcomeoftheModocDraftForestLandandResourceManagement

SHASTACOUNTYCOURTHOUSE

POBOX880

REDOING.CALIFORNIA96099

Si‘kiyo“CounlyEDMONDW.HALE

DEPARTMENTOFAGRICULTURE.‘.°.'.'.‘.“t.1“21i.2‘¢1'1!3'3312.22‘2

W

lillbtU42'5I!IIIIII)BRANCH0771C‘.YULELAKEISIGIOl'l-‘JIO

Alturas,CA96101

P1.

Ref:DraftFEISforLandandResourceManagementPlana“

Asaresultofdiscussionswithmyconstituentsandreviewofthe
Thankyo‘f‘forthe°pp?ru.m1tytosegment‘Although.materialpublishedIspecificallysupportthe"SOCAlternative".It

“:19éocument1senormous’1tistotallylnadequatfe'ItisisimportantthattheRangeForageAllocationbemaintainedatorabove

c‘hfflcultfortheav?ragepersontoreadanddeclpherwhatcurrentlevelswithpromotionoffirewoodcuttinginJuniperstands.

15thebestalternatlve'Improvementstoforageshouldbeproportionatelyallocatedbetweenlivestock

andwildlifebasedoncurrentuseandtransitoryrangelandshouldbe

Thebestalternativeisnotevenconsidered,andthatutilizedtoincreaseareasavailablefor{cream

wouldbetomaximizetimberproduction,maximizetimber

regoregtationlwhileProtectingtheenvirogmentéThese eThereisaneedtoobtainadditionaldataregardingyieldsonselective

oblectlvei51':comélgtébleatgdtpgzzlzggewsgW232:acgz'szzrsensharvestingsystems,asopposedtoclearcutting.Ialsostronglyobject

manaqemen.wouopea_

managementalternativeforthepublictocommenton,andthattoclearcuttingnearstatehighwaysandcommunities

YouPresentallthealternativesinamoreunderstandableAtthepresenttimeasproposedtheModocNationalForestLandand

"'F‘“‘'‘""‘'-aResourceManagementPlanisunacceptable.ltsImplementationwillresult
,1Insevereeconomicdamagetothecommunitiesandcountygovernmentsthat

slncerely'/arewithinandaroundtheModocNationalForest.SpecificallytheSnag

_q/'RecruitmentProgramasproposedwouldresultInalossoftimberreceipts

\\1)"[bl-ow'7forlocalcommunityschoolsandcountyroadsIntheamountofSImillion. -Inaddition.theFederalTreasurystandstoloseasmuchas$3million

Edmondw.HalePeryear

AgriculturalCommissionerThankyouforyourconsiderationofmyconcerns.TheModoc

NationalForestPlanmustbechangedtoprovideaworkablesolutionto

Ewlhjg‘1Barkertheneedsoftheforestdependentcommunities.

CC:a“

RegionalForesterV127trulyyou.

Abe‘gagw/

Supervisor,District3

“hp: édtl.‘,'‘a...
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