Common Name

chesinutbacked chickadee

recrbreasted nuthatch
pygmy nuthatch
brown creeper
golden-crowned kinglet
varied thrush
solitary virea
Townsends warbler
hermit warbler
red crossbil
evening grosbeak
Trawbndge's shrew
siverhaired hat
hoary bat
Douglas' squirel
Narthemnflying squirrel
Westem red-backed vole
red tree vole

** black bear

**Mmarten

*fisher
wolverne

** olk

Snags/tree cavities (Tree cavity dependant species found insnagser live trees)

Common Name

wood duck
common Merganser

osprey

bald eagle

Amencan kestrel

flommulated owl
*\Western screech owl
** Narthern pygmy OWl
** Northem spatted owl
** Northem saw whet oWl

Vauxs swift

lewis' woodpecker
** ticorn woodpecker

red-breasted sapsuicker

Wiliamson's sapsucker

Nuttall's woodpecker

downy woodpecker

hairy woodpecker

white-headed woodpecker
black-backed woodpecker

Northemflicker
** nileated woodpecker
ashhroated fiycatcher

Appendix G - Fish. Wildlife, & Botany Habitat Management

Scientific Name

Parus rufescens

Sitta canadensis

Sitia pygmoea

Certhia amencana
Reguiussafrapa

Ixoreus noevius

Vireo solitanus

Dendrorca townsends
Dendrorca occidentalis
Loxia curvirostra
Coccothraustes vespertnus
Sorex trowbndgn
Lastonycters nochivagans
Lastvrus cinereus
Temiasciurus douglasn
Glaucomys sabrnus
Clethrionomys cakfornicus
Phenacomys longicoudus
Ursus amencanus
Martes amencana
Martes pennanty

Gulo gulo

Cervus elaphus

Scientific Name

Arx sponsa

Mergus merganser
Panion hahoetus
Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Falco sparvenus

Otus flammeolus

Otus kennicottu
Glovadivm gnoma
Stix ocadentahs
Aegohus acadicus
Chaetvra vauxi
Mefanerpes lewis
Melanerpes formicvorus
Sphyrapicus ruber
Sphyrapicus thyroideus
Picotdes nuttally
Prcoides pubescens
Prcordes villosus
Prcordes albolorvatys
Picordes rcicus
Colaptes aurafus
Dryocopus pileatus
Myiarchus anerascens
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Common Name

purple martin

*ree swollow

violet-green swallow
black-capped chickodee
mountain chickadee
chestnurbacked chickadee
plain titmouse
red-breasted nuthotch
white-breasted nuthatch
pygmy nuthotch
Westem bluebird
mountain bluebird
European siarling

red bot

Westem gray Squirrel
Douglas” squirrel
Northem flying squirrel

Dead and down (Dead ond down woody matertal, logs, stumps, sosh, litter, duff)

Talus/rocks

Common Name

Pacrfic giant solomonder
Colifornio newt

ensaiing

Colifornio slender solomonder
clouded solomonder

ruffed grouse

shrew-mole

(eer mouse

Pinyon mouse
long-toiledweasel

rubber boo

ningneck snoke

sharp-tled snoke

common kingsnoke
(alfornia mountain kingsnoke

Common Name

Del Node salamander
rockwren

canyon wren

rosy finch

ptka

vellow-bellied marmot
bushy-tarled woodrat
night snoke

Westem rattlesnake

G-14

Scientific Name

Progne subis
Tachyanetn bicolor
Tachyaneta thalassing
Porusaincapilius
PUNs gambeh
Porusufescens

Porys nomatus

Sitfa conadensis

Sitta carohnensis
Sittn pygmaoen

Staha mexicana

Sinha corvcordes
Stumus wigons
Laswus boreals
Stwrus gnseus
Tomoscrrus douglash
Glovcomys sobrnus

Scientific Name

Dicomptodon ensatus
Toncha toroso

Ensonna eschscholtzi
Batrachoseps aftenvatys
Aneides ferreus

Bonasa umbelius
Neurotnchus gibbsy
Peromyscus moniculatus
Peromyscus frues
Mustela frenato

Charna bottoe
Dindophis punctotus
Contia fenuis
Lompropefhs getulus
Lompropelhs zonotn

Scientific Name

Plethodon elongotus
Salpunctas obsoletus
Cotherpes mexicanus
Leucosticts arctoo
Ochotona panceps
Mormoto floviventns
Neotoma cinerea
Hypsiglena forquoto
(rofolus vindis
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Cliff/caves
Common Name Scientific Name
Shasta solomonder Hydromantes shastoe
turkey vulture Catharfes aura
golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos
peregrinefalcon Fakeo peregrinus
prame falcon Falco mexicanus
block swift {ypseloides mger
Nodhern rough-winged swollow Stelgidopteryx sempennis
Cliff swallow Hirundo pyrrhonota
bamswallow Hirundo rustica
little brown myotis Myohs fucifugus
Yuma myotis Myohs yemanensis
long-eared myotis Myohs evotis
fringed myotis Myohs thysanodes
longegged myotis Myohs volans
California myotis Myohs cafifornicus
small-footedmyotis Myohs feibi
big brown bat Eptesicus fuscus
spotted bot Fudermo maculotum
Townsends big-eared bot Plecotus townsendy
pallid bot Anfrozous paflidus
Brazihon freetaled bot Tdanda brasthensis

*Species inthe aquatic guilds ore mutually exclusive **Species  in open habrtats ore mutually exclusive For example  Brushrabbits ore in the shrub guild
Meadowlarks ore in the gross guild Deer eot forbs and shis, they ore inthe open hobitot guild

Literature Usedto Develop Management IndicatorAssemblages
Airolo, DA 1988 Guide to the Colifornio Wildilfe Hobitot Relationship System  Colif Dept Fish 8 Gome 74 pp.

Brown, ER ed 1985 Managementof Wildlife ond Fish Hobitots in Forests of Westem Oregonond Washington  Port 2 -Appendices USDA, ForestService,
Pacific Northwest Region, Porttand, OR Publ No R&-FRWL-192- 1985

Crompion, PL 1993 Bird Checkiist Shosto-Trinity National Forests Shasta-Tanity Notional Forests, USDA  Foldout Pamphlet

Marcat, B G 1979. CaliforniaWildlife Hobitot Relaionships Program, Nodh Coast/Cascades Zone, U.S. ForestServ Rpt ,Vol M. Species/habutat matrix.
50pp

Meyer, KE ond WF laudensloyer, Jr 1988 A Guide to Wildife Hobitots of Colformio, Colif Dept Forestry 8 Fire Protection 166pp

Nussbaum, RA, ED Brodie, Ir ondR M Storm 1983 Amphibians and Reptes of the Pacfic Northiwest A Northwest Naturalist Book, University Presss
of Idoho 332pp

Stebbins, RC 1966 A Field Guide to Westem Repties ond Amphibians Houghton Mifflin Company, Boston 279pp

Timossi, | 1987 Microcomputer dotobose system for wildife hobitot relotionships software

Zemer, D C, WF Laudenslayer Jr, K E Mayer, ondM White 1988 Colifomio's Wildife Calif Dept Fish8 Gome Vol | Amphibians ond Repties 272pp
Zeiner, D C ,WF laudensloyerlr, KE Moyer, and M White 1990 Colfomio's Wildlife Cof Dept Fish& Gome Vol ! Birds 732 pp

Zeiner, D C, WF Loudenslayer Ir, K E Moyer, and M White 1990 Colfomio's Wildiife Colif Dept Fish & Gome Vol lll Mammals 407pp
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Appendix G - Fish, Wildife, & Botany Habrtat Management

Table G-4
Sensitiveand Endemic Plant List
Scientific Name Range on Shasta-Trinity Elevation
Common Name Districts Mgt. Areas  (in feet) Habitat
Sensitive Plants Known to Occur on the Shasta-Trinity National Forests
Arctostaphylos Klomathensis Mt Shasta 5 5500-6500 Montanemixed conifer forest, serpentine & gabro
Klamath manzanita Weaverville? soils: Scottand Trnty Mountains
Colochortus longebarhotus var  longebarbatus McCloud 2 30004300 Wet meadowswrthin pineforest or sagebrush
Long haired star-tultp communities
Campanuly shefleri Mt Shasla 4,5 3600-6000 Grantte and diortte <lffs, northand northeast
Castle Crags harebell exposures
Companule wilkinsiano McCloud 34 5500-8600 Streambanks and spnngs in redfir and subalpine forests
Wilkins harebell Mt Shasta
Weavervile
Collorma larseni (= C debilis var farsenil) McCloud I 7200+  Cinder and scree slopes
talus collomia
Cordylonthus fenuss ssp. pollenscens Mt Shasta 3.5 3600-5200  Lightly disturbed openings in ponderosa pineforest,
pallis bird's beak gravellyvolcanic or ultramafic sois
Drabu aureoly Mt Shasta 5 7000-9000 Among rocks on ndges, fell-fields; subalpine forests.
Goldendraba
Draba camosula Mt. Shasta 56 7600-8400 Alpine and subalpine boulderfields and rock outcrops.
Mt. Eddy draba
Epilobrm siskiyovense Mt. Sheata 5,6 5000-8000 Exposed, rocky serpentine ridges and slopes.
Siskiyou fireweed
Enastrum brandegege (includes E frac) Hayfork 18 1000-2600  Dry, gravelly, flat openings in chaparral, foothill

Brandegee's erastrum

Information inthis listis currentas of March 1993
Suspectedte occur or notcurrently documented.

woodland.
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Appendix G - Fish, Wildlife, & Botany Habitat Management

Scientific Name
Common Name
Enogonum alpinum

Tnnity buckwheat

Frogonum umbelloium var humisiratum
Mt. Eddy Buckwheat

Eryihfonum ctanum ** var rodencky
Scott Mountain fawn lily

Swertia fostigiata (incl Frasera umpguaensis)
Umpqua green gentian

Galum serpenticum SSp. scofficum

Scott Mountain bedstraw

Ivesig pickenngii
Pickenng's ivesia

Lewssia cotyledon var hecknen

Heckner’s lewisia

Lewsia cotyledonvar fowell
Howell'slewisia

Lnanitws auftalli ssp howell
Howell's inanthus

Madia donsulesiae
Nile's madia

Table G~4 (continued)
Sensitiveand Endemic Plant list

Range on Shasta-Trinity Elevation
Districts Mgt. Areas (in feet) Habitat
Mt Shesia 5 6700-9000 BExposed serpenbne ndges and talus slopes.
Weavewlle?
Mt Shesa 5 5700-9000 Serpentine slopes and outcrops within mixed confer
forest or subalpine, Scott and Trinity Mountans
Weavenlle 48 900-40007 Mixed coniferforest, Scott Mountains Serpentine &
granitic soils (?)
Hayfork 20 4000-6000 Meadows, springs, openingsin Douglas-firAwhite fir
Yola Bolla forest
Big Ba7
Mt Shesta 46 5100-7600 Sermpenbnetalus slopes, rock outcrops in mixed conifer
Weavenlle forest
Weavenlle 6 25000-8000 Seasonally wet serpentine meadows and swales
Big Bar 4,7 2500-8000  Moistrock outcrops in chaparral, cek or conifer forest
Mt Shesa
Weavenville
McCloud 10,12 500-4500 Roack outcrops in chaparral, oak or conferforest
Shasia Lake
Yola Bolla 22 4000-5000 Jeffrey pine woodlands, mostly on serpentine soils
Hayfork 19 2600-4400 Rockyserpentine slopes and openingsm lefirey pine
woodland

**  Plants recommended to the regional Foresterfor addibonto the senstive species list, but not listed as of March 1993

?  Suspectedto occur or notcurrently documented
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Table G-4 (continued)

Sensitive and Endemic Plant List
Scientific Name Range on Shasta-Trinity Elevation
Common Name Districts Mgt. Areas (in feet) Habitat
Madho stebbinsi Yola Bolla 2122 4000-5000 Rockyserpentine openings in chaparral, Jeffreypine
Stebbins' madia forest.
Munvarhia roser Hayfork 18,19,21 2500-5800 Rockyserpentme slopes and openings inJeffreypine
Peanutsandwort Yola Bolla and mixed conifer forest
Nevwsta chfonir* Shesta Lake 8,12 2400-30007  North-facingslopes on limestone-derivedsoils, within
Shasasnow-wreath riparian areas
Penstemon filformis Mt Shasta 479 2000-6000 Meadows and hightly disturbed openings: serpentine
Thread-leaved penstemon Weavemlle soils.
Penstemon fracyr Big Bar 4 6000-8000 Rock cliffs and outcrops, Trinity Alps
Tracy's beardtongue Weavervile
Phaceha cookei Mt Shasia 3 4100-5000 Lightly disturbed volcanic sand.
Cooke's phacelia
Phatelo dulfasiong Mt Shesia 4-69 5000-7000 Meadowsand openingsin redfir forest, serpentine
Scott Mountain phacelia Weavervile sois
Phaceha greener Weavervile 6 5000-7000 Gravellyserpentine slopes and forest openings
ScottValey phacelia
Potentilla cristoe Mt Shesia 4,5 7000-9000 Rocky Slopes and ridgesin depressionswhere snow
crested or Klamath potentilla lingers, serpentineor basic substrate.
Raillordelia prngler Mt. Shasia 46 4000-7500 Wet serpentine meadows, seeps and streambanks.
showy raillardella Weavemlle
Rutfardiopsts scabrda (= Rerlardalia scobda) Shasta Lake i 5500-7500 Rocky, open subalpine siopes
roughrailiardella Yolla Bolla?

**  Plants recommendedto the regional Foresterfor additionto the sensttve spedies list, but not listed as of March 1993
! Suspectedto occur or notcurrently documented
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Scientific Name
Common Name

Rorppa columbiag**
Columbiacress

Sedum Laxum ssp flavidum
pale yellow stonecrop

Sedum poradisum (=S obtusatum ssp p)
Canyon Creek stonecrop

Silene mvisa
short-petaledcampion

Trltum ovetom ssp - aethingen
Salmon Mountains wakerobin

Tnmorpha acns var debils (= Engeron a var d )
northem daisy

Botrychium pumicola
pumice moonwort

Calochortus greener
Greene's mariposa lily

Ivesio longibracteata
Castle Crags ivesia

Lewrsia cantelovii
Cantelow's lewisia

Appendix G - Fish. Wildife, & Botany Habrtat Management

Table G~4 (continued)
Sensitive and Endemic Plant List

Range on Shasta-Trinity Elevation
Districts Mgt. Areas (in feet) Habitat
McCloud 2 500-4500? Seasonallakebeds and drainages east ofthe Cascades.
Hayfork 18-20 2500-6000 Rodk outcrops
Yola Bolla
Big Bar 4 3800-6500 Granite outcrops
Shesta Lake?
Weavemlle?
Weavemlle 4 5800-8000 Red fir and subalpine forest
Mt Shasta?
Weaverville 2,46,7,10.11  3900-6400 Moaist, shady conifer forest. especially near streams and
McCloud montane ripanan scrub
Mt Shesia 4 7000+  On Shasta-Trinity known onlyfrom Mt Shasia, open

rocky habitat above timberline

Sensitive Plants Suspectedto Occur on the Shasta-Trinity National Forests

Mt. Shesia 5500-9000?  Pumice slopes, sometimes in lodgepole pine forest
{poex)
Mt Shesia 4000-5000 Brushy apenings in montane conifer forests
Mt Shasta? 4000-5000 Granite and diorite outcrops near and above
timberiine
Mt Shasta? 500-3000 Moistrack outcrops in broad-leafand conifer forests

**  Plantsrecommendedto the Regional Forester for adrron to the sensitive species list, but not listed as of March 1993

*  Suspectedto occur or notcurrently documented

Poex Posshlyextirpated (not relocatedin recenttimes)
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Scientific Name
Common Name
Lomatium peckionom
PecKslomatiurm

Mnvorha decumbens
The Lassics sandwort

Ophroglossum vulgatum
adder's-tonguefern

Puccinellia howefli
Howell's akkali grass

Endemic to the Shasta-T!
Ageratin shastenss (=Eupatorum shastense)
Shestaeupatory

Ariica venosa
veiny amica

Fricameria ophifichs (= Haplopappus ophitidis)
serpentine macronema

Eriagonum fberini
Pubakella Mountainbuckwheat

Table G-4 (continued)
Sensitive and Endemic Plant List

Range ON Shasta-Trinity Elevation
Districts Mgt. Areas (in feet) Habitat
Mt Shasta? 25007 Pine-oak woodland, often on ultramafic soil.
Yola Bolla? 5100 Jeffreypine woodland, dry serpentine soi.
Mt Shasta 1000? Meadows, marshes, moist forests
{poex}
Weaverville? 1500 Mineral seeps.

rinity National Forests (In addition to enemic sensitive species)

Shasta Lake 810,12 2000-6000  Limestoneoutcrops
Shasia Lake 78,12 [500-5000 Mixed confer-hardwood forest with Douglas-fir,
Weaverville ponderosapine, blackoak, mostly north slopes &
ndgetops
Hayfork 19.21,22 2600-5600 Serpentmeoutcrops, openJeffreypine foreston
Yola Bolla serpentinesoil.
Hayfork 19.21.22 2400-5500 Open]effrey pineforest on serpentine soil
Yola Bolla

1 R

Possibly xfi

ur¢ - not currently documented,

X Aot bod i bHr 3)
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Figure G-3

Shasta -Trinity National Forests
Wildlife/ Fisheries/ Botany Programs

Program Guided by Nation; Regionaland Forest Policy, Management Direction, Mission Statements, Program! ike
"RISETO THE FUTURE" & "LET’S GET WILD", ForestGoals & Objectives, Spedes Priortes, efc

Program Administration, Development, Planning, Budgets Targets etc

DIRECT INDIRECT
Improvement Projects Project Support
T&E and Sensitive Consumptive Non-Consumptive

Special Habitats
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FigureG-4

Shasta -Trinity National Forests
Wildlife / Fisheries /Botany Programs

WILDLIFE*
Speces /Habitat Management
| I
T & E and Sensiive | I—ég,r-‘é‘énr-ﬂﬂﬂ‘,’@—l | Non Consumptive | l Special Habitats I
| I I | |
Birds Big Game Fur Bearers, Waterfowl Birds Diversity
Peregrine Falcon Small & Upland Game Acom Woodpecker Snags & Down Logs
Bald Eage Mammals Sawwhet OM Hardwoods
Spotted Owl Deer Mammeals Pileated \Woodpecker Chaparral
Goshawk Black Bear Westemn Gray Squirrel Red-Tailed Hawk Openings
Willow Hycatcher Ek Cottontail Rabbit Song Sparrow Late Seral Stages
Snowshoe Hare Green-Tailed Towhee
Black-Talled Jack Rabbit
Mammals Vammals
Marten Birds Mt Lion
Fisher Blue Grouse Rver Otter
Ruffed Grouse Raccoon
Turkey Northern FHying Squirrel
Amphibians Mourning Dove Brush Mouse
Shesta Salamander Mt Quall
California RecH.egged Frog Band-Tailed Pigeon Reptiles
Westem Pond Turtle Westem Rattlesnake
Racer
Invertebrates Fence Lizard
Trinity Bristle Snal
Frankin's Bumble Bee Amphibians
Black Salamander
Pacific Tree Frog
Talled Frog
nvertebrate

* Lsts do notinclude all speces onthe Forests
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FigureG-5
Shasta -Trinity National Forests
Wildlife Program

Wildlife Spacies / Habrtat Management Example

INDIRECT
DIRECT Y
Improvement Project Project Support
Planning, Coordination, Inventories,
DEER DataAssessment, Write Ups,
KV Plan, Mitigation,
Monitoring& Evaluationetc

|
Coordinabon. Planning,
Funding.
Contracting etc
I I J
New Poect Project Mantenance Bio Enhancement
———Reburn Caooperate with the
—Browse —Cear QK Guzzers California Department
—Presaibed  Bum Mantain/Repair Fence of Fish and, Game
—-bevelop Water Source —Maintain/Repair Gates
—Protect Riparian Habitat
—Control Vehicle Aocess
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FigureG- 6
Shasta -Trinity National Forests

|
T & E and Sensitive

Spring-Run (Summer) Steelhead
Spring-Run Chinook Salmon

Ihland Coldwater
Bull Trout
Redband Trout
Rough Sculpin

Consumptive

Fallmnter-Run Chinook Salmon
Fall/Winter-Run Steelhead
Coho Samon

nland Coldwater
Rainbow Trout
Brook Trout
Brown Trout

Non-Consumptive

LSDECIBI Habitats

Anadromous
Lamprey

Inland Coldwater
Sacramento Hitch
Klamath Smallscale Sucker
Speckled Dace
Riffle Sculpin

Rparian
Large Woody Debris

Inland Warmwater
Hardhead
Sacramento Sudker
Tur Chub

* Lists do not include all species onthe Forests

Stream Zone Manageme

nt



FigureG-7
Shasta -Trinity National Forests
Fisheries Program

Species / Habitat Management Example

DIRECT INDIRECT
Improvement Project Project Support
Larpemouth Bass
Planning, Coordinanon. Inventories,
Data Assessment, Write ups.
KV Plan, Mitigation,
Coordination, Panning. Monitoring& Evaluation ete
Funding.
Contracting efc
Project Maintenance __Bio Enhancement
— Artificial Reefs L
— Hydroseeding Brush Rows ooperatewith the Califor-
——Brush Rows Qak Trees nia Department
— Qak Trees ——Revegetation d Fshand Game
—Revegetation
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Figure G-8
Shasta -Trinity National Forests

BOTNY

*Species / Habitat Management

T&E, Sénsnt:ve and Endemics I IConsumétwe I INon-Consumptive ] Special Habitats J
— Eriogonumalpinum — Mushrooms —Poison Oak —Wetlands
(Tnnity Buckwheat)
—Hardwoods —Cheat Grass —Sub Alpine
— Phaceliacookei
(Cooke's pnucelia) —Ferns —Elk Sedge —Serpentine Soils
|—Arn|ca venosa L Beargrass —Native Grasses —Rock Outcrops
(Vetny amica)
L Pearly Everlasting —Wild Flowers

* Lists do nat include afl specres ar the Forests
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Figur

eG-9

Shasta-Trinity National Forests
Botany Programs

Spedes / Habitat Management Example
Direct indirect
Improvement Project Project Support
,I
Phacelia caoker Railardella pnngler
(CGoke's prucela) {Showy ratllardelia)
‘ !
Coordination, Planning Planning. Coordinanon, Inventories,
Funding. Data Assessment. Write Ups.
Contracting etc KV Plan, Mitigation,
s Monitoring & Evaluation etc
New Project Bio Enhancement
—Prescribed Bum —Reburn — Collect Seecs
—DPisturb Selected Habitat Areas — Maintain DisturbedAreas — Plant Seeds
— Fence Exclosures —— Fence Maintenance — Monitor & Evaluate

——€anopy Thinning
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APPENDIX H
Watershed Condition/Cumulative
Watershed Effects

Watershed condition. as described in the Forest Service
Manual Section 2521, is a description of the health of a
watershed, or portion thereof, in terms of the factors
which effect hydrologic function and soil productivity
Hydrologic function includes the qualty, quantity, and
discharge charactenstics ofF surface and groundwater
resources Soil productivity 1s the capacity of a soil for
producing a plant community or sequence of plant com-
munlties under a specified system of management

The concept of watershed condition was conceived be-
cause watershed scientists and managers desired to have
a holistic appraisal of awatershed, based on integratedsoil,
water, geologic, vegetative, and management facton
There are a number offacton which influence watershed
condition, natural and/or human induced, which can have
either a negative or positive effect Examples of these
factors include changes in peak streamflows, erosion
(sheet, rill, and mass wasting), soil compaction, and
deforestation Additionally, the cumulative effects of
management activities, includingthe relative timing, loca-
tion, type and level ofactivities are significant becausethey
can affect any ofthe above factors

In watershed management in Northern California, the
primary concerns are impacts resultingin (1) increases in
erosion and sedimentation rates related to management
activiies which lead to decreased soil productivity and
water quality, (2) factors which may lead to deleterious
changes in stream channel condition, including road and
harvest unit related impacts to peak streamflows, and (3)
compacted areas, including roads, landings, and skid trails,
which reduce site productivity and take land out of produc-
tion

Successive and increasing amounts of soil disturbance and
compaction decrease soil productivity and increase
erosion and peak streamflows through increased surface
runoff, interception of subsurface runoff, and more rapid
delivery of runoff and sediment to stream channels In-

creased peak streamflows result in greater sediment car-
ryingcapability, which allows for the mobilizationof stored
sediment Additionally, higher streamflows contribute to
channel margin undercutting and downcutting, which
often lead to valley inner gorge landsliding Sediment
denvedfrom these processesis transported and eventual-
ly deposited downstream, much to the detriment of fish
habitat In order to monitor watershed condition over
time, some system of measureis neededwhich considers
these factors

The probable effects of implementation of each of the
alternatives on watershed condition wes evaluated in
terms of the potential for initiating cumulative watershed
effects Cumulative effects are afunctionof (I)the amount
ofsensltiveground and its hazard levelwithin awatershed,
(2) the level of management activities, and (3) the location
of impacts relative to hazardous areas Inthe Forest Plan
and this Final EIS, both the amount of sensitive ground
present within a watershed and the level of past and
present harvesting activities were evaluated

Sixty-one fourth and fifth-order watersheds were iden-
tified on the Forests They range in size from [ to 410
square miles The available data base utilized to evaluate
cumulative effects was the third-order Soil Resource In-
ventory, a harvest history of the Trinity Forest, a Forest-
wide Water Resource Inventory, and a third-order
Geologic Resource Inventory

The following factors were used to assess each
watershed's sensitivty to cumulative effects (1) slope
gradient, (2) soilerodibility, (3) masswasting potential, and
(4)the peak streamflow characteristics of each watershed
These factors were weighted through a calibration
process,and combinedthrough a simple equationyielding
a sensitivty index This sensitivity index ranged from 5 to
66, and served well in contrasting highly unstable, sensitive
watersheds from low hazard, non-sensitive watersheds
According to their sensitivity index, the 61 watersheds

[ Haskins, D M , 1986, A Management Model for Evaluating Cumulative Watershed Effects, Proceedingsfrom
the California Watershed Management Conference, West Sacramento, CA, November 18-20, 1986, pp
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were grouped into low, moderate, high and extreme
sensrtivity dasses

The second factor in cumulative watershed effects, the
level of management activities, was determined usingthe
equivalent road area (ERA) method This is simply an
accountingsystem usedto normalize allforms of manage-
ment activities which have occurred in diferent time
penods The common denominator is the disturbed and
compacted area of any activity relatedto an area of road
Itis used to normalizethe disturbances from roads, skid
trails. landings, cableways, and site preparation activities
and their influence on peak streamflow and sediment
delivery

Recentsudies > have shownthatthere are management
level thresholds within watersheds, where if exceeded,
the risk of cumulative effects increase dramatically For high
risk or extremely sensitive watersheds, various workers
have definedathresholdof from 12 percentto |5 percent
ERA Itis apparentthat watersheds havingonly smallareas
of sensrtive ground and therefore, a low sensitivity index,
can withstand greater levels of management activity
without undergoingcumulative watershed effects There-
fore, different thresholds have been defined for the dif-
ferent sensrtivity dasses 12 percent ERA for extremely
sensitive, |4 percentERA for highly sensrtive, |6 percent
for moderate, and |18 percent for low sensttivity water-
sheds

Thresholds in this methodology are not thought of as a
point where if exceeded, erosion, sedimentation and
water quality degradation will occur They are instead
treated as "red flags' or thresholds of concern (TOC)
where, ifexceeded, itis realizedthat the risk has increased
significantly and mitigation measures should be imple-
mentedto protect against the onset of cumulative effects
Mitigationmeasures mightinclude suchthings as increasing
the size of culverts to carry potentially greater peak
streamflows, rockingroadsto reduce surface erosion. and
wider riparian management zones to help insure their
effectiveness Therefore, a watershed projected to be
over the TOC could stil be managed, but special manage-
ment practices would be recommendedto decrease the
risk of initiatingcumulative effects and watershed condition

degradation. It is also recognized that f the TOC is ex-
ceeded and mitigation measures are not employed, that
the nsk of intiating cumulative effects is signrficant and
unacceptable

The FORPLAN model calculates and accumulates ERAs
Forest-wide These are generated from timber harvest
and road building activrties Through revegetation, re-es-
tablishment of surface cover and physical processes such
as frost heaving, disturbed and compacted areas gradually
recover To account for this, the calculated harvest ERA
value is recovered linearly over a 30 year penod in the
model However, a residual ERA value is retained to
accountfor system roadswhich do not recoverovertime

This methodology is linked to watershed condition
through classifying watershed condrtion in terms of the
level of ERAs for individual watersheds with respect to
their individual TOC The dasses are defined as follows

Class |
ERA is less than 40 percentof TOC (watershed condrtion
is at or near potential)

Class 2

ERA s between 40 and 80 percent of TOC (watershed
condrtion is between near'potential and a point near
tolerance)

Class 3
ERA is greater than 80 percentof TOC (watershedcon-
dition isnear or below tolerance)

Field experience indicatesthat Class | watersheds, having
ERAlevels lowerthan 40 percentoftheir individualTOC,
are generally in excellent condition Within the hundreds
of subwatershedsthat together comprise the typical fifth-

order watershed, stream channel condrtions are generally
good to excellent, and soil productivity is maintained at
optimal levels Water quality generally exceeds objectives

Within the subwatersheds, there is generally only a low
potentialfor degraded water quality or soil productivity
due to the iniation of cumulative watershed effects

2  Coats.R N, Miller, T O, Kallstom. DW , 1979, Assessing Cumulative Effects of Silvicultural Activities John

Muir Institute Napa, CA

3 Seidelman, P}, 1980, Methodologyfor Evaluating Cumulative Watershed Impacts, U S Forest Service,
Watershed Management, Pacrfic Southwest Region, Dept of Agric
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On Class 2 watersheds stream channel conditions
generally range from fair to good, while water quality
generally meets objectives Soil productivitys maintained,
although at lower levels than Class | watersheds Within
subwatersheds, there is a low to moderate potential for
increased erosion and accompanying decreased site
productivityand water quality due to cumulative effects

Class 3 watersheds have ERA levels greater than 80
percentoftheir TOC Since this condition dlass straddles
the TOC, which 1s defined as the pointwhere the risk of
initiating cumulative impacts increases significantly, it is
apparentthat actual conditions can vary tremendously as
afunctionof actual ERAs. Therefore, watershed condition
can range from good to poor Water quality can meet or
be below objectives, and channel conditions can range
from good to poor Soil productivity is acceptable but at
levels lower than Classes | and 2 The potential for
decreasedwater quality and soil productivity from erosion,
related to cumulative effects, range from moderate to
high

Appendix H -Watershed Condition/Cumulative Effects

Sixty-one watersheds have been wdentified within the
Forests (refer to map, Figure H-1). These watersheds
range from I1to 410 square miles in size. An inventory
of the existing watershed condition of these watersheds
indicates that most are presently Class | and Class 2
(Tables H-I and H-2) However, five watersheds have
relatively high disturbance levels which cause them to be
Class 3 These watersheds are the East Fork ofthe South
Fork Trinity River, Rattlesnake Creek, Gulch, Hyampom
and Upper Hayfork Creek. Cumulative effects have oc-
curred within subwatersheds of these watersheds, and
there remains a signfficant risk of initiating cumulative
effects within the main channelswhich drain these water-
sheds In addition, some watersheds were extensively
affected by the 1987 fires, and although they are con-
sidered to be in condition Class 2, they could undergo
cumulative watershed effects in some of their subwater-
sheds These watersheds are Plummerand Butter Creek
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Figure H-I
5th Order Watersheds

Shasta Trnity National Forests
5th ORDER WATERSHEDS
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Table H-
Shasta Forest
Watershed Summary

Threshold of Watershed
Watershed Concern Existing.ERA  Condition
# Watershed Name Area* (Acres) (YoERA) (YoERA) (Class)

I Coffee Creek 59,334 | 6% 1.5% [
2 Swift Creek 35,790 16% 62% I
3 East Thnity Reservoir 23860 8% 6.6% {
4 Clear Creek 20334 16% 1.0% |
5 Main Fork Trinity River 47222 16% 50% !
6 East Fork Trinty River 40434 16% 62% i
7 Upper Trinity River 19864 16% 51% i
8 Willow Creek 4555 [4% 40% ]
9 Parks Creek 20,406 16% 80% 2
0 South Fork Sacramento 40,139 18% 100% 2
il Upper Sacramento Rver 28855 16% 80% 2
{2 Sacramento Arm 68,996 16% | 0% l
13 Lower SacramentoRiver 54,950 [ 6% 6.0% |
14 Whitney Creek 40,760 8% 40% 1
15 Avalanche Creek 15,810 18% 60% |
16 Upper Squaw Valley Creek 18,110 16% 8.0% 2
17 Lower Squaw Valey Creek 2215 16% 70% 2
18 Lower McCloud River 44,372 H6% I 0% !
9 McCloudArm 31,383 169% | 0% !
20 Upper McCloudRiver 263,934 18% 10.0% 2
21 Kosk Creek 11,812 14% 70% 2
22  Pt#4 6,996 6% 60% !
23 Pt #5 11930 14% 60% 2
24 NelsonCreek 7,464 14% 50% ]
25 fron Canyon 7.757 14% 60% 2
26 Pit #6 9520 4% 40% !
27 Squaw Creek 46,074 14% 3 0% i
28 Pt Arm 48485 14% 2.0% [
29 Pit #7 7,640 4% 40% I

Shasta Forest Total 1,059,003

*  Watenhed areaincludes only National Forest Lands




Appendix H - Watershed Condtion/Cumulative Effects

Table H-2

Trinity ForestWatershed Summary

Threshold of Watershed
Watershed Concern Existing ERA Condition
#H Watershed Name Area* (Acres) (YERA) (YERA) (Class)

30 Upper New Rver 56,536 4% 1 0% f
31 East Fork New Rver 26,152 16% 14% [
32 North Fork Tnnity Rver 67.056 16% 05% |
33 East Fork North Fork Trintty River 23,919 16% 1 2% [
34 Canyon Creek 32617 14% 12% |
35 Weaverville 22,156 16% 6 3% !
36 West Tnnity Reservoir 15104 16% 10 6% 2
37 Upper Clear Creek 4642 16% 30% I
38 Lewiston 11930 16% 46% [
39 Stuart Fork 66,997 16% 7% 2
40 Lower New River 65,822 14% 25%

41 Bumt Ranch 102,906 14% 3%

42 Helena 21,569 16% 52%

43 Hyampom 12833 12% 10 5%

44 Corral Creek 18923 16% 98%

45 Lower Hayfork Creek 47,192 16% 38%

46 Hayfork Creek 71,816 18% 60% !
47 Browns Creek 15457 18% 60% I
48 Butter Creek 22,039 16%0 10 0% 2
49 Plummer Creek 26,840 16% 78% 2
50 Salt Creek 30,149 1 8% 68% 2
51 Rattlesnake Creek 27974 16% 158% 3
52 Upper Hayfork Creek 28679 | 6% 129% 3
53 Middle Fork Cottonwood Creek 17572 18% 80% 2
54 Smoky Creek 21834 16% 82% 2
55 Beegum Creek 42,020 16% 72% 2
56 East Fork South Fork Tnnty 23,864 14% 113% 3
57 Upper South Fork Tnnrty 26.741 14% 10 6% 2
58 South Fork CottonwoodCreek 45557 16% I 3% |
59 Happy Camp Creek 23,120 12% 80% 2
60 Hidden Valey Watershed 27,688 12% 8 2% 2
61 Gulch Watershed 14,840 1%% 10 0% 3

Trinity Forest Total 1,062,544
Combined Shasta-Trinity Total 2,i21,547

*

Watershed area includes only National ForestLand







APPENDIX |
The Regional Timber Supply-Demand
Situation in California

This appendix was created to address public concern
about the broad leveltimber supply and demand situation
in relation to supplies from individual National Forests
Existing information from recent RPA assessments,
University of California research, Forest Service research,
andthe State of California’s Forest and Rangeland Resour-
ces Assessment Program (now renamed the Strategic
Planning 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, record timber harvests
in the State from all lands totaled 6 billion board feet In
that year, harvestfrom private lands was 4 9 billion and
harvest from National Forest was ! O billion Less than
|00 million board feet were harvestedfrom other public
lands Since that time, total harvest in the State has
trended downward, with shorter term fluctuations as-
sociated with the business cycle

As shown in Table I-I, harvestlevels fluctuate widely from
year to year ratherthan followinga smooth pattern Year
to year variations are influenced primarily by changes in
housing markets and general business conditions Only
over the long term do available timber inventory and
growth levels limit harvests

Statewide Demand for Timber Products and the
Relationshipto Harvest Levels

Wth a population of over 30 million people and a high
level of income per capita, Californiais one ofthe largest
markets for lumber, wood, and paper products in the
world  When discussing the relationship between the
demand for timber products (lumber, wood, and paper)
andthe demandfor timber harvest (stumpage), it 1s neces-
sary to 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
equaltothe populationgrowthrate Per capitaconsump-
tion of lumber has declinedwhile per captaconsumption
of paper and reconstitutedwood products has increased
over the past 40 years. As populationin the State grew

from 10 6 millionin 1950to over 30 million at present,
total demand increased from 4 billion board feet annually
in 1950 to about {2 billion board feet annually

While the demand fortimber has beenincreasing, timber
harvestsinthe State have beendecreasing The difference
between the growing demand and the declining supply
has been made up by increased imports to the State -
primanly from Oregon, Washington, and Canada The
State has changed from a net exporterto a net importer
of timber products over the lastthree decades

California now relies on imports from other States and
countries for more than 75 percent of its overall timber
product needs Although California receives only a small
proportion of its imports from Canada, Canadian ship-
ments to the U S have a significant effect on the State's
ability to import timber products from the Padic
Northwest Incontrast to California’s reliance on imports,
the bulk of the timber products produced in both
Washington and Oregon are exportedto other States and
countries  Increases in Canadian shipmentsto the eastern
half of the U S have displaced timber products from the
Pacific Northwest The result hes been an increase inthe
availability oftimber products from the Pacific Northwest
for California markets Increased productioninthe South
has also been displacingthe Pacific Northwest in eastern
markets, which has also increased the availability of
products from the Northwest in California markets

Broad Level Socioeconomic Effects

About 95 percent of California's population lives in urban
areas AS consumers, the primary effect of changes in
harvest levels in the State on them 1s a change in prices
paid for timber products A reduction intimber harvests
inthe State reduces compettion among suppliers, raises
market prices, and leads to increased use of imported
products Econometric analysis done by the Pedic

Northwest Forest and Range Experiment Station in ! 990
indicates that a one billion board foot change in harvest
level would change lumber prices by about four percent
Thistranslates intoa $250 change inthe price ofthe typical
new house at current conversion efficiencies Forthe U S

economyasawhole,thiswouldamounttoacostto home
buyers of about $400 million annually The high level of
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Table -1
CaliforniaTimber Harvests by Ownership
19527 1993
Year Priiate Other Public National Forest Total
- billion board feet -
1952 440 05 61 506
1953 532 04 63 599
1954 479 05 76 560
1955 493 06 {03 602
1956 469 08 1 09 5 86
1957 4.36 07 92 535
1958 4 47 09 111 567
1959 429 12 148 589
1960 370 U 133 S5l4
1961 385 I 138 534
1962 405 I 1.38 554
1963 369 11 166 546
1964 3.50 {1 186 547
1965 3.21 14 192 527
1966 297 I 193 501
1967 3.06 I | 89 506
1968 2.82 16 2.36 534
1969 288 12 200 500
1970 262 10 | 84 456
1971 259 i3 206 478
1972 2 66 12 222 500
1973 281 10 201 492
1974 286 I 173 470
1975 271 0 152 433
1976 276 08 | 89 473
1977 296 09 174 479
1978 278 .08 180 4 66
1979 226 09 | 73 408
1980 186 07 151 344
1981 172 04 1 09 285
1982 | 50 06 94 250
1983 | 89 08 168 365
1984 209 03 | 56 368
1985 217 06 | 82 405
1986 231 09 196 436
1987 258 [0 | 97 465
1988 260 06 218 4 84
1989 264 06 202 472
1990 267 05 153 425
1991 207 06 [ 34 347
1992 212 06 103 321
1993 226 05 58 289
California Departmentdf Forestry and Fire Protection
Sources Calrfornia State Board of Equilization

Bureau of Indian Affarrs, USDI
Bureau df Land Management, USDI
Forest Service, USDA
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competrtion inthe marketfor timber products meansthat
individual National Forests or individual pnvate timber
owners can notsignificantly affect consumer prices How-
ever, National Forests or private timber owners in ag-
gregate can significantly affect consumer prices. For
example, the price relationship described above means
that changes in overall National Forest timber supplies
since 1990 have resulted intimber product price increases
of more than 25 percent

Another effect onthe urban populationisthrough "indirect
and induced employment. While the employmenteffect
of changes in harvest levels is felt most strongly in the
communrties where the logging and sawmilling takes
place, some broader level employmenteffects also occur
This is because most firms that manufacture and supply
goods and services to logging and sawmill companies are
typically located inthe major urban centers ratherthan in
the rural areas where the logging and millingtakes place

Logging and milling by itselftypically requires 3-6 person
years of employment per million board feet processed
Newer, more specialized and automated mills using readi-
ly accessibletimber are at the bottom of this range, while
more labor intensive operations are at the top of this
range This direct employment generates indirect
employment in fms  that supply goods and services to
loggingand millingfirms and induced employment infirms
and governments providing goods and services to those
employed directly and indirectly In undeveloped rural
areasthereis little rfany indirectandinduced effect because
suppliers are located outside of the area and logging and
sawmilling employees must "drive into the city" to make
major purchases In addrtion, on most National Forestsa

Appendix |- Regional Timber/Supply Demand Situation

portion of the logs harvested are trucked well outside of
the primary zone of influence for manufacturinginto lum-
ber products As a result, total statewide employment
effects of changes in harvest levels are largerthan employ-
ment 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 million board feet of timber harvested These
employment effect estimates were made wrth input-out-
put models constructed by the ForestServiceandthe U S.
Department of Commerce They reflect present tech-
nologies Asthe trendtoward increasedtimber utilization
efficiency continues, employment generated per untt of
timber processed is expected to decline

The Outlook for Timber Supplies = Private Lands

According to projections completed by the University of
CalrforniainJuly 1990, timber supplies from private lands
in Calfornia can be maintained at over 2 2 billion board
feet annually over the 10- 15 year life of the Forest Plans

An alternative projection prepared by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection in 1988
projected privatetimber harvestsat | 96 billionboardfeet
annually during the life of the Forest Plans The pnmary
difference betweenthe two projections is the projected
response of nonindustrial private ownersto higher market
demand for their timber Timber harvests from this
ownership are well belowthe levelthat can be supported
by available timber inventoriesand growth

Both projections indicate reduced timber supplies from
industnal timberland ownerships and increased supplies

Table | -2
Projected Timber Harvest, Growth, and Inventory on Private Land
in the Four Major Timber Supply Regions of California

Average Annual Harvest,

Net Annual Sawtimber Sawtimber Inventory

Area MMBF 1995-2005 Growth MMBF, 1995-2005 BBF, 1995-2005
North Coast 1,100 [,080 394
Northern Interior 542 503 18,0
Sacramento 467 413 19.7
San Joaquin 145 148 6.4
Alf Private Land 2,254 2,144 835
Industrial Private 1,760 1,169 415
Non-industrial Private 496 974 42 |

Source Krumland, Bruce, and William McKillop, Timber in_Califorria, University of

California, July 1990
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from nonindustrial timberland ownerships dunng the Ife
ofthe ForestPlans The pnmary reasonfor this shift is that
harvest levels on industnal ownenhips have been at a
higher rate than can be sustained by available timber
inventories and growth By contrast, nonindustrial
ownership harvests have been well below the levelthat
car be sustained by the timber inventory and growth on
these ownerships Both projectionsconsider the fact that
many ofthe smaller nonindustrialowners do not consider
timber harvesting, and the income derived from i, to be
amanagementobjective Nether of the Two projections
account for harvest restrictions that may be imposed on
private harvests as a result of the listing of the northem
spotted owl as threatened or changing State regulatory
policies Large redudions in harvesting as a result of
increased regulation of private timberlands are possible,
but reliable projections are not currently available

Outlook for Timber Supplies- Imports

As discussed above, the Pacific Northwest is the pnmary
source of imported timber products in California
Through displacement effects in national markets, Canada
and the South also play a major role in determining the
supply of timber products from the Northwest that is
available to California markets

Accordingto studies conducted by Forest Service research
units, timber supplies from all regions ofthe United States
- exceptthePacific Coast- are projectedto increasedunng
the life ofthe Forest Plans The Southis by far the largest
timber supply region inthe United States

Studies conducted in Canada indicate that available saw-
timber supplies are not expectedto restrain exportstothe
US duringthe life ofthe Forest Plans However tariff and
trade policies may affectCanadian exportstothe US over
this period

A decline intimber harvests in the Pacific Northwest over
the next 10-15 yearsis expected This is dueto reduced
availability oftimber inventorieson both public and pnvate
lands

Siberia contains the largest undeveloped softwoodtimber
resource in the world Chile and New Zealand are in-
creasingly active exporters in world markets Increased
supplies of logs and manufactured wood products from
foreign sources appear likelyto be importedto Calrfornia
in the future

The overall outlookisthat importsto Califomiafromother
States and countries will continue to support increased

demands by Caltfornia consumers over the next 10-15
{ears However, imports will likely increase at a lower
ratethan over the last 20 years -- particularly f growth of
the State's economy continues at the slower pace of
recent years

The Outlook for Timber Supplies - National
Forests

The allowable sale quantities from individual Forest Plans
are an indicator of future twnber supply levels from Na-
tional Forests in Calfornia  The allowable sale quantrty
places an upper I'mit on the average annual amount of
green sawtimber from surtable timberlands that can be
sold from a National Forest in the first ten year period of
the Plan Nonchargeable timber (dead timber and fuel-
wood from erther surtable or unsuitable timberlands) 1s in
additionto the allowable sale quantrty Historically, non-
chargeable volume increased the total amount sold by a
few percentage points However, as a result of changes
currently being made in Forest Plans, nonchargeable
volume s likely to increase in relation to allowable sale
guantties in the future

The amount oftimber offeredfor sae in an individualyear
is determined through the budget process When the
amount of timber sold in an individual year is less than the
allowable sale quantity, sales infuture years may be higher
thanthe allowable sale quantity since the ASQ is alimit 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)

tnthe early 1980’s the volume harvestedwaslessthanthe
volume sold, and in the late 1980's and early 1990's
volume harvested exceeded the volume sold

Timber saes projected under the individual National
Forest Plans in Region 5 total between 540 and 725
million board feet annually This projectionts based on
likely allowable sale quantitites and nonchargeable
volumes from Forest Plans that are being completed or
are undergoing amendment These projections are sub-
ject to change as a result of decisions made through the
Forest planning and budget processes

The timber sale program guantties projected are below
the average annual volume sold in the eary 1990
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Timber supplies are also below the 1990 RPA sale offering
goal of | 49 billion board feet for the penod 1995-2000.
The 1990 RPA goal was based on information developed
pnorto the amendment of Forest Service planningdocu-
ments to reflect new information on management of
habltatfor northernand Calrforniaspotted owls and other
old-growth related species

The Subregional Outlook

Based on the historical pattern of log flows to mills, the
State can be divided intofour majortimber market areas
North Coast, Northern Interior, Sacramento, and San
Joaquin The Central Coastand Southern Californiaareas
are minor producing areas

Up untilthe 1990's, virtually all ofthe decline inthe State's
timber harvest that occurred over the last 30 years took
place in the North Coast market area on private lands

North Coast Six Rivers 77 12-26
Northern Interior Klamath (1) 118 40-70
Modoc 51 30-40
Lassen 147 60-80
Shasta-Trinity 123 75-95
Sacramento Mendocino (2) 39 10-15
Plumas (3) [75 70-90
Tahoe 88 50-60
Eldorado (4) 166 50-70
Lake Tahoe Basin 8 4-10
San Joaquin Stanislaus (5) 177 30-40
Sierra 99 60-70
Sequoia 70 40-50
Inyo (6) 8 8-10
R5 Total 1236 540-725

remainder are milled inthe Northerninterior area.

area, and 40 percentto the North Coast

Typically about one half of the logs from the Klamath National Forestflow into Oregon Most of the
Mendocino logs typically flow 30 percentto the Sacramento area, 30 percentto the Northem Interior

Plumas logs typically flow 40 percentto the Northern Interior area and 60 percentto the Sacramento area
Eldorado logs typically flow 60 percent to the Sacramento area and 40 percentto the San Joaquinarea
Stanislaus logs typically flow 20 percentto the Sacramento area and 80 percentto the San Joaquinarea.

Inyo logstypically flow 50 percentto the SanJoaquinarea and 50 percentto the Northern Interior area

All figures are subject to change as a result of decisions made through planning and budget processes

Forest Plansfor the Six Riven, Klamath, Shasta-Trinity, and Mendocino National Forestsare now being
finalized. Forest Plansfor all other Forests shown are undergoingamendment
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The outlook now isfor relatively stable outputfrom private
lands over the 10-15 year life of the Forest Plans in all
major market areas

Sincethe early 1990's the contributionof NationalForests
to regional timber supplies has declined sharply During
the 1980's, National Forests provided roughly 40 percent
of the regional timber supply Inthe mid 1990’s and the
future, they will provide roughly 25 percent ofthe timber
available for processing by local mills on a Statewide basis

The relative contnbution of National Forests to thetimber
supply also differs between market areas of the State In
the North Coast area, pnvate supplies are dominant and
National Forests are projected to supply less than 2 per-
cent of the timber In the Northern Interior and
Sacramento areas, National Forests supply roughly 30

percent of the timber Inthe San Joaquinareathey supply |

roughly one half ofthe timber

Timber supplies from National Forests are projected to
remain well below levels of the early 1990°s  Since saw-
mill capacrty exceededavailabletimber supplies inall major
producingareasinthe early ! 990's, and many existing mills
had not been upgradedto usethe best currently available
technology, mills have beenclosingin all areas dfithe State
This patternis expected to continue untilthere is a better
balance between available supplies and sawmill capacrty

that employsthe most efficient technology Closures are
expectedto continue inall areas ofthe State duringthe life
ofthe Forest Plans
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APPENDIX |
Major Silvicultural Systems and their Application

Introduction

A

The purpose of this appendix i1s to describe the major
silvicultural systems used in land management planningfor
the Shasta-Trinity National Forests, andthe advantagesand
disadvantages of each, considering both biological and
managerial perspectives However, aimostall ofthe infor-
mation in this appendix also applies to selecting an ap-
propriate silvicultural system for a particularstand

Silvicultural systems are used to manage forest stands A
silviculturalsystemis a planned sequence oftreatmentsfor
controlling the species composition and structure of the
vegetationduringthelifeofastand Astandis acommunity
of trees sufficiently uniform to be distinguishable as a
silvicultural or management unit Typically, stand sizes vaty
from about 5 to over 30 acres on National Forest lands

Management objectives for stands typically are combina-
tions of forest products and amenities An example ts
specific amounts of livestock forage, water runoff, and
wood products, kinds ofwildlife habitat, and specific scenic
view qualities No single silvicultural system can produce
all desired combinations of products and amenitiesfrom a
particular stand, or from a National Forest

Forests are managed by using combinations of silvicultural
systems to achieve the forest management objectives
The combinations vary greatly, depending on the charac-
teristics of local forest ecosystems and differing manage-
ment objectives

Selection of the appropriate silvicultural systems occurs at
boththe National Forest land management planning level
and Ranger District project level The Forests' selectionis
based on a broad match of silvicultural systems with the
overall planningobjectives and ecological characteristics of
broadly-defined land classes Examples of land dasses are

areas capable, available and suitable for growing commer-
cial wood products, ripanan management zones, and
spotted owl habitat conservation areas At the Ranger
District, project level selection of silvicultural systems 1s
typically made by a certified silviculturist Choices are
based on matchingtheattributesofthe silviculturalsystems
with specific management objectives and the ecological
characteristics for specific stands

Descriptions of the Silvicultural Systems

B

A silvicultural systemtypically includes cuttingtrees, grow-
ing newtrees, and controlling competing plants Cuttings
are classified as regeneration cuttings (those that help to
replace stands), and intermediate cuttings (those that
maintain or improve the character of existingstands)

Silvicultural systems are not just the creation of profes-
sional foresters, rather, they are adaptations of natural
occurrences Nature makes "regeneration cuttings" by
means of fire, insects, disease, wind, and other
phenomena, by removing a single tree, a small group of
trees, astand, or sometimes an entire forest

Regeneration cuttings strongly influence stand charac-
teristics and management options Therefore, the five
major silvicultural systems are namedafter them clearcut-
ting, seed-tree, shelterwood, single-tree selection, and
group selection Each ofthese systemsincludesregenera-
tion cuttingsto establish new tree seedlingsorsprouts, and
intermediate cuttings to develop the desired stand char-
acteristics, such as species composition, spatial distribu-
tion, and plantvigor

The clearcutting, seed-tree, and shelterwood systems are
even-aged systems This meansthat all ofthetrees inthe
stand are approximatelythe sameage The single-tree and
croup selection systems are uneven-aged systems, the
trees inthe stand differ markedly inage, with at leastthree
major age dlasses present Uneven-aged stands have no
peginning or end points intime

Even-aged Systems

Clearcutting 1s the harvesting, in one operation, of all
nerchantable trees in a stand or a larger area to help
astablish a new even-aged stand The new stand may be
created by natural processes, such as seedingfrom trees
n adjacent stands, or by sprouting from the stumps or
-oots ofthe cuttrees The new stand can also be created
oy man through broadcast scattering of seeds, or by
slanting seeds or seedlings O nthe Shasta-Trinity National
“orests, Clearcut stands are usually regeneratedby planting
seedlings
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Clearcutting does not necessarily mean that all unmer-
chantabletrees are removed Wherefeasible, high-qualrty
unmerchantable trees are saved to become part of the
newstand Itis estimatedthat high-qualrty unmerchantable
trees, in logical treatment units, can be retained on about
10-20 percentofthe acresto be regenerated by clearcut-
ting on the Forests, particularly on gentle terrain
The clearcuttingsilvicultural system is illustratedin ~ Fig-
ure J-I

The seed-tree system (shown in Figure J-2) requires
leavingafew goodseed-producing trees per acre (typically
about 3 to 10) during the regeneration cutting These
trees producethe seed neededto establish a new even-
aged stand Following seedling establishment, the seed
trees are harvested This system has seldom been used
for intensive timber management on the Forests The
primary reasons are frequent unreliabiity of natural
regeneration in the desired periods, invasion of cleared
lands by unwanted vegetation (particularly shrubs), and
the poor economics of harvestingthe few seed trees after
natural seedlings were established

The shelterwood system (shown in Figure J-3) requires
leaving sufficient trees per acre (typically |0to 209, during
the regeneration cutting,to provide an environmentthat
protects(shelters) the seedlings of anew even-agedstand

This 1s referred to as the "seed step" Protection may be
needed from excessive moisture stress or frosts in some
forest areas The new stand can be created by the natural
or afical processesdescribed above

Regeneration by plantingseedlings under shelterwoods is
acommon practiceonthe Forests The shelterwoodtrees
are normally harvested following establishment of the
seedlings of the new even-aged stand Removal of the
shelterwood trees is called the "overstory removal' step
The shelterwood system is mostcommonly used in stands
where red or white fir are to be regenerated

Seed and shelter trees left after a seed tree or shelterwood
seed step cut may be retainedthroughthe hfe ofthe newly
regenerated stands When this occurs, these cuts are
commonly referred to as green tree retention This is
most commonly done to meet ecological needs such as
for wildlife habitat

Uneven-aged Systems

Inthe singletree selection system (shown in Figure J-4),
each tree 1s evaluated for 1ts contributionto the desired

charactenstics of the uneven-aged stand Regeneration
and intermediate cuttings are usually done in one opera-
tion The desired seedlings or sprouts grow in the spaces
created by harvesting of individual trees

Repeated selection cuttings, part of the single-tree selec-
tion system, have been used frequently to manage Na-
tional Forest lands, particularly in the Sierra Nevada and
Cascade Mountain Ranges There has been a major shift
to usingthe clearcuttingor 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, 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 understocked.
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 group selection system requires harvestingtrees in
small groups (usually less than two acres) The opening;
created in the stand resemble miniature clearcuts The
uneven-aged stand consists of a mosaic of even-aged
groups Thus, the group selection method usesthe prin-
ciples of even-aged systems described above to manage
much smaller units of land

Even-aged systems are more practical than uneven-aged
systemsfor intensive management ofwood products The
reasons are explained in Section E, "Managerial Contrasts
Among Forestsand Stands Managed by Different Silvicul-
tural Systems"

Timber Yield and Regulation of Forests
C and Stands

Timber yield 15 the amount ofwood that is harvestedfrom
a specified forest area The maximum yield allowed from
the Shasta-Trinity National Forests for a planning period
(typically one decade), is called the allowable sale quantrty
(ASQ) By Federal law, the ASQ generally cannot exceed
the long-term, sustained capacity of the Foreststo grow
wood Within each National Forest, stands are managed
by silvicultural systems to achieve a continuous production

of the ASQ

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-
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FIGURE J-1
CLEARCUTTING SYSTEMS

&%’%%%% 5

&

Clearcutting. Part of a inature stand B cut, reinoving all trees. A new
Stand arisesfrom seeds of surrounding trees orfrom sprouts sent up by roots
or stumps. Seedlings /zay also be planted or seeds broadcast When the #ew
treesare well on their way in the unobstructed light ofthe clearing, a neighbor-
ing stand of mature trees b cut in turn. (The illustration & from The Secret
Life of the Forest by Richard M Ketchum, copyright 1970 by American Heri-
tage Press, and B used with ¢/ze permission of McGraw-Hill Book Company.)
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FIGURE J-2
SEED-TREE SYSTEM

Seed-tree System. The/nature stand B logged, but enough trees are
left to reseed the area The seed trees usually are large and valuable, and may
be harvesred when they have fulfilled their purpose Lihe clearcutting, the sys-
tem favors light-demanding species. (The illustration isfrom The Secret Life
of the Forest by Richard M. Ketchum, copyright 1970 by American Heritage
Press, and is used with the permission of McGraw-Hill Book Company /
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FIGURE J-3
SHELTERWOOD SYSTEM

Shelterwood System. A mature stand ispartially cut, leaving some o
the better trees d desired 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 seed-
lings have become established and no longer need protection.
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FIGURE J-4
SINGLE-TREE SELECTION SYSTEM

Single-tree Selection System. Cuts are made more often than in other
systems, but since the entire stand is never removed, appearances are no’ much
affected. Undesirable trees are removed, overly dense areas are thinned, and

mature trees are hanvested during each cut Seedlings of shade-tolerant species
develop wherever they cuti find room. The stand contains trees of mmany ages.
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tems are used, each regulated stand would produce g
proximatelythe same yield from each harvest Thiswoul:
occur about every 10 years By contrast, where th
even-aged systems are used, yields from each harvest
aregulatedstandwould notbe equal, but the average yiek
for the forest would be the same

The conversionof wild stands to regulated stands hasjus
begun The goal of regulation will take many decades
achieve No National Forestin California has been regu
lated yet

Biological Contrasts among Forests and
D stands Managed by Different Silvicul-
tural Systems

The key biologicalcontrasts are summarized in Table J-I

Appearance

Variation in tree age. A forest managed by even-agec
silvicultural systems consists of a mosaic of even-agec
stands Every age class would be represented in a regu-
lated forest, and each age dass would be represented by
approximately the same number of stands A regulatec
forest managed by the group selection system would
resemble forests managed by the even-aged silvicultural
systems. exceptthat the even-aged components (groups)
would be much smallerandmore numerous By contrast,
each stand in a regulated forest, managed by the single-
tree selection system, would have trees of many ages

(perhaps all ages)

The oldest (or largest)trees inany managedforestdepend
primarily on the management objectives, not on the sil-
vicultural systems  In particular, the amount of large trees
or old-growth to be produced or maintained depend
more on the willingnessto forego yields than onthe kinds
of silvicultural systems used to manage stands

Variation in developmental stages. Inthe even-aged and
group selection systems, all stages of forest development
are present in the forest, includinggrasses, forbs, shrubs,
tree seedlings, and largertrees Eachstageis represented
by entire stands or groups By contrast, inthe single-tree
selection systemthe areas dominatedby small plants, such
as grasses, forbs, or shrubs are commonly very small (for
example, less than one-hundredth of an acre), but they
typically occur somewhere in every stand In a regulated
forest, the total area occupied by each stage should be
aboutthe same, regardless ofthe silvicultural system used
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Occurrence of shade-tolerant and intolerant plants.
Even-aged and group selection systems favor plants that
can readily be 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 and
Douglas-fir The single-tree selection system favors plants
that can readily be establishedand grow well at low light
levels (shade-tolerant plants) Examples are many ferns,
few grasses, forbs, and shrubs, many non-commercial
hardwoodtree species, and afew commercial conifertree
species, such as white fir and incense-cedar

However, on low-quality forest lands, where lack of soil
moistureor other soil conditions cause low plantdensities.
shading by trees i1s greatly reduced There, shade-in-
tolerant plantswill persistifthe single-tree selection system
15 used.

Diversity of plant species. Species diversity depends on
the biological and physical environments, how diversity is
avaluated, and how the stands are managed under the
different silvicultural systems

On moderate- to high-quality lands, stands managed by
he single-tree selection system shift toward shade-
olerant species In California, many stands and forests,
~hich were previously dominated by more valuable pine
ind Douglas-fir, now have large components of less valu-
ible tanoak, madrone, or white fir due to single-tree
selection This processcould reducetree species diversity
n such stands, compared with management by other
avicultural systems The shift towards more shade-
olerant species also means that the species diversity of
slants nearthe groundwould eventually be lowerinstands
nanaged by the single-tree selection system

I'he species composition of commercial tree species may
e significantly increased or decreased during stand
egeneration, depending on the environmental condi-
ions, availability of natural seed, selection of speciesto be
lanted, and the success of the plantings If artificial
egenerationfails in stands with mixed species, the dver-
ity in the naturally-regenerated stand may be reduced
ignificantly Potential seed trees of some species could
iave been harvested, or certain species (for example,
vhite fir) could regenerate naturally under the brush that
apidly occupies newly harvested areas

“artficial and natural regenerationfail, the speciesdiversity
f commercial trees 1s significantly reduced The risk of a
omplete regeneration failure is least for the single-tree
election system There is a high probability of successful
atural regeneration of all species where openings are
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small, seed sources are present, and environmental con-
ditions are suitable for tree seedling establishment The
risk of loss of diversity in large openings can be reduced
by planting all appropriate species or by designating ap-
propriate 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
limited Typically there is a single dominant layer of see-
dlings, saplings, or largertrees However, there ts usually
considerable diversity in stands with the larger trees be-
cause some trees are significantly taller and have fuller
crownsthan others Full vertical diversity still occurs,
but not in each stand or group By contrast, inthe single-
tree selection system. the vertical diversity within each
stand should be much greater Seedlings. saplings. and
trees in larger tree classes should be seenfrom any point
inthe stand

Tree 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 (par-
ticularly shade-tolerant species such as red fir and white
fir) are heavily stressed by heat and lack ofadequate 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 see-
diings from nurseries) Second, seed-lings in openings are
more susceptible to damage or mortalrty from frosts,
particularly at high-elevationsites Where seedling mor-
tality (even of high-quality or properly handledand planted
nursery seedlings) is expectedto be excessive, use df the
single-tree selection, shelterwood. and group selection
(where groups are small) systems are favored Third,
maintaininggood vigor of small shade-intolerant species,
such & ponderosa pine. can be very difficult in stands
managed by the singletree selection system To promote
vigor and growth ofthese trees, tree density may haveto
be reduced This can significantly reduce timber yields

Many stands are severely infectedwith certainroot  dis-
eases or dwarf mistletoes It would be very difficult and
costly to maintainor improve tree vigor and productivity
on these stands if the single-tree selection system were
used These root diseases and dwarf mistletoes infect
other trees more easily when this system 1s used

Genetic Resources

Conservation of genes. Genetic diversity 1s basically unaf-
fected when natural or artificial regenerationof commer-
cial tree species is successful  (Successful artificial

iegeneration means that appropriate procedures were
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 diversitywould be reduced

Quiality 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 regenerationcomes from seed produced bythe
lower-quality, remainingtrees

The average genetic qualtty may be significantly lowered
in a stand managed by the single-tree selection system
because of higher rates of inbreeding Some forest
geneticists theonze that inbreeding may also increase
under the shelterwood or seed-tree systems Nearby
trees of the same species are usually closely related. and
they can pollinate each other The natural seedlings can
becomeevenmoreinbred. By contrast, artifictal regenera-
tion or natural regenerationfrom edges of large openings
reduces the probability of significant inbreeding Large
openings facilitate pollen movement from more distant,
less closely relatedtrees, thus promoting genetic quality

Productivity

NO scientific long-termcomparisonsofwood production,
using the different silvicultural systems, have been made
anywhere inthe world This comparisonwill be possible
many decades from now at Blodgett Forest, a University
of California research facility Theoretically, the total
biologicalproductivity (biomass) may begreatestforstands
managed by the single-tree selection system This is be-
cause 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 selec-
tion system Merchantableyields are strongly influenced
by managerial factors

Managerial Contrasts Among Forests
E and Stands Managed by Different
Silvicultural Systems

The major managerial contrasts described in this section
are summarized in Table J-2
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Public Concerns

Inthe last tWo decades the clearcutting system, and to a
lesser extent the shelterwood and seed-tree systems,
have generated controversy in the Unrted States and
Europe

There are at least six major concerns in California
s (learcut areas are regarded as visually unattractive

* The risks of sgnficart  soil erosion and loss of soil
productivity are thought to be much greater for the
clearcutting system

* Regeneration of clearcut stands 1s thought to be un-
reliable

* The risks of significant genetic losses are thoughtto be
muchgreater forthe clearcutting system because new
stands may be monocultures

* The use of chemical herbicides (strongly opposed by
some groups and individuals) 1s thought to be much
greater if even-aged systems are used, particularlythe
clearcutting system

» Artificial regeneration, particularly of even-aged
stands, 1s thought to be too costly

All ofthese undesirable effects can occur under any silvicul-
tural system However, the risks of some are significantly
different among certain systems The concerns about
genetic losses were addressed earlier in the sections on
Diversity of Plant Species and Genetic Resources The
other five concerns are discussed in the followingsections
on Effects on Scenic Quality, Risks of Adverse Effects on
Watersheds and Soils, Scientific Knowledge Base,
Management Experience, and Wood Production

Other managerial aspects of the silvicultural systems are
also discussed in the sections below They cover risk of
major wildfires, risk of damage by insect, disease, or
wildlife pests, productionof livestockforage, protection of
archeological resources, administration df stlviculturat
projects, timber harvesting efficiency: genetic improve-
ments in forests, and effects on fisheries and wildlife

Effects on Scenic Quality

Itis usually easierto create or maintain naturally-appearing
landscapes with uneven-aged systems rather than even-
aged systems Uneven-aged systems are usually less
noticeable because they create less contrast and are more
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flexible in design However, long-term maintenance of
natural appearing landscapes can be more difficult under
the uneven-aged systems, particularlyfor the single-tree
selection system, because the inevitable natural wildfires
are more difficult to control (see the section on Risk of
Major Wildfires)

Depending on circumstances, all silvicultural systems may
achieve visual qualty objectives,whether the emphasis is
on wood production or natural-appearing landscapes
Regeneration cutting in some srtuations can meet reten-
tion or partial retention objectives, for example, partial
cuttings, such as shelterwood or single-tree selection. or
openings that emulate and blend wrth natural conditions
Which alternatives are optimal, or even feasible, depend
on factors such as location relative to the viewer, slope
steepness, and available topographic orvegetative screen-

ing

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
effectsassociated wlith any silviculturaltreatmentcan usual-
ly be avoided or mrtigated The major possible adverse
effects are erosion, sedimentation inwaterways, soil com-
paction, and loss of soil productivitythroughsoil or nutrient
loss

The risks of significant, cumulative erosion and sedimen-
tation effects in watersheds usually depend more on road
quality and locationthan on silviculturaltreatments

The risk of significant erosion within stands depends on
how much protective vegetation and litter cover Is
removed, aswell as on road quality and location This risk
is generally higher for the clearcutting system than for
other silvicultural systems, because more cover IS
removed The risk is least for the single-tree selection

system

Extensive and frequent use df heavy machines can cause
significant compaction of some soils The risk of this oc-
curring should not be significantly different among the
silvicultural systems

The risk of sail nutrient losses is increased where vegeta-
tion or litter is cleared or high-intenstyfires occur Again,
the risk due to clearing vegetation or litter is greater for
the even-aged silvicultural systems High-intensity tires
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may occur in any stand i controlled fires are used im-
properly However, the risk of high-intenstty fires isgreater
for the single-tree selection system because crown
wildfires are more likely (seethe section on Risk of Major
Wildfires)

Scientific Knowledge Base

There 15 less knowledge about the single-tree selection
systemthan other silvicultural methodsfor National Forest
lands in California.

Biological. Considerableresearch hes heencompletedon
the biologicalfoundationsfor all ofthe silvicultural systems
Planting, natural regeneration, and genetic principles have
been studied extensivelyfor all systems Researchis 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
researchis more complete for the even-aged and group
selection systems There are no major differences inthe
knowledge base about intermediate cuttings or about
insect and disease pest management, amongthe silvicul-
tural systems

Managerial aspects. Researchon the managerial aspects
o California's Forests hes 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 dfficulties with
controllingregenerationof some desired species, control-
ling stocking, or sustainingthe desired stand structuresand
merchantableyields This resulted in strong recommen-
dations against the single-tree selection system by many
forest research scientists New interest has been
generated by demands for continuous forest cover, main-
tenance of an unmanaged appearance, and an alternative
to management by the even-aged systems However,
several decades of management will be required before
analyses of overall effectiveness can be made

Researchinthe group selection system is also underway
in California It, too, will require several decades of treat-
ments to achieve regulated stands

Management Experience

Timber harvestinghas occurred in Californiafor over 140
years However, experience with managing forests with
the goal of regulatingpotential yields, has been limited to

the last several decades Regulation of National Forest
lands has involvedonly the even-agedsilvicultural systems,
particularly clearcutting However, extensive experience
has been gained with all of the silvicultural systems in
managing certain stands

Single-treeselection. Most ofthe harvestingfrom Nation-
al Forestlands and many pnvate timber lands in California
has been selection cuttings of large trees These cuttings
were typically madewith no long-term planfor managing
the stands by the single-treeselectionsystem This system
can require cutting trees in all size dasses during each
operation Regenerationfrom natural seedingwas usually
countedon Also,growth ofthe youngtreesand the uncut
smaller merchantabletrees wes counted on to offset the
reduction in the forest inventory due to harvesting the
largest trees  Unfortunately, repeated harvests of the
largesttrees have often caused undesirableresults under-
stocked residual stands with lower quality, lower value
trees These stands will haveto be regenerated usingonz
ofthe even-aged silvicultural systems or the group selec-
tion system, so as to re-establish full stocking levels of
desired species

Group selection. The group selection system wes tried
extensively on National Forest land inthe Pacific South-
west Region about 20 years ago Small openings were
made to encourage natural regeneratton, particularly of
sugar and ponderosapines Special cuttingguidelineswere
developedfor different kinds of naturally-occurringgroups
oftrees The system, called Unit Area Control, failed for
three reasons First, the many small groups of natural
regenerationcould not be managedefficiently They could
not bemonitored The necessary subsequent treatments
were not made The young trees did not grow well or
died Some groups could not be treated dueto the higher
costs oftreating smallareas Second, the cutting guidelines
could not be used consistently There wes great difficulty
indeterminingwhich kindsof groups were actually present
inthe stand and the location of their boundanes Third,
many of the small groups were unavoidably destroyed
when large trees in adjacent groups were felled or when
logs were moved out of the stand in later harvesting
projects It is difficult and costly to save small groups of
trees on steep slopes from excessive damage during
harvesting or site preparation

Even-aged systems. The oldest plantations on National
Forestlands in the Pacffic Southwest Regionare about 60
years old Some are to be harvested soon and replanted,
thus completing the cycle of an even-aged silvicultural
system. Extensive experience has been gained in the
promotion of young tree growth, intermediate cutting,
and regeneration cutting treatments for even-aged sys-
tems in all major timber types in the Region Overall,
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artificial regeneration following clearcutting has been very
reliable in ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, and mixed conifer
stands, Atrtificial regeneration has been significantly less
reliable in red or white fir stands The primary causes of
planting failures are* (I) difficulties with consistently
producing high-quality seedlings in the nurseries, and (2)
planting when the environmental conditions are inap-
propriate The shelterwood system, with natural or artifi-
cial regeneration, 1s presently used in red or white fir stands
where regeneration after clearcuttingis expected to be
unreliable

Wood Production

Need for the control of competing vegetation (including
the use of herbicides). Control of competing vegetation
15 needed in all of the silvicultural systems to ensure
establishment and good growth of tree seedlings or
sprouts Some have theorized that less control 1s needed
inthe single-tree selection system Under this systemtree
cover 1s more continuous, resulting in fewer competing
grasses, forbs, and shrubs However, these competitors
cause significant moisture stress inthe seedlingand sapling
potentialcroptrees (inadditionto the substantial moisture
stress caused by the larger trees), thereby reducingtheir
survival and growth There 1s ho compelling theoretical
basisfor concludingthat the needfor control of competing
vegetation should be reduced if the single-tree selection
system were used. Certain commonly-occurring, major
competing plants can retain good vigor when shaded by
most conifers (such as manzanita, bear clover, tanoak, or
madrone) Using the single-tree selection system would
definitely not reduce the needfor controllingcompetition
from such plants

Frequency of control treatments varies by silvicultural
system Treatmentsunder the single-tree selection system
could be needed somewhere in every stand as often as
every 5to 10 years. The average treatment frequencies
inthe other systems are much lower For example, in any
of the even-aged systems, up to about three treatments
could be needed inthe first ten years of anew stand. NO
additional treatments may be needed until the stand 13
regenerated - a periodthat could exceed 50 years. Thus,
the average period betweentreatments would be greater
than 20 years Regardless ofthe silvicultural system used,
the total acres treated (and the total pounds of herbicide
applied per acre, if herbicideswere used) should be about
the same overthe longterm

The aerial application of herbicides (usually the mostcost-
effective and frequently the most controversial method of
applying herbicides) could not be used in the single-tree
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selection system. Depending on topography and vegeta-
tion structure, it could also be impractical in the group
selection system.

Treatment costs. The size of atreatment areais 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
Therefore, the even-aged systems are the most cost
efficient, and the group selectionand the single-tree selec-
tion system (inthat order) are the least cost-efficient

Regeneration by clearcutting is the most cost-efficient
among the even-aged systems Shelterwood and seed
tree systems are less so, in that order The removal of
shelterwood trees or seed-trees, after the seedlings are
established. is a second cost not requiredinthe clearcut-

ting system

Intheory, the total cost of natural regeneration should be
less than for artificial regeneration The costs of seed
collection, nursery operations, seedling handling, and
plantingare eliminated. However, these savings are often
offset by increases in pre-commercial thinning costs
Natural regeneration often results in much greater den-
sities of trees than would be planted, orare desirable Also,
unreliable seed production by many commercial tree
species often delays natural regeneration This reduces
wood productivity When natural regenerationis delayed,
the sites are occupied by competing plants, the control of
which can be costly Overall, artfficial regenerationinsures
prompt reforestation of preferred species at desirable
densities If natural regenerationisto be used, the shelter-
wood and seed-tree systems are usually more cost-effi-
cient than the uneven-aged systems The reason is the
economic savings associated with larger scale treatment
areas Where artificial regeneration 1s to be used, the
clearcutting and shelterwood systems are more cost-effi-
cient, for the same reason

Achieving regulated forests, while maintaining Forest
timber harvest levels. Regulation can be accomplished
most easily with the even-aged or group selectionsivicul-
tural systems There are TWO critical disadvantages of the
single-tree selection system First, foresters lack the
knowledge about trees that is needed for cutting on a
stand-by-standbasis There are tens ofthousandsof stands
on atypical National Forest in California, with up to about
10,000 potential crop trees per stand Currently, inven-
tory data needed for the singletree selection system are
lackingforabouttwo-thirdsofthesestands Second, inthe
Mediterranean climate in Califomla, large forest wildfires
are inevitable. Reforestationafter these fires creates many,
new even-agedstands Itis very difficult to regulatea forest
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under a single-tree selection system when substantial
acreages of unplanned even-aged stands occur

Planning, contracting, and record keeping. The many
small units used in the uneven-aged systems makes for
ineffective and costly operation and administration If
stands in a typical Ranger District were managed by
uneven-agedsystems, in excess of 50,000 separate areas
would have to be inventoried, planned for, treated, and
monttored Evenwith computers the management com-
plexrty would be excessive Therefore, the extent to
which uneven-aged management systems are used for
intensivetimber managementare necessarilyvery limtted

Timber harvesting. Five important aspects of timber har-
vesting are strongly influenced by the choice among sil-
vicultural systems (1) variability in the sizes of harvested
trees, (2) area to be harvested. (3) complexity of the
harvesting treatments, (4) the probability of causing sig-
nificant damage to trees left in the stand, and (5) the
probability of causing long-term root disease problems
The first three aspectsinfluence harvestingefficiencies,and
the other two affect the vigor, tree stocking, and value of
the residual stand

There 1s 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 inthe single-tree selection systemis much less
efficient than for the other systems because more land
must be treated in each operation to harvest the desired
yield from the forest

The complexity of harvestingtreatmentss also greatestin
the single-treeselection system Identfying which treesto
cut, determining where they are to be felled, felling the
trees in the designated areas, and removing the trees or
logs out of the stand without damagingthe residual trees
can be very difficult and costly Inthe single-tree selection
system, cuttings occur & frequently as every five to ten
years Inthe 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 totrees leftinthe stand istypically greatest
for the single-tree selection system It s very difficultto
selectively harvesttrees in dense stands without damaging
many residual trees, particularly on steep slopes

Damagedtrees are ofteninfected by wood-decayingfungi
that can persist in the soil for long penods, thus retaining

the capacrty to infect new trees The fungi reduce the
windfirmness, vigor, commercial value, and stocking of
residualtrees This characteristicis a particular concern in
developed recreation areas where selection systems are
often applied Stands with red or white fir have an espe-
cially high probabilrty of being infected with wood-decay-
ing fungi when damaged

Genetic improvements in Forests. Genetic improve-
mentsto increasetimber growth, improvetree form and
wood quality, or increase resistanceto disease and insect
pests, depend primarily on planting trees with desirable
genetic characteristics Therefore, the potentialfor genetic
improvement i1s greater for silvicultural systems that use
artificial regeneration The clearcutting, group selection,
and shelterwood systems (if artificial regenerationis used)
have the greatest potential for improving the genetic
quality of forest trees The single-tree selection system,
with its natural regeneration and higher rates of inbreed-
ing, has the least potential

Risk of Major Wildfires

The even-agedsystems (clearcuttingin particular) are best
for reducingthe risk of major wildfires becausethe greater
control of fuel distribution makes wildfire preventionand
suppression easier and less costly The single-tree selec-
tion system s 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 multiple tree
layers create "ladders", permrtting ground fires to spread
into the crowns ofthe large trees Crown fires are more
destructive and more difficult to controlthan groundfires
Finally, the use of controlled fires to reduce the risks of
large wildfires s most difficult and costly in the single-tree
selection system

Risk of Significant Pest Damage

Silvicultural treatments reduce risks by selecting ap-
propriate tree species. by diversifying within and among
stands, and by maintainingtree vigor Diversificationwithin
stands s increased through use of multiple species or
uneven-aged silvicultural systems Vigor 1s promoted by
preventingthe trees and other plantsfrom becomingtoo
dense Competing plants also provide habttat for animal
pests such as pocket gophers and rabbits Well managed
stands in all systems reduce the risk of significant pest
damage However, there are exceptions
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Risk of significant insect or disease damage to trees in-
creases if the trees have beenwounded Many wounds
occur duringsilvicultural treatments Accidental scarring of
trees can be caused byfelling 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 1s much higher for the
single-tree selection systemthan for others, so the risk of
significant insect and disease damage is highest

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 managingthe entire
stand Dwarf mistletoe plants can project seeds down on
trees within about 1 G0 feet horizontally, thereby infecting
nearby susceptible species Even-aged systems allow the
managerto control damagefrom this pestthrough cutting
treatments

Many root disease fungi infect susceptibletrees by root-
to-root contact Some root diseases start at harvesttime
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 aboutwildlife pestdamage andsivicuitural
systems are difficult The major potential wildlife pests in
the Regioninclude pocketgophers, deer, porcupinesand
rabbits These animals feed in vegetation dominated by
grasses, forbs, shrubs, or tree seedlings Use ofthe even-
aged or group selection systems can create large areas
temporarily dominated bythis kind of vegetation This can
cause higher densities of potential pests which increase
the nsk of significant damage to potential crop trees
However, 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 inthe greatest quantity in open-
ings Management efficiency increasesin largeforage areas
because livestock control and access i1s easier and less
costly

Appendix | - Major Silvicultural Systems

Protection of Archaeological
Resources

There should be no significant differences among the
silvicultural systems in their risk of damage to undetected
archaeological resources Damage depends more on the
intensity and frequency df management treatments than
on the kind of silvicultural system, particularlywhen large
machines are used

Effects on Fisheries and Wildlife Habitat

Fisheries habitat is most easily protected where the water
quality is high, stream temperatures are kept moderate
through shading, andwhere the runoffquantitys sufficent
to maintain spawning areas The single-tree selection or
group selection systems are usually more advantageous
than the even-aged systems for managingthe vegetation
in riparian managementzones However, the silvicultural
systems used outside these zones do influence the
amountofsedimentinthe water (see the discussioninthe
sectiontitled 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 emphasized
Regardless of which treatment s used in a stand, some
species will benefit and others will not Most wildlife
species are adapted to thrive in specific structures 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 vegetation
most abundantin large openings inthe forest The single-
tree selection systemrnay favor animalsthat 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 of the silvicultural system (The exceptions are
the few species that may be totally dependent on very
large, decadent trees for habitat) The kind of silvicultural
system used would influencethe proportions of wildlife
species and when and how they could use the stand as
habitat A significant exception is single-tree selection
managementappliedto large areas The absence of large
openings could prevent use by wildlife adaptedto this kind
of habitat, such as soaring hawks Overall, a mix of the
silvicultural systems would probably best meet most
wildlife management objectives
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Table J-1
Ratings of the Major Silvicultural Systems by Principal Biological Attributes

M is Good, Excellent, ar many
zz= is Good to Moderate
——1is Moderate or Few
~—Jis Pooror None
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SINGL
GROUP TREE
CLEAR- SHELTER- SEED-  SELEC- SELEC
IOLOGICAL ATTRIBUTES CUTTING WOOD TREE TION TION
ppearance
a Dwersity of treesizes ina stand:
(1) Vertical — L1 L L [
(2) Horizontal | —1 C ] =ms
b. Number of openings in a forest:
((1)) Lz/ar%%r‘man 2 acres | N el (O
2)1/10th to 2 acres C_3 — [ e )
(3) Smaller than 1/10th acre [— 1 i —
c. Potentialfor conservingor improving .
plant speciesdiversity in a Stand. [ | B s (7
enetics
a Resistanceto inbreedingeffects; [ ] mm ]
b. Resistanceto degradation by
"high-grading’; [ | mm ]
c. Potential for conservinggenesina
forest3, e L
eductivity (potentialfor producingbiomass) ] EE HE T N

Exclusive of roads and natural openings wch as meadows or rock outcrops.

Assumes no major fires; otherwise "Poor.

Assumes all harvested species are planted successfully, a wall regenerate naturally; otherwise "Poor.
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Table J-2

Ratings of the Major Silvicultural Systems by Key Managerial Attributes

B 1S Good, Excellent, or many
— ] is Moderateor Few
1 is Pooror None

SINGL
GROUP TREE
QEAR-  SHELTER-  SEED-  SELEC- SELEC
AAMAGERIAL ATTRIBUTES CUTTING  WOOD TREE TION TION
yverall Public Acceptance — 3 | F 1 |
{atural Appearance | — [ | 3 1
oil Protectionin Stands
Soil stabilitywhere soils have
high erosion potentials. 1 I { ] [ s
cientific Knowledge Base and Management Experience g { j f 1 T
Vood Production
a Cost efficiency of treatments:
(1) General (based on treatment unitsize) RS e s 1 3
(2) Regeneration o —3 3 £ T/ O}
(3) Feasibilityof aerial application of
herbicides O BN BR )
(4) Harvesting [ —3 [ £33 /3
b Potential for regulating the forest, while
maintaining harvestlevels. [ ] — R C 1 C
c. Administrativeefficiency (planning, contract-
ing, and record keeping). B i 1 1
d Needfor control O competing vegetation. SN N N B
Potentialfor retainingvigor and value of
residual trees'. ] B M T [
f.  Potential for genetic improvementof trees
by planting. N I e ] 3
‘ontrolling Wildfires in a Forest
a Potentialfor controlling major wildfires. BN o e e e
b. Potential for using controlledfiresto manage R
fuels. . s 0 i
isk of Significant Pest Damage
Potentialfor controllingdamage from dwarf
mistletoesand certain tree root deseases. ] = mz ]
ivestock Production Potentialin a Forest s R EEE T
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Table J-2 (continued)
Ratings of the Major Silvicultural Systems by Key Managerial Attributes

I is Good, Excellent, or many
[} is Moderate Or Few
] is Poor or None

SINGLE

GROUP TREE
CLEAR- SHELTER- SEEP  SELEC- FHECG

AANAGERIAL ATTRIBUTES CUTTING WOOD TREE TION TION

treamside ManagementZones

Potential for protectingfish habitat —] S l ] I ]
vildlife Habitat inaForest

a Potentialfor deer, rabbits, and quail [ . - m

b. Potential for spottedowls and tree squirrels 3 —3 O mEm

c. Potential for soanng hawksandeagles. . mm ¢ —°

Assumes gentle slopes; otherwise "Moderate", but "Poor" for the Group and Single-tree selection systems.
Assumes openings of about 1-2 acres; "Poor" if smaller.
Assumes highly productive land; otherwise "Moderate" or "'Good'".
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Appendix K
Responseto Public Comment

Introduction

The public comment period for the Shasta-Trinity Na-
tional Forests Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) and Proposed Forest Land and Resource Man-
agement Plan (Proposed Plan) began on September
29, 1993 and closed January 6, 1994 Agencies, gov-
ernment officials, private industry, private organizations,
and the public were invitedto comment on the DEIS
and Proposed Plan Public briefings were held in
Weaverville, Redding,andWeed, California Numer-
ous other briefingswere given upon requestfrom in-
terested groups, includingcounty boards of supervisors
for Shasta, Tehama, Trinity, Siskiyou and Humboldt
counties, local chapters ofthe League of Woman Vot-
ers, the Society of American Foresters,and the Cali-
fornra Native Plant Society, the Shasta Alliance for
Resources and Environment (SHARE), the Mount
Shasta and Dunsmuir Rotary Clubs, College of the
Siskyous, local offices of the California Department of
Fish and Game, USDI Bureau of Land Management,
andthe California Departmentof Fish and Game; the
Trinity Bio-Region Planning Group, the Shasta-Tehama
Bio-Regional Group, the Interagency Adaptive Man-
agement Area Group, and the Northern California Bio-
Regions Group

Duringthe 90 day public commentperiod, 394 letters
were received containing a total of approximately
I,403 written comments Ofthe 394 letters, 147 were
form letters or modified form letters States respond-
ing included California ( 84%), Ilinois @9%),and the
remaining states included Georgia, lowa, Minnesota,
Montana, North Carolina, Nevada, New York, Or-
egon, Virginia and Washington  Within California, cit-
1es with 5 or more respondentsincluded Mt Shasta,
San Diego, Hayfork, Redding, Menlo Park, San Fran-
cisco, Sacramento, Weaverville, Los Angeles,
Hyampom, Mad River, Oakland, and Yreka

organizations respondingincluded 32 environmental
groups, |5 recreation oriented groups, 7 forest prod-
ucts groups, 2 professional societies, | church, | news-
paper and | Indiantribe

Government responses included the U S Department

of Energy, the US Department of Interior (Office of
Environmental Affars), Region EX, E pa , Congress-
man Wally Herger, the Resources Agency of Califor

nia, the | rormia Department of Fish and Game, the
California Departmentof Forestry and Fire Protection,

the Siskiyou Board of Supervisors,the Siskiyou County
Farm Bureau, the Tehama County Board of Supervi-
sors, and the Trinity County Board of Supervisors
Copies ofthese letters are also includedfollowing the
comments and responses

The largestvolume of comments were relatedto tim-
ber, water and fisheries resources, wilderness and
roadless area management, Mt Shasta, wild and sce-
nic rivers designation, and old-growth ecosystems

Organization of Appendix K

This appendixcontainstheresponsesto publiccomments
After analyzing the substantive comments described
above, the Shasta-Trinity National Forest Land Manage-
ment Planning Team grouped relatedtopicsto avoid cum-
bersome text duplication, then respondedto the concerns
expressed in the comments The comments and re-
sponses are intended to be only explanatory in nature If
there are any apparent contradictions between Appen-
dix K and the text of the Final EIS and Forest Plan, the
Final EIS and Forest Plan direction prevails

The EnvironmentalProtectionAgency has a legal obli-
gation under Section 309 of the Clean Air Actto re-
view and comment on environmental impact state-
ments Their letter reviewing the Draft EIS and Pro-
posed Forest Plan appearsfollowingthe comments and

responses

The acronym, ROD, used in Appendix K references
the Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest
Service and Bureau of Land Management Planning
Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spot-
ted Owl, April, 1994 The term Forest Plan or Final
Plan refers to the Shasta-Trinity National Forests For-
est and Land and Resource Management Plan FEIS
refersthe the Shasta-Trinity National Forests' Final En-
vironmental Impact Statement for the Land and Re-
source Management Plan

Air Quality

Comment: The EIS must commit to using the best
methodology available to maintain air quality standards

Response: The Forest is committed to marntalninF or
exceedingair quality standards as required by the Clean

Air Act andthrough compliance with local air pollution

control district standards and requirements
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Appendix K - Response to Public Comment

Comment: The EIS must provide more information,
including the identification of air pollution control dis-
tricts, the location/description of Class | and Il airsheds,
and the identification of non-artainmentareas, by pol-
lutant, on the Forest

Response: These items have been addressed in Chap-
ter 3 of the Final EIS and Forest Plan

Comment: The EIS should include a discussion of par-
ticulate matter (PM 10) from direct emissions, includ-
ing mitigations, and a discussion of particulate matter
historical averages and future estimates

Response: There is no available data for this topic

Comment: The EIS should identify applicable Preven-
tion of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class | areas

Response: PSD's are typically associated wrth coal-
burning utility powerplants, and there are none of sig-
nificance within the Forest's scope of consideration

Comment: The HEIS fails to evaluate air quality degra-
dation associated with a wildfire

Response: The EIS recognizes the potential adverse
effects of wildfire to air quality However, because of
the unplanned nature of wildfire, itis exempt from air
quality standards prescribed by the Clean Air Act

Comment: The EIS should provide a detailed discus-
sion on the status of air quality planning for the area.
and indicate if there 15 a approved air quality imple-
mentation plan We recommend the Forest Service
consult and coordinate with the Siskiyou County Air
Pollution Control District to ensure the proposed ac-
tion conforms with existing efforts to maintain and
improve air quality

Response: The State df California does not have an
approved air quality implementation plan, so aconfor-
mity determination can not be completed at this time
The Forest has coordinated with the Siskiyou County
Air Pollution Control District, and other APCD's dur-
ingthe development of this Forest plan These agen-
cies are also contacted on an on-going basis prior to
and during project implementation

Comment: The EIS must display the effects of man-
agement activity upon air quality, and provide specific
air quality standards and guidelines

Response: Chapter iV ofthe FEIS provides an alterna-
tive comparison of four management activity criteria
The Forest Plan displays specific standards and guide-
lines. la- Id, which provide managementdirection

Comment: How is it possible to have less prescribed
burning in the future as stated in the EIS?

Response: The FEIS anticipates a substantial reduc-
tion in regeneration harvest acres from current levels,
thus a substantial reduction in the use of prescribed
fire for site preparation in the future However, the
Final Plan estimates non-timber relatedfuels treatment
to increase beyond previous levels as a result of eco-
system needs

Biodiversity

Comment: The objective of maintaining a minimum
of 5% of each forest seral stage is an arbitrary stan-
dard inadequate to the maintenance of biodiversity

Response: The requirement of a minimum five per-
cent for each timber type/seral stage ensures that an
adequate distribution of biodiversity will be available
on the Forest The ecosystem management process
providesfor additional biodiversity opportunity when
planning at the landscape level

Comment: The influence of private lands and past
management activities upon biodiversity has not been
discussed or evaluated

Response: The forest does not control actions on
non-federal land and it is often difficult to obtain accu-
rate information on conditions on private property
The viability analysis at the Forest level assumes that
private activities would neither be beneficial nor detri-
mental and that NFS land must adequately provide for
species viability alone The Regional viability analysis
inthe FSEIS (President’s Plan) which coversthe entire
northern spotted owl range has been incorporated by
reference in the Final EIS Landscape patterns will be
analyzed during ecosystem analysis at the watershed/
landscape level

Comment: The viability analysis presented in the EIS
is inadequate, and needs to be more like the analysis
presented inthe FEMAT report

Response: The viability analysis presented in the
FEMAT report, further refined in the ROD and FSEIS.
is incorporated into the ecosystem management ap-
proach of the Preferred Alternative The land alloca-
tion decisions and application of the standards and
guidelines ofthe ROD and FSEIS, tiered to by the Pre-
ferred Alternative, are designed to ensure continued
species viability

Comment: Treatments should be allowed within the
late-successionalreserves in stands of over 80 years old
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Response: The ROD for the FSES provides direction
forthe Forest Plan The Forestis within the California
Cascades and California Klamath Provinces The
Guidelinesto Reduce Risks of Large-scale Disturbance
apply within these provinces, and have been incorpo-
rated into the LSR Standards and Guidelines for the
Forest Plan Generally, stands over EO years old will
not be treated

Comment: Biodiversity needsto be analyzed interms
of species and habitat, notjust in the context of coni-
fer-based seral stages

Response: The "Timber" inventory 1s an acceptable
proxy when the level dFanalysis deals only with Forest-
wide averages, with the objective being programmatic
direction Additional inventories, specifically Ecological
Unit Inventories (EUI), may be conducted to assist in
the analysis for ecosystem management planning

Comment: The EIS should provide for the enhance-
ment and reclamation of natural openings

Response: The Forest Plan, Standard and Guideline
2a, provides for the management of natural openings
to be determined at the project level

Comment: The EIS does not adequately describe for-
est diversity Describe how biological diversity will be
obtained as required by Option 9

Response: Chapter 3 dFthe Forest Plan, specifically
the sections of Biological Diversity, Botany, Fisheries.
Timber, and Wildlife describe the variety and richness
of the biological environment. as well as the presence
of unique, endemic species The ForestPlan and EIS
tiers to and 1s provided management direction by the
ROD and FSHES (Option 9)

Comment: Terminology such as "over-mature” and
"high levels of decadence” is inappropriate

Response: This terminology has application when
describingtimber management attributes, and will be
retainedwhere appropriate  When not specificto tim-
ber management considerations, these terms have
been changed in the Forest Plan and BS

Comment: The SAT and FEMAT reports emphasize
the protection of biological diversity and the restora-
tion of natural ecosystems The EISis still timber com-
modity oriented, and ambiguously applies the term
biological diversity

Response: The Forest Plan and BStier to and incor-
porate the Standards and Guidelines of the ROD and
FSES Ecosystem management principles will guide

Appendix K - Responseto Public Comment

the management of affected Forest resources, includ-
ing commodity outputs The definition and applica-
tion of the term biological diversity used within the
context of Forest resource managementis evolving
The Forest Plan, EIS, and Appendix G describe com-
ponents of biological diversity which may assist the
Forest during Ecosystem Management analysis.

Comment: The EIS must provide specific standards
and guidelines for the spatial, temporal, and corridor
habitat needs ofwildlife Corridors must be more spe-
cifically addressed, including connectivity across non-
federal lands and matrix areas

Response: The Forest Plan and EIS are programmatic
documents which provide management direction for
site-specific plans, such as ecosystem management
planning Ecosystem management planning will pro-
tide for a site-specific analysis of affected resource
considerations, including spatial and temporal habitat
requirements,and corridor connectivity The standards
and guidelines of the FSEIS (ROD) are designed to
provide corridors and connectivity

Comment: [f only 15% of the Forest s available for
management, how can it be called biodiversity?

Response: The ROD and FSEIS provided land alloca-
;ion decisions which were tiered to by the Forest Plan
and BS The intent was to provide for multiple use,
~ith an emphasis on providing for aquatic and late-
successional species habitat needs.

Comment: The Forest Plan must provide for aviability
inalysis of aquatic and riparian species

Response: Viability analysis was used to guide the de-
/elopment of land allocations, and the Aquatic Con-
servation Strategy, contained in the ROD and FSEIS
and allocation decisions and the Aquatic Conserva-
;ion Strategy have been incorporated into the Forest
’lan and EIS Watershed Analysis is required to adjust
Aparian Reserve boundariesandto harvest in key wa-
ersheds and roadless areas Watershed Analysis will
aventually be done for all watersheds on the Forest

comment: Public lands should be managed to em-
>hasize the preservation oF late seral stage habitat

lesponse: Land allocation decisions in the ROD and
SEIS provide for late-successional reserves (LSR).
SRs were createdwith the objective of protecting and
:nhancing conditions of late-successional and old-
rrowth forest ecosystems. The Forest Plan and EIS
ncorporatethese land allocation decisions
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Comment: The standard and guideline for the reduc-
tion of biodiversity deficits must be strengthened to
emphasize the restoration, not just maintenance, of
native plant and animal diversity

Response: The Ecosystem Management process pro-
vides an opportunity to address a variety of resource
issues, including biodiversity Ecosystem Management
and subsequent NEPA processes allow for site-spe-
cific remedy and management alternatives in response
to native plant and animal diversity

Comment: The EIS inadequately addresses chaparral
management considerations Potentialadverse effects
to native plants and animals during chaparral manage-
ment activities was not addressed The potential value
of older seral stages of chaparral was not addressed

Response: The Forest Plan and EIS are programmatic
documents which provide management direction for
site-specific plans, such a ecosystem management
planning Ecosystem management planning will pro-
vide for a site-specific analysis of affected resource
considerations. including botanical and wildlife values

Biomass

Comment: A standard and guideline should be devel-
oped to allow for the retention of areas within biom-
ass projects that provide a shrub layer or a secondary
tree layer to provide for nest, feeding, and escape
cover for numerous species

A standard and guideline is neededthat states that bio-
mass can only be removed in a manner that does not
cause soil compaction

Response:  Standards and guidelines which address
wildlife and soils needs during biomass operations are
included in Chapter 4 of the Final Plan  Wildlife and
soils, along with other resource needs, would be ad-
dressed during site-specific project analysis as part of
ecosystem management planning

Comment: The Draft Plan does not address the need
for biomass thinning nor does the plan establish an
on-going biomass thinning program

Response: The need and benefits of a biomass pro-
gram are included in the Forest Goals and Standards
and Guidelines In addition. the current management
situation and management opportunities dealing with
the biomass issue are included in Chapter Ill ofthe FEIS

The biomass thinning program is included in the tim-
ber program as commercial thinning

Comment: Describe the role of biomass in undis-
turbed forest ecology and discuss how the loss of bio-
mass is considered acceptable.

Response: The importance of biomass in forest eco-
systems, particularly in old-growth ecosystems, is docu-
mented in the FEMAT Report and the FEIS on
Management of the Northern Spotted Owl Biomass
within late-successionalreservesand other areas with-
drawnfrom timber productionwill remain undisturbed
Within the matrix lands ( 15-20% of the Forests), bio-
mass would be available for removal only after meet-
ing other resource needs (see Standards and
Guidelines inthe Final Plan)

Botany

Comment: While the DEIS indicatesthe needto man-
age sensitive plants to provide disturbance, where
necessary, it does not adequately discuss the long-term
consequences of near total fire suppression on biodi-
versity (Ch 1l1-24)

Response: See the Chapter 4, Final Forest Plan, Forest-
wide Standards and Guidelines, 8 Fire and Fuelsd which
addresses the issue of fuel treatment and the natural
role of fire inthe ecosystem In addition to this direc-
tion, disturbance as it relatesto biodiversity will be con-
sidered at the watershed analysis and landscape analysis
level Conservation strategies, as they are developed,
will also address the relationshipoffire to individual spe-
cies A Forest-wide GIS layer for fire history is currently
being developedto assist these analyses

Comment: Management Prescription VIl and Forest-
wide standards and guidelines for sensitive plant spe-
cies often lack time frames or other specifics that would
make them much easier to interpret and implement

Response: Schedules and monitoring plans will be
developed locally during ecosystem planning/water-
shed analysis

Comment: Suggested S&G, Sensitive Plants Projects
will be managedto maintain or increase sensitive and
Forest endemic plant populations and communities as
well as to improve their habitat

Response: The new survey and manage standards and
guidelines from the ROD are incorporated in the Pre-
ferred Alternative and addressthis concern See Chap-
ter 4, Final Forest Plan, Standards and Guidelines from
the ROD That Apply Forest-wide, Survey and Manage

Comment: Suggested S&Gs, Coordinate sensitive plant
inventory and protection efforts with the CDFG,
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USFWS, TNC, CNPS and other concerned agencies
and groups. Provide reports of new and existing sen-
sitive plant populationsto the CDFG Natural Diver-
sity Database and the CNPS inventory annually

Response: The Forest Plan contains these standards
and guidelines See Forest Plan, Chapter 4, Standards
and Guidelines, 4. Botany e and d

Comment: The CNPS Inventoryyielded more than 90
plants knownto occur on the Forests or inthe immedi-
ate vicinity which meetthe criteriafor CNPS lists Ib, or
2, which denote a high degree of sensitivity The STNF
sensitive plant list contains 42 species. Please consider
surveyingto determine the occurrence of these spe-
cies and evaluating them as candidates for the STNF
sensitive list The STNF's sensitive species list should
be reviewed and updated annually We suggest con-
tacting the FWS and other knowledgeable agencies,
organizations, academics, and individuals for input

Response: Watershed analysis includes survey of these
species and other species of concern The Forest Su-
pervisor has recommended several species for listing
to the Regional Forester based on Forest surveys
Seetable P- | forthose species recommended and not
yet listed The Regional Sensitive Species List 1s up-
dated by authority ofthe Regional Forester every 2 or
3 years The Regional Office does the outreach to
other agencies and organizations forinput

Comment: Include discussion and/or standard and
guideline for the collection of other forest products
such as mushrooms, toyon berries, beargrass, lady-
bugs and decorative plant materials.

Response: Standards and guidelines were considered
for miscellaneous products and not written due to the
lack of sufficient Forest-wide data and analysis How-
ever, a grant has been awarded to Trinity County to
begin inventory of special forest products onthe Hay-
fork and Weaverville Ranger Districts When enough
information is available from this and other studies,
standards will be set and an amendment will be made
to the Forest Plan

Comment: Practice the use of native speciesfor all reveg-
etation and erosion control projects (recommended
Forest Goal) The Forest Botanist and/or Ecologist
should determine the varieties, plantingor seeding rate
and methods to be used in revegetation projects, par-
ticularly post-wildfire rehabilitation Maintain a bank of
local seeds and cuttings from a range of ecosystems in
each Forestto be used for revegetation.

Appendix K - Responseto Public Comment

Response: OnJune 30, 1994 the Regional Forester
issued a letter on the subject "Policy on the Use of
Native Plant Material in Restoration and other Reveg-
etation Projects" Page | of this letter states. "to the
extent practicable, seeds and plants used in erosion
control, tire rehabilitation, riparian restoration, forage
enhancement and othervegetation projects shall origi-
nate from genetically local sources of native plants * It
also states on page I© "Prescriptions for use of plant
materials for revegetation must be developed by
knowledgeableplantresource specialists priorto imple-
mentation to ensure that the project is feasible and
suitable plant material 1s used Banking local seed 1s
not possible for every revegetation project, e g , fires

Policy 1s being formed to use local seed banks for
restoration projects Banking would be addressed
duringthe early planningstages of watershed analysis

Comment: The STNF DEIS botany and biodiversity
section do not contain specific discussions of the cur-
rent or projected status of native plant communities
Suggested S&G, Every species noted in the field will
be investigated to the extent necessary to ensure that
it1s not a sensitive species

Response: It s standard practice on the Forest to
conduct floristic surveys at the project level From
these surveys a comprehensive species listis included
with the Biological Evaluation for each project In
addition, the new Survey and Manage standards and
guidelines from the ROD, incorporated in the Pre-
ferred Alternative, are designed to conduct broad
surveys as well as to protect known sites. Conser-
vation strategies address the current and projected
status of native plant communities

Comment : Suggested S&G, Conservation strate-
gies will be produced for all sensitive plants during
this planningcycle Habitat guides rather than single
species guides should be prepared for associations
of co-occurring species in the same habitat They
will be produced on a schedule of at leasttwo sen-
sitive plant species or habitat conservation strate-
gies per year Species will be prioritized for
conservation strategy development based on vul-
nerability to damage by management

Response: Based on staffing and funding, the Forestis
currently producingone conservation strategy peryear
See Forest Plan, Chapter 4,4 Botanyf To-date, one
strategy 1s completed and three are indraft The For-
est has adoptedthe "associations of co-occurring spe-
cies" concept for future strategies The decision of
which species to schedule next has always been flex-
ible depending on current issues and needs
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Economic/Social

Comment: Will there be sufficient funding to ensure
the Forestwill fully implement ecosystem management
as described inthe Preferred Alternative?

Response: The Forest Plan and EIS designate land al-
locations and establish limitsto managementactivities
through the application of standards and guidelines
The success of this aspect of the Forest Plan 1s not
dependentuponthe level of funding The Forest Plan
and EIS provicie the basis for decision makingto pro-
pose budgets and allocate funds, but cannot guaran-
tee funding The Forest budget is a function of
Congresstonal appropriations, and is outside the scope
ofthis EIS Ageneral discussionof how budget alloca-
tions are made when the budgetis less than fully funded
is contained in Chapter 11l of the EIS, and Appendix H
ofthe Forest Plan

Comment: Below-cost timber sales should be athing
of the past

Response: Under an ecosystem management approach
that considers multiple resource values, timber sales
represent only one of these values that continues to
have aplace inthe broad spectrum of management prac-
tices andtools available to implementsound ecosystem
management Timber sales can be an efficient and ef-
fective means of achieving not only silvicultural goals,
but other, nontimber resource managementgoals In
these cases, timber sales may occur, even though the
value of the timber does not exceed the cost of the
entire ecosystem management project

The Forest has traditionally been funded and evalu-
ated based on its ability to economically sell timber
Current planningapproaches generate additional costs
attributable to management of the intangible or diffi-
cult-to-quantify values that are equally importantcom-
ponents of the ecosystem Managing ecosystems
strictly for a positive return would limit opportunities
to maximize the intangible benefits of nonguantifiable
resource values, resource protection, and provision
of overall ecosystem management These factors will
be considered when evaluatingthe below-cost ques-
tion in the future

Comment: The use of 1991 as a baseline year against
which to compare economic consequences distorts
the true historic perspective of timber sale levels and
economic effects

Response: Inpreparationofthe Forest Plan and EIS, the
best available informationwas used inthe analysis Chap-
ter Il PartF, Chapter [ll, Chapter |V, and Appendix | ofthe

BIS provide historic economic perspective, includingan-
ticipated economic cumulative effects analysis

Comment: There was inadequate consideration ofthe
potentialimpacts to state and local governments result-
ing from actions proposed by the HS and Forest Plan

Response: The EIS considered five elements of the
role the Forest has inthe economy of locally-affected
counties These elements include economic efficiency,
shared receipts with counties. employment, local un-
employment and NF budget levels Where applicable,
two generaltime frames of reference are considered,
including "historical" and post-Northern spotted owl
listing Also where applicable, direct, indirect, and in-
duced economic effects are considered in the analy-
sis  These discussions are found in Chapters il and IV
of the FEIS

Comment: The HS gave inadequate considerationto
direct and indirect social and economic impacts of job
loss attributable to scientific decisions

Response: The Forest Plan and EIS tier to land alloca-
tion decisions provided by the ROD and FSEIS Those
documents provided direction that social and eco-
nomic considerations be given high priority consider-
ation inthe ROD and FSEIS The intentis to provide
for the greatest possible human, social. and economic
benefits consistentwith agency conservation mandates
while providing for long-term health of late-succes-
sional and old-growth forest ecosystems inthe Forest
Plan and EIS

Comment: The economic discussion does not ac-
curately reflect the impact of the forest on the re-
gional economy

Response: The Forest Plan and EIS provide a detailed
discussion of potential economic affects associated with
the alternatives considered in Chapter Il of the FEIS

Economicfactors considered were those which would
provide for a reasoned, informed decision by the @e-
¢iding Official

Comment: Non-commodity economic revenues need
to be fully considered

Response: An array of commodity and non-commodity
costs and revenues are considered in detail in the Forest
Plan, Chapter Il ofthe FEIS, and Appendix B ofthe FEIS

Comment: A large portion oftimber sales sold onthe
Forest should be sold to and processed by local mills
to benefit the local economy
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Response: Forest Service timber sales are sold through
a competitive bidding process Forests, in coordination
with the Small Business Admurustration, also provide for
small business set-aside offerings Federal law provides
for the domestic processing of National Forest timber.
Most local mills are actively involved in the bidding pro-
cess for National Foresttimber, butthey still must be suc-
cessful inthe competitive bidding processto be awarded
the contract to harvest National Foresttimber.

Comment: The Forest Service should require as acon-
dition of agreement or permitthat any new powerlines
built across National Forest land require that a substa-
tion capable of handling electricity produce both a lo-
cal market for thinnings and a source of employment
for McCloud

Response: Itss outside the scope and authority of the
Forest Plan and EIS to require such a condition Co-
generation plantswithin the sphere of influence of the
Forest are currently providing a market for non-tradi-
tional forest products, such as biomass

Comment: The management of local forest reserves
for values other than agriculture, lumbering, mining,
and livestock undermines the economic stability of
Siskiyou County and the security and prosperity of lo-
cal resource-dependentindustries The EIS must give
commensurate management considerationto valuing
and protecting the viability, diversity and uniqueness
of local human communities and cultural lifestyles as 15
given to the non-human communities on the Forest

Response: The alternatives present different manage-
mentscenantos, each makes a contributionto the main-
tenance of social and economic stability as well as
maintenance of biological diversity and providing rec-
reational opportunities Each alternative would pro-
vide for different levels of outputs Many approaches
were explored to try to find creative ways of provid-
ingfor allthe conflictingdemands on the Forest Mem-
bers of the public helped develop alternatives As
demonstrated in the EIS, Chapter i, Direction Com-
monto All Alternatives;the space for making decisions
1s very constrained after compliance with all environ-
mental laws and regulations which are designed to
protectthe environment

Comment: Revenue generated from the sale of com-
modity yields 1s still the best way to provide funding
for non-revenue generating projects

Response: Mostof the revenue generated by the sale
of National Forest commodities is sent directly to the
US Treasury However, the Knudsen-Vandenburg
(KV) Act provides for the collection and expenditure
of timber sale-generated funds to be used within
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projectareas under specific requirements Under pre-
scribed conditions, this s still anticipatedto be a partial
source of project funding for some ecosystem man-
agement projects.

Comment: Iwantto see our forests preservedfor my
grandchildren and their grandchildren through sus-
tained yield timber harvesting The Draft Forest Plan
1s and will remain deficient until management direc-
tion 1s changed from preservation to pro-active veg-
etation management

Response: Alternative RPA was developed in response
to those concerns Species viability analysis was used
to guide the development of land allocation decisions
by the President's Plan Those land allocations deci-
sions were incorporated into the Forest Plan and EIS
The intent was to provide for multiple use, with an
emphasis on providingfor aquatic and late-successional
species habitat needs

Ecosystem Management

Comment: Use ofthe term overmature is inappropnate

Response: This term has application when describing
timber management attributes, and will be retained
where appropriate When not specificto timber man-
agement considerations, this term has been changed
to "Late-Successional" in the Forest Plan and EIS

Comment: The President's Plan incorporates an eco-
system approach to Forest planningthat should be in-
corporated into the Forest Plan and EIS

Response: Direction provided by the ROD and FSEIS
have been incorporatedinto the Forest Plan and EIS

Comment: The EIS must distinguish betweenthe terms
"ancientforest” and "old growth" inthe context of plan-
ning and direction

Response: A effortto providefor consistent application
of the use of ecosystem managementterminology was
done throughoutthe Forest Plan and for the Preferred
Alternative of the EIS Referto the Glossary for defini-
tions The Commentor's positionthat "ancient forest"
is a more apt description of pre-settlementforest stands
and not a description of stand age, 1s noted

Comment: The reserve system proposed inthe LMP
istoo large

Response: The ROD and FSEIS provided for land al-
location decisions which were tiered to by the Forest
Plan and FEIS Species viability analysis was used to
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guide the development of land allocations The intent
15 to provide for multiple use, with an emphasis on
providing for aquatic and late-successionalspecies habi-
tat needs

Comment: The LMP should provide an adequate data
base indicating precisely which resourcesare available on
the Forest, as well as coordinate information from envi-
ronmental organizations and the scientfic community

Response: The Forest 1s continually improving and
updating resour ce databases and baseline data Eco-
logical Unit Inventories are currently being conducted
on selected areas of the Forestto assist with ecosys-
tem management planning Public involvement is a
key element ofthe site-specific NEPA project planning
process Publicly-provided information is often use-
ful, and can be used by the interdisciplinary team dur-
ing the analysis process for NEPA projects

Comment: The Plan should display ecosystem man-
agement planning units and display a schedule for pri-
oritizing and completing ecosystem management plans

Response: Identification of formal ecosystem manage-
ment planning units has not yet been determined for
the Forest The scheduling of ecosystem management
planning:s beyond the scope ofthe Forest Planand EIS

Comment: The Forest Plan should provide for a stan-
dard and guideline requiringthat ecosystem manage-
ment practices reflect historic patterns of forest
structure and seral stage distribution be experimented
on areas not having significant environmental issues,
that management activities in late-seral/old-growth
stands be tried first in the Matrix, and that silvicultural
prescriptions or practices having other than timber
management objectives be tried experimentally first in
non-sensitive areas

Response: Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines and
specific land allocation standards and guidelines pro-
vide Forest direction for site-specific project analysis
The Commentor's proposed S&Gs are factors which
need to be considered by affected project-level inter-
disciplinaryteams and line officers, but are not appro-
priate to adopt as formal S&Gs

Comment: Forestecosystem management and forest
health are not really defined well Ecosystem man-
agement should be an integrated system of manage-
menttools and practices across resource disciplines

Response:  The application and use OF these terms has
been incorporatedintothe ForestPlan Ecosystem man-
agementprinciples will guide Forestresource management
activities usingan interdisciplinary, integrated approach

Comment: Provide forthe development of individual
project standards and guidelines during project
NEPA analysis

Response: Site-specific project NEPA analysis will tier
to Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines, apply Man-
agementArea supplemental direction, and provide for
project-specific management requirements and miti-
gation measures 1fS&G's proposedat the project level
are inconsistent with the Forest Plan, a Plan amend-
ment may be considered as part ofthe Adaptive Man-
agement Process

Comment: The EIS should develop the criteria, out-
comes, managementgoals, and protocol for develop-
ing partnerships with local agencies and consensus-
based working groups

Response: The development and function of partner-
ships is an evolving process on the Forest Partnerships
provide an important link in Forest planningto affected
and potentially affected groups The Forestis in the
process of developing guidelineswhich provide for part-
nership development and application underthe guide-
lines ofthe Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA)

Comment: Agency polices solidified as "prescriptions"
have had a devastating effect on the ecological health
oftheforest "Putobjectives inthe planand leave itto
the managers on the ground to achieve those objec-
tives with various tools ”

Response: The EIS and Forest Plan provide program-
matic managementdirection Ecosystem management
planning and site-specific NEPA analysis using an inte-
grated resource management approach are the re-
sponsibility ofthe authorized line officer Part of the
Adaptive Management Process is to amend the Plan
prescriptionswhen ecosystem analysis determinesthey
are inappropriate

Comment: Fragmentationof forest ecosystemsare the
chief ecological problem for the region

Response: The issue of fragmentation and connectivity
of habitat were primary concerns in the development
of ROD and FSEIS land allocation decisions The EIS
and Forest Plantier to those land allocation decisions

Comment: Forest Service land hasto justify itselfwith
a saleable product as a primary goal, which s not eco-
system management

Response: Ecosystem management i1s an ecological
approach in land management to sustain diverse,
healthy, and productive ecosystems Site-specific ap-
plication of ecosystem management practices are
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guided by Forest-wide standards and guidelines, land
allocation direction, and management area direction
Commodity products may or may not resultfrom ap-
plication of the process

Comment: The management of the National For-
ests should be focussed on maintaining a healthy,
productive forest

Response: These are two ofthe guiding principles of
ecosystem management, which will provide the ba-
sis for management under the direction ofthis Forest
Plan and EIS

Comment: Forecosystem managementto be success-
ful it must be practiced on all acres, notjust what is left
over after single uses have been removed from the
management base

Response: The ROD and FSEIS providedfor land allo-
cation decisions which were tiered to by the Forest Plan
and EIS  Species viability analysis was used to guide the
development of land allocations The intentis to pro-
vide for multiple use, with an emphasis on providingfor
aguatic and late-successional species habitat needs

Comment: Potentially destructive management activi-
ties should be deferred or limitedto non-sensitive ar-
eas Locate resource extractionand other potentially
damaging or disturbance-promoting activities away
from areas with high levels of biological diversity

Response: Application of Forest Plan direction, and
subsequent ecosystem management and NEPA analy-
sis will provide for an integrated, interdisciplinary ap-
proachto resource management The identification
of affected resources and resource values and antici-
pated environmental consequences will be determined
prior to initiating project implementation

Comment: Provide for FEMAT mitigation measures in
Matrix lands

Response: FEMAT provided most of the framework
for the ROD and FSEIS, which in turn were tiered to
by the Forest Plan and EIS Specific management di-
rection for Matrix lands is described in Chapter 4 of
the Forest Plan

Comment: The Forest should establish control plots
in each vegetation and soil type within each managed
watershed

Response: Chapter 5 of the Forest plan describes the
Forest Monitoring Action Plan, which details monitor-
ing methodology, standards, frequency, precision, and
needs for further evaluation/corrective action.
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Comment: Establishthe Desired Future Condition with
public input, and provide for biological diversity goals,
timelines, and monitoring for all watersheds

Response: The Desired Future Condition has been
developed for all 22 Management Areas on the For-
est, and was influenced by public involvement Biodi-
versity goals are described in Chapter 4, and
biodiversity monitoring is described in Chapter 5 of
the ForestPlan. The Desired Future Condition will be
further refined, with public involvement, atthe water-
shed/project level IfWatershed Analysis discoversthat
the Forest Plan DFC is inappropriate, a Plan amend-
ment may be triggered

Comment: Emphasize management activities that
promote the increase of desirable native plant spe-
cies and communities

Response: Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan provides for
Botany Standards and Guidelines which emphasize
protection and monitoring of sensitive and endemic
plant species The ecosystem management analysis
process will provide additional opportunities

Comment: We need more old-growth on high pro-
ductivity sites

Response: An estimated 75% of the Forest land base
is reserved from timber management Though Old-
Growth stands are located on avariety of site classes,
a large percentage of stands are located on average or
better than average site class lands

Comment: The HS should include recommendationsfor
the management of non-federal lands as necessary to
ensure forest ecosystem integrity and species viability

Response: Directionfor management activities on non-
federal land are beyond the scope ofthis FEIS How-
ever, impacts from past and future anticipated
management activities on non-federal lands were con-
sidered as part of the cumulative effects analysis

Comment: If preservation is the goal, the Forest Ser-
vice should be disbanded and the land turned over to
the National Park Service

Response: The ForestService will continue to redeem
management responsibilities on National Forest Sys-
tem Lands as provided for by statutory requirements
and within the context of Ecosystem Management, an
integrated resource management system
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Facilities

Comment; Forest roads should be closed, decommis-
sioned, and/or obliterated Construction of new roads
and overall road density should be decreased.

Response: Expected new road constructionts reduced
from 22 to 3 miles per decade inthe Alternative PRF
Roads will be retained in the transportation system
which will be needed for future management activi-
ties Uninventoried roads will be analyzed to deter-
mine whether they should be added to the trans-
portation system or obliterated

Comment: Eliminate dams

Response: The regulatory agency responsible for wa-
ter impoundments such as dams 1s the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC)

Comment: How will road maintenance needs be met
in lieu of reduced funding levels Roads should be
maintained

Response: Maintenance of roads will continue to em-
phasize the prevention of resource damage, user safety,
contractual and legal obligations, and to provide an
efficient transportation system The objective is to
maintain all Forest roads to at least Maintenance Level
| The annual program of road maintenance s de-
pendent upon funds and resources available

Fire/Fuels

Comment: There 15 no effective direction to accom-
modate naturally-occurringfires

Response: Chapter 4 ofthe Forest Plan, Management
Area Direction. provides for the development of fire
management plans for designated wilderness areas

Fire management plans can provide for planned and
unplannedignitionto restore and maintain natural con-
ditions within designated wilderness areas If provided
for by watershed analysis, ecosystem planning, and/or
late-successional reserve plans, some naturalfires may
be allowed to burn under prescribed conditions within
late-successional reserves and in Matrix and AMA

Comment: Language should be added to the Forest
Plan which allows for the use of fire as an appropriate
managementtool

Response: The Forest Plan and EIS recognize the use
of prescribed fire and mechanical fuels treatment as
appropriate managementtools Language incorporat-
ing land allocation decisions and standards and guide-

lines contained in the ROD and FSEIS have been in-
corporated into Chapter 4 ofthe Forest Plan concern-
ing the application of fuels treatments

The FES and Plan encourage returningfire to it's natu-
ral role inthe ecosystem, to the extent possible

Comment: Fuels reduction activities should be the fo-
cus of Forest Service management activities

Response: The Forest Plan contains standards and
guidelines (Chapter 4 of the Plan) which provide for
the treatment of fuels surplus to other resource man-
agement needs Fuels management is a component
of integrated resource management and will be em-
phasized under this Plan

Comment: The FEIS only discussed prescribed fire,
with no discussion of steps to reduce wildfire

Response: Wildfire control will continue to be the
primary suppression response with limited exceptions,
as providedfor by the Forest Plan Standards and Guide-
lines, Chapter 4

Comment: With road closures, reduced timber har-
vest, and a large percentage of lands devoted to late-
successional reserves, what provisions were made to
provide for fire management activities?

Response: Guidelines to reduce risks of large-scale
disturbance within the late-successional resews were
providedfor by the ROD and FSEIS The Forest Plan,
Chapter 4, details these guidelines

Comment: Provide evidence to support your state-
mentthat -  the negative consequences of burnings,
such as smoke, energy waste, loss of soil protection
and modification of wildlife habitat " as stated in the
Forest Plan have significant. long-term, and irretriev-
able environmental consequences

Response: These were publically-identified concerns
used to develop the public issue regardingfire and fu-
els "Disposition"which immediately follows, discusses
possible management activities which may be taken in
response to the public issue

Comment: The EISfails to acknowledgethe wildland/
urban interface situation which exists on the Forest

Response: The Forest recognizes management com-
plexities caused by the wildland/urban interface The
Forest Service and California Department of Forestry,
in coordination with affectedvolunteer fire departments,
provide for cooperative fire suppression management
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through applicable Memorandum of Undentandingsand
OperatingPlans The Standards and Guidelines (Chap-
ter 4 of the Plan) prioritize the use of prescribed fire,
and public safety is number | This suggests that the
public risk associated with the wildland/urban interface
is acknowledged and will be addressed

Comment: The Standard and Guideline detailing ap-
plication of the fuels photo series is overly restrictive

Response: The Standard and Guideline referencesto
the use ofthe fuels photo series has been deleted from
the Forest Plan

Comment: The Forest Plan should include a 10 year
fuel-reduction planto return the Forestto more natu-
ral fuels conditions

Response: Ecosystem management analysis will iden-
tify fuels surplus to other resource considerations as
part of an integrated resource managementapproach
Itis estimatedthat 30,000-90,000acres of fuels treat-
ment per year may be necessary as a part of ecosys-
tem management

Comment: The EIS and Forest Plan are deficient in
the analysis of how tire disturbance regimes relate to
ecosystem management

Response: The FEIS and Forest Plan s based on the
premise natural tire regimes will be a main compo-
nent of ecosystem management Detailed analysis and
development of fire management direction will occur
at the landscape level through watershed/landscape-
level analysis, Late-Successional Reserve Assessments,
and Adaptive Management Areas plans

Comment: The EiS offers conflicting statements re-
garding the use of prescribed tire Under Air Qual-
ity, statements support the continued application of
prescribedfire, while under Biomass it states“  there
is concern that prescribed burning of logging debris
is detrimental to other resource values and should
be reduced "

Response: The statementfollowingthe Biomass head-
ingwas a publicly-identified concern usedto help fo-
cus the analysis of the fireffuels issue As part of
ecosystem management it is expected that an impor-
tant component of fuels treatment will be to leave
enough dead and down woody debris behind to sat-
isfy other resource requirements

Comment: The merits of uneven-agedforests in slow-
ing fires has been overlooked

Appendix K - Response to Public Comment

Response: Wildfire risk and hazard 1s a complexity of
inter-related environmental and biologicalfactors, in-
cluding stand structure and composition Fire plans
developed during ecosystem managementanalysis will
recommend management actions which best meet
wildfire risk and hazard objectives while meetingother
integrated resource management objectives

Comment: The generic prescriptions and standards
specifiedwithin Option 9 that will be incorporated into
the Forest Plan are not compatible with re-establish-
ment of the natural role of fire inthe ecosystem

Response: The Forest Planwill provide for some natu-
ral fires to be allowed to burn under prescribed con-
ditions after completion of, and in compliance with,
ecosystem plans and/or Late-Successional Reserve
assessment

Comment: The proposed annual fuel treatment program
of 8,400 acres should be increasedto allowfor the treat-
ment of backlog acres in need of fuel reduction

Response; The proposedfuel treatment program has
beenincreasedto 30,000-90,000acres peryear This
level of fuels treatment is expected to occur as a result
of ecosystem planning.

Comment: Fire management complexities caused
by checkerboard land ownership patterns needs to
be addressed

Response: Checkerboard land ownership patterns do
orovide for fire managementcomplexities These fac-
tors were taken into account during application of the
"Balance of Acres" concept applied by the Forest Ser-
vice and California Department of Forestry in deter-
mining primary fire suppression response areas

Comment: The Forest Service's fire liability caused
by its lack of management should be identfied and
displayed

Response: The Forest Plan provides for fuels man-
agement activities under prescribed conditions after
completion of, and in compliance with ecosystem plans
and/or late-successional reserve assessments

Comment: The acreage displayed in Appendix M, Table
Y-2, are the same through Decade 5 Thus it ap-
>ears the fire and fuels program will be ineffective in
-educing losses to wildfire

Response: Table M-2 displays historical fire intensity
evels for the Forest Modeling limitations make out-
year extrapolations speculative, but a continuation of
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historical trends are anticipated for wildfire effects
While the acres burned may not decrease measurably
because of the fuels managementprogram, the inten-
sity of fires and related resource loss should decrease

Comment: Biomass thinning should be used pro-ac-
tively to provide for fuelbreaks in high fire-risk areas

Response: Fire plans developed during ecosystem
management analysis will recommend management
actions which best meet wildfire risk and hazard ob-
jectives while meeting other integrated resource man-
agement objectives

Comment: The Forest Plan should provide data, stan-
dards and guidelines which restrict prescribed burns
to specific time periods Prescribed burns can damage
native plants and wildlife which reproduce and grow
during typical prescribed burn time periods

Response: Resource management objectives are de-
fined in advance of the use of prescribed fire by an
interdisciplinary team working through the ecosystem
management assessment process Obijectives, ben-
efits, and risks are considered, and provide for an in-
tegrated resource management prescription It is
expected that in the future much prescribed burning
will need to occur during fire season, if ecosystem ob-
jectives are to be met

Comment: Prescribed burning should be prohibited
on National Forests because of air pollution, climate
destabilization, the creation of water-impervious soill,
the creation of nutrients not readily available to plants,
and by dryingthe soil

Response: An interdisciplinary team of resource pro-
fessionals consider the interaction of a complexity of
environmentaland biologicalfactors relatingto the use
of prescribedfire The interdisciplinary recommenda-
tions are considered by a deciding official, who makes
adecision. The decisionthen allows for development
of a prescribed burn plan, which providesfor environ-
mental and physical attributes which must be met prior
to implementing a prescribed burn action When
making a decision about the use or non-use of pre-
scribed fire, the burn effects of wildfire need to be
compared with what is expected to occur from pre-
scribed tire

Comment; The recognition of the role and manage-
ment support for the use of prescribedfire 1s lacking in
the Forest Plan

Response: The natural role of fire in ecosystem func-
tion and how that might translate into fuels treatment

and prescribedfire, is an integral part of the Final For-
est Plan

Comment: The prescribed use of fire should be timed
to augment grazing, and notto replace grazing or con-
flict with the availability of forage

Response: Fire plans developed in conjunction with
ecosystem management analysis will consider integrated
resource management objectives, including range

Fisheries

Comment: The Forest Plan statement concerning
fish kills in West Squaw Creek from acid mine waste
is incorrect because, while improving. it 1s a con-
tinuing problem

Response: This statement is a "Desired Future Con-
dition", not a statement of the current situation A
Desired Future Condition (DFC) is a description of
desired future conditions for resource, social, eco-
nomic and/or cultural elements Implementation of
the Forest Plan will help direct management activities
toward attaining described DFCs

Comment: Analysis comparing 5th decade PRF and
CUR fish pounds of output s ludicrous

Response: As discussed in Chapter Il of the EIS. out-
puts are planned for decade |, potential outputs are
shown for decades 2 through 5 for long-term com-
parisons and disclosure of environmental conse-
guences The National Forest Management Act
requires the consideration of a 50 year base period
for Forest land management plans Potential effects
were quantified, where possible, to aid in long-term
alternative comparison

Comment: Impacts from all aspects of artificial fish
propagation in Forest watersheds was not disclosed
The proper role of fish hatcheries must be integrated
into management and the NEPA process

Response: Stocking hatchery-reared fish into suitable
waters is the responsibility ofthe California Department
of Fish and Game, and not within the scope ofthis EIS

Comment: Because of the low numbers of spring-run
chinook, the measurement of impacts is no longer
necersaty Thetime has come to make land manage-
ment decisions that will improve its habitat and pro-
vide for its viability

Response: The Aguatic ConservationStrategy adopted
by the ROD, which has been incorporated into this
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Plan, includesthe designation of Key Watersheds, the
requirementfor watershed analysis, the establishment
of Riparian Reserves, and the expectation for water-
shed restoration Exceptforthe mainstem ofthe Trinity
River, the lower portion of Big French Creek, and some
ofthe mainstem's smallertributaries, most ofthe Trin-
ity River Basin has been designated as Key Watershed.
The New River, North Fork of the Trinity River, and
Canyon Creek are viewed as refugia watersheds for
maintainingwild stocks of spring chinook and summer
steel head The South Fork Trinity River is a working
watershed where watershed restoration activities are
key to the recovery of these two species

Comment: We believe NEPA and NFMA require the
Forest Service to recognize a relationship between
naturally inherent problems such as flooding, fires,
unstable soils, to Forest Service activities, such as log-
ging. Without recognizingthe relationship, the DEIS
seriously underestimates the habitat constraints

Response: The EIS recognizes the relationship be-
tween physical, environmental, and biological factors
For the purposes of analysis, only those human-in-
duced activities within the administrative purview of
the Forestwere considered inthe EIS

Comment: The Forest Plan does not appear to pro-
vide for the protection of intermittent or headwater
streams, thus it 1s doubtful that steelhead habitat will
be maintained

Response: The Aquatic Conservation Strategy, as de-
tailed in the ROD and FSEIS, has been incorporated
into the Preferred Alternative of the Forest Plan As
described in Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan, "intermit-
tent streams are defined as any nonpermanent flow-
ing drainage feature having a definable channel and
evidence of annual scour or deposition This includes
what are sometimes referredto as ephemeral streams
ifthey meetthese two physical criteria” Areas meet-
ing these criteria are accorded riparian management
zone standards and guidelines

Comment: Fisheries are cited as an "output" on page
B-7 but the only type of information mentioned in-
cludes "fish user days" and "direct habitat improvement
programs” Ten percent of the background fish user
days are "assumedto be produced from anadromous
fish” How do these figures relate to the actual condi-
tions of fish in the water?

Response: The information cited is contained in Ap-
pendix B, the Modeling and Analysis Process, detailed
inthe Forest Plan Two models were usedto analyze
fishery parameters for the alternatives considered in
detail, FORPLAN and Wildlife and Fish Habitat Rela-
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tionship (WFHR) system models Model outputs and
assumptions are described in Appendix B Our esti-
mated outputs are based on the best iniormation we
have about what the habitat could support. Actual
numbers of fish both now and in the future are based
on habitat and other factors which our beyond the
scope ofthis EIS

Comment: Key watersheds and strategies should be
embodied into a Fisheries goal Restoration activities
mentioned in item # i 5 needto be expandedto other
streams Management direction for high mountain
lakes should be embodied in a Fisheries goal

Response: The Aquatic Conservation Strategy provided
for by the ROD and FSEIS and incorporated into the
Forest Plan and EIS, provides for key watersheds and
strategies Restoration activities not specifically ad-
dressed as a Forest Goal may be providedfor through
application ofthe watershed analysis and/or ecosystem
managementprocesses Management directionfor high
mountain lakes i1s provided for within Recreation, Ri-
parian Area, and Wilderness standards and guidelines

Comment: Trinity and Shasta Lake FH! plans, and an
inlandfisheries standard and guideline should be added.

Response:  Over the past 6-8 years, annual fishery
habitat improvement plans were developed for each
lake and implementedwith CDFG concurrence. New
policy directiondirects that Trinity and Shasta Lake Fish-
ery Habitat Improvement plans should more appro-
priately be addressed in ecosystem management/site
specific NEPA analysis projects Inland fisheries stan-
dards and guidelines are embodied in current Fisher-
ies, RiparianAreas, and Soils and Water standards and
guidelines

Comment: Inthe Monitoring Action Plan, "Key wa-
tersheds" should be incorporated into the "Riparian
habitat condition goals" and '‘Anadromous$ popu-
lation surveys" under the "Techniques and/or Data
Sources" heading

Response: As indicated inthe MonitoringAction Plan,
specific assessmentwatersheds/streams have not been
determined This allows for a full range of manage-
mentfactors, including key watersheds, to be consid-
ered in prioritizingmonitoring areas

Comment: The subject heading "Enhancement" is
more accurately labeled "Rehabilitation” under Inland
Coldwater Fish Assemblage in Chapter !l of the EIS

Response: Enhancementis used inageneralterm It
refers to either (1) biological enhancement, 1 e the
natural or artificial propagation of fish or (2) physical
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enhancement,! e rehabiltation or restorationor replace-
ment of habltat elements deemed &s lacking and essen-
tial for the proper functioning ofthe npanan ecosystem.

Comment: The proposal to add fertilizer to lakes to
increase fish production seems questionable

Response: The Forest Plan does not propose to add
fertilizer to lakesto increasefish production The state-
ment appears to be a reference to Appendix B, the
Modeling and Analysis Process, which discusses "inland
coldwater lakes would be improved through lake en-
richmenttechniques (improvement of nutrient levels)

Comment: Can make no sense of the explanation of
FUDs and acres in Appendix B

Response: This discussionwas contained in Appendix
B, the Modeling and Analysis Process Several com-
puter models were used to simulate outputs for the
alternatives considered in the EIS FUD s a fish user
day, twelve hours of recreation use oriented to fish
Inthe context of modelingfor fisheries outputs, 'acres'
refersto the number offish habitatimprovementstruc-
tures constructed per acre of habitat

Comment: There seems to be conflicts in desiring
the enhancement of introduced warmwater fish, and
the survival of native coldwater fish You need to
establish priorities

Response: These goals are not mutually exclusive The
Forest has substantial habitat for both "types" of fish,
and can provide for management activrties which en-
hance the habitat for each

Comment: You need to address the long-term prob-
lems associated with diversions and impoundmentsto
fisheries habitat conditions

Response: Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan details For-
est-wide Standards and Guidelines applicable to Hy-
droelectric Power Projects

Comment: To requestthe Bureau of Reclamationto
manage water levels to benefit an introduced spe-
cies to the detriment of downstream natives seems
inappropriate

Response: AS described in Chapterill ofthe EIS. "State
Fish and Game Code 1743 states that, 'The depart-
ment [DFG] shall improve shoreline habitat for black
bass in waters where insufficienthabitat exists and shall
encourage reservoir operating agencies to carry out
shoreline habitatimprovement projects’ This has been
the emphasis at Shasta Lake since 1982 and at Trinity
Lake since 1989 "

Comment: While building instream structures has be-
come popular, itdoes not necessarily address the lim-
iting factors in a given watershed Provide special
protection for entire watersheds which sustain at risk
(fish, amphibian) species

Response: AS stated in Chapter Ili of the EIS, “[t]he
purpose of installing log structures is to create
instream structural complexity " Adoption o the
Aguatic Conservation Strategy, as provided for by the
ROD and FSEIS and as incorporated into the Forest
Plan and EIS, addresses watershed considerations
which may affectfisheries habltat

Comment: Fish biologists agree that hatchery fish can
seriously underminethe genetic integrity of wild stocks
The DEISfails to reveal [this] issue, renderingits analysis
insufficientto support public understandingand agency
decision making

Response: The Forest has management responsibility
to provide for fisheries habitat upon National Forest
System lands The California Department of Fish and
Game has management responsibilityforthefish The
consideration of hatchery/wild stock is outside of the
management responsibility/authority of the Forest

Comment: How can you not project additional in-
creases in pounds of anadromous fish over the next
50 years resultingfrom the directand indirectimprove-
ments to water quality and fish habitat that is the es-
sence of the Forest Plan?

Response: Currently,the Salmon and Steehead popu-
lations returning to the Shasta-Trinity National Forests
are at an ebb Several stocks offish listed as "at risk of
extinction" are found within the Trinity River basin The
basin's stocks have been impacted by a variety of in-
ternal and external impacts It would be extremely
optimisticto predict a major upswing or significantn-
creases when cumulative impacts have existed for so
many years Evenwith watershed rehabilitation,eco-
system restoration, and better recovery efforts for
salmon and steelhead stocks it may well take 00 to
150 years for the species to recover to near historic
levels, if that high Meanwhile we need to coopera-
tively manage for what the impacted individual systems
will yield naturally with the thought in mind that any
additionalimpact(s) will lengthenthe recovery period

Comment: Your desire to emphasize sportfisheries as
a major recreation activity by expanding recreational
fisheries opportunities is in conflict with your statement
that increased recreational sport fishing could be det-
rimental to certain declining or sensitive fish stocks
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Response: These statements are not in conflict Chap-
ter [V ofthe EIS, Fisheries, under Recreation Manage-
ment, details the anticipated affects of recreational
sportfishing upon a variety of fishery resources.

Comment: We urge your final draft to downplay ad-
ditional structure implementation and instead, feature
maintenance of selected existing structures as justified
through fish utilization monitoring.

Response: AS detailed in Chapter il ofthe EIS, Fisheries,
under Habitat Improvement, “[tjhe effectivenessof habi-
tat improvement structures may not be readily apparent
due to other short term influences These influences
may include annual and seasonal naturalwatershed varia-
tions, complications withinthe lifecycle of an anadromous
fish species, or human-inducedfisheries which may con-
strain the returns of fish to a stream which cannot be
effectively qualified or quantified For example, the Kla-
math-Trinity River basin, after four drought years, is ex-
periencingits lowest recorded anadromous fish returns
Therefore, someone could conclude, erroneously, that
installed structures are ineffective in increasingfish num-
bers because of the low numbers of aduits or juveniles
using the structures To determine structural effective-
ness considerable long term monltoring and extensive
documentingis necessary"

Comment: While avanety offacton share responsibil-
ity for the dire conditions of anadromous # in Califor-
nia, degradation of spawning and rearing habitat quality
on federal lands is clearly an major cause of the crisis

Response: The Aquatic Conservation Strategy as pro-
videdfor by the ROD and FSEIS has been incorporated
intothe ForestPlanandEIS The Aquatic Conservation
Strategy was developed to restore and maintain the
ecological health ofwatersheds and aquatic ecosystems,
and to protect salmon and steelhead habitat The deg-
radation of habitat on federal land is a contributorto the
problem, but there are currently miles of stream with
good habitat that are not being utilized This suggests
that other factors may be involved

Comment: The wild trout gene pool was not com-
pletely eliminated by the Cantera incident Progeny
from the survivors are expected to repopulate the
entire river over a period of years

Response: Referenceis made in Chapter IV ofthe EIS
that "Fishing diversity would be enhanced as the wild
trout populationrebounds from the disastrous chemi-
cal spill of July, (991 “ This statement is in keeping
with the intent of the comment.

Comment: The names DollyVarden and Dolly Varden
Trout should be changed to bull trout in Appendix N
of the Forest Plan

Appendix K - Responseto Public Comment

Response: Appendix N, the McCloud River Coordi-
nated Resource Management Planwas included inthe
appendix of the draft Forest Plan as an informational
item This planwill not be includedwithin Final Forest
Plan appendices

Comment: There is concern that there is significant
risk of damage to anadromous fish producing streams
inherentin construction activities in and near streams

Plansfor artificial habitatimprovement structures should
be evaluated and developed in coordination with the
DFG prior to implementation to avoid potential ad-
verse impactsto stream ecosystems

Response: The Forest frequently consults and coor-
dinates with other agency representatives, including
the Department of Fish and Game

Comment: Make categorization of the redband trout
as a sensitive species consistent in both the Forest
Plan and EIS

Response: The inconsistency, as cited, was notfound
The redband trout is a emphasis species The man-
agementgoal for an emphasis species is to maintain or
improve habitat capability where economically and bio-
logically feasible Confusion may come from the fact
that Redband Trout is listed under the general category
of Threatened/Endangered/Sensitive fish species inthe
Forest Planin Chapter 3 Currently,the Shasta-Trinity
National Forests have recommended to the Regional
Foresterthat the McCloud Redband Trout be listed as
sensitive Action is pending

Comment: With the redband being listed as a state
threatened species, there should be no more man-
agement, including grazing, until the viability of this
species can be insured Supplemental Management
Direction should also include a goal to implement sub-
stantial changes in grazing management practices to
bring an end to the serious damage currently occur-
ringto redbandtrout streams on both public and pri-
vate lands Referenceto redbandtrout should be made
in Supplemental Management Direction for the
McCloud River Management Area The FS should
work with DFG on seeking wild trout stream designa-
tion and management for the mainstem Upper
McCloud from Upper Falls upstream

Response: A Redband Trout advisory committee has
been establishedto address the major concerns with
low population numbers, degraded or potentially im-
pacted habltats, and introgressionwith hatchery-reared
Rainbow Trout. Membershipincludesthe Forest Ser-
vice. the U S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the California
Department of Fish and Game, Private Timber Indus-
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try, and several other interested parties The intent of
the committee is to complete a draft conservation strat-
egy planforthe management of the M. Cloud Redband
Trout by early summer of 1995

Comment: In order to provide alpine lake fishing op-
portunities inthe Trinity Divide area, the Forest Service
should work with DFG to achieve wild trout designa-
tion and managementfor Toad and Dobkins Lakes

Response: Both lakes are found within the currently
identified headwaters watershed analysis area of the
South Fork Sacramento River and will be evaluated
as part of the fisheries focus for the area Currently,
both lakes receive supplemental fish plantings by the
California Department of Fish and Game In 1994,
Toad Lake received 4,000 Brown Trout and 2,000
Rainbow Trout fingerlings while Dobkins Lake re-
ceived 2,000 Brown and/or Rainbow Trout finger-
lings No decisions will be made on wild trout status
designations and management for either lake until
watershed analysis and the associated NEPA docu-
mentation 1s completed Fisheries status and man-
agement decisions will be developed in cooperation
with the Department of Fish and Game

Forest Pests

Comment: Pests are a problem only in disturbed forests
where there is slash and logging debris to act as hostfor

pests |recommendthat loggingcease - thus eliminating
slash, pests, damaged trees and chemical treatments

Response: Insects, pathogens, animals, and vegeta-
tion are only considered pestswhenthey interfere with
defined management objectives This is part of the
integrated pest management (IPM) approach that the
Forest follows Properly implemented management
activitiesdo not increasethe levels of these organisms
to damaging levels, and often aid in reducing their cur-
rent or future impact Properly treated slash is not a
reservoir for damaging agents and does not necessar-
ily result in increased pest activity Chemicals will be
used to control pests only when essential to achieve
the land management objectives Alternative meth-
ods will be evaluated on a project specific basis

Comment: Stands containing Port-Orford-cedar shall
not be entered until control of mortality from Port-
Orford-cedar root disease s known and available

Response: Port-Orford-cedar rootdiseaseis not present
on or within the Shasta-Trinity National Forests Prior to
any managementactivity in areas with Port-Orford-ce-
dar arisk analysis will be performed to assessthe risk of
introduction of the disease, to determine if the activity

can be implemented within an acceptable risk, and to
determine if special mitigation measures are needed
This is partofthe SupplementalManagementDirection
for Management Areas 4 and 5

Comment: The Forestis obsessedwith dwarf mistle-
toe This obsessionjeopardizestrue landscape man-
agement and justifies the arbitrary 180 year rotation
on matrix lands

Response: The Forest-wide standards and guidelines
that addressed dwarf mistletoe have been changedto
more accurately reflect the ecological role of these
plants Inthe absence of naturalfire, however, some
actions directed at their control may be necessary to
provide long-term, sustainable forest stands

Comment: Researchis necessary on genetic variation
in sugar pines in different locations within the Trinity
NF The trees aged 200 plus years should all be left
unlogged, since they appear unaffected

Response: Genetic analysis of sugar pine for resistance
genotypes has been done rangewide, includingon the
Trinity NF The levelof dominantgene resistance, what
is currently employed, wes foundto be low Effortsare
continuing to search for and identify sugar pines that
carry this type of resistanceto the blister rustfungus, as
well as other forms of resistance This s part of the
Forest's sugar pine management plan Regional policy
for sugar pine managementrequiresthat apparently rust-
free sugar pine will only be harvested or thinned if itis
essential to meet managementobjectives

Geology/Soil

Comment; Much of the erosion in South Forkis due
to badly designed and implemented roads

Response: Forest Service system roads are designed
to minimize off-site affects Routine maintenance pro-
vides for the continuing function of design features
The watershed analysis process identifies roads no
longer needed for management activities which may
be contributing to adverse off-site effects The subse-
guent NEPA process provides for the closure or de-
commissioning of roads as necessary to meet
ecosystem managementobjectives

Comment: A Standard and Guideline 1s needed to
require that the existing sediment load for all stream
classes be determined prior to the implementation of
soil-disturbing activities

Response: The Forestis movingtoward the develop-
ment of sediment yield models, butthey are not yet
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available for planning purposes The use of applicable
Best Management Practices, Appendix E of the Forest
Plan, the Soil Quality Standards, Appendix O of the
Forest Plan, and site-specific mitigation measures pro-
vide for protection of the soil resource during the
implementation of management activities

Comment: To consider a clearcut where the soil has
been pulverized by heavy equipment the same as a
fire is absurd The Plan lacks analysis of how the alter-
natives would address areas with highto very highero-
sion potential.

Response: Ecosystem analysis and subsequent NEPA
process provide for site-specific analysis of proposed
management activities upon the soil resource The
application of Best Management Practices, Soil Quality
Standards, and site-specific mitigation measures pro-
vide for protection of the soil resource during the
implementationof management activities

Comment: Logging and roadbuilding activity will dis-
turb vast areas of unstable land which will degrade
stream ecosystems and aquatic habitat Remove all
forest land on steep and moderately steep slopes from
the suitable timber base until specific sites are certified
& having low landslide risk

Response: General slope stability hazards have been
completed for Forest areas with the greatest hazard
These areas have been mapped and are tracked in
Forest databases Watershed analysis, and site-spe-
cific project analysis provide for future identification of,
and management requirementsfor,other areas of high
slope stability hazard

Comment:
monitored?

How will soil productivity standards be

Response: Chapter 5 of the Forest Plan describesthe
monitoring plan that will be applied to affected man-
agement activities

Hazardous Materials

Comment: The EIS fails to address air and water pollu-
tion associated with asbestos aggregate surfaced roads

Response:  Site-specific operating plans and NEPA
analysis will identify mitigation measures, where
needed, for identified affected areas

Appendix K - Response to Public Comment

Herbicides

Comment: Herbicides should not be used on Na-
tional Forestlands under ecosystem management

Response: Managementdirection for the use of her-
bicides s already covered in agency manuals and hand-
books, and regional guidance (EIS) for vegetation
management, and will be considered and analyzed in
the environmental analysis for projects where their use
is possible Forest standards and guidelines in the Fi-
nal Plan limitthe potential use of herbicides, except in
special cases

Comment: The Forest should prepare documenta-
tion for each vegetation management project where
herbicide use is an alternative, with specific guidelines
and information of effects and consequences

Response: Forest standard and guidelines addresses
the need for site specific analysis during the environ-
mental analysis process for each project that consid-
ers possible herbicide use

Comment: Specific methods and timing of application,
effects on sensitive plant populations, and mitigation
measures pertaining to pesticide use should be as-
sessed inthe EIS

Response: Specific measures will be addressed in site
specific, projectlevel environmentaldocuments Miti-
gation guidelines are found in manuals and handbooks,
and the regional EIS for vegetation management

Comment: The Forest should discuss whether spe-
cific lands have been classified as capable or suitable
because herbicides have been authorized

Response: There would be no change in the suitable
timber land base for any alternative, because all lands
are assumed to be regenerableto minimum stocking
standards within five years after harvest, using meth-
ods others than herbicides (Chapter Il, FEIS)

Comment; Have understocked lands been scheduled
for full timber yields based upon the authorization of
herbicide use?

Response: No Potential timber yields are based on
data collected from forest stands and projected into
the future The yield tables have not been adjusted
based upon the authorization of herbicide use As
noted in the Monitoring Action Plan in the Final Plan,
yield tables will be adjusted if new inventory data indi-
cates an adjustment is necessary
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Comment: Have nonstocked lands, where reforesta-
tion has been unsuccessful to date, been scheduled
for ASQ contributions because of the authorization of
the use of herbicides?

Response: No The suitability of land fortimber pro-
duction, based onregenerability, is determined by fac-
tors which do not include the use, or non-use, of
herbicides (see Appendix | of the Final Plan) If regen-
eration cannot be reasonablyassured within five years
of harvest, for any reason, then the land is considered
to be unsuitable

Comment: Manual control of vegetation, while more
costly on a per acre basis, may ultimately prove cheaper
than herbicides when all the hidden costs and benefits
are factored in

Response: Economics is one of several factors con-
sidered when assessing alternative methods of veg-
etation control Effectiveness and environmental
factors are other important considerations

Comment: Herbicides should only be used when their
use is consistent with the biological diversity standards
and guidelines, essentialto meet managementgoals that
include maintenance and enhancement of native plant
communrties, and only after all alternative methods have
been considered with appropriate NEPA analysis

Response: All forest activiies must meet the Forest
Standards and Guidelines Herbicideswould be used
only when essentialto achieve the assigned land man-
agement objectives, which may include the protection
of native plant communities As noted in Forest Stan-
dard and Guidelines the method selected would be
determined at the project level by site specific analysis
during the environmental analysis process

Comment: Ifall herbicide applicationsto control forest
pests are conducted under the FEIS for Vegetation Man-
agement for Reforestation,this should be clearly stated

Response:  Most proposed herbicide applications
would be done for reforestation purposes, and con-
ducted under the direction found in the FEIS Herbi-
cide use for any other purposewould require additional
environmental analysis and documentation

Heritage Resource

Comment: Priority should be given to completing a
comprehensive research design and plan to replace
the ineffective policy of FIND-FLAG-AVOID The four
Forests should cooperate in this effort The current
policy of find-flag-avoid needs to be evaluated for

compliance with 106 requirements lllegal MOUSs
should be renegotiated Executive Order | 1593
should be followed

Response: The Forest has been working for many
years with the State Historic PreservationOffice’s gen-
eral concurrence ofthe avoidance methodfor site pro-
tection  While the Forest agrees a more comp-
rehensive evaluation and protection plan s desirable,
funding levels have not been sufficient to implement
such a program With the implementation of water-
shed analysis, however, Prescription X| (Heritage Re-
source Management) has been modified to include
Native American participation early in the watershed/
project planning process which will encourage more
thorough evaluation of sites See Forest Plan, Chap-
ter 4, Administratively Withdrawn Areas, Prescription
Xl, Standards and Guidelines The Forest doesn't
have any MOUs dealing with SHPO or ACHP

Comment: The impacts of LIVESTOCK on heritage
resources has not been analyzed Grazing permits
should be reviewedfor 106 compliance

Response: The Forest agrees with this statement
Beginning in N95 the Forest will be funding Section
106 compliance review for allotment renewals See
also the new standard and guideline under Prescrip-
tion Xl that deals specifically with Section 106 compli-
ance and Special Use Permits ( Forest Plan, Chapter 4,
Administratively Withdrawn Areas, Prescription XI,
Standards and Guidelines)

Comment: Native Americans and other affected cul-
tural groups and experts have not been adequately
consulted to assess the value of heritage resources A
programmatic agreementfor assessing value should be
developed that includesthe concurrence of the Na-
tive Americans and other culturalgroups which would
be affected Where projectoverviews indicate thatthe
site may be significant, consultations should ascertain
whether this is so Native American should also be
consulted to assist in locating heritage resources that
can't be "physically located with any degree of preci-
sion" accordingto Chapter Il of the DEIS

Response: One of the Forest-wide goals listed under
Heritage Resources is to "Develop partnerships with
Native American tribes and organizationsto enhance
those cultural resourcesthat reflecttheir heritage" (For-
est Plan, Chapter 4, Forest Goals) In addition, Pre-
scription XI (Heritage Resource Management) now
addresses the needto consult with Native Americans
at the watershed/project planning level to assure that
Native American concerns are addressed in the pro-
0ess See Forest Plan, Chapter 4, Administratively With-
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drawn Areas, Prescription XI, Standards and Guide-
lines Recently, the Forest has consulted with Native
Americans in several proposals of high public interest
such asthe Mt Shasta Ski Area Proposal, reforestation
proposals, group-use permits and the Butter Creek
Watershed Analysis Hundreds of letter have been
sent out to those people and organizations who have
shown interestin a particular area. These letters ask
for comments and encourage participationin the plan-
ning process Anyone who has an interest in a par-
ticular area should write or call the Forest and ask to
be put on the appropriate mailing list

Comment: What assurance is there that the Goals,
Standards and Guidelines under Prescription XI will
be applied in practice)

Response: Forest-scale monitoring plans are designed
to ensure that standards and guidelines are being met
Duringthe monitoring process, if it is determinedthat
standards and guidelines are not being met, correc-
tive action will be taken or the Forest Plan will be
amended, ifappropriate See Forest Plan, Chapter 4,
Administratively Withdrawn Areas, Prescription XI,
Standards and Guidelines, #3 that covers protection
plans and monitoring

Comment: The following studies should be referenced
in Chapter Il ofthe EIS and the bibliography

STATEMENTOFFINDINGS - NATIVE AMERICAN IN-
TERVIEW AND DATA COLLECTION STUDY OF
MOUNT SHASTA, by Theodoratus and Evans,
Theodoratus Cultural Research, 199 |, NATIVE AMERI-
CANHISTORIC CONTEXT - MOUNTSHASTA, CALI-
FORNIA, by Winfield Henn, Shasta Trimity NF, 1991:and
MOUNT SHASTA IN LATE I9TH AND EARLY 20TH
CENTURY NON-NATIVE AMERICAN HISTORY, by
Conners and Elliott, Shah-Trinity NF 1992

The College ofthe Siskiyous Mount Shasta Collection
and the extensive {200-source ANNOTATED BIBLI-
OGRAPHY OF THE MT SHASTA SPECIAL COLLEC-
TION, by William C Miesse (College of Siskiyous,
1993) should also be consulted and listed as an infor-
mation source.

Response: The USDI, National Park Service letter and
Determination of Eligibility Notification (EO 11593)
dated March | I, 1994 signed by the Keeper of the
National Register is made part dfthe Forest Planning
Record This letter contains referencesto the many
studiesthat provide backgroundto the Determination
includingthe three references listed above

Comment: Quantitative ratherthan site specific com-
parisons are not fully appropriate with regard to cul-
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tural resources, since aboriginaltraditional cultural val-
ues are closely linkedto specific places Basingthe risk
of adverse effects on cultural resources on acres of
timber management only partially compares the alter-
natives What would be more significantwould be to
compare how specific sites of importance to native
people, such as Mount Shasta, are treated inthe alter-
natives On those grounds, Alternative CBF, which al-
locates important places on Mount Shastato primitive
recreation, would come closer to true management
for cultural resources

Response: Prescription XI, Heritage Resource Man-
agement, is applied specificallyto protect the 300-400
eligible sites of importance on the Forest This pre-
scription provides direction Forest-wide More de-
tailed analysis and evaluation will occur at the
watershed analysis and project planning levels See
Forest Plan, Chapter 4, Prescription XI, C Descrip-
tion of Where Prescription Xl Will Be Applied

Comment: The LMP DEIS ignores the Forests' own
Multiple Property designation for Mount Shasta and
the Advisory Council's advice that all of Mount Shasta
be considered eligible for the National Register of His-
toric Places while the determination of eligibility is be-
ing decided by the Keeper of the National Register
(see letter of October 8, 1993 from the Advisory
Councilto the Forests) Eventhough we disagree with
the Multiple Property designation, the Forests havethe
obligation under its provisions to at least evaluate
whether projects will have an effect on historic prop-
erties and abide by their own statements until eligibil-
ity is determined for all of Mount Shasta

Response: The Mt Shasta Historic District has been
determined to be eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places If this decision is reaffirmed after an
additional comment period all proposed projects must
include an expanded consultation process with all in-
terested parties For a complete discussion on his-
toric status of the Mt Shasta area please refer to the
FEIS, Chapter Ill, Recreation

Comment: Need a Standard to prioritize sites eligible
for the National Register of Historical Places and to
write up and submit 20 sites per year

Response: Prescription X|, Heritage Resource Man-
agement, has already prioritized sites based on eligi-
bility, scientific value, interpretative potential and
importance to Native Americans Specific sites have
not been submitted for listing due to limited staffing
and funding.

Comment: PLAN, Chapter 3, Page 7, Cultural Re-
sources, paragraph 4 Portions of the Shasta Unit of
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the National RecreationArea have been heavily surveyed
and the majority of it has been surveyed in the more
sensttive areas and in the vicinity of human activrty

Response: The Forest recognizes that many smaller
areas have been surveyed in the Shasta Unit of the
NRA, especially inthe more developed areas These
acres, however, constitute a relatively small portion of
the entire area In general, most of the area of the
Shasta Unit of the NRA has not been surveyed

Comment: DFC for heritage needs to be included in
the Pit, Nosoni, and Front Management Areas

Response: Prescription XI provides Forest-wide di-
rection for Heritage Resource Management for all
Management Areas The watershed/project planning
process will look at specific  sites of importance in each
management areas of a watershed or project area and
consult with Native Americans to assure that Native
American concerns are addressed

Comment: The Tsnungwe Council of Humboldt and
Trinity Counties strongly objectsto the proposed man-
agement plans for the Shasta-Trinityand Six Rivers for-
ests We object because

I We were not consulted or even contacted at any

time during the development of the plans EVEN
THOUGH OUR TRIBE IS OBVIOUSLY LOCATED
WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES OF BOTH FORESTS

2 There is discussion of native cultural and historical
resources, inthe Shasta-Trinity plan, HOWEVER, OUR
TRIBE ONCE AGAIN HASHAD NO INPUT INANY
OF THESE DISCUSSIONS THIS DOESNOT MAKE
SENSE ON ANY LEVEL BECAUSE THE DISCUSSION
WAS REGARDING RESOURCESANDHISTORICAL
SITES RELATIVETO OUR PEOPLE!

The Tsnungwe Council insists that you consult with our
elders as soon as possible to correct these oversights'

Response: The Tsnungwe Councilwas not intention-
ally overlooked The Forest has been consulting with
Federally recognized tribes from the early years of the
planning process With the new standard and guide-
line to consult with Native Americans at the water-
shed/project planning level we expect to have more
contact with all tribes includingthe Tsnungwe

Lands

Comment: Specific land adjustment comments
a The Crane Mills parcel at Ney Springs should be
targeted as a high priority for acquisition

b As a stipulation of a land exchange with Dave Frase
for a parcel inthe vicimity of Mott. keep steeper por-
tions of this parcel closest to the river as open space
¢ Hearstis opposedto land adjustmentwith the For-
est Service that involves Forest Service acquisition of
the Big Springs area

Response: a The Crane Mills parcelis a high pnorityfor
acqusttion b The Forest Service cannot impose this
type of stipulation as a condrtion df a land exchange

¢ The Big Springs area is a high priority for acquistion

Supplemental Management Direction for Management
Area 10, number 7 is revised to read "Where the op-
portunity arises, the Forestwill seek to acquire public ac-
cess alongthe McCloud River and Squaw Valley Creek

Comment: What Standards and Guidelines are spe-
cific to powerlines

Response: See Forest Standards and Guidelines for
Transportation and Utility Corridors

Comment: The Plan should not preclude future elec-
tric facility expansion, including utility rights-of-way, and
that existing permits are not superseded by the Plan

Response: The Plan does not supersede any existing
permits and rights-of-way including reasonable access
The designation of utility corridors is regulated by Sec-
tion 503 of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976 which discourages the proliferation of
rights-of-way The reference in the Forest Standard
and Guideline under Transportation and Utility Corri-
dors is consistent with this direction, while recogniz-
ing that there may be overriding economic and
environmental reasons to designate new corridors

Comment: The Plan directs that new telephone and
power lines less than 35 KV are to be buried under-
ground This is an unrealistic economic burden to
PG&E and its customers

Response: Forest Standard and Guideline under 12
Lands (b) is directed by Forest Service Manual (R5
Supplement 2700-92-4) direction which states at
2726 43 (@) Powerlines Up To and Including 35KV
"Place all new powerline installations underground,
exceptwhere the environmental analysis indicates that
aerial construction provides better protectionfor Na-
tional Forest resource and environmental values " In
cases where utility companies have entered into MOUs
with the Forest Service, the agreements of the MOUs
will supersede the direction at FSM 2726 43(a)

Comment:; Withdrawals under Section 24 of the Fed-
eral Power Act should be included in the Plan
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Response: All proposed projects related to Section
24 of the Federal Power Act are subject to the regula-
tions of the Act Section 24 Withdrawals have been
inventoried and displayed on the land status maps at
the Forest.

Comment: Eliminatethe "checkerboard" landholding
patterns Itis unclear what lands the Forest Service 1s
considering for exchange

Response: The discussion in Chapter !l FEIS under
Lands explains the land adjustment policy related to
"checkerboard" ownership An ownership map and
land adjustment guide is included with the FEIS and
Forest Plan publication

law Enforcement

Comment: The Forest Service contributes to fish
poaching by constructing roads into formerly inacces-
sible areas

Response: Enforcementoffish and game laws are prin-
cipally the statutory responsibility of the California
Department of Fish and Game, thoughthe ForestSer-
vice provides cooperative enforcement activities on
National Forest System lands Ecosystem management
analysis and subsequent NEPA assessments provide the
opportunity to address a variety of resource issues,
including roading, to provide for integrated manage-
ment activities

Comment: Law Enforcement Standards and Guide-
lines needto include the Forest Service will investi-
gate all possible violations of law including resource
theft and fraud, and prosecute when sufficient evidence
1s obtained. and the Forest will ensure that all labor
laws for contractors are enforced

Response: Forest goals, detailed in Chapter 4 of the
Forest Plan, provide for management direction for
Forest law enforcement prionities, including the pro-
tection of resources, property, and public safety
through prevention of law violations and associated
loss and damage The Service Contract Act and Mi-
grant Seasonal Protection Act provide mostofthe statu-
tory authority for contract labor Contracting officers
are responsible for ensuring contract provisions are
enforced Cooperativelaw enforcementinvolvement
with other agencies, or atthe request ofthe Contract-
ing Officer, is provided as requested within Forest Ser-
vice statutory authority

Comment: Increase patroland apprehension ofviolators

Response: The Forest Service fully redeems law en-
forcement responsibilitieswithin budgetary constraints
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and statutory responsibilities The USDA Forest Ser-
vice law enforcement program was reorganized in
1994 with an objective of providing more efficientand
responsive service

Management Areas

Comment: Within Mount Shasta ManagementArea 3,
management prescriptions Il and Vil threaten the
mountain's integrity and value as a cultural resource
These prescriptions should be changed to prescrip-
tion XI The allocations of the mountain can best be
metthrough a separate managementplan This man-
agement area should be placed into prescription X, |
or X for areas designated Prescription | inthe CBF
alternative, and into prescription Xl or il for areas that
extendto the multiple property boundary The bound-
ary of the ManagementArea should comcaide with the
multiple property boundary The unroaded, non-
motorized recreation designationshould be extended
to preserve a park-like Shasta red fir stand along the
trail to Shasta Alpine Lodge, which is inadequately pro-
tected by prescriptionVil

Within Management Area 8, to protect salamander
habitat change the management prescription from 3
to 7 or 10 inthe Marble and Potter Creek areas.

wWithin Management Area 9, land designated by T&E
oreservation are directly adjacent to areas of timber
narvest, which is a concern

Within Management Area 20, these areas are desig-
nated for timber harvest This area has already suf-
fered extreme damage from over cutting on both
private and public land, and should not be entered for
this purpose

Response: As detailed in Chapterll ofthe EIS, a Man-
agement Prescription is an overall strategy for manag-
ngthe resources of a specific area of land in order to
address issues and obtain desired goals and objectives
The specific piece of land to which prescriptions are
tied is the ManagementArea The Forests have been
divided into 22 Management Areas, and their bound-
aries are constant in all alternatives

The boundaries ofthe ManagementAreas follow defi-
1ite topographicfeatures where possible and are gen-
arally consistent with Ranger District boundaries
Yanagement Area boundaries are shown on the map
of the Preferred Alternative (PRF) Several prescrip-
tions may be applied to different parts of each Man-
agement Area depending on land capability and
alternative theme
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Management Prescription write-ups consist of a stated
objective, management practices that are to be em-
phasized or permitted, adescriptionofthe areaswhere
the prescription can be applied; and a list of standards
and guidelines that apply to the prescription The Man-
agement Prescription S&Gs are in addition to the For-
est-wide Standards and Guidelines Eleven
Management Prescriptions have been developed for
use in the Forests These prescriptions contain 'em-
phasized' and 'permitted’ practices (see Chapter 4 of
the Forest Plan) A suitability analysis, using resource
suitability models, was then conducted to determine
which activities were feasible on specific units of land
This analysis also identified the best resource oppor-
tunities for applyingthe prescriptions depending on the
theme of an alternative

Minerals

Comment: Eliminate all mining Eliminate all miningin
wilderness

Response: Minerals developmentis permitted on all
lands notwithdrawn from mineralentry United States
Mining Laws (30 USC 2 1-54) confer a statutory right
to enter upon public lands to search for minerals
Regulations in 36 CFR 228 Subpart A set forth rules
and procedures designed to minimize adverse envi-
ronmental impacts on National Forests resources
Mining in wilderness may only be conducted on claims
with valid existing rights

Comment: Discourage mineral exploitationwhere in
conflict with wildlife, watershed, or general ecosystem
concerns  Minerals development plans must weigh
the perceived benefits of any mining operation against
coststo the environment Mineral management moni-
toring must be provided for

Response: Mining operations are conducted on Na-
tional Forest lands in conformance with appropriate
portions of the code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR
228) Those operations with the potential for signifi-
cant disturbance require an environmental analysis
before any activities can begin Administrative con-
trols, mitigation measures, and a reclamation plan are
developed for each specific project Operations are
monitored. as appropriate.to assure compliance with
the terms of the operating plan

Comment: The EIS should discuss the impacts of the
President's Plan on mineral entry and leasing and indi-
cate whether any late-successional reserves or ripar-
ian reserves are withdrawn from mineral entry

Response: The President's Plan does not withdraw
LSRs and Riparian Reservesfrom mineralentry While

locatable minerals will continue to be available, there
will be more emphasis placed on minimizing potential
impactsto surface resources inthe LSRs and Riparian
Resenes Salable minerals are sufficiently common
s0 as to be generally available outside reserved areas
or available without significantly affecting Aquatic Con-
servation Strategy objectives Leasable minerals will
be, as they are now, subject to case-by-case review
that considers all environmentalfactors Environmen-
tal review in conformance with NEPA 1s completed
before the Forest Service makes leasing recommen-
dations to the BLM

Comment: The Forest Service encourages mining.then
places so many restrictions on it that exploration and
production of minerals is practically impossible

Response: United States Mining Laws (30 USC 21I-
54) confer a statutory rightto enter upon public lands
to searchfor locatable minerals Regulationsin 36 CFR
228 Subpart A set forth rules and procedures designed
to reasonably minimize adverse environmental impacts
on National Forest resources

Comment: Why were there no specialists from the
field of mining shown in the list of preparers?

Response: The Forest has on staff a geologist who
specializes in mineral resource management

Comment: You are proposing areas of mineral with-
drawal in Management Areas |7 and 19 in proposed
Wild & Scenic River areas You have regulated the
Bureau of Land Managementto withdraw from min-
eral prospectingand development areas in Manage-
mentAreas 20 and 2| Mining should be as important.
or more important.than any other Action Plan Why
does the MonitoringAction Plan show annual cost for
mining to be a mere $7,5007

Response: Access for mineral exploration and devel-
opment s generally unrestricted, subjectto the mitiga-
tion of adverse impactsto surface resources Exceptions
to unrestricted access are wilderness, Wild portions of
Wild and Scenic Riven, botanical areas, Research Natural
Areas (RNAs), the National RecreationArea (NRA). and
areas which are withdrawn from mineral entry Miner-
als in the NRA are not open to location but are avail-
able through the solid leasable regulations

Comment: Within the Minerals Standards and Guide-
lines, we question under a what you mean by excep-
tion, underc rewordto "minimize adverse impact of
mineral related activities on surface resources and the
administration of plan of operationsleaving lease stipu-
lations on such minerals as gas, oil, and geothermal,"
under e why can't miningindustry do the same as the
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timber industry for federally listed threatened or en-
dangered species, under g reword to "maintain an
inventory of common vanety mineral sites, specify
which are available for public mineralsthat are not vi-
able at present may later become important enough
to mine ", under j: reword to "Restrict access & de-
velopment in legally designated areas (areas withdrawn
from mineral entry were valid existing rights are may
be exercised) ” Ifvalid existing mineral rights are held
prior to withdrawal, they also have the rightto exist-
ing roads and trail for development of the mineral
claims, so access had to be allowed

Response: The Standards and Guidelines were care-
fully worded to provide management direction con-
sistent with US Mining Laws and regulations

"Exceptions” refers to unique resource values The
Forest must recommend denial ifthe operationwould
jeopardizethe survival or recovery of a Federally-listed
Threatened or Endangered species or cause a species
to become a candidate for listing as per the Endan-
gered Species Act Access is considered during the
preparation of the Plan of Operation

Comment: What happened to the modifications pro-
posed by the Shasta-Trinity Miners Advisory Committee?

Response: United States Mining Laws (30 USC 21-
54) establish statutory authority for mining activities on
National Forest System lands 36 CFR 228 Subpart A
provides regulations for rules and procedures Any
actions promulgatedby the Forestmustbe as per statu-
tory authority and regulation

Comment: As perthe Forest Plan Chapter 4, Riparian
Management,will RMZ designation be initiated by pro-
posed Plan of Operation or as a routine inventory
What will be the consequences? Can the affected party
challenge the determination? Acceptable activities
within the RMZ must allow for discretion

Response: Riparian Management Zones (RMZs) are
areas established by the Forest where special man-
agement consideration are provided for riparian-de-
pendentresources RMZ size and managementvaries,
and is primarily a function of stream class and aquatic
ecosystem type Particular RMZ guidelines are pro-
vided for on a site-specific basis For mineral leases,
they "may adversely affect” determinationwill be taken
into consideration by the Bureau of Land Management
in making a mineral lease decision. Standards and
Guidelines concerningmineral activities were intended
to allow for mineral activities while protecting from
adverse environmental effects The Plan of Opera-
tion will provide for specific mitigation measures
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Comment: To assure proper mineral performance up
to and including rehabilitation, a performance bond
should be used

Response: Regulations provided by 36 CFR 228 Sub-
part A allow for the use of reclamation bonds in some
cases prior to approval of a plan of operation. Sub-
part A regulations do not give authority to use "per-
formance" bonds, only reclamation bonds

Comment: You needto address the issue of valid exist-
ing rights where perunent throughout the Forest Plan

Response: Statements to that effect are discussed in
the EIS and Forest Plan where appropriate

Modeling and Analysis

Comment Are the modeling/simulating tools used
appropriate for making management decision mn the
planningprocess' They are only simplified versions
of the underlying complexity and, unless thoroughly
tested and carefully used, cannot be trusted to give
the kind of results that would allow management deci-
sions to be made for a 150 year time span

Response: Many factors besides modelled outputs af-
fect long-term planningdecisions Outputs generated
by models used inthe FEIS helpto provide the deci-
sion maker with a relative picture of some of the ef-
fects of the alternatives being considered Models are
built with the best available data and are frequently
updated as new information is acquired The Forest
Plan will guide direction of the Forest for the next 10
to I5years, not 150 years

Comment: The rationale used in Appendix B-15 to
assign dollar values to water i1s inadequate

Response: Water values used inthe model are taken
from the 1990 RPA recommended market clearing
prices. Itis noted in the report that prices are for
consumptive or withdrawal uses of water only and that
data s not sufficient for estimating the total social ben-
efit value of water

Comment: How will the growth and yield projections
be evaluated against actual outputs?
| have no cofidence inthe Forplan model

Response: Existingyield tables were developed from
a Foresttimber inventory completed in 1980 and up-
dated in 1990 Future inventories will evaluate cur-
rent projectionsandthe needto adjust current tables.
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Comment: The model (ERA) doesn't seem to include
any provisionfor variation in soil type, slope, or other
impacts like grazing. nor is there any overriding rea-
son why the new roads will magically go away as
planned, or the old ones in place now disappear

Response: The model does use slope gradient and
soil erodibility, amongst other properties, to define
each watereshed's sensitivity to cumulative wateshed
effects Slope gradient is also used to define the dis-
turbance coefficients, to distinguish between tractor
harvest and cable harvest systems There was no at-
tempt to model all disturbances such as grazing, since
it 1s somewhat site specific and beyond the the scope
ofthis analysis Followingimplementation ofthe ROD,
there 1s little likelihood of a net increase of roads on
the Forest The Forest 1s well-roaded and in areas
such as Key Watersheds the managment emphasis is
to reduce road density and attendanterosion and sedi-
mentation through closure and obliteration

Monitoring

Comment: What is the purpose of the monitoring
plan? It should focus on accurately determining the
response of ecological systems, biodiversity and veg-
etation changes and set standards of threshold

Response: The monitoring plan provides the basis for
evaluating the Forest Plan implementation process,
effects, and outputs to determine how well the Forest
Plan objectives are being met and how closely stan-
dards and guidelines are beingfollowed Resourceswill
be evaluated against a standard that may trigger fur-
ther action. including, no action (standards and guide-
line met), refer action to the appropriate line officer
for improved application of management area direc-
tion, modify standards and guidelines or change allo-
cation of prescriptions in the form of a Plan amend-
ment, revise the projected schedule ofoutputs, or ini-
tiate revision of the Plan (refer to Chapter 5, Forest
Plan for more discussion on monitoring)

The Research and MonitoringCommittee, a staff group
that reports to the Regional Interagency Executive
Committee. 1s preparing new monitoring guidelines
forthe entire range ofthe northern spotted owl These
guidelines will address both aquatic and terrestrial con-
cerns After these guidelines are released, it could
result in a modification of the Monitoring Plan These
monitoring guidelines are expectedto addressthe re-
sponse of ecosystems at all scales

Comment: Monitoringhas been inadequately executed
in the past Projects should not proceed without ad-
equate programs for monitoring Monitoring has been
inadequately funded for in the past

Response: Monitoring i1s built into program budgets
Costs have been eliminatedfrom Table 5- I, Forest Plan
because all projects should contain appropriate levels
of monitoring funds in their costs or they should not
be undertaken Monitoring at the project level is an
on-going process where the majority of activities oc-
cur This type of monitoring will be usedto check for
trends of environmentalimprovement/degradation and
attainment/non-attainment of Forestobjectives Signifi-
cant changes may trigger an administrative review and
reevaluation of the Forest Plan

Comment: Monitoring should be accomplished
through outside contractors, universities,research and/
or other non-Government agents

Response: Monitoring may be implemented through
avariety of techniquesincludingservice contracting and
cooperative efforts with other organizations

Comment: How will the growth and yield projections
be evaluated against actual outputs | have no confi-
dence in the Forplan model

Response: The monitoring plan provides for evalua-
tion of growth and yield assumptions. see Table 5- |
under Timber inthe Monitoring Plan, Chapter 5-For-
est Plan FORPLAN is a linear programming model
used to predict output schedules for alternatives and
benchmarks The estimated outputs will be compared
with the actual Forest program through the planning
period rather than to individual projects

Comment: A monitoring report should be prepared
that documentsthe findings and evaluations from moni-
toring The report should be available to the public

Response: Resource evaluation monitoring results will
be periodically documented in an annual evaluation
report available to the public (see Plan Chapter 5, C
Evaluation Reports)

NEPA/NFMA

Comment. How can the public provide substantive
comment to the Forest Plan and EIS when it 1s not
clear how itwill be affected by the President'sPlan, A
supplemental draft EIS and Forest Plan should be de-
veloped incorporating the President's Plan wrth the
Preferred Alternative An additional comment period
should be provided to allow for public input to the
supplemental draft BIS and Forest Plan

Response: How the draft Forest Plan would be af-
fected by the draft President's Plan was disclosed by
the following methods,
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A The draft President's Plan was referenced in the
DEIS and was made available to the public The draft
President's Planwas described in the draft SEIS, which
described the relationshipto the draft Forest Plan

B The DEIS included an Addendum that described
the relationship to the draft President's Plan

C The relationship between the Forest Plan and the
President's Plan was described at public meetings and
briefings held on both the draft Forest Plan and the
draft President's Plan

The Record of Decision (SEIS ROD) for the final
President's Planwas signed on April 13, 1994 Changes
made betweenthe draft and final President's Planwere
described inthe SHS and the SHS ROD The changes
made between draft andfinal versions ofthe President's
Planwere relativelyminor and did not warrant issuance
of another supplemental BS on the President's Plan

The relationship d the President's Plan to the draft
and final Forest Plan was explained further inthe SES
and the SEIS ROD The SHIS supplemented the DEIS
for the draft Forest Plan (SEIS ROD, page ! 2) and pro-
vided direction for completion of the final Forest Plan
(SEIS ROD, Appendix A, page A-2) That direction
has been fully incorporatedin the final Forest Plan

Based on the opportunitiesfor comment already pro-
vided, the relatively minor changes made to the For-
est Plan as a result of public comment, and finalization
of the President's Plan, an additional opportunity for
comment is not warranted

Comment: We urge the Forestto expand the oppor-
tuntyforthe public to become involved and comment
on the Forest Plan

Response: Opportunty for public commentwas pro-
vided on both the draft President's Plan and the draft
Forest Plan (see responseto comment above) Changes
made as a result of comment on the draft Forest Plan,
and as a resultoffinalization ofthe President's Plan,were
relatively minor and did not warrant an additional op-
portunity for formal public comment Issuance of a
Record of Decision simultaneously with the FEIS for the
Forest Plan s permitted by Council on Environmental
Quality regulations [40 CFR {506 (0b] when there is
an established appeal process The Forest Plan deci-
sion is appealable under 36 CFR 217

Comment: How will the President's Plan be imple-
mented at the Forest level?

Response: The ROD and FSEIS, commonly referred
to as the President's Plan, provide for land allocation
decisions and managementdirectionwhich were incor-
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porated into the Forest Plan and EIS Ecosystem man-
agement planningwill provide for broadly-definedgoals
and objectives using an Interdisciplinary, integrated ap-
proach Site-specific projects resultingfrom ecosystem
analysis will require application of the NEPA process

Comment: The comparison ofalternatives should pro-
vide for quantifiable comparisons of alternatives, and
not just be a detailed impact analysis

Response:  Where applicable and relevant, quantifi-
able comparisons of alternatives are displayed in the
BS Notwithstandingthe relative abundance of infor-
mation uponwhich the analysisis based, itis acknowl-
edged that a great deal of professionaljudgement was
relied upon in assessing the effects ofthe alternatives
Contraryto the suggestion inthe comment, however,
this reliance 1s not a fatal flaw First, the judgements
generally are well informed, at least relatively speak-
ing, given the data upon which they are based Sec-
ond, the judgements are of scientists who are among
the foremost in their respective fields Third, a de-
gree of professionaltechnical judgement 1s inevitable
in evaluations and predictions made in the sciences
>rimarily relied upon in conduction the assessment of
sffects in this EIS Finally, this plan results no actual
action onthe ground, prior to projectimplementation
:here will be ecosystem analysis and project NEPA
analysis which provides more quantifying of effects

Comment: The sections "Consequences Commonto
41 Alternatives" and "Consequences Specific to An
Alternative” are misnamed Neither presents a dis-
zussion of consequences Conclusory statements
~hich do not refer to scientific or objective data sup-
>orting them do not satisfy NEPA's requirements for a
letailed statement Mere listing of mitigation measures
s insufficientto qualify as the reasoned discussion re-
quired by NEPA The DEIS fails to present sufficient
saentific data as required by NEPA

Response:  Although the Interdisciplinary Team used
:he best information and research results available at
‘he time, it1s true that much information that would
rave been useful simply does not exist or 15 unusable
nits currentform Nonetheless, NEPA acknowledges
‘he inevitability of incomplete information, and the
snvironmental analysis may be considered by the de-
asion maker if the gaps in information are disclosed
~vithin the EIS (40 CFR 1502 22)

The Interdisciplinary Team examinedthe data and re-
ationships used to estimate the effects of the alterna-
tves There is a substantial amount of credible
nformationabout the topics addressed inthe EIS, the
»asic data and the central relationships are well estab-
ished The teams determined that, while the missing
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information would frequently add precision to esti-
mates or better specify a relationship, the basic data
and central relationshipsare sufficientlywell established
in the respective sciences, and filling those informa-
tion gapswould notlikely reverse or nullify understood
relationships Though acquisition of new information
was considered. the team determined that the new
information was not essentialfor the decision makers
to make a reasoned choice among alternatives

There appearsto be an implicitassumption inthe com-
ment that such sciences should produce precise or
"certain” results But this assumption fails to account
for the fact that not all sciences share the same cer-
tainty of knowledge and predictive capability That is,
while some so-called "hard sciences" are more or less
characterized by precise quantitative data, widely ac-
cepted theories, and research based on experiments
capable dFbeing repeated and conducted in controlled
environments, the sciences utilized in the EIS do not
generally fall into such a category Indeed, ecology,
sociology, and economics generally are not as deter-
ministic. are more complex (in large measure because
they address living organismsvis-a-vis inanimate units),
rely on more subjective assumptions, and ultimately
yield less certain results than those normally possible
in physics or chemistry, for example

Finally,the alternative analyzed in the EIS each include
an adjustment process (adaptive management) that pro-
vides for modificationof habitat managementshould new
information warrant a change in management This
adjustment processis guided by monitoring and research
and provides the flexibility to adjust the management
direction of the selected alternativesin the future

Comment: The seven page addendum incorrectly as-
serts that the President's Plan 1s within the range of
alternatives considered inthe DEIS

Response: The statement about the President's Plan
falling within the range of alternatives considered is a
gualitative assessment of all of the features of the al-
ternatives -- notjust a single measure The range of
alternatives considered in the DEIS s also not limited
to the alternatives considered in detail. but also includes
those that were considered but eliminated from de-
tailed study shown inthe DES

This comment is directed at a single measure - the
allowable timber sale quantity However, when this
single measure is examined. the President's Plan ASQ
of 60 MMBF for the Shasta-Trinity shown in the ad-
dendum compares to ASQs of 65 3, 55, and 36 for
alternatives CBF, LBU, and 12C at the bottom of the
range and ASQs of 236 5, 134, 129, and |12 4 for
alternatives 1990 CUR, CEE, CEF, and RPA atthe top
of the range

Comment: The Forestis open to litigation by admit-
ting human-induced activities have lead to adecline in
fish population levels

Response: There are anumber ofvariables which may
have lead to the decline, including “[o}ver fishing of
major basin fish stocks, inundation of limited critical
spawning and rearing habitats, poor water release
schedules at dam sites. and terrestrial habitat alteration
in sensitive watersheds are contributing factors to this
decline" &s stated inthe EIS The Forest Plan and EIS
addressthose managementactivities within the scope
of influence of Forest interdisciplinary teams and de-
ciding officials  The Forest Plan and EIS incorporate
the Aquatic Conservation Strategy, & detailed in the
ROD and FSEIS, to restore and maintain the ecologi-
cal health of watersheds and aquatic ecosystems

Comment: Alternative 12C (Late Successional Forest
Management)was eliminated from detailed study be-
cause it was not considered responsiveto local social/
economic needs This should be carefully examined
on the local level, not accepted without question

Response: The land allocation decisions and manage-
ment direction contained within the President's Plan
were incorporated into the Preferred Alternative of
the Forest Plan and EIS The intent of the Preferred
Alternative is to provide for multiple use, with an em-
phasis on providing for aquatic and late-successional
species habitat needs

Comment: The Forest's stated policy of good will and
cooperation with Native Americans requires consul-
tation with Native Americans as required by the Ameri-
can Indian Religious FreedomAct, the National Historic
PreservationAct, the Secretary ofthe Interior's Guide-
lines for Preservation Planning, and the Advisory
Councils's Guidelinesfor Public Participation

Response: Consultation with Native Americans has
occurred during the development of the Forest Plan
and EIS consistent with the scoping process outlined
in Appendix A of the EIS

Comment: The Draft Forest Plan should be withdrawn
pending reissuance of the Mount Shasta Ski Area EIS
to properly consider the effects of the ski area The
Draft EIS land allocation to downhill sking on Mount
Shasta is premature

Response: The Forest Plan provides for management
prescriptions which describe permitted management
practices The site-speciic Mt ShastaEIS considers a
range of alternative managementstrategies which may
occur within the parametersof permitted management
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practices The land allocation decisions of the Forest
Plan provides management guidance for, and is not a
result OF the site-specific Mt. Shasta Ski Area EIS

Comment: Your proposal violates the Constitution o
the United States and the Constitution OFthe State f
California  What you propose constitutes a "taking"
for which we hold you fully accountable Assess pro-
posed "taking" with respectto mining and grazing

Response: The Forest Plan and BIS were prepared in
full compliance with applicable Federal laws and regu-
lations  Primary guidance was provided by the Na-
tional Forest Management Act and the National
Environmental Policy Act. With respect to minerals
management, the Forest Plan and EIS deferto existing
laws and regulations pertainingto mining activities, as
detailed in Chapter Ill, Minerals, of the EIS With re-
spect to range management, implementation of the
Forest Plan and EIS will provide for standards and guide-
lines necessary to ensure range managementis inte-
grated with other resource needs and objectives

Comment: The Organic Act recognizedthe states re-
tain both civil an criminaljurisdiction inthe administra-
tion of National Forests

Response: The Organic Adminustration Act states “[t]he
jurisdiction, both civil and criminal, over personswithin
National Forests shall not be affected or changed by
reason oftheir existence, except so far as the punish-
ment of offenses against the United States therein is
concerned, " The Forest Plan and EIS are consis-
tent with this Act

Comment: The Forest Plan and DEIS appear to be in
potential conflict with the Siskiyou Country Interim
Land Management Plan.

Response:  Chapter IV of the EIS, Possible Conflicts
with Federal, Regional, State and Local Land-use Plans,
discusses "possible conflicts between the proposed
action and the objectives of Federal, regional, State,
and local land use plans, policies, and controls for the
areas concerned " The EIS and Forest Plan provide a
vehicle to resolve problemswith public agencies should
a conflict resultfrom any of the direction contained in
the various alternatives, includingthe Forest Plan

Comment: The EIS must reveal the environmental
effects dFthe proposed action By incorporating Op-
tion 9,the DEIS fails to fulfill the requirement

Response: The Forest Plan and EIS have fully inte-
grated land allocation decisions and management di-
rection provided by the ROD and FSEIS The
environmental effects of the Final Plan are within the
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range described inthe DEIS, therefore, the changes in
the final do notviolate the requirement of the DEIS to
reveal the consequences of the proposed action

Comment: The EIS does not consider a reasonable
range of alternatives

Response: NEPA requiresthe agency to explore and
evaluate "all reasonable alternatives" which respond
to the "underlying purpose and need" (40 CFR
1502 14(a) and 1502 13). The alternatives presented
in this EIS meet these requirements, and respond to
the purpose and need defined in Chapter | of the EIS
Several other alternativeswere initially considered, but
were not given detailed analysis because they were
not consistent with the purpose and need, as detailed
in Chapter Il 'Alternatives Considered and Eliminated
from Detailed Study" of the EIS

Comment: Adoption of the Preferred Alternative
would violate at least five environmental statutes, in-
zluding the National ForestManagementAct, the Clean
Water Act, the Endangered Species Act, the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, and the National Environmental Pro-
:ection Act

Response: The Forest Plan and EIS are in compliance
with those acts as required by law, regulation,or policy

'‘Option 9" (President's Plan)

Comment: How will hardwoods be managed on a
{00 year rotation?

lesponse: Currently, hardwood stands are not a regu-
ated component of the ASQ calculation for the For-
ast  The ecosystem management process will identify
rardwood management objectives and opportunities
ising an integrated resource management approach

‘omment: If the goal 1s the development of old-
rrowth characteristics, treatment limited to stands of
ess than 80 years is too rigid

lesponse: The President's Plan FSEIS and ROD pro-
nded the 80 year direction for Late-successional Re-
ierves which were incorporated by the Forest Plan and
zIS Ifthat standard s too rigid, provisionsfor adjusting
>&Gs are available through the adaptive management
yrocess and if necessary, a Forest Plan amendment

.omment: Oversight should be decentralizedto the
srovince level

tesponse: Appendix E ofthe President's Plan displays
1copy ofthe Memorandum of Understandingbetween

K-27



Appendix K - Responseto Public Comment

affectedfederal entities and agencies detailingthe struc-
tural hierarchy for implementation of, and oversight
for, Forest Ecosystem Management within the Pacific
Northwest. Oversight will occur at the appropriate
level depending on the resource

Comment: The objectives. standards, guidelines, and
components of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
should be retained

Response: Management direction and standards and
guidelines provided by the Agquatic Conservation Strat-
egy have been incorporated into Chapter 4 of the
Forest Plan

Comment: What will happen to late seral and old-
growth stands outside reserves?What process and
criteriawill be usedto select stands for timber cutting?

Response: Late seral and old-growth stands outside
reserves would be managed as perthe standards and
guidelines and management direction provided by the
land allocation areathey are located within The pro-
cess used to select stands for timber ‘cutting' will be a
function of the objectives determined for the assess-
ment area through ecosystem management analysis
toward obtaining a desired future condition

Comment: Matrix lands should be managed using the
ecosystem management approach Timber manage-
ment in matrix should include NEPA analysis and an
assessment on connectivity between late-seral /old-
growth habitat

Response: Matrix lands are to be managed using an
ecosystem management approach as described in
Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan NEPA analysis will be
accomplished priorto implementingsite-specific man-
agement activities

Comment: Creative managementshould extend to all
areas of the Forest, including riparian reserves

Response: The Aguatic Conservation Strategy provides
the basis for riparian reserve management on the For-
est Watershed analysis focuses on implementingthe
Aguatic Conservation Strategy The participation in
watershed analysis of adjacent landowners, private citi-
zens, interest groups, industry, government agencies,
and other interested parties will be promoted

Comment: The only feasible defensible management
prescriptionwill be one that recognizes and attempts
to emulate the historic norm

Response: Replicating the natural ecosystem function
15 aguiding principle of ecosystem management

Comment: DO not drop standards for Adaptive Man-
agement Areas A provisionto add AMAs where citi-
zen/agency biodiversity councils exist should be added

Response: Land allocation decisions provided by the
President's Plan, including AMAs have been incorpo-
rated into the Forest Plan AMA areas were selected
to provide opportunities for innovation, to provide
examples in major physiographic provinces, and to
provide a range oftechnicalchallenges The President's
Plan provided for allocation of specific Adaptive Man-
agement Areas The Forest Plan allows for manage-
ment of the AMA under Matrix S&G's until AMA
planning, in cooperation with research, develops new,
or modified. S&Gs

Comment: Management activities in stands adjacent
to reserves must provide for "feathering” of activities
at the boundary

Response: A concern such as this would be better
addressedthrough ecosystem analysis directedtoward
obtaining a described desired future condition Eco-
system analysis will not stop at LSR or any other land
allocation boundary

Comment: The plansfail to disclose which land s des-
ignated as administratively withdrawn in Option 9

Response: Chapter 4 ofthe Forest Plan, and the Man-
agement Prescriptionfor the Preferred Alternative map
will descrnibe/display administratively withdrawn areas
for the forest

Comment: Expand the old-growth reserve systemto
protect all remaining stands of old-growth forests Al-
low no thinning salvage, road development, or log-
ging activity in reserves

Response: Species viability analysis was usedto guide
the development of land allocation decisions, includ-
ing late-successional reserves, as incorporated by the
Forest Plan and EIS from the President'sPlan Silwi-
culturaltreatments inside reserves must ensure they
are beneficialto the creation of late-successionalfor-
est conditions

Range

Comment: Eliminate all grazing Phase out grazing

Response: With application oF the Range Standards
and Guidelines as detailed in Chapter 4 of the Forest
Plan, livestock grazing can continue to be a compat-
ible, integrated resource management practice
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Comment: Increasethe amount livestockownersmust
pay for grazing Require ownersto pay private land-
owners when their cows graze on private land

Response: The consideration of user fees is outside
the scope of the Final EIS and Final Forest Plan

Comment Reduce or eliminate livestock use where
riparian systems are being adversely impacted Pro-
vide for monitoring

The EIS should describe how range management
would be adjusted to meet the Aquatic Conservation
Strategy objectives

Proper utilization standards must be developed

Use the process presented inthe R5 direction for TES
species

Utilizationguidelines must be developed by ecological
type, condition, and seral stage

Riparian standards for range managementdo not meet
FEMAT

There should be no grazing in riparian areas

There needs to be a biological evaluation of the ef-
fects of grazing on the entire forest

A Desired Future Condition needs to be written for
each allotment, along with a stepwise timetable for its
attainment

The STNF LRMP contains few timelines and delegates
most of the regulation of use and environmental con-
dition to the AMP

Provide for more specific range standards and guide-
linesto provideforthe protection of riparianareas and
to be consistentwith the President's Plan direction

Response: Application of the Range Standards and
Guidelines as detailed in Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan
will provide for livestock grazing compatible with other
resource values, as well as providing for range man-
agement consistent with the Aquatic Conservation
Strategy proposed by the President's Plan and incor-
porated into the Final EIS and Final Forest Plan

Comment: Forest representatives should work with ap-
pointed members of the Siskiyou County Grazing Advi-
sory Board to overcome policy conflicts and develop a
coordinated rangeland resource management planforthe
rangeland portions of the Preferred Alternative
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Response: Coordination of Forest range manage-
ment personnel with affected range permittees and
representatives will help ensure continued range
management compatibility with other integrated
resource objectives

Comment: Ecologicalrite inventoriesare irrelevantto
carrying capacity Your methods for evaluating range-
land conditions should include scientifically sound
methodsto estimate forage production Native grasses
From Siskiyou County are inherently shorter and re-
cover more quickly

Response: The Range Standards and Guidelines de-
tailed in Chapter 4 of the Final Forest Plan describe
methodologieswhich will be used to evaluate range-
and condition

Comment \We are disappointed that in light of appar-
ant under-utilization of rangeland potentialthat greater
=fforts have not been made to offer expansion of ex-
sting allotments

4 large percentage of livestock inventory in Siskiyou
County is dependent upon continued availability of
>ublic range

3ur analysis indicates that the STNF should plan for a
significant decrease in AUMs if itintendsto rehabilitate
Jparian areas and poor and fair conditions rangelands
ind respondto the reduction in transitory range

Response: As described in Chapter lll ofthe Final EIS,
"It is expected thatthe demand for Forest range lands
will remain at, or decrease slightly from, current levels
sver the next decade If increased demand for range
and should occur, it could be accommodated in some
wreas by the development of suitable range that would
ot be in conflict with other resource uses Costs of
levelopment could be shared betweenthe permittee
ind the government, thereby increasing the feasibility
>f such improvements "

comment We are greatly concerned with any po-
ential delays in the NEPA process and in preparation
>f range assessmentwork that could jeopardize prepa-
-ation of Allotment Management Plans and the con-
inuous utilization of existing allotments

NEPA analysis of the grazing program is required by
yoth regional policy and federal law.

tesponse: Range Standards and Guidelines detailed
n Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan, describes Rangeland
’roject Decision documents which provide for a site-
ipecific NEPA analysis process and elementswhich are
o be addressed
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Comment: Threshold utilizationstandardsfor livestock
must be in the Final Plan

Response: A table describing "Percent Allowable Uti-
lization Levels by Ecological Condition" has been pro-
vided within the Range Standards and Guidelines in
Chapter 4 of the final Forest Plan

Comment: Why does cutting of "X" MMBF necessar-
ily result in 50 X AMs of grazing?

Response: Timber harvesting generally allows for in-
creased levels of sunlight, moisture, and other site re-
sources to be available for the increased development
of rangeland browse species such as grasses, forbs,
and brush A general correlation between harvest
volume and rangeland development can be inferred.
and can be a good indicator of predicting rangeland
responseto avariety of considered harvest levels

Comment: Do not burn grazed areas for a minimum
of three years following wild or prescribed fire to al-
low natural revegetationto take place

Response: Range Standards and Guidelines, detailed
in Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan, provide range man-
agement direction for "the appropriate livestock stock-
ing intensitiesto achieve a balanced ecological status,
prevent over utilization of any desirable vegetative
types and maintain good livestock distribution ”

Comment: The LRMP and FEIS should have a map
showing all allotments, a history of NEPA analysis for
all allotments, and an allotment-specific schedule for
AMP revision

Response: Range allotment maps, history of NEPA
analysis and AMP schedulingis maintained by Ranger
Districts on the Forest which are affected by range
allotments

Recreation

Comment: What are "level 5 type of facilities" as dis-
cussed in the Recreation Standards and Guidelines?

Response: Level 5 type of facilities are as per Forest
Service Manual 2330 3 Exhibit 01 "High degree of
site modification Faciliies mostly designed for com-
fort and convenience of users and usually include flush
toilets, may include showers, bathhouses, laundry fa-
cilities. and electrical hookups Synthetic materials
commonly used Formalwalks or surfacedtrails Regi-
mentation of users is obvious Access usually by high-
speed highways Development density 5 or more
family units per acre Plant materials may be foreign

tothe environment Formalinterpretive services usu-
ally available Designsformalized and architecture may
be contemporary Mowed lawns and clipped shrubs
not unusual® The reference to 'level 5 type of facili-
ties' has been changed in the final Forest Plan

Comment; Citizens of the United States should not
subsidize recreation for local residents

Response: It is Forest Service policy to pass on the
cost of providing services to those who use the ser-
vices subjectto provisionsofthe Land and Water Con-
servation Act It is beyond the scope of the Forest
Plan and BS to consider user fee policy

Comment: The Forest Service should actively pro-
mote and participate in a master planning process for
the Lake Siskiyou Area

Response: AS part of the Desired Future Condition
for Management Area 5 (Parks-Eddy), "[D]eveloped
camping facilities complement the developments on
surrounding private lands, including Lake Siskiyou "
Lake Siskiyou is privately held, thus outside the scope
of consideration of the Forest Plan and BHS

Comment: Recreationuse projectionsare overstated
significantly because you have less access through re-
duced road maintenance and new road construction

Response: FORPLAN models usedto extrapolate rec-
reation use make general projections, and are not di-
rectly sensitive to reduced road mantenance levels or
new road construction However, mostofthe projected
increase would occur near already roaded areas where
future allowance for road maintenance is expected

Comment: Information regarding visitor days 1s com-
pletely garbled with conflicting statements

Response: RecreationVisitor Days are anticipated out-
puts resultingfrom FORPLAN medeiing, using assump-
tions as described in Appendix B ofthe Forest Plan An
attempt to provide consistent information throughout
the EIS and Forest Plan has been accomplished

Comment: There is no management prescriptionfor
"primitive" recreation. even though primitive wilder-
ness designation s recognized as a use under multiple
use management

How are Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classes
assigned?

Response: Within the Recreation Opportunity Spec-
trum (ROS) classes, Primitive is adefined class Primi-
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tive 1s not a management prescription. ROS classes
are defined inthe Glossary, Chapter VilI, of the EIS

Comment: We are against "Commercial Use Fees"
imposed by the USDA Forest Service Permitand user
fees should be required of equestrian wilderness users

Response: The consideration of user fees is beyond
the scope of the EIS

Comment: You needto prepare a management plan
for the Pacific Crest Tralil, and start it immediately

Response: Appendix A of the Forest Plan, Required
Resource/Implementation Plans, anticipatesthe prepa-
ration of the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail (PCT)
Development and Operation Plan to be completed
during 1996

Comment: How does designation of a scenic byway
impact private land management activities affected by
the byway?

Response: The Chief of the Forest Service initiated
the National Forest Scenic Byways Program in 1988
with the intentto |) showcase the outstanding scen-
ery of National Forest system lands, 2) to interpret
the various management activities of National Forests
as well as the cultural and natural values and attrac-
tions, and 3) to cultivate partnershipswith local com-
munities and organizations to enhance rural economic
diversity Private land management activities will not
be affected by the designation of a scenic byway

Comment: Recreation S&G 'e' needsto include safety
& a reason to exclude mountain bikes from trails

Response: NEPA analysis will provide for compatible
and incompatible activities for specific trails

Comment: Recreation S&G ‘s’ should read "encour-
age the private sector to help provide needed recre-
ation sites, facilities, and services with a development
level consistent with the environmental setting and
studies performed as part of an EIS or A"

Response: This Recreation Standard and Guideline
has been reworded in the final Forest Plan

Comment: Secure a comprehensive trails plan and
program for the National Forest Turn abandoned
roads into trails Build foot and horse trails through-
out non-wilderness portions of the forest to more
evenly distribute recreationists and protect designated
wilderness from overuse

Response: Trail maintenance and development plans
are developed by the Forest administrative units re-
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sponsible for trails  These plans prioritize current and
future trail needs The appropriate level of NEPA docu-
mentation is provided for by the responsible adminis-
trative unit Public involvement helps to determine
trail needs and appropriate uses

Comment: Off-Road-Vehicle Use

Eliminate all OHV uses on National Forests

Any closures on public lands would not be appreci-
ated |would like to see the trails remain open for
everyoneto visit by foot, horse, ATV, motorcycle, and
4X4 We are interested in working with the Forest
Service in keepingthe forest maintained and open

Response: The Off Highway Vehicle (OHV) Manage-
ment Plan map, included with the map packageto the
Forest Plan and Final EIS, displays Forest OHV policy
OHYV use restrictions are providedfor onthe map leg-
end It is expected that OHV use will be modified
over time through the ecosystem planning process

Comment: The issue dfdownhill skiingon Mt Shasta
was convenientlynot mentioned N o mentionis made
of the existence of the old ski area or the history of
the conflictto renewthat development Coiiveniently
missing also was any discussion of the economic re-
sults of downhill ski development to the local area,
the increasing public interest in downhill skiing, and
the lack of other northern California ski resorts The
DEIS/DLRMP simply ignores the whole issue and rec-
ommends designation

I am writing to express my deep disappointment with
the Shasta-Trinity National Forests complete disregard
for the Mount Shasta Ski Area in its draft plan There
is nothing shown on the plans' map which would indi-
cate a clear desire by the Forest Service to develop a
downbhill ski resort on National Forest Service lands in
Ski Bowl

The Forest appears to be developingthe LMP with
the assumption that the Mount Shasta Ski Area will be
build, even though the EIS for the proposed MSSA is
not complete, and Mount Shastas' eligibility to the
National Register of Historic Places has not been fully
determined Developmentto support downhill skiing
would have significant adverse environmental conse-
guences on important resources in the region if con-
ducted in an environmentally irresponsible manner

Response: Chapter 3 of the Forest Plan, Summary of
the Analysis of the Management Situation, Recreation,
discusses the status ofthe Mount Shasta SkiArea Site-
specific environmental analysis and decisions will de-
termine the course of actions associated with the
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Mount Shasta Ski Area The Forest Plan and Final EIS
respond to programmatic requirements which allow
forthe range of alternatives consider.. inthe site-spe-
cific environmental analysis. but do not provide for pre-
selection of any alternative

Comment: You didn't mention "spelunking" as aform
of recreation-a significant activity on our Forest You
need to provide for cave monitoring to determine if
any environmental changes are occurring Puttingany
cave hame on the map brings undue attention to the
caves Caves in high recreation use areas should be
managed with low visibility A full inventory of each
cave must be considered before a collective or site-
specific management plan is made

Cavesshould be evaluated for significance with appro-
priate protection underthe Forests'Cave Management
Plan Caves should be managed primarilyfor resource
protection and secondarily for recreational caving
where such activities do not significantly impact the
resource Lavatube visitor sites be carefully chosen

A public cave safety and awareness program should
be developed

Response: Spelunking as an increasing recreational
activity is being recognized by the Forest A Recre-
ation Standard and Guideline has been added to the
final Forest Plan which provides for the initiation of a
"significant caves" listing process

Comment: There needsto be a clarification between
stock and equestrian or recreational stock use inyour
draft plan

Response: Consideration of distinguishing between
stock and equestrian, or recreational stock use, would
be more appropriately considered during site-specific
NEPA analysis

Roadless Areas

Comment: The Mt Eddy further planning area should
be designated as wilderness

Response: The Preferred Alternative does not recom-
mend the inclusion of the Mt Eddy Further Planning
Area (RARE li - #05229) into the National Wilderness
Preservation system As described in Chapter |V ofthe
Final EIS, wilderness attributes will be retained on an
estimated 90 percent of the Mt Eddy areathrough al-
location to Unroaded, Non-motorized Recreation(Pre-
scription 1) and Research Natural Area (PrescriptionX)

The remaining estimated |0 percentof the Mt Eddy
area is allocated to Roaded Recreation (Prescription

I} As per the Aquatic Conservation Strategy, pro-
videdfor by the Presidents' Plan and incorporated into
the Final EIS and Final Forest Plan, watershed analysis
must be conducted before any management activities
may occur within inventoried roadless areas

Comment: Appendix C of the Draft EIS shows both
Prescription| and il & applyingto the Preferred Alter-
native How can that be?

Response:  Appendix C describes not only how pre-
scriptions land 1, but how all prescriptions inapplied to
roadless areas, would effect wilderness characteristics

Comment: There is no reasonto keep over-the-snow
vehicles out of Zone Ainthe OHV plan  Zone Ashould
have the same over-the-snow regulations as Zone C

Response: Most of Zone A are designated wilderness
areas, which are included within the National Wilder-
ness Preservationsystem, where motorized vehicles are
prohibited The remainingZone A areas are locations
where motorized travel would be inconsistent with
management objectives or resource protection needs

Comment: Why 15 the Mt Eddy area being consid-
ered as a potential ski area when the Mt Shasta EIS
eliminated it from consideration?

Response: The PreferredAlternative ofthe Final Forest
Planand Final EIS provides for the Mt Eddy area being
allocatedto Unroaded, Non-motorized Recreation (Pre-
scription I) and Research Natural Area (Prescription X),
which preclude the development of a ski area

Comment: Preserve all existing roadless areas Rec-
ommend all of the Forest's roadless areas be desig-
natedwilderness No new roads and no logging should
occur in roadless areas All remaining roadless areas
should be designated for some level of semi-primitive,
non-motorized management

Response: Chapter IV of the Final EIS, Wilderness
and Roadless Areas, discusses land allocation effects
upon wilderness attributes for the four alternatives
consideredin detail With implementation ofthe Pre-
ferred Alternative, an estimated 8 | percent of the 29
released areas acreage would retain wilderness at-
tributesthrough allocationto Prescription! (Unroaded,
Non-motorized Recreation), Il (limited Roaded Mo-
torized Recreation), VIl (Threatened, Endangered, and
Selected Sensitive Species) and X (Special Area Man-
agement) Additionally, as provided for by the
President's Plan and incorporated into the Final Forest
Planand FinalEIS, no new roads are to be constructed
in inventoried roadless areas in key watersheds. and
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watershed analysis must be conducted in all non-key
watersheds that contain roadless areas before any man-
agement activities may occur

Comment: Restrict ORV use to established roads and
designated routes, and prohibit their entry into
roadless areas

Response: The Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) Manage-
ment Plan provided with the map packageto the Final
BIS and Final Forest Plan provides for OHV uses and
restrictions by zone for the Forest Most of the Zone
A areas, outside designated wilderness areas, are por-
tions of released roadless areas N o motorizedtravel
is permitted within Zone A

Comment: Require an EIS for first project entry into
roadless areas. Describe the process used to deter-
mine whether or notto do an EIS in released roadless
area The impacts of new roads and forest manage-
ment activities on water quality in released roadless
areas should be assessed as specifically as possible

Response: FSH 1909 15, Chapter 20, 20 6, Classes
of Actions Requiring EiSs includes "Class 3 Proposals
that would substantially alter the undeveloped charac-
ter of an inventoried roadless area of 5,000 acres or
more " Proposals for areas smaller in size would re-
quire an EIS if the environmental effects were found
to be significant

The impacts of new roads and forest management
activities on water quality in released roadless areas
would be assessed during site-specific NEPA analysis
The intensity of analysis is primarily a function of statu-
tory and policy requirements,and project-levelissues

Comment: Little consideration had been givento the
effect roadless area development would have on the
Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail

Response: The preponderance of the Pacific Crest
Trail, as ittraverses the Forest, crosses Administratively
Withdrawn, Congressional Reserve, and Late-Succes-
sional Reserve land allocation areas The Pacific Crest
Trail s a National Scenictrailauthorized and designated
by Congress as part of the National Trails System Act
of 1968 As per Section 7 (a)(2) of the Act,
“[d]evelopment and management of each segment of
the National Trails System shall be designed to har-
monize with and complement any established multiple-
use plans for that specific area in order to insure
continued maximum benefitsfrom the land " Site-spe-
cific NEPA analysis, and application of the Recreation
Standards and Guidelines applicableto the Pacific Crest
Trall, as detailed in Chapter 4 of the Final Forest Plan,
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would provide for sections of the Pacific Crest Trail
potentially affected by management activity where it
crosses National Forest System lands through land al-
locations other than Administratively Withdrawn

Comment: The EIS should incorporatethe Presidents'
Plan management prescriptions for roadless areas

Response: Itdid The Presidents' Plan provided guid-
ance for inventoried roadless areas within the context
of the Aguatic Conservation Strategy Specifically, no
new roads are to be constructed within inventoried
roadless areas within key watersheds, and watershed
analysis must be conducted within non-key watershed
inventoried roadless areas priorto implementingman-
agement activiies The Aquatic Conservation Strat-
egy guidelines have been incorporated in Chapter IV
of the Final Forest Plan

Comment: Roadless areas should become the core
for a wildlife habitat/wildlfe corridor system that fo-
cuses on true ecosystem protection, blending com-
modity extraction with full protection for important
wildlife areas

Response: Watershed Analysis and Ecosystem Man-
agement planning will provide for and identify wildlife
habitat and wildlife corridor needs and analyze how
roadless areas contributetoward meetingthose needs

Comment: The Shasta-Trinity can now again consider
and recommend released roadless areas for inclusion
as wilderness as per the CaliforniaWilderness Act and
National Forest Management Act

Response: The Forestis satisfied that the Final EIS,
through analysis of land allocation decisions as they
affect wilderness attributes, has provided sufficient
opportunity to determine additional wilderness inclu-
sion needs during the current planning period

Special Areas (RNAs and SIAs)

Comment: Only one RNA has been established on
the Shasta-Trinity National Forest Alternative CBF
identifiesthirteen All thirteen areas should be included
inthe Final Plan Itis importantto save the last frag-
ments of old-growth vegetation

Response: The Shasta-Trinity evaluated thirteen ar-
eas The final plan allocates 8 new RNAs which are
identified in Chapter 4 of the FEIS These areas rep-
resentthe Shasta-Trinity's contribution to the regional
allocation of RNAsthat reflect avariety of ecosystems/
vegetation types to be preservedfor research
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Comment: A taking implementation should be com-
pleted prior to RNA establishment as effects water
rights, grazing, and mining claims

Response: The RNA establishment report requires
such an assessment as described above

Comment: Smoky Creek RNA is placed back in Ma-
trix in Option 9 This 1s a serious mistake

Response: Smokey Creek is allocated to RNA in the
Forest Plan Preferred Alternative

Comment: There should be a timeline established for
the creation/management/study of Special InterestAreas

Response: The Preferred Alternative of the Final EIS
proposes the classification of 19 Special Interest Ar-
eas AS describedinAppendix A Required Resource/
Implementation Plans, Special Interest Area Manage-
ment Plans are proposed to be developed between
the years 1995 through 2000

Comment: Cultural sites should be evaluated for their
importance as Biological Special Interest Areas

Response: Heritage resource sites which meet the
criteria as Special Interest Areas may be considered
for classification

Comment: Several biological and cultural interests
would be served by some or all of the vernal mead-
ows supporting small to medium population of sensi-
tive plant species Calochortus fongbarbatus on the
eastern edge of the McCloud Ranger District being
designated Special Interest Areas

The following additional SIA candidates should be rec-
ommendedfor designation HallCity Cave, Hirz Moun-
tain, Potem Falls, Potter Creek Cave, Tombstone Peak,
Tilted Rock Lava, Twin Cakes Basin. and Wells Creek Falls

Table IV-9 lists potentialSIAs Del Loma Cave, Hall City
Cave, Potter Creek Cave, and Tombstone Peak as
being at high risk due to mining/gecthermal activities,
off highway vehicles. and logging We requestthese
sites be included as recommended SIA's

Response: Twenty two other areas, which may qualify
to be classified as Special Interest Areas, will be ana-
lyzed for possible classification under the Preferred
Alternative Management direction will be provided
to evaluate each potential area with implementation
of the Preferred Alternative

Comment: Itis not clear who will take responsibility
to establish and administer SIAs and RNAs

Response: Each established or potential area will be
recognized inthe Forest Plan They will be recognized
as a special management zone (FSM 2124) A special
zone planwill set forth the management requirements
Planningwill be conducted inthe same general manner
as prescribed for Primitive Areas and Wilderness (FSM
2322) Approval of the plan will also constitute classifi-
cation of the areas and the plan will so provide The
Forest Officer authonzed to classify an area (FSM 2360 4)
IS authorized to approve the plan

Comment We recommendthat all SIA's be managed
for aVQO of retention, that they be withdrawn from
mining, and that proposals for hydroelectric develop-
ment be recommendedfor denialto FERC

Prohibit OHV access, grazing, mining, and other harm-
ful activities for Prescription X (Special Areas) Locate
high-intensity campgrounds away from Special Areas

Management Plans for recommended SIA's such as
Giant Crater Lava Tube System and Natural Fridge
should include seasonal monitoringfor bats, discour-
aging visitation during critical periods for bats, and en-
courage public awareness and conservation of
geological features and biota

Response: Chapter 4 of the Final Forest Plan, under
Special Areas Management (Prescription X) describes
Standards and Guidelines which provide for manage-
ment of Research Natural Areas and Special Interest
Areas Additional measures may be providedfor spe-
cific RNAs or SIAs during the development of Special
Area Management Plans

Timber

Comment: Logging should be eliminated in the Na-
tional Forests immediately

Response: Timber productionis one of the mandates
ofthe federal forests and changing it would require con-
gressional action. which is beyondthe scope of this Plan

Comment: Timber harvestingshould be eliminated in
"wild" areas

Response: Most of the remaining "wild areas on the
Forestsare protectedthrough Congressionally designated
wildernesses or through other designations,such s late-
successional reserves The disposition of inventoned
roadless areas Is discussed in Appendix C of the FEIS

Comment: Definingsawlog productsinterms of cubic
feet alone 1s not appropriate
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Response: In most cases, timber volume data in the
DEIS and Plan are expressed in both cubic and board
feet Cubic foot measure is becoming increasingly
important and will be the primary unit of measure in
the near future

Comment: A timber sale program that is only slightly
higherthan the annual mortality of 64 2 million board
feet 1s not managingthe forest wisely

Response: Timberis only one of many resourceswhich
are managed on the nationalforests In orderto meet
multiple resource objectives, itis necessary to manage
the timber resource at less than the maximum level

Comment: It may not be possible in some areas to
"provide a sustained supply of firewood for personal
use" due to available land base, environmental con-
straints, and budgets

Response:  Providing a sustained supply of firewood
for personal use is a forest goal, or desired condition,
inthe Plan This means that every attempt should be
made to meet this objective, while meeting other re-
source goals, subject to the standards and guidelines
inthe Plan This does not mean that we will always
be able to meet the demand for firewood

Comment: Under the Preferred Alternative, about
70% of the Forest would be excluded from timber
production This does notmeet the purposefor which
the Forest was established so far as insuring "a con-
tinuous supply of timber for the use and necessities of
the United States citizens”

Response The Forest was established to provide a
continuous, sustained supply of many resourcesfound
onthe Forests, subjectto existing laws and regulations

Comment:  Even-aged timber management (i e
clearcutting) should be de-emphasized or eliminated
and uneven-aged management (1 e selection cutting)
should be emphasized

Response: Silvicultural systems and their application are
discussed in Appendix | ofthe FEIS This discussion in-
cludes ratings of the major systems for various impor-
tant biological and managerial attributes (pros and cons)

Standards and guidelines pertainingto silvicuituralsystems
are provided in Chapter 4 inthe Plan The silvicultural
system selected for aspecific areais determinedthrough
an interdisciplinary process under an ecosystem manage-
ment approach A description of when a particular sys-
tem might be mostappropriate s found in Appendix C of
the Final Plan. Giventhe ecological diversrty inthe For-
ests, limiting harvestto any single method s not recom-
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mended The use of clearcutting will be considered only
when other silivicultural methods will not meet manage-
ment objectives, which will be minimal

Comment: Specific standards and guidelines for
Green Tree Retention (GTR) should be adopted in
the Forest Plan

Response: Specific standards and guidelinesfor GTR
from the ROD have been incorporated into the Final
Plan Deviations from these standards and guidelines
may be considered on a site-specific basis, subject to
approval by the Regional Ecosystem Office

Comment: Project level silvicultural analysis should
include historical data as much as possible

Response: Under an ecosystem management ap-
proach, historical information s one of many factors
which will be considered in developing a silvicultural
prescription Some of the key items to consider in
determiningthe appropriate silvicultural system for an
areas discussed in Appendix C of the Forest Plan

Comment: The Forest Plan needs to show how much
non-chargeablevolume is expectedfrom sanitation and
salvage cutting from late-successionalreserves and other
areas withdrawn from regulatedtimber production

Response:  Sanitation and salvage cutting from these
areas I1s subject to specific standards and guidelines
designed to meet other objectives not relatedto tim-
ber production Therefore, an estimate of timber vol-
ume from these areas is not possible The conditions
under which sanitation and salvage cutting would be
considered are specified in Chapter 4 ofthe Plan un-
der Late-Successional Reserves

Comment: The Forestshould emphasize practicesthat
thin stands and reintroduce very light intensity fire

More extensive use of biomass hatvesting should be
incorporated into silvicultural treatments to enhance
forest health and vigor

Response: Timber stand improvement activities, such
as thinnings, and the utilization of excess material for
biomass, are emphasized through the goals and ob-
jectives, and standards and guidelines, inthe Final Plan

Comment: We disagree with the fixed 180 year rota-
tions in the Draft Plan The rotations should vary de-
pending on biologicalfactors and managementobjectives

Response: In the Final Plan, the rotations will be al-
lowed to vary based on ecosystem analysis This fol-
lows the standards and guidelines from the ROD
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Comment: Longerrotations (180-250+ years) should
be established in order to grow older forests

Response: Rotations apply only to regulated timber
lands, such as the Matrix. where growing olderforests
is notan objective However, the Matrixincludes only
about 15-20% of the total area on the Forests Re-
serves, and other lands withdrawn from regulatedtim-
ber production, occupy 80-85% ofthe Forests Older
forests will be maintained in these areas and in
15-40 % of the Matrix and AMA land

Comment: Where rotations need to be calculated,
they should be derived from yield tables using mean
annual increment in board feet and not merchantable
cubic feet and should be 1009 of CMAI not 95%

Response: Many factors are considered when estab-
lishing rotation age, including biological, economical,
managerial. etc  Culmination of mean annual incre-
ment (CMAI) is only used to establish minimum legal
rotations as required by the National Forest Manage-
ment Act (NFMA) Rotation ages established in the
Final Plan are always longerthan the minimum require-
ment due to other land management objectives, such
as diversity and wildlife habitat needs

Comment: Lands should be reforestedwith a diverse
mix of plant species native to the area

Response: Specific standards and guidelines for refor-
estation, includingthe need for a diversity of native plant
species, are included in Chapter 4 of the Final Plan

Comment: Natural regeneration should be the pre-
ferred method (instead ofartificial regeneration)where
the regulation of stocking levels and species composi-
tion is easy to achieve

Response: Usually a combination of both artificial and
natural regeneration s preferred because natural re-
generation is not always reliable However, natural
regenerationis appropriate and will be more of a fac-
tor in reforestation due to the shift from clearcutting
to GTR and selection cutting

Comment: Tilling, as used in site preparationfor re-
forestation, may accelerate soil erosion and damage
the watershed

Response: Tilling is used primarily on areas with shal-
low hardpan soils. such as volcanic soils onthe McCloud
Flats, tofacilrtate planting Tilling breaks up the hardpan
soils and facilitates water penetration, thus reducing
potential erosion Soils and Water standards and guide-
lines inthe Final Plan must be followed wheneverground
disturbing activities such as tilling are proposed.

Comment: There s no discussion of what will be
done to reforest understocked and non-stocked lands,
and lands with inappropriate species

Response: The regenerationof understocked and non-
stocked lands is emphasized in the Final Plan  Stan-
dards and guidelines inthe Plan address this issue Site
specific analyses conducted through ecosystem plan-
ning will address issues such as appropriate species
Comment: What monitoringand reporting process is
planned to assess reforestation success or failure, es-
pecially where natural regenerationis planned?

Response: The MonitoringAction Plan (Chapter 5 of
the Final Plan) includes a monitoring item to deter-
mine if reforestation efforts are meetingthe Foreststan-
dards and guidelines This includes both artificial and
natural regeneration methods

Comment: The use of any site preparation method
for reforestation purposes should be determined
through a site specific analysis

Response: Standard and guideline #20! in the Final
Plan has been revised to include all site preparation
methods, not just terracing

Comment: Lands identified as suitable for timber pro-
duction contain many cutover areas with no standing
timber inventory Ithink you have over estimated your
timber resource and your allowable cut (ASQ) should
be reduced until you have made a new field inventory
of your timber resource

Response:  The timber inventory was revised and
updated in 1990to include recently cutover areas and
the ASQ was adjusted accordingly EcologicalUnit In-
ventories (EUI) have been conducted over much of
the suitable timber land base over the last four to five
years that will provide up-to-date timber inventory
information for ecosystem planning under the Plan

Comment: The ASQ projected in the Draft Plan is
predicatedon a proposed annual budget of $43 2 mil-
lion dollars Realistically,the Forestis not likelyto re-
ceive the necessary budget from Congress and,
therefore, the ASQ will not be as stated inthe Plan

Response: Budgets, and how they might affect outputs
in the Forest Plan, are discussed in Appendix H of the
Final Plan The ASQ representsthe volume the Forests
are capable of producing However,the actual volume
sold in any given year is determined by a number of
facton, includingthe budget Therefore, reduced bud-
gets could result in less outputs, such as volume sold

Comment: Volume from salvage and thinnings should
count towards the ASQ
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Response: All timber volume sold within the Matrix
and AMA is included inthe ASQ. including salvage and
thinnings Since timber production is not a planned,
scheduled output in reserves and other withdrawn
areas, any salvage or thinning volume removed does
not count towards the ASQ

Comment: Forestregulation should be on a separate
watershed basis

Response:  Forest regulationis determined on a For-
est basis, accordingto applicable laws and regulations
In order to assure that individual watersheds are not
overcut, measures such as watershed analysis are
implemented at the ecosystem planning level

Comment: Keywatersheds should not be includedin
the timber base for ASQ calculations untilawatershed
analysis has occurred The ASQ calculated from these
watersheds should be non-interchangeable with the
ASQ from other areas

Response: The ASQ from Key Watersheds is an esti-
mate based on the best information available at this
time The ASQ will be modified if watershed analysis/
ecosystem analysis/project planning results in a differ-

ent AQ level

Comment: The ASQ needs to be revised when un-
planned events occur, such as catastrophic fire, and
cuttings are made to recover mortality

Response: The ASQ 1s expressed as an average annual
volume for the 10year periodofthe Plan Volume sold
inany one year ofthe Plan may be higher or lower than
the ASQ According to the Monitoring Action Plan
(Chapter 5 ofthe Forest Plan), the ASQ would be moni-
tored and any significant deviations from the ASQ could
result in a Plan Amendment revisingthe ASQ

Comment: Volume harvested from unsuitable timber
lands should not be scheduled However, this vol-
ume should be estimated

Response: The volume from unsuitable lands is diffi-
cult to estimate due to avariety of unknown factors
Any estimate would be totally subjective and not very
reliable However, the ROD estimates that an addi-
tional 10 percent (of the ASQ) may be available from
these lands

Comment: Ifthe Forestis implementing ecologically
sound management principles, how can you pre-es-
tablish an ASQ of 87 MMBF? Why does the ASQ in-
crease in decades 4 and 57
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Response: The ASQ only establishes the capability of
the Forests, subjectto all applicable laws and environ-
mental regulations Itis not atarget or agoal The
ASQ is subject to change through Plan Amendments
based on site-specific ecosystem analyses

The ASQ is projectedto increase in later decades due
to expected yields from plantation thinnings

Comment: Volume from thinnings of over-stocked
stands should result in a substantially higher ASQ

Response:  Volumes from thinnings of merchantable
sizedtrees (over |0 inches DBH) inthe Matrixand AMA
are already included inthe ASQ Volume from smaller
material is not presently included in the ASQ, due to
unpredictable market condrtions and economic uncer-
tainty However,this smaller materialcould be included
inthe ASQ at a later date if market conditions change.

Comment: The ASQ should be higher, closerto the
long-term sustained yield (LTSY)

Response: The LTSY levelss the highest sustainable
yield in a perfectly regulated forest, where a uniform
distribution of size and age classes oftimber exists Due
to unplanned events, beyond the control of the For-
est Service, this condition is never reached, at least
notfor alongtime Currently, avery uneven distribu-
tion of size/age classes exists on the Forests, which
results in a lower ASQ The ASQ will increase in the
future as this distribution becomes more uniform

Comment:  No further old-growth forests should be
considered for cutting under any circumstances Exces-
sive emphasison preservationand retentionofold growth
reduces the opportunitiesto improve forest health and
reducethe risk of loss to fire, insects, and disease

Response: Most of the forests considered to be old-
growth are included in the late-successional reserves
or other areas withdrawn from timber production Any
proposed silvicultural treatment inside these areas
would be subject to review to ensure that the treat-
ment is beneficial to the creation of late-successional
forest conditions. Both salvage and thinningtreatments
may be considered in reserves

Comment: Sanitation and salvage cutting should be
discontinued, particularly within wilderness areas, ri-
parian reserves, roadless areas, and wild and scenic
river areas

Salvage and utilizationof tree mortality from both rou-
tine and catastrophic causes should be emphasized
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Response: Sanitation and salvage cuttingis guided by
the Standards and Guidelines for a particular area and
subject to site specific NEPA analyses consistent with
ecosystem management planning

Comment: Salvage should not include live trees
Response: Salvage cutting is designedto remove only
dead and down trees killed by fire, insects, disease, wind
damage, or other events It is often very difficult to
determine ifatree is dead or alive and, occasionally, live
trees are inadvertently removed in a salvage operation
However, guidelines are available for mosttree species
to assist in this determination and the removal of live
trees 1s not prevalent in salvage operations

Comment: Survey all cutover areas from the past
decades to assess regrowth

Response: Regenerated stands will be inventoriedfor
stocking and growth as part of the Monitoring Action
Plan (Chapter 5 of the Final Plan)

Comment: How much ofthe existing old growth sup-
ply would be removed under the Forest Plan?

Response: An estimated 210,000 acres ofold-growth
are currentlyfound onthe Forests Approximately 85-
90% of these acres are within reserves or other areas
withdrawn from timber production The remaining
old-growth within the Matrix lands may be removed
only after meetingthe standards and guidelines set forth
for the area

Comment: Table D-2 in the Draft Plan indicates that
replacement stands will be averaging about 65-70 cf/
ac/yr This is not consistent with Table D-3 which in-
dicates a net growth of about 45 cf/ac/yr

Response: Table D-3 s the predicted actual growth,
as determined by FORPLAN modelling, while Table
D-2 s the potential growth estimated in the timber
yield tables used in FORPLAN This apparent discrep-
ancy is clarified in the Final Plan

Comment: While the DEIS acknowledgesthat below
costtimber sales have beenextremely rare inthe past,
with the amount of additional work mandated under
the President's Plan, the potential for below cost sales
becomes a very real possibility

Response: Under an ecosystem management approach
that considers multiple resource values, timber sales
represent only one of these values that continues to
have aplace inthe broad spectrum of management prac-
tices and tools available t o implement sound ecosystem

rnanagement Timber sales can be an efficient and ef-
fective means of achieving not only silvicultural goals,
but other, nontimber resource managementgoals In
these cases, timber sales may occur, even though the
value of the timber does not exceed the cost of the
entire ecosystem management project

The Forest has traditionally been funded and evalu-
ated based on its ability to economically sell timber
Current planning approaches generate additional costs
attributable to management of the intangible or diffi-
cult-to-quantifyvalues that are equally important com-
ponents o the ecosystem Managing ecosystems
strictly for a positive return would limit opportunities
to maximize the intangible benefits of nonquantifiable
resource values, resource protection, and provision
dFoverall ecosystem management

These factors will be considered when evaluatingthe
below-cost question in the future

Comment: There should be an alternative displaying
the full potential production of wood products, which
will be socially necessary to keep pace with a growing
nation None ofthe alternatives considersthis approach

Response: The RPA Alternatives primary objective
would be to provide products and services at levels
expected to help satisfy current and future demands
stated inthe 1990 RPA program

Visual Resource

Comment: The Publicis concerned about Visual Qual-
ity for the entire land base, not just scenic highways
There s an objectionto visual corridorswith near natu-
ral appearance inthe foreground and middleground and
the suggestionthatthe backgroundwill not be protected

Response: Management for visual quality, a resource
that is based on individual perception rather that bio-
logical science, is based on the concept that visuals
will be emphasized in areas most likely to be viewed
This plan s based on ecosystem management which
is modified for visuals in areas that are visually sensi-
tive These areas are listed in the Forest-wide Stan-
dards and Guidelines and identified by those areas
allocatedto Prescriptionill Eventhough accordingto
the VQOs there could be many acres of Maximum
Modificationand/or Modification, actual acres will not
meet those levels because of final Plan land allocations
and ecosystem related Standards and uidelines pre-
clude that level of disturbance Itis expected that vi-
suals will be well protected across the landscape by
1) the Visual Quality Objectives, 2) the allocations to
LSR, Riparian Reserve, Administratively Withdrawn
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Areas, and Congressional Reserves which restrictthe
amount and kinds of land management activities that
can occur, and 3) the restrictions within AMA and Ma-
trix which limitthe amount and kinds of activities that
can occur as compared to past practices

Comment: Wood production should be a subordi-
nate activity and multi-resource managementwith rec-
reation and visual quality should be emphasized on the
Mt Shasta Ranger District. Diller Canyon and other
sensitive view areas from Mt Shastaare proposedfor
visual modification

Response: Wood fiber productionin the Mt. Shasta
areais subordinate to other resource/ecosystem man-
agement goals due to the land allocations and stan-
dards and guidelines Most of the Mt Shasta Ranger
Districtthatis not allocatedto Congressional Reserve,
Late-SuccessionalReserve, Administrative Withdrawn
areas, or Riparian Reservesis in Matrix/Prescription Ilf
which emphasizes visuals

Comment: There will be serious impactsto visual qual-
ity in the South Fork of the Trinity River, Black Rock
Lake, and Pettijohn Basin.

Response: Serious impacts will not occur to visuals in
the above referenced areas due to |)the South Fork is
bounded by LSR and Key Watershed/Matrix and areas
harvested will be in accordance with Key Watershed/
Matrix Standards and Guidelines which restrictthe in-
tensity of vegetation management, and 2) Black Rock
Lake and Pettijohn Basin are inthe Wilderness and have
LSR to the north and Key Watershed to the west

Comment: The Plan should have more goals for the
visual resource Areas not meeting VQOs should be
actively rehabilitated

Response: Goals for visual resource management are
found in Chapter 4 ofthe Plan under Forest-widegoals
and are further refined by the Forest-wide Standards
and Guidelines As part of watershed/ecosystem plan-
ning, areas in need ofvisual rehabilitation will be iden-
tified and integrated ecosystem management projects
could be proposedthat would in part rehabilitate visu-
ally degraded areas

Comment: There i1s a needto better understand the
methodology of how VQOs are established The Draft
EIS 1s weak on visual quality analysis and could violate
NFMA. The Desired Future Condition should be in
two components, desired landscape character and
desired scenic character

Response: The methodology of how VQOs were es-
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tablished 1s described in Chapter Ill of the FEIS Ac-
cording to policy VQOs were established according to
the accepted methodology and meetthe requirements
of NFMA The adopted VQOs constitute a description
of the desired visual condition for visual quality

Comment: Are there 0 acres of Visual Condition Class
VI Are not geometric clearcuts, roads, and landings
unacceptable scenic conditions

Response: The above mentioned practices would not
necessarily be unacceptable under any VQO They
would likely be unacceptable under retentionor partial
retention but would likely be acceptable, if properly
done, under madification and maximum modification
Comment: Identical VQOs for all alternatives, how
can this be?

Response: This was and error and has been corrected
inthe Final ES

Watershed

Comment: The DEIS does not adequately addressthe
cumulative effects dF over harvesting The DEIS uses
existing conditions, which are degraded as the only
benchmark upon which to compare alternatives The
DEIS assumes that Standards and Guidelines assure
no extreme environmental consequences would oc-
cur, but BMPs do not equate with compliance with the
Clean Air Act How does the Plan address cumulative
offsite watershed effects Describe how the Forestwill
implementthe "far share" policyfor cumulative effects
The cumulative effects analysis does not adequately
address sediment load that 1s in place on ephemeral
and intermittent streams

Response: The Cumulative Watershed Effects Analy-
sis (CWE) in the FEIS does evaluate all past activities
and their effect on water quality Existing condition 1s
used as a benchmark for comparative purposes only,
to indicate trends away from a situationwe can relate
to. Itis the most logical conditionto compare change
to Standardsand Guidelines, in conjunctionwith BMPs
are the mechanism for forest and land management
activities to be in compliance with Section 103 of the
Clean Water Act BMPs are certified for effectiveness
by the State Water Quality Control Board Off site
cumulative effects are addressed in Appendix H
Through the process of Watershed Analysis, we will
evaluate the conditions on all lands and make recom-
mendations to the land managers, public and private
We do not intend to pursue harvesting or managing
for our “far share" ifthat will lead to potential cumula-
tive effects and/or water quality degradation Detailed
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analysis of sediment loads in drainages!s addressed at
more specific levels, such as watershed analysis This
issue is too specific to address at the Forest Plan level

Comment: The DHEIS should explain how watershed
improvementwill total 300 acres while water yield will
decrease by [2- 17 thousand acre feet Timing ofwa-
ter yield runoffs is important

Response: Water yield is calculated for the plan based
on average annual precipitation and runoff Changes in
water yield occur when there are changes in the aver-
age values of componentsthat enter intothe water yield
model Decreases inwater yield are forecast because,
compared to the 1989 base year, there will be more
vegetation (less timber harvest) inthe decadeto come

More Vegetation means more evaporation and transpi-
ration of incoming precipitation and therefore, less wa-
ter available to occur as runoff Twelve to 17 thousand
acre feet 1s avery small amount comparedto the aver-
age runoff of over 4 million acre feet

Comment: In199Q there were 7 class 3 watershedsand

in 1993there were 5 What s the basis for the change?
There seems to be a problem with the criteria devel-

oped to evaluate watershed condition  Why are the riv-

ers. fish, and riparian areas in such poor condition?

Response: The decrease in number of watershedscon-
sidered to be in condition class 3 has decreased due to
the natural recovery of the watersheds through time

There has been lower disturbance levels from timber
harvest activities over the past 6 years, which has al-
lowed some recovery for certainwatersheds The gen-
eral condition of the river systems are relatively good

Where degraded, a variety of causes are responsible
includingthe effects ofthe 1964 flood The decreasein
fish population levels s partially due to habitat impacts,
but also decreasedwater flows from 7 years of drought,
poaching, and commercial harvest of the ocean

Comment: Privateland activities must play arole The
FEIS should provide processesthat will result in coop-
erative conservation strategies with neighboring land-
owners The Forest Service should delay activities in
mixed ownership until a Coordinated Resource Man-
agement Plan (CRMP) is in place

Response: We work closely with adjacent landowners
in mixed ownership watersheds, and believethat more
cooperative efforts are needed We will seek CRMPs
& appropriate, and if other landowners are interested

Comment: What plan measures have been developed
to implementthe watershed and water quality require-
ments of fish habitat

Response: The adoption of the Aquatic Conserva-

rion Strategy which includes Key Watersheds and
BMPs work together to meet the water quality re-
quirements of fish

Comment: Assurance that you will meet State water
quality guidelines 1s not adequate What happens if
you don't? The DEIS fails to consider compliance with
the California Porter-Cologne Act andthe water qual-
ity control planforthe North Coast Basin What about
site specific compliance?

Response: Site specific compliance will be accounted
for with the site-specific plan and NEPA documenta-
tion. not atthe Forest Plan level We will meet water
quality guidelines for non-point source pollutants by
implementation of BMPs The North Coast Board
certified our BMPs Not meetingwater quality objec-
tives on a site specific basis is under the authority of
the Regional Boards. as always

Comment: The 1995 tentative timber sale program
list includes Prospect, Wilcox, and Black Rock, all in
Class 3 watersheds

Response: The list has been adjustedinthe FEIS The
list. as always, I1s tentative and actual sales in class 3
watersheds would only occur after much analysis and
there would be assurancesthat the disturbance would
not adversely impact an already degraded watershed

Comment: The Siskiyou County Farm Bureau is con-
cerned with types of planning that extend to private
lands They are opposed to such processesthat pur-
port to be binding on non-participants without legal
authority and proper provision for due process It's
alright to describe areas where non-federal activities
are important, but do not assume that State regula-
tions completely ineffective

Response: All direction inthe FEIS and Plan appliesto
National Forest Land only The forest is always will-
ing to cooperate with willing partners to implement
ecosystem managementacross the landscape, regard-
less of ownership We do not assume that state regu-
lations are ineffective, but cannot count onthem when
determining the National Forest share of allocations
for healthy, functioning ecosystems

Comment: The FEIS should explain the Watershed
Improvement Needs Inventory (WIN)and discuss how
it would be used under the President's Plan Stan-
dards and Guidelines should include scheduling wa-
tershed improvement projects based on WIN and
specified priorities

Response: The WIN inventory referredto is available
for review How it will be used under the President's
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Plan has not been determined to date Scheduling of
site specific watershed improvement projects will be
done at the watershed scale, not the LMP scale

Comment: The Shasta-Trinity is using outdated meth-
odology This places the forest in jeopardy of insuff-
cientdata to reachits conclusions Withoutthe inclusion
of asediment model and coefficients capable of looking
at things besides silvicultural activities, this model will
not suffice to meetthe intent of the Clean Water Act

Response: The methodology used is appropriate for
this level of planning, and is only meantto raise "red"
flags about what watersheds may have problemswhich
may require additional analysis such as watershed analy-
sis Sediment models are no more accurate than man-
agement models if their coefficients are not locally
calibrated over a representativetime period Sediment
models and coefficients developed in other areas have
no basis for reality in Northern California It remains a
long term goal to have a quantitative sediment yield
modelfor the Forest However, no such model exists
today The model utilized on the forest 1s capable of
evaluating other disturbances besides silvicultural activi-
ties, such as wildfires We believe that Cumulative
Watershed Effects Analysis, performed at the watershed
level, will meetthe intent of the Clean Water Act if it is
specific to local conditions and processes

Comment: Watershed analysis needs to be expanded
to accurately forecast cumulative effects of widely scat-
tered projects over time within a watershed, such as
the South Fork of the Trinity River Watershed analy-
sis needsto be defined at the forest level Watershed
analysis needs to be expanded to all rivers, not just
the highlighted key watersheds Non-anadromous
fisheries should be ccnsidered key watersheds
(McCloud River, etc)

Response: This scale of analysis is really basin or sub-
basin analysis, and will be done Watershed analysis will
eventually be done for all watersheds on the Forest

Comment: In Appendix H-1 the location of impacts
relativeto hazardous areas was not even considered
The reliance on Threshold of Concern (TOC) is par-
tially unfounded

Response: We did not consider the location of impact
relative to hazardous areas at the Forest Plan scale It
15 critical to do this but at the watershed/project plan-
ning scale. TOC is avery good tool at the LMP scale
of analysis to stratify out watersheds which may have
a cumulative effect risk This helps direct project or
watershed analysis to more closely evaluate the issue

Comment; Watershed restoration should be the focus
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of the Forest Service Don't look to restoration as a
meansto allow existingtimber harvest practicesto con-
tinue The Plan doesn't give adequate priority or dollar
valuesto correctingpast mistakes (road building), which
will continue to degrade instream conditions

Response: Watershed restoration is a major focus of
this Plan and other activities will be planned consistent
with watershed needs, especially in Key Watersheds
Watershed restoration will be the major focus within
Key Watersheds

Comment: Independent hydrologic analysis of the
South Fork of the Trinity River shows that itis beyond
the TOC and will be for many years. Prescriptions
and Management area Direction should be adopted
for the entire area which prohibit disturbance and re-
store watershed values protect every watershed
which sustain salmon and steelhead fish

Response: The value of the South Fork of the Trinity
River and three other watersheds was recognized by
their designation as Key Watersheds Emphasis within
these watersheds is on the salmon and steelhead
stocks, protection of their habitat, and restoration of
the watershed as awhole

Comment: There should be a network of Key Water-
sheds and they should be off limitto extractive man-
agement The Planis deficient in documenting how Key
Watersheds are defired  French Creek, South Fork of
the Trinity, Lower Hayfork Creek, and the McCloud River
should be Key Watersheds The Plan will fail because
they do not focus on linkages between up slope and up
stream management and down stream responses

Response: This Plan has a large network of water-
sheds which are off-limitsto management, RNAs and
Wildernesses Key Watersheds as defined by the
President's Plan comprise nearly 500,000 acres of the
forest LSRs, while not off-limitsto management, have
severely restricted management options  This plan
requires Watershed Analysis which will determine the
linkages alluded to

Comment: Provide maximum protection for riparian
zones, perennial and ephemeral/intermittent streams
Prohibit logging and roads 300 feet from perennial
streams  Usefull Scientific Analysis Team Guidelines rather
than the proposedforest Standards and Guidelines

The provisionsare arbitrary, why are the requirements
the same for Californiaas the Olympic Peninsula?

Response: The Forest Plan defines interim riparian
-eserve widths as follows 300 feet on each side or
‘wo site potential trees for fish bearing streams. 150
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feet on each side or one site potential tree for non-
fish bearing perennial streams, 100 feet for intermit-
tent. ephemeral, and wet areas (see Chapter 4 ofthe
Plan for a complete description of Riparian Reserves
and their S&Gs) Unstable areas are also protected
Watershed Analysis is the vehicle to specifically study
terrestrial and aquatic processes where recommen-
dations are made to modify riparian widths if appro-
priate Watershed Analysis will evaluate local processes
and set riparian widths based on local conditions

Comment: With the vast number of species of fish
and wildlife present on this forest it seems that they
should take a closer look at maintainingthe viability of
these versus trying to increase commodity extraction
through timber harvest, etc

Response: The allocations, standards and guidelines,
and analysis processes adopted by this plan are aimed
at allowing extractive activities only when they are
consistent with ecosystem objectives and associated
species viability

Comment: Alternativesthat prohibitloggingwhere fish
habitat has been impacted from Sedimentation and
roading should be considered Key watershed lands
should not be within the timber base

Response: A key componentaf the President's Planis
the Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS) The ACS
was developed to restore and maintainthe ecological
health of watersheds and aquatic ecosystems The
ACS has been incorporated into the Forest Plan and
EIS, as detailed in Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan

Wild and Scenic Rivers

Comment: Includethe following riversinour National
scenic rivers system as Wild and Scenic Beegum, Can-
yon, Hayfork, McCloud, Squaw Valley Creek, Sacra-
mento River, North Fork of the Trinity River, South
Fork of the Trinity River, Virgin Creek

Response: The Preferred Alternative recommends all
or portions of 6 of the eleven study rivers They in-
clude Beegum Creek, Canyon Creek, Hayfork Creek,
North Fork ofthe Trinity River, South Fork of the Trinity
River and Virgin Creek The McCloud Riverand Squaw
Valley Creek are not recommendedand are being man-
aged under a CRMP that intendsto protectthe rivers at
the same level as W&S classificationwould. The Sacra-
mento River below Box Canyon is not recommended
because it is 85% in private ownership The upper
portionsofthe Sacramento River are hot recommended
because they do not meet suitability criteria

Comment: The Forest has failed to comply with re-

gional direction requiringa "comprehensive, forestwide
assessment” of potential Wild & Scenic Rivers, despite
previous public comments

Response: The Forest has followed Washington office
and Regional office direction for considering potential
Wild and Scenic Rivers AS per FSH 1909 12, the Land
and Resource Management Planning Handbook (WO
Amendment 1909 !2-92-1), Chapter 8 14-Wild and
Scenic River Studies Included inthe Land Management
Planning Process, "Forest planningmust address all riv-
ers designated by Congress for study, in the Nation-
wide River Inventory, or identified as a potential wild
and scenic river by a National Forest, wholly or partially
on National Forest System lands. Treatment may vary,
but except as noted in this section, the planningteams
should evaluate each river to verify that it meets the
eligibility criteria specfied in sections 1(b) and 2(b) of
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act Documentthe finding
of eligibility or noneligibility and the river's potential clas-
sification inthe forest plan” Supplemental Regionaldi-
rection in 1990 providing for further Wild and Scenic
river considerations was assessed by the Forest, and it
was determined that additional analysis would not
change ForestWild and Scenic River recommendations

Wildlife

Comment: The FEIS and Forest Plan should provide
for levels of snags and down woody debris. and hard-
woods needed by wildlife especially within land allo-
cations where timber harvest is planned

Response: The Forest Plan provides for shags, and
course woody debris. including green trees to pro-
vide a source of replacement Standards and guide-
lines in the Final EIS and Plan have been adjusted to
incorporatethe requirementsfrom the ROD Where
timber harvestis permitted snags are managedto pro-
vide at least a 40 percent population level of cavity
dweller species Retention of green trees in the
amounts required by the Planshould provide adequate
numbers for recruitment of snags Land allocations
withdrawn or reserved from timber harvestwill pro-
vide forhigher levels The Plan provides for retention
of hardwood types and hardwoods occurringin coni-
fertypes, (i) timber harvestis not planned within hard-
wood types, (2)timber harvest is not planned on 75
percentofthe Forests, and (3) hardwoods are retained
within areas where timber harvest ss planned consis-
tent with ecosystem management, determined at the
ecosystem planning/ project planning level

Comment: The Plan should provide standards and
guidelinesto protect declining habitats associated with
old growth, including dispersal
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Response: About 75 percent of the Forests are re-
served from planned timber harvest The amount of
land in late seral stage/old-growth habitat will increase
underthis plan. The Plan providesfor old-growth habi-
tats and related species and their dispersal through
specific land allocations and standards and guidelines.
As required by the ROD a network of Late-Succes-
sional Reserves (LSRs) i1s established that emphasizes
"old-growth and later seral stage forest ecosystems on
about 25 percentofthe Forests Activities within LSRs
are restrictedto those that will maintain or beneft old-
growth ecosystems. Asystem of Riparian Reserves pro-
vides for a network dFcorridors dissecting about 34
percent of lands within Matrix and AMA lands These
riparian corridors provide connectivity between Late-
Successional Reservesand provideterrestrial dispersal

Comment: The proposed Forest Plan and DEIS does
not adequately provide for early seral stage habitats

Response: Habitats for early seral species will be pro-
vided for by management activities within Matrix and
AMA areas Additional early seral stage habitat occur
within other land allocations as a result of natural dis-
turbances such as fire, disease, blowdown, and stivi-
cultural activities associated with development of
late-successional habitat Additionally, Forest-wide stan-
dards and guidelines require retention of a minimum
5 percent per seral stage

Comment: Reintroduce Roosevelt Elk on the Shasta-
Trinity National Forests

Response: A goal of this Forest Planis to take advan-
tage of management opportunities to maintain and/or
increase populations of game species including elk
Forest standards and guidelines specify coordination
with other agencies, such as CDFG, and the public
when consideringintroductionsand reintroductionsor
wildlife species Supplemental management direction
spedfic  to the Trinity Alps Wilderness and Yolla Bolly-
Middle Eel Wilderness directs the Forestto assess the
opportunity to reintroduce Rooseveltelk in coopera-
tion with the CDFG Any decision to implement the
reintroduction of Roosevelt elk will be made in a site
specific environment assessment at the project level

Comment: The Forest Plan should provide for pro-
tection of raptors from accidental electrocution from
high voltage power lines

Response: The Plan provides standards and guide-
lines to minimize accidental electrocution of raptors
by specifying that newly constructed overhead power
lines meet safe design standards.

Comment: Requestthatthe shasta salamander be listed
a a management indicator species.

Appendix K - Responseto Public Comment

Response: Shasta salamander 1s listed in the Wildlife
Species Assemblages as a Management Indicator, Table
G-3 of the FEIS

Comment: The Plan should provide protection of cliffs,
taluses, caves and rock outcrops and associated species

Response: Forest standards and guidelines provide
directionto protect cliffs, taluses, caves and rock out-
crops The Plan directs management ofthese areasto
protect their existing micro environments and viability
of dependent animal and plant species, and nearby
water sources to perpetuate natural cave processes
Additionally, the Plan incorporatesstandardsand guide-
lines from the ROD that provide protection for caves,
mines, and abandoned wooden bridges and buildings
that are used as roost sites for bats.

Comment: Is one of the goals ofthe Forest Serviceto
provide for recovery of Threatened, Endangeredand
Sensitive (TES) species The Forest Plan should pro-
vide protection for Federally and State listed TES in-
cluding the northern goshawk

Response: The Forest Plan provides specific standards
and guidelines for protection of TES species in Forest
Standards and Guidelines and in Land Allocations and
Management Prescriptions, particularly PrescriptionVH,
Late-Successional Reserves and Threatened, Endan-
gered and Selected Sensitive Species In addition, the
Forest Service will continue to comply with recovery
plans prepared by the U S Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) as directed by the Federal Endangered Spe-
cies Act (ESA), and consult with USFWS in accordance
with Section 7 of ESA

Comment:  Will implementation schedules, such as
the "Shasta-Trinity National Forests -Wildlife, Fish, TES,
Botany - Five Year Program Strategy" be consistentwith
the Forest Plan?

Response: Planned projects scheduled for implemen-
tation must be consistent with or otherwise amend
the Forest Plan prior to implementation

Comment: The 50- | 1-40rule s notinthe President's
Plan, butis a standard and guideline inyour DEIS What
standard and guideline will apply to Matrix lands, and
what effect will this have on late seral dependent spe-
cies and communities

Response: Inlieuofthe 50-1 1-40rule, the President's
Plan concludedthat Riparian Reserves, green tree re-
tention, and Administratively Withdrawn Areas would
contribute to the dispersal of late-successional associ-
ated species inthe Matrix Standards and Guidelines
applicable within the Matrix are detailed in Chapter 4
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Appendix K - Response to Public Comment

of the Forest Plan

Wilderness

Comment: Provide for large buffer zones around all
designated wilderness areas to rehabilitatethese zones
for eventual inclusion into expanded wilderness areas

Response: As stated in Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan,
“[t]he overall management philosophy of the Shasta-
Trinity National Forests is to realize integrated mul-
tiple resource land management in the context of
Ecosystem Management This goal is to be achieved
through the implementation of an environmental
agenda that has three major facets

Preservation—theprotection of unique landscapes and
their wild and scenic characteristicsfor the indefinite
future

Biodiversity--atall ecosystem scales, the maintenance
of a rich diversity of plants, fish, and wildlife

Sustainable Development for People--providing high
guality recreational experiences. a long-term sustained
yield oftimber, forage and other resource products, and
services consumed by society This last facet will be
compatiblewrth the Preservation and Biodiversity goals ”

Comment: Remove all structures and garbage from
wilderness areas

Response: Wilderness Standards and Guidelines and
Supplemental Management Direction providesforthe
developmentof Wilderness Management Plans  Within
these plans, considerationsofthe historical/culturat sig-
nificance of structures may be properly addressed The
removal df garbage is an on-going process conducted
by Forestvisitors and Wilderness Rangers

Comment: To consider present wilderness designa-
tions adequate given the striking population increases
in the state s both naive and short-sighted

Response: As discussed in Chapter 3 ofthe Forest Plan,
underWilderness and RoadlessAreas, “[pJublic demand
for the existingwildernesses, as measured through rec-
reationuse, 1s lowto moderate Projecteddemandfor
wilderness and roadless recreation opportunitiesis ex-
pected to increase significantly inthe nextfive decades
The 1989 RPA document An Analysis of the Outdoor
Recreationand Wilderness Situation inthe United States
1989-2040" projects increases in wilderness demand,
based on projected future demand for activities com-
monly occurring in Wildernesses. Day hiking is pro-
jected to increase 193 percent, backpacking 155

percent, general outdoor photography {05 percent, and
wildlife observationand photography 74 percent”

Chapter IV of the Final EIS, Wilderness and Roadless
Areas, discusses land allocation effects upon wilder-
ness attributes for the four alternatives considered in
detail With implementationofthe Preferred Alterna-
tive, an estimated 8 | percent of the 29 released areas
acreage would retainwilderness attributes through al-
locationtoPrescriptions | (Unroaded, Non-Motorized
Recreation),Hl (Limited Roaded Motorized Recreation),
Vil (Threatened, Endangered and Selected Sensitive
Species) and X (Special Area Management) Addition-
ally, as providedfor by the President's Plan and incor-
porated into the Final Forest Plan and Final EIS, no new
roads are to be constructed in inventoried roadless
areas in key watersheds, and watershed analysis must
be conducted in all non-key watersheds that contain
roadless areas before any management activities may
occur For these reasons, no new wilderness desig-
nations were proposed during this planning period

Comment: Eliminate private land ownership in desig-
nated wilderness areas

Response: The Land Adjustment Guide map, included
as part of the map package with the Final Forest Plan
and Final EIS, displays lands of a high priority to ac-
quire Private parcels within designated wilderness
areas are lands of a high priorityto acquire, based upon
the "willing seller-willing buyer" concept

Comment: The Wilderness Act is to be implemented
with respectfor preexisting rights and historic use This
includes water use rights secured by stock watering
and preference right through established use of cus-
tomary range

Response: AS per Sec 4 (d)(4)(2) of the Wilderness
Act (1964), "the grazing of livestock, where established
prior to the effective date of this Act. shall be permit-
ted to continue subject to such reasonable regulations
as are deemed necessary by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture " There are currently nine livestock grazing allot-
ments within, or partially within, the Trinity Alps
Wilderness Livestock grazing on these allotments is a
continuation of use that predates the establishment of
the Trinity Alps Wilderness

Comment: Add wolverineto 16 Modify 19to use
signing in primitive and pristine opportunity classes only
where itis necessary for safety and to protect wilder-
ness values In 22 add use photo points and other
monitoring methods to measure resource inputs and
determine when the impacts exceed pre established
limits and mitigate
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Response: The Standards and Guidelines addressing
Wilderness Management apply to Prescription V ar-
eas The suggested changes to Wilderness standards
and guidelines are more appropriately addressed dur-
ing site-specific analysis, as inthe development of spe-
cific wilderness management plans

Comment: Reduce maximum group size to 12 indi-
viduals, and no more than 8 head of stock

Response: Site-specific issues such as this are more
appropriately considered in the developmentof indi-
vidual wilderness management plans

Comment: Take steps to patrol/outlaw the use of au-
tomatic weapons in the wilderness

Response: The lawful use of firearms within desig-
nated National Wilderness Preservation Areas 15 not
specifically prohibited, so long as the use 1s consistent

Appendix K - Response to Public Comment

with applicable Federal, State, and Local laws and regu-
lations concerning firearms and firearm use

Comment: Do not charge user fees for wilderness.

Response: The recommendation of user fees is out-
side the scope of this Final EIS and Final Forest Plan

Comment: Designate Mendocino National Forest as
the administrator of the Yolla Bolly-Middle Eel Wilder-
ness, and other National Forests coordinating their
YBME activities through Mendicino

Response: The Mendocino National Forestis currently
taking the lead in developing a Wilderness Manage-
ment Plan for the Yolla Bolly-Middle Eel Wilderness
Currently, there are no plans to change the adminis-
trative responsibility for the Yolla Bolly-Middle Eel to
any single administrative unit of the National Forests

Copies of letters from Government and/or agencies follow:
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PRIDE iy MEv—
United States Department of the Interior ammc: se——
| —— — 1
]
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY b ——
Office of Environmental Affairs [ =
600 Harrson Street, Suite 515
Nt EFRET San Brancisco Calfornia 94107 1376
ER 93/834 January 1¢, 1994

gtevs Pitch, Forest supervisor
gnasta-Trinity National Forests
2400 Washington Avenue

Redding, California 96001

Dear wr. Fltch

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviswed the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) tor the Shasta-
Trinity National Forest (STNF) Land and Resource Management Plan,
Humbolt, Modoe, Shasta, siskiyou, Tehama, and Trinity Counties,
California_ The following Comments are provided for your
consideration when preparing the final documents

Fish and wildl:fe Resources

The increased emphasis for managing large contiguous reserves of
late szral timber Stands has led to decadence, multiple canopy
layers, and increased amounts of coarse woody debris. Coupled_

with poor access and a hlstogy of fire suppression, the resulting

-?:(_)nditions may have increased the probability Of stand-replacing
ires.

The Department recommends that the Shasta-Trinity National Forest
Land and Resource Management Plan (STNF) inzr=as2 the use of
prescribed natural fire or mechanical treatments to achieve a
range of natural variability OFf structure and vegetative types
which would benefit wildlife while reducing the likelihood™ of
catastrophic events.

The Department also recommends that the STNF conduct surveys for
Federal category 2 candidate species The STNF should determine
their Status and distribution, and develop standards and }
guadelin2s for their protection The Fish and Wildlife Service
{Fws) 1S available to provide guidance to the STNF on survey
protocol, methods, and data Interpretation.

wild and scenic Rivers

As stated in prior revisws OF this draft plan, the National Park

service (3ps) supports the Preferred Alternative proposal because
1t extends the existing 1981 Wild and Scenic River designation on
the vorth Fork and gocuth Fork Trinity Rivers to theilr raspestivs

headwaters In addition, the proposed designation of Virgin and

Hayfork Creeks would further enhance the existing designation

w2 continue to urge the designation of both the upper Sacramento

. 394

and MCCloud Rivers as wild and Scenic rivers. As Appendix F ot
the DEIS indicates, the Upper_Sacramento River has long been
recognized as a potential addition to the National Wild and  _
Scenic Rivers System, and the dccloud River also has values which
highly qualify 1t for inclusion

The draft plan for the STNF does not delineate management
corridors and prescriptions for the existing designated z.vsrs,
In reviewing the draft plan for the Klamath National Forest, the
NPS finds that delineation Of management corridors and
prescriptiens for the existina dssianatad rivers have been
wcorporaked,

The Department realizes that a separate plan already has been
completed for the South Fork Trinity River. However, It seems
legical to incorporate the south Fork Trinity R_’iver#JIan, the
management corridor delineation, and prescriptions for the
remaining dssignataed rivars into the current draft plan for the
STNF. rather than letting the plans lapse for completion at some
indeterminate future time.

whenever these plans are completed, the Department recommends
that the existing V"recreational" classifications be checked to
determine 1f seome of these E\J/Ians might now qualify as *'scenic™
based on the 1982 National Wild and scenic Rivsrs: Guidslines
tor Bligipility, Classification, and sanagsmsnt Of River Areas.
The 1931 d=signation was based on the 1979 vers:ion of these
guidelines Which contained more sterngent requirements for the
uscenic" classifications.

Forast Dasts

The Preferred Alternative presents strategies to manage forest
ests. 1T all herbicide applications are conducted under
egetation Management Plan guidelines, this should be clearly

stated. The Department further recommends that thrs discussion
include the following: 1) timing_and methods of herbicide

applications; 2) effects on sensitive plant populations; _3)

proposed mitigation Strategies. if adverse effects are possible.

The Department has concerns that aerial applications, at certain
herbicide concentrations, could potentially contaminate Surface
waters and adversely affect fish, wildlife, and other biota
unless provisions are made to protect the health of these
resources.

Biomass

The DEIS discussion OF biomass 1s :nadequate, and needs
expansien. The Department recommends definiay biomass, as the
term is used in forestry. =3rizfly describe the role of biomass
in undisturbed forest ecology and-discuss how the loss of biomass
over time may affect the forest environment How much biomass
degradation is considered acceptable, and how 1s this determined”
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Does existing timber policy encourage energy production from
bromass at lumber mi11ls> s this practice sustainable?

Timber

Please explain further the decision to designate /5 of the _
timber base for "Intensive timber management * Please describe
possible alternatives to <¢lzar-cutting

8oils

The Department recommends that each projzct delineate how soils
productivity standards will be met If soil erosion is expected,
and livestock grazing allowed, for example, what system 1s in
place to monitor these effects and mitigate appropriately?

Le#p and the owl Plan

The impact of the draft President"s Plan on the Preferred
Alternative 1s unclear A detailead analysls Of the Plan should
be added to the DEIS to support the proposed changes.

Minerals

Minerals development plans must weigh the perceived benefits of
any prospecting operation against the <osts to the snvirenment.
Prospecting has impacts on the environment, minerals development
should therefore offer a reasonable mitigation plan. For
example, would the economic benefit of cyanide heap leaching
jJustify its cost to the environment'” Are there alternatives that
would not result in an unacceptable release »¢ toxic metal
byproducts onte public lands>

Non-mineral resources should also be addressed. For example,
would the development of iron in the Shasta Unit of the nRra
adversely affect the scenic value of the area” Would there be an
irreversible negative impact_on the area economy or on the
tntriasie Value of the land itself?

SPECIFIC coMMENTS

Page 4-4. Goshawks The Goshawk management guidlines on nest
stand si1z= and distribution arz 1nadsquate tO provide for the
long kerm habitat needs of the sp=ci2s  The guidelines, as
outlined i1n the Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, should be improved 1n the final documents Because
management =t single, static nest tarcitiories may involve ;
rerritorizs Which remain unoccupied over the life of the planning
period, the strategy of applying siivicultural methods that will
provide suitable nest sites, past-fledgling family areas, and
foraging territory characteristics on a landscape basis :s a
preferred management strategy. The northern goshawk management
stategles recommended in the Southwest Region (reference.  USDA
1992) should be followed

page 4-6 wildlife The management of wildlife habltat on the
st Should include provisions for a range of natural variability
in habitat conditons over the forest landscape. These provisions
should be discussed in the final documents.

Page 4-11  Natural Opt becades of Fire suppression
probably has allowed the ¢ rc of trees and Shrubs. mThis
ancroachment has nrohably su in reducing the number and
size of natural opznings  The Final document; Should provide
provisions for enhancing and reclaiming natural openings on the
STNF.

Page 4-12 Botanv (Plants), Item G The SINF'S sensitive spzclizas
L.zt should be reviewed and uEdated annually. Wwe suggest
contacting the FWS and other knowledgeable agencies,
organizations, academics, and individuals for input.

naps and Cartography

The location maps provided are useful to the reader. However, a
single-sided format :s preferred.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

AN
5&4£LGL;Lf;u/ /5547}7;7ié:3;i

Patricia Sanderson Port
Regional Envivonmental OFFicer

Director, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
w/original incoming

Regional Director, NPS. WR

Regional oiLrector, FWS, Portland

Reference
USDA, Forest Service. 1992 Management recommendations for the
Northern Goshawk in the Southwestern United States. Rocky
Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station, Fort Collins
Colorado, General Technical Report Ri-217. 90p
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TAKE m——
United States Department of the Interior e m—

. ]
. ]
ER—
OFFICEOF THE SECRETARY -
Office of Environmental Affairs = —
600 Harrison Street, Suste 515
PRV LEER e San Francsco, California §4107-1376
ER 93/834 January 11, 1994

Steve Pitch, Forest supervisor
shasta-Trinity National Forests
2400 washington Avenue

Redding, California 96001

Dear nr. Fitch:

After further review, the Department wishes to Correct and add
additional information to our letter dated January 10, 1994.

Timber

The Department recognizes that 475 of the timber base is
designated for yields above 70%, but that only about 5% of the
timber land base will be clearcut. we Suggest, however, that
plaas to clcarcnt slopes exceeding 40% he carefuily Considered
and fully evaluated in the FEIS. The risk of a dramatic mass
wasting event and subsequent soil loss could greatly outweigh
potential benefits.

Many regions in the Forest designated for timber management are
adjacent to Threatened and Endangered habitat. what guidelines
are in place to ensure that potentially destructive timber
practices do not impact this protected wildlife? Are safeguards
in place to prevent clearcutting rrght up to the border of
spotted owl habitat?

Additionally, we have concerns about taking Of Threatened and
Endangered habitat. In many areas, such as Management Area 9,
slivers Oof land designated for T&E preservation are directly
adjacent to areas of timber harvest.

The Department also recommends that the Forest explore all
opportunities to reduce that visual impacts of even-aged
management. We suggest you carefullK consider reducing the
number of acres clearout, reducing the size of clearcut openings,
and increasing the number of standing trees after a harvest.

Perhaps opportunities to expand uneven-aged management could be
expanded. As Stated in the DEIS, this may be an excellent
opportunity to try out hitherto under-utilized management
practices.

9y w2

Thank you for the opportunity to make these corrections and
expand our letter of January 10, 1994. I1f you have any
questions, please Contact this office directly.

Patricia Sanderson Port )
Regional Environmental Officer

cCc?
Director, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
- w/original incoming
Regional Director, NPS, WR
Regional Director, FWS, Portland



%
; UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION X

75 Hawthorne Street
San Franclsco, Ca 94105.3901

January 6, 1994

Steve Fitch, Forest Supervisor
Shasta~-Trinity National Forests
Attn. Land Management fianning
2400 Washington Avenue

Redding, CA 96001

Dear Mr Fltch.

The Environmental Protection Agency (Era) has reviewed the
Draft Environmental Im?act Statement (DEIS) for the proposed
Shasta-Trinity National Forests Land and Resource Management Plan
(LRMP). Our review 13 provided pursuant to the National B
Environmental Policy Act (ympa} [42 USC 4231 et =29 |, Council on
Environmental Qual.t CEQ) regqulations [40 CFR Parts 1500-1508)
and Section 309 of the Clean Air act,

The_Lrip/DEIS contains Four management alternatives Which
have a different mix of resource activities and which display
specific practices and management direction. The LRMP also
proposas Standards and guidelines that Forest proj=cts must meet
and tentatively establishes monitering plans

President Clinton"s forest plan for the management o& old
growth forest-related species will apply to the shasta-Trinity
Mational Forests The President’s Plan 1dentifies a preferred
alternative, Alternative 9 - which s described 1n detail in
rorsst Ecosystem Management: an Ecological, EBeenemis and Secial
Assessment (FEMAT Report) 3zcauss the shasta-Trinity National
Forests must ultimately adhere to the direction set cut in the
President®s Plan, our review of this DEIS was conducted in
keeping With provisions set Out in both the FEMAT report and the
Forest service®s Draft Squlemental EIS on Management of Habitat
for vtats-succsssional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species
witnin the Range of the Northern Spotted owi (Spotted owi Draft
SEIS). Due to the fact that the Shasta-Trinity National Forests
must adhere to the direction szt aut .n the President"s Plan,
review of the LRMPs has nzcessitatad concurrent review of the
FEMAT Report and the Spotted owl Draft SEIS

we agree that completion and use of this LrMP 1n managing
the forests 1s Preferable to the uncertainty i1n management that
has occurred without such a_plan i1n place. The efforts that you
have expended to Prepare this Plan and assess the environmental

Premied on Recveled Paper

impacts of that plan are commended by EPA. However, as mentioned
in our letter ot pecemper 7, 1993 to ¥Ms Kathy Clement, We
believe there has not been an opportunity for the public to
comprehensively view the propesal to manacle the shasta Trinity
National Forests In fact, we generally found that cur review of
this DEIS was complicated by not having a comprehensive document
which consolidates and diLscusszs the measures that Would be
accomplished In undertaking the management of the Forest. This
is due in large Dart to the decision to postpone publication of
the Spotted owl Final SEIS. We urge the Forsst Service tO
provide an expanded opportunity ¢or the public to become involved
and to comment on the shasta-Trinity National Forests LRMP and
relevant related documents. We believe such and action could
Significantjy prevent further delays caused by public confusion
and uncertainty

Based on our overall review, we have assigned the DEIS a
rating Oof EC-2 (Envirenmsntal concerns - Insufficisatb
Informakion} . We have assigned the EC-2 rating because of the
di1fficulty we experienced in reviewing the 3 relevant documents
and the lack of analysis, in general, rsgarding environmental
consequences and monitoring and because of the lack of specific
discussion of airr quality, biodiversity and mineral management.
This EC-2 Rating 1z Further defined in the attached "summary OF
the EPA Rating system." Our detailed Comments are enclosed:

We aﬁgreciate the opportunity te review and provide comments
on the DEIS. Please send _two copies of future environmental
documentation to this office at the same time .t 1s officially
filed With our Washington, o.c office. If you have any
guestions, please feel free to contact me at (415) 744-1574. or
have your staff contact Edward ¥ates at (415) 744-1571.

Sincerel

aia S tliacds-

David J. Farrel, chief
Environmental Review Section
Office of Federal Activities

Enclosure
MI# 000647 Shasktrin LHP

cC. Ronald E. Stewart, USFS, San rFrancisco
Jack Glpsman, USDA, OFfice of General counsel (S.F.)
CA Dept. of Fish and Game, Region 1, Redding
RWCQB, Region 5, Redding
APCD, North Coast Region, Yreka



SUMMARY_OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTION

Environmental_Impact of the Action
LO-Lack of Objections
The EPA review has not wdentified any potenual environmentat smpacts reguinng substantive changes 1o the proposal
The review may have disclosed opporiuntes for applicanon of mitigatron measures that could be accompleshed with oo

more than minor changes o the proposal

EC-Enviranmental Concerns

The EPA review has :denufied environmental impacss that shauld be avesded m arder 10 fully protect the environment
Carrective measures may requere changes to the preferred alternauve or application of nubigatton measures that can reduce
the enviroemental impact  EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts

EO Enviroamental Obsectsons

The EPA review has wdenufied al envir | impacts that must be aveided in order o provide adequate
protection for the environment  Correcuve measures may require subszanmal changes w the preferred aliernatve or
consideration of some other project alternauve (inzluding the oo action alternative or a new alternative)  EPA mtends to
work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts

EU-Environmentally Unsausfactory

The EPA review has wentified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magninzde thar they are
unsabistactory from the standpoint of environmenial quality public health or welfare  EPA iwerls o work with the lead
agency to reduce these smpacts I the potential unsatsfactory 1mpacts are not corrected at the final EIS slage this proposal
will be recommend for referral 1o the Councd on Environmental Quality (CEQ)

Adequacy_of the Impact Statement

Catepory [-Adequare

EPA beheves the draft EIS adequately sets forth the epvironmental impaci(s) of the preferred alternative and those of
the alternauves reasonably available 1o the project or acuon  Ne further analysis or data collection 1s necessary but the
reviewer may suggest the adchtzon of clartfying fanguage or intormation

Category 2-Insufficient Intormanon

The draft EIS does not contaun suffictent mformation for EPA to fully assess «nviconmental impacts that should be
avouded n order to fully protect the environment or the EPA reviewer has wdennfied new reasonably available altermatives
that are within the spectrum of aliernatives analyzed i the dratt EIS which could reduce the environmiental impacts of the
actuon  The dentified additional izlormation daiz analyses or discussion should be mcluded w the final BES

Cuatepory I-Inndequate

EPA docs nos believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potennatly sigmficant environmental impacts of the action
or the EPA reviewer has wlenufied new reasonably available alternatves that are outsnle of the spectrum of alternatives
analyzed in the dratt EIS which should be analyzed m order to reduce the potentrally significant environmental impacts
EPA behicves chat the identified addwional information data anatyses aor discussions are of such a magmitude tha they
should have full public review at a drafi smge  EPA does not believe that the draft EIS 1s adequate for the purposes of the
NEPA und/or Section 309 review and thus should b formally revised and made available for public comment in a
supplemental or revised draft EIS  On the basis of the potential sigmificant impacts mvolved this proposal could be a
ciandidate far referral o the CEQ

*From EPA Manual 1640 "Policy and Procedurcs tor the Review of Fedural Actions Impaching the Environment ™

IrA COMMENTS ON SHASTA-TRINITY 1
NF I RMP .DECTMNER 1993

azneral Comments

1 Alternatives _ A5 the alternatives ssctian '"1s the heart of
the environmental impact statement™ (40 C.F.R. § 1502 14], we
recommend that the EIS describe how the President®s Plan will be
implemented at the Forest level. The EIS should include specific
information regarding what the Presidents Plan will require in
Shasta-Trinity National Forests (Shasta-Trinity) in regard to _
management area direction, land allocations (including specrfic
boundaries of administratively withdrawn areas), standards and
guidelines and key watershed delineations and guidsiinss.

We suggest that the environmental I¥ preferable alternative be
clearly identified. In the pEIs, 1t appears that Alternative
CBF, Citizens for Better Forestry, may such an alternative.
Also, we p=lizve It 1s important to recognize the role diszass,
pests, fire, and natural processes have In a dynamic forest
ecosystem The EIS should demonstrate how such_concepts can be
incorporated and used in the preferred alternative.

2 Envrronmental conssquences. The DEIS focuses on a comparison
of alternatives as opposed to presenting detailed impact analysis
for each alternative. More specific details on spacific adverse
impacts (=.g, sediment production) should be presented 1n the
EIS. Such impact assessment is a requirement of NEPA and would
also allow the raviewer to better gauge the different degree ot
environmental impacts «of each alternative and allow far a more
helpful discussion of mitigation plans. rFer Instance, the
discussion of air quality on p. 1V-7 DEIS, should not just State
that the Preferred Alternative rs environmentally superior to the
Current Alternative, but Should also attempt to ?auge the actual
imi)lacts of prescribed burning in the Preferred Alternative as
well.

Another examgle af not listing environmental consequences occurs
when the DEIS treats existing conditions - which are degraded
conditions - as the only benchmark upon which to compare
alternatives. on p. 11-40 of the DEIS .t states that water
3uali would be improved by use of BMPs The EIS should
escribe the existing conditions as well as the degraded state of
watervsourses that could occur even where sMps are used as
mitigation measures.

Also, the DEIS appears to be based on the assumption that the
Standards and cuidslinss assure that no extreme environmental
consequences would Occur. But a listing of plans to implement
BMPs, for example, does not equate with compliance with the Clean
Water Act. The EIS should set out spzcLEic mitigation measures_
that can be_assessed by the public and followed as appropriate in
project actions
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3. Future Forest Planning. The zr=zsident’s Plan calls for the
formation of _numerous committess and working groups for the
forest planning process. we recommend that the EIS explain this
process so that other agencies, citizen groups and other _
interested members_of the public can understand the planning
process and determine where they can participate, Also, EP
recommends that the EIS clarify the stages and decision paints
where NEPA documents will be drafted. =or example, will the
Forest Service be drafting an Environmental Assessment or
Environmental Impact Statement tor decisions on adjusting
E;paglan reserves (upward oz downward) under the President"s

an?

While forest planning documents generally need to include large
amounts Of industry and timber management related terminology,
the Shasta-Trinity Plan and DEIS vocabu!ar¥ 1s especially
technical. Terms’such as '"indirect habitat manipulation,”
"wildlife assemblages" and "vsgqetative treatments® are often not
clear to those unfamiliar with-such )an%11 we recommend_using
terms that are more clear, especialiy where they are not included
in the glossary

4 Cumulative Tmpact Assessment Cumulative impact assessment
must be carried aut for all federal activities at the Forest Plan
level {Tznakee Spraings v _Clouah, 915 F. 2 1308, 1312 (sth cir,
199011 and for all f=deral apd non-fz2d2¢al activities at the
praject stage [Resourcesltd. v Robertson, NO s2-35047 (9th
Cir., 11/3/93)) ALSO, where kpiolagical corridors run through
adlacent timber sales, the cumulative Impacts of the adjacent
timber sales and roads must be assessed in one document [ses
Marble Mountain Audubon Society v Rice 914 F.2d 179 (9th Car
1920]. Given the frequent checkerboarding of state, private and
federal lands, the cumulative effect of federal and non-federal
activities in Northern California can also be substantial EPA
encourages the Forest Service to use the Forest Plan to assess
the cumulaktive Impacts of all federal and non-federal askivities
(e g. lagging on private and state lands) and establish _
procedures for _assuring non-federal activities are considered in
regard to species viability, riparian habitat. watershed
Conditions, etc.

airr Quality

1 230s. The EIS should identify Prevention of Significant
Deterloration Class | Areas (1 e , wilderness areas, National
Parks, =.g. Trinity Alps and volla solly Wilderness), which
receive special protection for partrculates, sulfuric Oxide
(39,), Nitrous oxide (O,

2. Particulate Matter The EIS should more fully discuss
particulate matter (PM,;} that could be produced by direat
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emirssions Trom Brescribed burning, construction, vehicles (tire
wear, exhaust, brake wear) and reentrained road dust (AP-42
factors for road dust) and the EIS Should develop general forest
wide measures to mitigate these smissions.

Oon 3-5 of the Plan, it states that less burning will be
emphasized The_EIS should explain nhow this will be done  The
only method mentioned 1s removal of biomass. This method,
however, may have impacts an biodiversity. Also, we recommend
that the I3 present-a chart that shows the historical averages
and future particulate estimates in a manner sim:lar to that done
1n the burning and air guality effects chart in Table 4.2 i1n the
Mendecino LRMP (p. IV-18).

3 Cconformity  The EIS should provide a detailed discussion on
the status of air quality planning tor the area and indicate ¢
there 1s an aBproved a1v quality implementation plan. The EIS
Should describe and discuss potential impacts to 2:r quality.

The EIS should also discuss how the action would meet conformity
requirements of 517¢(c) of the Clean air Act. We recommend that
the Forest Service consult and coordiante with the Siskiyou
county Axr Pollution Control District to ensure the propossd
action conforms with existing efforts to maintain ani improve a.c
quality.

4 Monitorina. There is wnsufficlznt information ON monitoring
and mitigation ~for Instance, 4-11 of the Plan_mention only-
four very general concepts as the standards that will be relied
upon for alr gquality P 5-4 of the Plan also savs that
variabiirty an standards whrch would require corrective action
will be determined With the local APCD ~ The EIS, however, should
set out applicable standards, especially 1¢ any inconsistencies
(e g., variability) =xist [40 CFR 1506 2 }

Water Quality

1 amps. The DEIS and Plan rely heavily on Best Management
Practices (BMPs) to ensure protection of Water 8¥ality and
beneficial uses. Problems with i1mplemsntation BMPs on Other
Forests indicates the importance of monitoring BWP _
implementation The EIS should discuss the monitoring measures
which ensure that required zvips are adequatelY implemented. fFor
example, discussion an p. 4-21 to 22 Of the Plan discusses BMPs
tar _protection of water quality yet does not mention any specific
monitoring programs for BMP implementation nor are there an
references under Chapter 5 (ionitoring) OF the Plan other than
"Ffield review identifies mitigation measures missing from any
project” (p 5-12
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It should be noted that_implementation of BdpPs does not
constitute compliance with water quality standards pse 32, In
the event that a Forest nroject, undertaken with or waithout
appropriata BMPS, create; a watsr quality problem or causes a
standards violation, the State and Regieonal Boards retain the
authority to carry out their responsibilities for management of
environmental Quality In addition, the EIS should identify
procedures for instituting corrective measures should BMPs be
determined to be failing to protect water guality. For further
assistance on non-point scurce pollution prevention, see Guidance
Specrfying Managemant Measures For source; Of donpoink Pollution
in Coastal Waters, EPA, January 1993. Also, please note that the
EPA Water Quality Handbook has a revised, 1993 edition.

2. Roads/Facilities. The EIS should describe the process which
will be used to determine whether environmental assessments or
z13s will be required for road construction and recenstruction in
previously designated roadless areas. The EIS Should indicate
the management prescriptions for roadless areas on the forest
under the President®"s Plan Under Alternative 9 for Instance, no
new roads would be Constructed in roadless areas in Key
Watersheds 1n order to protect high quality habitats. In
addition, watershed analyses Would be required in all non-Key
Watersheds which contain roadless areas before any management
activitiss could occur within those areas (spotted Owl DEIS, p
B-79) The Shasta-Trinity EIS should discuss how these
restrictions would affect forest management and should include a
map outlining the Juxtapositionof roadless areas with reserves
and matrix areas. EPA recommends that the impacts of the new
roads and forest mana?ement activities on water quality be
assessed as specifically as 1s possible.

While the Plan does include some general standards and Guidelines
far rRoad Management (¢-14), the DEIS contains little information
regarding how adverse effects an beneficial uses will be measured
or assessed. Also, on p [1V-16 of the EIS it is stated that
little arterial road ¢onstruction would be anticipated under any
alternatives yet road construction ranges from 28 to 40 acres.
The EIS does not mention what rs perhaps more important, where
those roads will be. The EIS should more clearly describe road
reconstructlan, rts locations and passible imoacts. We recommend
that the EIS include more specific 1nformation ON how impacts
from road_construction (especially stream crossings) will be
measured In regard to turbidity and suspended sediments.

3 Mining  The pEIS/Plan contains little discussion on the
management of mining activities or potential adverse impacts of
mining_on water qua |tb/ and beneficial uses. For example, are
the Trinity, and MCCloUd Rivers presently being dredged for gold?
Although mining activities could seriously affect beneficial
uses, particularly salmonid spawning, the potential impacts of

A COMMENTS ON SHASTA-TRINITY 5
NP { RMP - DECEMBER 1993

these activities are not discussed The Ers/plan should discuss
the water quality impacts from projeched mining activitizs, In
particular, the EIS Should describe and discuss the impacts of
the President®s Plan on mineral entry and leasing on the Forest
and indicate whether any late-successional or riparian reserve
areas on the Forest are withdrawn from mineral entry or leasing.

The Monitoring Program On p. 5-11 of the Plan says that “non-
compliance with operating plans™ will be used to establish
further evaluation or corrective action regarding mining_lImpacts.
The EIS Should set out how non-compliance will be determined. :Is
there adequate staff for observation and monitoring of conditions
1n operating germits? _The EIS Should set cut the monitoring _
system for these activities. Are small scale suction-dredging
activities subject te environmental analysis and what analysis 1z
necessary” We recommend that small scale mining operations in
the river or in watersheds be assessed in the proper NEPA
documentation for their cumulative Impacts.

4, Restoration In Aquatic Areas. EPA commends the Forest
Service for its commitment to an aﬂgressive watershed restoration
program. On p. 4-41 OF the Plan there are goals listed for
riparian management zones and 4-21 lists spacifie guidelines
which are clear and well-described (e g. 133 and 1gk). EPA
recommends that this Section include discussion of priorihiss,
methodologies, timetables and budget estimates for restoration.
Certain Standards and Guidelines, however, should be more
specific, such as 18b and 13c. Also, the zI3 should explain the
Watershed Improvement Needs inventory (WIN) and discuss how it
would be used under the President"s Plan ~Standards and
guidelines in the LRMP should include scheduling watershed
improvement proj=zcts based on the WIN and spacifisd priorities.

The Spotted ewl Draft SEIS States that modification of grazing
Practices would occur under Alternative 9, Particularly In the
Riparian Reserves and that the modification-would have-
consequences for individual permittees (p. 3&4-115). The EIS
should describe how range manaaement would be adjusted to meet
the Aguati¢c Conservation Skrategy objectives under the
President’s Plan.

The EIS should explain how watershed improvement will total 300
acres while water yield will decrease by 12 to 17 million acre
feet. (DEIS, P. 11-45).

vegetation Management

1. Biediversitv/connectivity, Connectivity corridors are
briefly discussed on p 4-12 of the Plan Yet there 1s little
discussion of the needs, location or size requirements of the
corridors. We recommend that the EIS discuss these corridors in
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more depth, including the relationship between corridors passing
through both matrix areas and non-federal lands.

The EIS should provide. (1) a description «¢ the the President"s
Plan "Ecosystem' approach te land management and how this will
affect corridors :n Shasta-Trinity and (2) the location and size
of the Corridors. Further, the €1s should describe potential
mechanisms to improve linkages and connectivity between refugia
Include a discussion o¢ the role o¢ non-reserved areas (matrix)
in providing potential connectivity and the type of monitoring
and evaluation which will be implemented to ensure connectivity
that :2 retained.

The explanation of natural cycling on p 10-8 ot the Plan rs well
presented but the section as on p, 11-33 of the DEIS seems to
address "‘biological diversity"” only :n the context of seral stage
diversity of marketable conifers. The EIS Should expand this
analysis to discuss biological d4ivarsity Of species and habitat
also, mitigation measures regarding wildlife need to be discussed
more fully. While Appendix ¢ of the DEIS and the Standards and
Guidelines at pp. 4-11, 4-26 do set out some general programs for
wildlife management and provide spz2ci2s lists, the €1S does not
analyze the sp=cific r1mpacks that-could occur because OF road
puilding and Io%ﬁlng While site specific impacts cannot be
measured here, the EIS, as a programmatic level document should
sat out the type of impacts and the specific measures that can be
used to mitigate the impacts of actaivities

In general, the EIS Ls an opportune document in which to set out
how Shasta-Trinity will _improve the avaxlability of information
on the status and distribution of birodiversity and the technidues

for managing and restoring it (See Inteagratina Biodiversity
Considerations Into Environmental Impact &nalvsis under NEﬁA,
2Eg, January, 1293

2 Land Allocations It vs not clear from the maps or_ the
text 1) which areas are administratively withdrawn and 2)
whether these areas are permanently withdrawn or whether their
Status can be changed sc that they may be logged :n the future
The EIS should clarify these points.

3 Timber Management The grssident’s Plan incorporates an
ecosystem approach 1O for=st planning. _EPA recommends that the
EIS aﬁply this approach_to the alternatives that will be assessed
for Shasta Trinity This type of approach also appliss ko _those
areas outside of th= established reserves. The pers has little
1nformation regarding whether late seral and old growth stands
Outside the reserves will be maintained and managed for
maintenance of biological diversity we suggest that the EIS
describe how these old growth Stands will be managed, whether
they will be part o¢ the 130 year rotation, whether they will be
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thinned, or whether there will be efforts to manage these Stands
in their natural state.

further, the EIS should describe the contribution of stand
maintenance, salvage sales and sanitation harvests to the
estimated Allowable Sale Quantity. If possible, indicate the
potential acreage on non-CASA (capable, available, suitable and
aBpropriate) lands which would potentially be treated with the
above management practices.

All of the Standards and Guidelines under Timber (p 4-22) are

oriented at regeneration and timber stand improvement. There are ‘
no spacific measures for mitigating impacts to fish and wildlife
except for # 20(b) (4) regarding habitat objectives, The Timber,
Biodiversity and Wildlife sections should reexamined on a
broader Scale to incorporate and refer to those actions in the
other s=ctions which are related.

4. Pesticides. The DEIS at p. 11-21 references the Forest
Service FEIS for Vegetation Management (v EIS During the
eriod from 1986 to 1989, EPA corresponded with the Forest
ervice on the v EIS and earlier associated NEPA documents. We
noted then that_these documents did not address the effects Of
the cumulative impacts OF herbicide use an water quality and
beneficial uses (including aquatic, riparian and_fTisheries
resources) that could result from herbicide application in
several areas Within the same watershed or that could result from
successive sprayings over several years in_a given watershed.
EPA reiterates its request the Forest Service prepare
documentation for each vegetation management €1S which Should
include description OF the process for assessing cumulative
Impacts resulting from herbicide use, use of watershed-wide
analyses, spzcific guidelines for herbicide uss based on
environmental considerations, and specific information on the
Best Management Practices related to herbicide use,

on pp- 11-15, 11-24 of the Plan, the description of the
consequences »t the PRF alternative onlm list_the positive
consequences of the use of pasticidzs Nan-point source pollution
from pesticide application and mitigatisn measures to reduce this
pollution Should be assessed in the EIS. Mitigation measures
Should be explained specifically enough so that there .z a basis
far review For Instance, mitigation measures for sensitive
watercourses or those that are adversely affected by other
projects should be assessed
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Department of Energy
Western Area Power Admunistration
Sacramento Area Office

1825 Bell Street Suite 105
Sacramento Calfornia 95825

. JAN 6 1994
Mr Steve Filch
Forest Supervisor
Shasta-Trinity National Forests
2400 Washington Avenue
Redding, CA™ 96001

Dear Mr Fitch

This letter Contains the comments of the Sacramento Area Office of the Western
Area Power Administration (Western) on the Shasta-Trinity National Forests
Proposed Forest Land and Resource” Management Plan and ‘accompanying Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

Within the Shasta-Trinity National Forest. Western maintatns a small number of
low voltage distribution power lines associated with the station service far
hydroelectric generation plants and many miles of high voltage (230- to 500-kV)
interregional power transmission lines  Our extenSive facilities within_the
Shasta-Trinity area.. as well as our long history of cooperative relations
managing these facilities in harmony with Forest Service goals give us reason
to comment on potential changes in_operating conditions that may affect
Western®s  future ability to carrfy out its mission, such as with the adoption of
a new Land and Resource Management Plan

As drafted, the Plan recognizes the ongoing economic value of hydroelectric
generation and electric “power transmission facilities, as well as the
EOSS|b|I|t)4 that there may be need to expand such facilities in the future (see
orest Goal 20 on page 4-5 of the Plan, and Environmental Consequence? Chapter
1v¥ - Lands, Transportation and Utility Corridors on page 1V-238 of the E S?m
Although the standards and guidelines in the Plan and mitigation measures in the
EIS do not alp ear to preclude future electric faC|I|t}/ construction except 1n
Wilderness Areas. Western 1s_concerned that the standards not be snterpreted_to
preclude future etectric facility expansion outside Wilderness Areas when social
and economic _benefits outweish  the anticipated adverse environmental

conseq » _Of such facility truction  New corridors may be necessary t
mainta v reliability of the al 1intert e transmission lines.  Western 1s
also c ¥ that as facilities reach sc :duled dates for re-licensing, the

public economic investment in those facilities must be protected and allewed to
continue in place without relocation or undergrounding

00024

As an example, Forest Standards and Guidelines 12 b (Lands--Special Uses) on
page 4-16 of the Plan reads

"h.  Bury new telephone lipes and new or reconstructed eower lines less
than 35 KV, unless Sl) Viseal Quality Objectives {VQ0s) can be met
without burvina; {2) geoloaic condifions make burviny infeasible:
and (3) burying would produce greater long-term site disturbance *

Western _is concerned that existing overhead power lines in this voltage category
be subject to maintenance and relicensing without meeting the criteria
applicable to new projects.

Forest Standards and Guidelines 12 1 1) and 2) (Lands--Transportation and
Utility Corridors) on page 4-18 of the blan rea6 as Tollows:

i. (1) “"Establish transportation and utility corridors as
needed to accommodate existmg and plarined facilities.
Future rights-of-way would Be confined to existing
corridors “unless there are overriding economic or
environmental concerns i
(2) Major power transmission lines, from the_north and
south, would be confined to_an_eastern corridor within
or in close proximity to existing intertie lines."

Western*s concern with this standard relates_to reliabilit Intertie electric
power transmission lines carry a substantial portion of the power used in
different_regions of California and the Pacific Northwest. If there 1s damage
or loss of power transmission cagabilifvover an intertie. backup facilities can

be over-stressed with blackouts possible. If two mntert es are cascading
blackouts could cause power Toss 1n large segments of the Western Unitea States.
Accordingly, prudence dictates that interties should not be const’ in close
proximity, so as to avoid the possibylity of a natural or man disaster

{such as a forest fire or plane crash} affecting two interties at the Same time
increased reliance on the” interregional transmission and exchangﬁa of power has
changed the requirements for hl?h v_olta%e transmission line sighting. Common
mode failure in a corridor affecting two interties at_ the same time poses
potential for extremely high economic losses, and this potential must be
considered in Corridor Selection.

Thank you for this opportunit)é to comment on_the Plan and EIS. Please contact
Earl Nelson, Environmental Planning Coordinator, at 649-4529 for further
information or clarification

Sincerely,

C Frwrl

Aeeashénagender
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a WASHINGYON QFFICE,

2423 Raywunn House Oenct Bunoiva
1702} 124-3074

COMMITTEE ON
THE BUDGET Mr Steve Fitch
January 5, 1994
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s oA tevze Congress of the Wnited Htates
Touse of Repregentatives

Washngton, BE 20515-0502
January 3, 1994

{910) 223-5838

Mr. Steve Fizen

Forest Supervisor

USDA Forest_Service
Shasta-Trinity National Forests
2400 Washington Avenue

ReddlIng, California 96001

Dear Steve-

A number of my constituents residing in the area surrounding
the _Shasta-Trinity National Forest have contacted me re?arding
their strong 08p05|t|on to 1ta draft management plan Share
many of their Concerns and would like to go on record by
nighlaghting Several

As 1z 1= currently Written, the plan fails to provide the
brodaversity that .t claims Far too many areas have vsea placed
into reserves Under the plan, 85 percent of the area forests
will be left unmanaged_ Only 15 percent of the remaining forests
may be available for timber management

Given the ragion’s high susceptibility to Fire. disease. and
ns2ctLclde due o Lts warm, dgy climate, apn Qverwhelming
majority OF the people affected by th.s plan believe ¢ places
far too much of the forest in "reserve" areas A reduction in
reserves and an increase in forest management will create a
healthier forest

Of these occurrences. fire 1z the most IikeP/ When 1z
occurs in an old-grc_)wth, unmanaged stand of California timber, 1t
will Often proceed in an uncontrollable fashion By leaving this
old growtn forest in reserve status. we will be dooming the verv
wildlite habitat this plan intznds to protect

The Shasta-Trinity National Forest must be protected against
the likelihood of wildéire  The development of shaded fuel
breaks, strips of intense thinning strategically located
throughout the old growth, and access roads within the old growth
reserves are the two most effective ways to accomplish this
Unfortunately, the Current plan prohibits these two vitally
important meCchanisms from occurring By not allowing fuel breaks
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or access roads, fire fighters will be able to reach the scene
promptly and many acres of our most pristinz forest land will be
tragically lost

) Finally, under the provisions of option 9 which have been
incorporated Into the Shasta-Trinity Land Management Plan, the
plan will _be managed by a group Of scientists, many of whom_have
never visited or spent any s:igniticant amount OF time in this
area | urge you to improve the scientific quality of this group
by including local Citizens, scientists, Forest Service

e ployees, and others with direct knowledge of local conditions

While 1 have harsly scratched the surface OF the problems
that many of my sonstituzncs have with this plan, I waited you to
be aware” of these specific problems and the suggested resolutions
€or them I hope you will seriously look at all the comments
from local r=s.d2nts who have cencerns with the high percentage
of land held in cassvve

Thank you for your consideration of this Important matisr

I look forward to hearing from you at your earliest possibla
convenience

Bincerely,

Wi/ bb
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WALLY HERGER COMMITTEE ON
20 DISTRIGT GALIFORMLA, WAYS AND MEANS
PLEASE REPLY TO:
COMMITTEE ON
Du:na :v::r:"pﬂn.:::ﬁiuumn THE BUDGET Mr Steve Fitch
1202} 226-3078 January 5, 1994
DISTRICT CFFICES Page 2
O S5 tnoremognte Cincit Surre 104 ,
v ses.8263 Congress of the WUnited States Se{vige to busld a Skidarea tiqciz__atuse Sucillan area would raquire
O 430 Heusreo Oxwve St 118 ; motorized snow cats and sk: lifts as well as requiring narrow,
o 4 ooz Houge of Representatives low impact s=rvice roads.
Masliagtan, BE 20515-0502 In addition, there .3 nothing shown on the plan®s map whrch
January 5, 1994 would indicate a clear d=si1rs by the Forest Service to develop a
downhill si1 resort on National Forest Service lands xn 3Ski Bowl.
Mr. Steve Fiten With the closure of downhrll ski facilities at Mount Lassen,
Forest supervisor Mount Shasta Ski Park 1s currently the only ski resort in
USDA Forest Service northern California Clearly. the dsvelopment of the $ki Bowl
Shasta-Trinity National Forests for downhrll gkiing would 32 a long way teward meeting the
2400 Washington Avenue growing demand ir our area for this £ins recreational Sport It
Redding, California 96001 13 unbelievable to me that the $hasta-Triruty Management Plan
baoks away from the Forest Service®"s historically strong
Dear Steve commitment for developing tais important capacity | hope you
o ) ) ) will reexamine this serious error in the plan and amend 1t
1 am writing to express my deep disappointment with the accordingly
Shasta-Trionty National Forest®™s complete disregard for the Mount } }
Shasta Ski Area :n 1t3 draft plan. Since the comment period for Thank you for ¥our assistance in this matter 1 look
this Plan ends at the end of this week, I would like to state forward to hearing from you at your earliest possible
some specific reservations on the plan as it applies to the issue convenience.

of skiing on Mount Shasta.

As YOU are well aware, the Forest Service has consrstentl
supported the creation of a downhill ski resort at the Ski Bow
on Mount Shasta. In 1984, when Congress designated the Mount
Shasta Wilderness, it specifically excluded Ski Bowl, Shastarama
Point, Sun Bowl, Powder Bowl, and Gigddy-Si1ddy Gulch from the
Wrlderness to allow for the development of downhill skiing. In
addition, the Wilderness boundary was dropped down into Avalanche WH/bb
Gulch to ineluds Shasta algins Lodge (Horse camp! and to
ac;:lgmmodate in Wilderness the most popular climbing routes to the
peak.

Throughout the 1s80¢s, the Forest service clearly made 1t a
top priority to reintroduce downhill skiing i1n Ski Bowl through
the development of a moderate sized ski resort in Ski Bowl. From
1986 to the present, all documentation has confirmed the Forest
Service®s desire to have Mount Shasta Ski Area, Inc develop the
ski resort on National Forest szrvice lands

After reviswing the Preferred Alternative, | was surprised
to find that the zoning language Tor Mount Shasta runs counter to
the Forest Service®s previous commitments to develop the Mount
Shasta ski1 Area. In particular, the upper portion of the $ki
Bowl, all of Powder Bowl and Sun Bowl, and also Giddy-Giddy Gulch
are zoned _"Unroaded Non-Motorized Rscreation," This section of
the plan IS inconsistent with the original plans of the Forest
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Secretary
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O purninent of Fish & Gamn ¢ Dupariment of Forestry & Fire Protectiun » Deparfment of Parks & Recreation @ Department of Water Resources

January 4, 1994

USDA, Forest Service o }

ATTN: Forest Plan, Shasta-Trinity National Forests
2400 Washington Avenue

Redding, California 96001

Dear Mr. Fitch:

The State has reviewed the Proposed Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan, and Draft Environmental Impact statement for
shasta-Trinity National Forest, in Shasta, Siskiyou, Tehama, and
grlnltthountles, submitted through the Office of Planning and

esearch.

we coordinated review of_this document with the Air
Resources, central Valley Regional Water Quality Control, and
State water Resources Control Boards: the State Lands commission:
and the Departments of Conservation, Fish and Game, Forestry and
Fire Protection, Transportation, and Water Resources.

None of the above-listed reviewers has provided a comment
regarding this document. Consequently, the State will have no
comments Or recommendations to offer.

Thank you far providing an opportunity to review this
project.

Smcerely,

ool 08 2 Brap

for Wwalliam G. Shafroth
Assistant secretary.
Land and Coastal Resources

cc* Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
(SCH 93104005)

The Besourtes Building  Sacratne nto, (A 95814 (9161 657 5656 FAX (9161 659-8102

1 thlisrra 4 oasial Commisksn & Califurnia Ealum Consw faney & atordn tiver Boird of Califorain
iy Bmanarce s § onsonalton e Deveolupen nd Comiasatnn @ 5 us Feamdc e By onspation & Develepmit s € oimissian
SRt Ciastul Consen iy o Sl Lands Conpmsson o staie ey dneatlon Board
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DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY A FIRE PROTECTION
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(916) 227-2654
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Mr Steve Fltch

Forest Supervisor
Shasta-Trinity National Forests
2400 Washington Avenue

Redding, California 96001

Dear Mr. Fltch:

Please frnd enclosed comments by the California Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF} on the Land and Resource
Manaaement Plans and the associated Draft Environmental Impact
statements for the $ix Rivers, Klamath, Shasta-Trinity, and
Mendaocino National Forests. Since bath state and federal polrcy
Jnitiatives consider northwestern California as a region, this

doct ta the cumulative t of 11 torest Lans
within the regional ntext but : draws 1s batween
individual forests n merited

CDF 1s vitally interested in the impacts of these plans on
the environmznt and economy of northwestern California, on CDE's
ability to fulfill fire protection and resource management
mandatzs, and on the conduct of future state-federal-resource
planning efforts The Department rs committed to providing
rigorous, substantive, and constructive comments.

CDF has several analysss in progress and will provide their
results before the forest; finalize the E£ISs. Additional
analysis of impacts across the region will require longer term
commitments by CDF, the Forest Service and others Therefore, we
identify rastitutional needs that must be addressed to accomplish
long-term forest planning and management.
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Mr Steve Fltch

JAN 6 1994
Page Two

The Department_finds that an on-gang dialogue between the
Department, the Region V of the Forest Service, and individual
forests constitutes_an important means of implementing the
Agreement on Biological Diversity of which both CDF and the

orest Service are signataries. ~Cooperation on the afore-
mentioned analyses could significantly improve the final plans

and EISs to address 1 c¢0f and st service incerns. We
ome souwl commen:s ¢« these 2l and look forward :o
.aber:i tic  between 1 Forest 1c  ana the lepartmer :.
Sincerely,
el
CRatd B Wils ﬁ"*“"“—-—
Lrector
cbc
Attachment
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California Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection

A
Review of
the Pour Northern Forest Plans

6 January 1994

The mission of the Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection {(CDF) is to protect and enhance the range. forest and
watershed resources in the State of California The action of the
largest single landowner an northwestern california, the United
States Forest service, has numerous impacts on these resources
In a recent review of option 9 (an_Evaluation of Option 9 of the
Eederal Forest Plan as 1t Relates to Northwestern califern:a) CDF
developed an analytical framework with which to assess the
contribution of proposed actions and peolicy to ecosystem
integrity and sustainable economic development. This document
applies that framework to the National Forest Land Management
Plans (IMPs) Of the six Rivers, Klamath, Shasta-Trinity and
Mendocino National Forests (NFs) to determine the cumulative
impact of these four Plans on the resources and people Of
northwestern California.

THE IMPACT OF THE PLANS ON THE RESOQURCE SYSTEHS OF THE REGION:
WILL THEY ACHIEVE ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT AND PROTECTION?

Forestry :ssues have changed significantly since the
original scoping period of the Plans. These changes cloud the
relevance of the plans teo the current situation in northwestern
California. The extent of this problem varies across the four
Forests Both the Six Rivers NF and the Klamath NF LMPS respond
better to current Concerns The Klamath NF 1LMP recognizes
biodiversity as a critical issue and uses more advanced
analytical approaches. The SiIX Rivers NF LMP aims toward the
establishment of adaptive management on the Forest However, the
Mendocino NF scoped issues fifteen years ago and has consequently
produced a Plan that addresses Individual commodity values Wlth
little integration under the ecos¥stem paradigm. The Shasta-
Trinity NF LMP does not reflect the change in issues even though
those changes form the basis for ongoing and planned activities
within the National Forest For example. on the Hayfork Ranger
bDistrict, the Forest has organized a grass-roots effort to
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evaluate ecosystem management and define appropriate desired
future conditions, though the 1Mp does not use those concepts.

While two of the LMPs (the SiIX Rivers NF and the Klamath
NF)} have elements related to ecosystem management, the twe
remainin? Forests (the Mendocino NF and shasta-Tranxty NF) do not
adequately address this paradigm. The measures of environmental
consequences employed In all the pErss to evaluate different
alternatives include some pertinent to ecosystems but are, by and
large, individual resource, economic or social concerns poorly
related to ecological integrit¥ Thus, at a most fundamental
level, the Plans fail to establish benchmarks for ecosystem
integrity and health. In the absence of these benchmarks, it is
Unclear 1f the desired future conditions of the Plans are
consistent with ecosystem integrity The impacts of the
preferred alternatives on the iIntegrity of the ecosystems of
northwestern California remain therefore unanalyzed.

Certain Plans employed some of the concepts usually
associated With ecosystem management desired future conditions,
range of natural variability, adaptive management and
considerat on OFf adlacent lands For the Klamath NF, teams With
representataon from a rang= of interests, including private
landcwners, developed the alternatives examined in the DEIS The
Forest also Consulted specialists to define rssues and key
indicators of social imﬁact and biological diversity across
ownership boundaries The Plan"s. desired future condition
statements refer to individual management areas and provide mare
useful management guidance than Condition Statements that refer
to the entire Forest. Finally, the Forest established a policy to
mimic the landscape patterns created by natural disturbance
regimes

The sax Rivers NF used a vocabulary similar but not as
developed as that of the Klamath NF The Forest recognized the
need to mimic natural processes and disturbance rates, and
similarly established desired future condition statements for
management areas The avowed strategy of the preferred
alternative 1s to use active adaptive management to test
different methods of achieving ecosystem management.

Neither the Shasta-Trinity NF nor the Mendocino NF
addressed ecosystem management The vocabulary of ecosystem
management 1s generally absent in both plans, though the Shasta-
Trinity NF does establish desired future condrtions far
management areas certain Ranger Districts on the Shasta-Trinity
NF have begun to embrace ecosystem management as seen In their
commitment to public education and outreach, but nonetheless the
governing document of the Forest lags far behind and therefore
cannot guide operations The Mendocino NF uses individual species
as indicators rather than overall ecosystem conditions to guide
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management. The Plan_does not consider such 1szu2s as blological
diversity, connectivity of nabitats, Or ecosystem management.

Most DEISs indicates that the Plans will induce more
harvest on adjacent private lands but do not adequately assess
the Cumulative impact an the entire landscape It .s at least
plausible that the four plans will together lead to a regional
landscape With a very _pronounced Contrast between private and
ﬁgut_)llc ands, with neither emulating pre-management conditions.

his cumulative effect may not be Optimal_for =.thzr biological
or social values :n northwestern California.

CDF recognizes that existing law forces management to
respond to a few select species While the six Rivers and the
Klamath NFS have taken the first step toward ecosystem management
1n this constrained environment, the shasta~Trinity and the
Mendocino NFs lag far wehind 1n adopting components of ecosystem
management

Even assuming that the desired future conditions are
congruent with ecosystem intzgrity, the Plans do not clearly show
how standards and guidelines will lead 10 des:red future
conditions. The management area direction ;s not sufficiently
Precise to project the location _and nature st management
activitizs Therefore thzir Ultimate impact on ecosystem
conditions ts Unknown. Without such a prejection methodology, the
public Cannot be certain that the Plan d.rzscts management zn a
manner csnsistant with the pian’s objectaives Tar management
areas

The development of this analysis 1s_central to any
realistic ecosystem planning In theory, if the Forest
establishes desired future condition statements sufficient to
ensure ecological Integrity, then the puplic might well be
indifferent to the means employed by the Forest to achieve those
conditions. With a good understanding of ecosystem structurs and
function, Forest Staff could dsvise management activities with a
higih probability of acghieving the desirad future condition A
wel I-designed monitoring program that quantified performance
would detect a_posteriori dsviations Ffrom the desired future
conditions and 1n many ways replace the a nriori regulatory or
consultation processes employed currently Given, however, the
current poor understanding of hew management affects future
conditions, and how those cond:rtions contributz to ecological
integrity, prudence rsquirss that the L.ink between management,
that Proximate okjective and ultimate goals be clearly
demonstrated As managers and scientists gaLn more experience
with managing ecosystems, assessment and mon:toring
methodologies improve, and public renews its trust OF resource
managers, this rzquirement may be further relaxed
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The Plans do not portray existing ecosystem conditions xn
sufficient detail to determine Lt proposed management will move
the system toward or away from the desired future condition.
Analysis of the impacts of management requires a starting pelnt
of current ecosystem composition, structurs and pattern.

Several additional factors nampsr the preojection OF
management Impacts on ecosystem ceonditions. FIrst, the Addendum
attached to each DEIS fails to clarify the relationship between
the zon:ng proposed :n the flans and that_ ot Option 9. The_
essence of each Plan 1s a_zoning scheme with management guidance
for each Zone. Since Option s w111 Change that zoning to an
unknown extent, the true impact of management .s unpredictable.
Second, tih2 Plans do not analyze the role of _both fire and frre
management in structuring ecosystems. Preliminary analysis by CDF
with PROBACRE_ Indicates a strong likelihood that stand-
replacement fires in reserve areas are sufficiently comnon that
they swamp the influence of the reserve itself on the extent of
late successional forest In a similar manner, Without a
quantitative analysis of the effects of fire suppress:on and
Prescribed frre on ecosystem structure and function, the Plans
cannot integrate these major programs_into ecosystem management
Finally, in most cases the Plans consider ecological Impacts
primaraly on federal lands even thouah the Plans induce changses
on adjacent cwnarships The appropriate reference zaviveonmant for
ecological analysis should encompass all lands affected, even if
they Tall outside the_federal land nas=, This larger reference
area _1s particularly important for terrestrial and aquatic
species whose range extends beyond the National Forests, for
landscape patterns important for biodiversity, and for water and
aLz quality

While the Plans asntion diversity, th‘?/ appear to
underestimate the technical requirements of the concept. Since
the Plans do not portray current ecosystem conditions, they do
not confront the difficulties of distinguishing appropriate
habitat types and structure classes needed to characterize
responses to disturbance. Beyond_that, the Plans do not
consrstently integrate diversity into forest management. The
Klamath NF LiP discusses ecosystem health i:n terms of the
diversity OF forest structure classes. However, timber and
s1lviculture elements consider forest health in terms of young
actively growing conitzr trees, a small subset of all structural
classes Similarly. thinning operatrons for the enhancement of
late successional forest may greatly limit the extent of the
early seral stage brush component of the forest ecosystem

The Plans affect the management actions of prlvate land
owners 1n ways Nnot rscegnized in the pgIiss, Reductions an salvage
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on NF land may put trees on adjacent prlvate lands at risk CDF
Resource Manaacement Staff have already noticed a significant
increase in harvesting above historic levels on prlvate lands
Many marginal areas that would not have been ceonsidersd tor
harvest 1n the past are now bernng Ia?ged The reduction In
available timber supply from public Tands has already been blamed
for significant increases 1n timber and lumber 2rice3. In the
last two yzars. the prics OF Douglas-fir logs has doubled 1in
ar=as around the sSi1x Riv2rs NF. The nLgh prices have led to a
record number of harvests without Timber Harvest Plans under a
three acre examption an the california Forest Practiies Program
Each of these impacts has potential czpsrcussions for eselogical

Integrity

The Plans may significantly affect :z¢ Incidence and
severity of ¢ir2, and tue fire protsetion capabtlities within the
re(l;lon- The severe decline in the timber programs on the Forests
will have a number of negative effects rirst, the loss of tlmber
staff will reduce trained personnel during fire season Since
1988 the Mandecine NF has reduced staffing in all Programs for
260 to 200 persons More staff reductiens will result from
consolidating Dastraicts and forests and will reduce the labor
pool Ffor both federal and mutual a1d fires for Instance, e the
S1X Rivers MF, the rsductions in the timber program may =siiminate
up to 12 Incident Command support staff and 20 Type 2 handcrew
members Because of these reductions, CDF expects an Lucrzas2 in
its participation on federal fires with no reciprocal help on
state fires Second, the loss of timber revenues will reduce the
funds available to rsmediate fire hazards created by previous
harvests, the recent drought and azssociatsd Lassct Kills Third,
the_decline in narvest will reduce_the prlvate sector heavy
equipment capacity that has historically been used under Contract
during Flre season Fourth, road closures or reduced maintenance
will lengthen response times and reduce the sffectivensss of
initial attack Fire Size will increase along with resource
losses and suppression costs

In addition, changes 1n suppression shrategies an NF land
wirr affect cor's opzrations First, When CDF responds under
mutual a1d It wii1 Face the additional challenge of adapting Lts
tactics to fit the modified supprassion prescriptions on <¢20taln
areas on the Forests Beyond that, the modified suppression
strategy will change the i1=vei OF protection on private in-
noldings which are state rssponsiprlity but protected by the
Forest Private landowner desires for Tull suppression and the
equal protection policy of the Bsard OF Forestry may conflict
with the service provided by the Forests

once aga:n, the Plans considzr Fire suppression as a

stand-alone activity and usually do not specify fire management
policy 1n a manner analogous to land management standards and
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guidelines. Yet the continued separate analysls of resource
management and fire suppression ignores the very basic
observation that both are components of ecosystem_management.
Ideally, the Plans would spec:ify standards and guidelines tor
fire and fuels management for all management areas. In order to
assess the impact oT these Standards and guidslinzs on ecosystem
Integrity, the Plans should prsject _the cumulative effect of all
management zstivities on the condition of the ecosystem.

The Plans do not spegafy how they can be altered in the
avent of large catastrophic fires. USFS personnel on the Shasta-
Trinity NF indicate that a regional or provincial review group
would n=224 to approve any deviations from option 9 guidalines,
Tahus the Plans are severely limited as adaptive management tools
In a region where catastrophic fires are certain to occur

Limited resources may preclude adequate Plan
Implementation. Recent history shows a persistent decline :n the
human _and financial rsssurces committed ts NF management. The
scarcity of funds has severepl limited monitoring :in the past,
and 1s clearly insufficient for the intensity of monitoring
proposed .n the Plans Thus without a drastic shifz 1n funding
priarities, the Plans may never lead to effective adaptive

management.

R Even though CDF 1s continually assured that funding for
fire management will be maintained or Increased. Lt appears
unlikely that given the loss of timber revenues the federal
government WIIT Continue to subsidize NF forsstry for the decades
needed to achieve true ecosystem management unless the Forests
Can convert into revenue the non-timber values that are driving
fgrﬁst policy, the move to ecosystem management wlll always be at
ris
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THE IMPACT OF THE PLANS ON rocat AND REGIONAL ECONOMIES:
IS THE ANALYSIS ADEQUATE?

realistic sale quantitiss will probably be lower than
those speeified 1n option 9 and carried over Lats the four Fezsst
plans. 1In the near term particularly, a number of factors not
addressed in the four Forest plans are nighly likely to reduce
timber outputs below those specified 1n the plans. These factors

include

the constraints o watershed analyses and other Optlon 9
planning and operation requirements, Some of which have
not yet been developed at the op2rational level.

completion of Surveils tor listed species such as the
northern spotted owl and marbled murrelet which may take
uE to two years and require extensive Consultation Wlth
the Frsh and Wildlife Service:

difficulties inherent in catching up with sh:fting
program prioritias,

losses of personnel and decreases in funding, resulting
1n fewer personnel and other resources to process timber

sates,

Implementation of Option 9 will reduce the shasta-Trinity
NF Preferred Alternative harvest level by almost 30%, from 87
MMBR/year to 60 wWMBF/yr. It 1s doubtful that even thls sharply
reduced harvest level can be met within 3 to 5 years. Local
Forest service personnel 1ndicats that the liksly target far 1994
1s around 30 MMBF for the entire Shasta-Trinity NF.

Under the President®s Option 9 Stratelgy and the
respective DEIS, harvest on the six Rivers NF would be cut by 55

Bercent, from the 45 t8F/year proposed in the original Forest
referred Alternative to the 20 arF/y2ar under the current DEIS.

This change represents a reduction of 86 percent from the annual
average Sale quantities or the last decade.

For the Klamath NF, CDF staff expect that the most
optimistLe output will be 50 MMBF/year Instead of a projested 60
MMBF/year.

On the Mendocino NF, the harvest level will be 12
MMBF/year under the Option 9 adjustments, as compared to the 22.5

¥MBF/year proposed in the original Forest plan praterr=2d
alternative This reduction represents a 47 percent decrease.
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These harvest levels are below all of the studied
alternatives Within the Land and Resource Management Plan DEISs
for these Forests.

There are several additional current Issues that may
further reduce the available timber anarvest. These include the
lusting OF salmonrd species as threatened or endangered, the
designation OF Critical habitat for_the marbled murrelet, and
potential management concerns regarding the marten and fisher.

q:ven these realities, the reductions xa timber harvest
volume likely to result from option ¢ are greater than
anticipated in the peiss, calling into qusstion the accuracy of
the DEISs' sconomic Impact assessments. Further, the DEISs do
not fully address state and County adwministrative costs
associated with changes :n private land zazagsmzat and federal
fire protection capabilitiss,

The economic i mi)acts (and Concomitant social_impacts) to
forest coomunitres will be much more severe In reality than the
picture painted :n the four Forests® DEISs. The t£Iss tfor option
9 and individual citps should reflect the _economic and sosLal _
cumulative impacts of the drastic reductions an USFS harvesting
that have occurred over the past decade.

Budget reductions are occurring throughout the dational
Forest System. Budget_reductions may shift casts for flre
protection and road maintenance to state and local governments
The Forest Service will have increasing ditfiaulty In fulfilling
its responsibilities under cooperative road agreements with local
governments and Others.

Impacts to CDF will result for at least two reasons
First, decreased Forest Service timber harvest levels are likely
to result in increased harvesting on private lands. Such a shiit
will increase the workload of ¢of's resource management program.
Further, an rmbalance may result In mutual a:d rslationsaips as
CDF responds to more_incidents on federal lands due to reduced
Forest s=rvice staffing and resources
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RECOMMENDAT IONS FOR IMPROVED PLANNING, ADMINISTRATION AND
IMPLEMENTATION

Additional 1ntermation on ecosystem conditions i1s needed
to advance ecosystem planning. #ore Information on existing and
desired forest conditions 1s needed to fully develop plans
Information on private forest lands must be considered, including
existing conditions and zzejzctad biological and economic effects
of National Forest policies on those lands. The State of
california, the Forest service, and others must provide
Incentives and bznstits te ensure the cooperation OF private
landowners in this effort These may include inexpensive or free
access to data and analytrcal tools, training vn data analysis,
and data development.

Col laborative efforts must be established to access and
analyze existing data _More coo;l)eratlve efforts must be made by
State and federal agencies, and local government to use existing
analytical tools such as PROBACRE, the california firz Economic
Simulator (CFES), and the National Fire Management Analysis
system (NFMAS) to model Fire at regional levels across ownershi
boundaries More In-depth analyses should be done ta przdizt the
changes In suppression Capabilities under projectad personnel
reductions by the Forest serive and prlvate industry These
models should be improved and integrated With other Spatial
information to allow their use in evaluating the effects of fire
on forest structure

_Efforts =s compile data, develop data standards, and
establish Geographic Information Systems should be identified and
integrated Projects currently underway iInclude the Federal
Forest Plan®s Inter-organization Resource Informatron
Coordinating councii TIRICC), Humboldt State university and the
USFWS Ecosystem Restoration Office, and the university 0O
California and the Trinity sitoragion Group

CDF has developed particular expertisz in the
representation of ecosystem conditions 1n geographic information
systams and the development OF aralytical tools to support
ecosystem management A collaborative effort would lead to
substantive, rigorous and constructive comments that could
Significantly improve the Plans® lixelihood OF contributin% to
ecosystem integrity and sustainable economic development O
northwestern California

Planning should take advantage of local and regienal
groups established to tostsr Stewardship of watersheds_and
natural resources. Goal development, management planning. and
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data Collection and analysis must include private Industry, local
landowners and the public Groups such as the Trinity girovagian

Group, the shasta-Tehama Forest Work Group, the Redwood <oast

Watershed alliance and others have been established to promote
stewardship of local forest communities These groups include
members from a range of interests dedicated to identifying local
oals for sustainable forest and watershed systems and to
eveloping strategies to achieve these goals

These groups should be involved in planning,
Implementation, monitoring and evaluation sr National Forest
Plans. These groups may be garticularly valuable in exploring
emerging land use pressures, management opportunities, and
innovative management practices

Adequate resources must be provided and appropriata
processes establrshed to ensure adaptive management planning.
Adaptive management will provide the flexibility to adapt
management to contingencies such as fire, disease and other
unforeseen disturbances that compromise the desired forest
conditions The establishment of trust and the provision of
adequate data are critical to this process

_ _The _forest 32rvice should consider incentives for public
participation 1:n the planning process,_the _role of public
interest groups or contractors For monitoring, and access o
information and analysis

_Adaptive Management Areas should represent the full range
of biological diversity present ;n the region Analyses beyon
the 1n2t1al on=s developed by CDF should done across the
region. The establishment of aias should aiso take advantage of

local management or economic opportunities. and local
recommendations on management alternatives Standards and

practices should be evaluated by interagency/public groups on an
on-going basis.

Funding and personnel must be ensured for the collection,
analysls and dissemination of monitoring data The availability
of this information 1s critical to adaptive planning and
management

Additional interagency cosperation Will be nseded to
ensure adaptive ecosystem management. Federal and state agencies
must resolve existing policy and regulatory contflicts that
impede ecosystem management

__ &r quality regulations may impede prescribed burning
Critical to achieving dssired forest conditions and 0 minimizing
wildfire risks Cooperative research, analysls and management

page 10




G00236

efforts with the Air Resources Board and local Air Qualaity
Management Districts may be needed to identify acceptable
management practices and efficient permitting processes.

Cooperation between the usrws and the State in
implementing and evaluating the effects of the 4(d) rule on the

northern sported »wl nd ti £t at large: e needed
These ag¢ nuld coope 5 of any ©1 rulemaking
efforts t ensure adecuate n ses i mat

In summary, additional efforts are needed to make the
LMPs consistent with current federal policy, to adequate assess
the Impacts ef those plans on ecosystems, and to implement
ecosystem management ain general. The plans vary in their efforts
to describe desired forest conditions and the means for achieving
them The plans must include information on private lands and a
full evaluation of the biological and economic effects of federal
activities on those lands.

Ecosystem management planning will require a level OF
Information, analysis, monitoring and administration whlch can
only be achieved through increased cooperation With the State and
the public CDF emphasizes three areas of analysis that must be
done to fully evaluate the effect of the IMps:

the impact of fire and fire manaaement on ecosystem
conditions,

the effect of management prescriptions on forest
conditions Within management areas and across landscapes.
the_effect of public policy en private management
decisions and the cumulative economic and brological
impacts 1n various regions.

CDF 1s prepared to select several areas to demonstrate
these types of analyses and to develop additional analytaical
tools or applications, as needed We would like to work closely
with the Forest Service and other groups to accomplish thas
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STATE OF CALUFORNJA—~THE RESQURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON  Govwmor

DEPARTMENT 0F FISH AND GAME

401 LOCUST STREET

REODING CA 94001 December 23, 1993
(?16) 2232300

Mr Steven Fltch, Forest Supervisor
Shasta-Trinity National Forest

2400 Washington Avenue

Redding, California 96001

Dear Mr. Fltch

SCH 93104005 - Draft Envrronmental Impact statement
(DEIS] and Land and Resource Management Plan (LMP),
Shasta-Trinity National Forest (STNF)

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the
subject IMP and DEIS. The LMP identifies the preferred
alternative for managing lands and resources within the STNF
For the most part, this LMP incorporates the changes outlined in
President clinton’s proposed forest plan (Option 9) of the Report
of the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (FEMAT). The
LMp itself is a broadly based collection of forestwide management
goals and objectives for the next 10 to 15 years.

option 9 envisions the development of ecosystem management,
rather than the commodity output type of forest management common
in the past. Although the addendum found in the DEIS indicates
that the tMp Closely complies wlth option 9 direction, standards
and guidelines as well as outputs presented in the draft LMP
indicate that the 1Mp 1s Still output oriented The final LMF
should provide the framework for developing and implementing
ecosystem management

Because not all of the changes to the preferred alternative
of the IMP that are brought about by Opt:ion 9 of the FEMAT report
are evident in the LMP, we are concerned that review of this
document may well be a review of alternatives and analysls that
cannot be implemented We have previously indicated our concern
wlth the process of reviewing a draft document that has a major
part of its direction set by another document that has yet to be
finalized. Further, it has been our experience that it 1is not
very efficient to comment on a draft document and then await and
respond to a final document Without communicating during the
development of the final dacument Because of that experience,
we are very concerned that the process we are currently involved
in will be even more ineffective. For that reason we feel 1t s
very important that the US Forest Service (USFS) Contact
appropriate departmental units during (not after) the development
of final LMPS so that issues and concerns can be dealt with prior
to the issuance of a final document
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Mr. Steven Fitch
December 23, 1993
Page TWO

We would like to compliment the STNF Staff. The DFG has
reviewed numerous forest plans and we have found this LMP to be
progressive. well done and one of the best we have seen. It le
with this in mind that we have included what we hope are
constructive ideas that we can pursue together to help provide
resolutions to various 1issues of concern.

IT you have any gquestions regarding these comments, please
contact Mr. Don Koch at (916) 225-2305.

Sincerely,

Ackod & SH—

Richard L Elliott
Regional Manager

cc: Mr. Don Koch
Department of Fish and Game
Redding, California

Mr. John Turner

Department of Fish and Game
Environmental Services Division
Sacramento, California

Mr Tim Farley

Department of Fish and Game
Inland Fisheries pivision
Sacramento, California

Mr. Terry Mansfield
Department of Fish and Game
Wildlife Management Division
Sacramento, California

Ms. Susan Cochrane
Department of Fish and Game
Natural Heritage Division
Sacramento. cCalifornia
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GENERAL COMMENTS

Issue = Key Watersheds

Comment - Regardless of what changes, if any, are made to the
President"s Torest plan preferred alternative (Option 9), we
believe It imperative that all objectives, standards, guidelines,
and components Proposed for the Agquatic Conservation Strategy be
retained. specifically, we endorse provisions for riparian
reserves on all fish bearing streams, nonfish bearing Streams,
and intermittent Streams, and the establishment of Key
Watersheds. These Key Watersheds are necessary to reverse the
serious decline of anadromous salmonids and te beain recovery of
Salmonid habitats degraded by past management practices.

Issue ~ Monitoring

Comment - The monitoring program presented in chapter five of the
LMP 1s intended to "determine how well the Forest Plan objectives
are being met and how closely standards and guidelines are being
followed™ (Page 5-1) Forest goals are to provide "‘Integrated
multiple resource land management in the context of ecosystem
management' (page 4-4). Monitoring, then, becomes one of the
most crucial aspects Of the management of the STNF because It
develops the databases needed to inventory and assess ecological
condition. The FEMAT report (chapter 8) provides some direction
and definition of ecosystem management and the application of
that management on the STNF. Further, the FEMAT report
identifies the need for a monitoring system to be objective
driven and that it needs to be considerably more than a list of
things to do. An effective monitoring program should also result
in the development of local or regional data that can be
integrated into a common regional database that will have Utility
beyond the Site at which 1t was developed The FEMAT report
(page VIN11-21) recommends "The federal agencies through the
interagency coordination effort, should develop a
multiorganizational resource monitorIng system. Standards and
guidelines that address design and guality control should be
included. The agencies should strive to ensure activities are
adequately funded and that organizational roles and
responsibilities are clearly identified”.

B M o, pewpe-w £l T 15 resenteé 1n the LMP fails ¢
meet [ULrements presertt 1n & FEMAT report. £ t
T 1d delines shecu. but fail to, provide __1_t
for a program fail to develor regional

databases For the most part the monitorlng program is a list of
things to do which is largely focused on project scale activities
and will not provide needed information or be sensitive enough to
determine responses of ecological systems which are needed to
facilitate ecosystem management.
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Recommendation = If ecosystem management is going to be
implemented on the STNF, the menitoring program needs to be
responsive to the needs of that management. Forestwide, and
where necessary, prescription specific standards and guidelines
need to develop direction for tﬁe development of databases as
well as the implementation of a monitoring program that will
truly determine the responses of ecological systems to management
programs.

Existing technology such as geclogical information system
(GIS) applications to determine ecological conditions over Iarge
areas are relatively easily applied and provide a great deal o
information. This same technology can be used to conduct change
detections and develop a more sensitive monitoring program than
1s currently proposed. That same technology can start to develop
the type Of databases envisioned in +ha FEMAT report as Well as
monitor responses to management actions.

The DFG has utilized this technology and we are encouraged
by its utility both as a monitorlng and planning tool as well as
a database. We would be Interested in cooperatrvely applying
this technology over the STNF as well as participating in the
development of definitions of ecological conditions along with
determination of variables to be measured.

COMMENTS RELATING TO TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES
Issue ~ Grazing

Some riparian habitats on the STNF are degraded and in need
of restoration. Past land management activities have been
inconsistent in the application of riparian area management
(Summary of the Analysis of Management Situation, page 3-16).
Some of this degradation has resulted from overuse by livestock.
Livestock use should be reduced or eliminated on those allotments
where riparian systems are being adversely impacted by grazing.

The STNF LMp predicts average annual Outputs by decade for
the preferred alternative (Table 4-2. page 4-9) to maintain
existing levels of animal months (AM). The DFG believes this
output as rnconsistent With the need to restore riparian
ecosystems.

Comment - The DFG supports the standards and guidelines for range
management if the annual mon:itoring of a grazing allotment
indicates that riparian condition geals have not been met and
grazing practices-are adjusted to eliminate the adverse impacts.

Average annual outputs by decade_ (Table 4-2, page 4-9) show
no sagnifrcant changes in thousand animal unit months (AUM) over
five decades that would accommodate the Standards and guidelines
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to protect riparian environments. Furthermore, the monitoring
aM’s will be measured yearly but reported only each five years
for selected allotments only.

Outputs of AW's for the next five decades have been
predicted. Option 9, figure ¥III-2, page 7, illustrates the
future process where issues are resolved and then commodity
outputs are calculated based on the need to resolve resource
issues.

Recommendation = We recommend that all range allotments and
affected riparian areas be monitored to ldentify problem areas
Livestock use of these allotments should be eliminated or reduced
until the problems are resolved. We econcur that areas determined
to be in adequate condition can be monitored and reported less
frequently than on an annual basis However, we recommend that
degraded allotments be monitored and reported on an annual basis.

Igsue — Bigmass

Observations on the STNF and adlacent forests indicate that
blomass projects, particularly those involving precommercial
thinning, often result in large continucus blocks of land that
lack diversity These Stands lack both ceover and vertical
structure and, in some cases, dead and down woody material, snags
and old trees. The DFG has Concluded that these projects result
in adverse impacts to a wide variety of wildlife species.

Comments - Biomass thinning of forest stands may have numerous
consequences. In many areas, it appears that the lack Of soil
disturbance (because of the use of rubber tired equipment) WIII
preclude the regeneration of Shrubs This observed lack of
regeneration may also result from the failure to adequately open
the canopy. The lack of structural diversaty in the form Of a
shrub layer results in a significant reduction in the habitat
capability of the stand A wildlife habitats relationship (WHR)
analysis of a mired conifer habitat on the STNF indicates that 55
species have a secondary life requisite dependency on a shrub
laver an the stand. Eleven species cannot utilize the stand
without the shrub layer. Standards and guidelines deal WIth
snags. dead and down and hardwoods There appears to be no
standard/guideline for vertical structure, particularly a Shrub
layer.

In chapter 3 = Summary of Analysis of the Management
Situation under Timber on page 3-18, the LMP indicates that about
34.000 acres are in need of release and an additional 22,000
acres need thinning. It i1s anticipated that much of these acres
will be treated using biomass thinning.
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comments on page 4-12 under Biomass, item b. indicate that
removal of only material that is in excess of that required to
meet the standards for seil quality and wildlife diversity and
natural fire regimes will occur. ¥he DFG supports this
standard/guideline

We believe there 1s a need for additional standards for
biomass projects.

Recommendatlon - The DFG recommends that an additional
standard/guideline be developed to allow for the retantlon of
areas within biomass projects that provide a shrub layer or a
secondary tree layer This would provide nest, feeding and
escape cover for numerous species. In addition, we recommend
that the potential for opening the canopy in selected areas be
evaluated This may allow the natural regeneration of shrubs in
prescribed areas Scattered throughout a preject We suggest that
prescribe burning be tried in selected areas to test the
feasibility of generating Shrubs following biomass thinning

The DFG would be happy to work with STNF personnel to
explore these ldeas.

component of biodiversity and importance to deer and other early
seral stage speciedq.

Comment ~ Considerable evidence exists to support the conclusion
that plant succession througﬁout much of the western United
States of America (USA) is fTavoring conifers (pramarily second
growth stands) at the expense of early seral stage habitats with
a young Shrub layer (Longhurst, et al. 1976, Gruell 1983 and
Gruell 1986) This trend 1s largely due to increased faire
suppression and modification of silvicultural practices.

The Wildlife Habitat Relationship Program {WHR} indicates
that 56 species of Wildlife have a secondary life requisite level
far habitats containing a Shrub layer element in sapling Stage
habitats of mixed conifer on the STNF_ A secondary life
reguisite means that the species requires the element (shrub
layer) but another element can be Substituted Eleven specles
are totally dependent on Shrubs in early seral mixed conifer
habitats (WHR) .

Deer populations (and probably Other early seral dependent
species) Continue to decline on the STNF  Photographic and
empirical evidence 1indicate that this decline i1s due largely to
loss of habitat quality and quantity. primarily on high elevation
summer deer ranges Longhurst (1976} found this to be the
primary cause of the deer decline occurring in California.
Sﬁe0|f|cally, this loss of habitat 1s believed to be related to
the lack of regeneration of young, preferred shrubs, in conifer

2
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dominated habitat, primarily those in the genus csanothus, Taus
loss of regeneration 1s due to the long-term reduction 1n fire
and to a lesser degree the conversion OF brush fields te
conifers.

The 1p predicts a Stable deer population over the next five
decades_but indicates a probable reduction in early seral species
due to increases in old-growth habitats.

Table 4-2 on pa%ze 4-10 ot the LyP predicts a stable deer
chulatlon for the STNF through five decades on page 6 of the
ddendum in the DEIS 1t 1s stated '‘because reserved area (late
seral habitat management areas% increases hy 5 t= 20 percent on
individual Nat:ional Forests, there would be a corresponding
reduction xn early seral stages over time This may decrease
species populations which use these habitats™.

The above comments are contradictory.

The ri? does not describe how th= ongoin% decline 1n deer
habitat will be addressed. There is no specific direction to
manags critical summer deer habitat by vrovidina kev shrub
species in young age classes on timbe2r producing soils Over time.

On page 4-11 Forest Standards and cuidelinzs, 2. 4. Natural
openings provides for "natural openings equal to or greater than
1 acre™ for wildlife. These may or may not provide condlitions
suitable For producing needed shrub component and may not be in
the appropriate locations. In addition, this standard/guidaline
excludes the McCloud Flats, one of California®s largest deer
summer range complexes. Failure to ﬁrovide deer forage areas on
large deer producing areas like the McCloud Flats will result in
continuing deer declines an the STNF.

Prescription 6, wildlife Habitat Management, appears ta
provide Some general flexibility to allow management of key
summer deer habitat components% modifying timber management and
defer the control_of competing vegetation, =.g., browse and
forbs. However, in most management areas, critical summer ranges
exist in significant acreages 1n areas designated for
prescriptions not conducive to managing for early seral habitats.
The following management areas contain significant acres Of
summer deer hahitat that will require specific management
designed to create forage areas.

Percent Area 1n

Manaaement Area 2

1) Porcupine Butte 38.5
21 McCloud Flats 10.5
3) Mount Shasta 2.5
4) Trinity Alps 0
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Percent Area 1in

Managsment Area Prescripkions #4 and #9
51 Yolla Bolly-Middle Eel o]

6) Parks-Eddy 7.6

7} Upper Trinity 17.9

8) Slate-Delta 26 2

9) McCloud River 1.3

10) Pt 2.0

111 Corral Bottom 11.8

12) Haytork 26.3

13) Indian Valley-Rattlesnake 5.9

14) Wildwood 6.0

15) Beegum 31.5

Note - the above percentages were calculated using both
Prescription 6 and 9 acreages. Prescription 9, riparian
management, :s considered beneficial to early seral specles
including deer.

Each of the above management areas contain considerable
Summer deer habitat. The prescriptions that appear to allow for
the long-term management of early seral habitats with a young
sbruh component (Prescription 6 and possibly 9) have keen
established on a relatively small portien these units. It
appears, however, that other management srescriptlions, such as
roaded recreation, may allow tor the management of shrubs.

Deer summer range areas may or may not be located within
mar_wa%ement prescription areas that will allow for their
maintenance and or enhancement. An example 1= the McCloud Flats
Management Area, perhaps the largest summer deer complex n
califorara. Many of the critical deer fawning areas in this _
management area are propesed for Manaaement Prescription 8 which
limits the abrlitvy to specifically manage for the production of
young shrub habitats.

Recommzndakion — NE recommend that the DPG and USFS develop a
cooperative management plan that identifies critical summer
fawning habitats on the STNF. Much of this can be done wlth
existing data. Presently ongoing Landsat Imag=ry/GIS analysis
can be us=24¢ to help identify critical habitats. Data gaps can be
filled with cooperative projacts between the STNF and the DFG.

Following the critical habitat identification process, it .s
recommended that prescriptions in each management area having
significant deer summer fawning habitats be modified, where
necessary, to allow for the production and maintenance of
strategically located foraging habitats, while providing for
other necessary deer habitat components. The Cooperative
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management plan would attempt to identify innovative ways to
provide the necessary habitat components Without Significantly
compromising the primary management direction.

This action is particularly important given that less early
seral habitat will occur on public lands due to the increase in
acreage reserved for timber management.

Issue =~ ®ire and Fuels Manaaement.

Historically, fire has played a key role in the evolution of
forest ecosystems and ultimately many of the forest plants and
wildlife.

Martin and Sapsis (1991) assessed early fire regimes and

ronclude that fire occurred in diverse req: i for

rontinuum 1n environmental characteristics that Tomot i1
srota. They further conclude that modern : 1trol 3
attempted to remove fires from wildland; Instead the result has

been a grass distortion in frre regimes removing most low and
intermediate intensity fires and increasing the proportion of
Igrg@ fires, thus reducing "pyrodiversaty" which in turn reduces
biodiversity.

The paradox Of the STNF LMP :s that i1ts primary direction 1s
toward "ecosystem management' and biodiversity while there
appears to be no effective direction in the LMP to accommodate
naturallﬁ occurring Fires that will be necessary to maintain
either the ecosystem or the desired diversity.

For example, the disposition of Issue #5, Fires and_ Fuels_on
page 2-2 of the LMP, indicates that standards and guidelines will
emphasize utilization of activity fuels over prescribed burning
Fuel treatments would emphasize miomass utilizatien and firewood
availabilit% In other words, the resolutien to the issue
appears to be one of fire prevention throu?h the "‘management' of
fuels rather than allowing fire to naturally reduce fuel loads,
and thus promote biodiversity There is, however, ne evidence
that mechanical manipulation can effectively replace the powerful
and important ecological effects of fire

Biomass utilizattron is described as providing a "‘benefit"' by
reducing the ""loss™ from wildfires and "increase wildlife and
range browse'. Preliminary studies of biomassed areas on
adjacent forests indicate that shrub regeneration following
thinning of dense conifer Stands is very limited and that in fact
adequate wildlife Cover IS lacking in biomassed areas and the
probability of fire in these stands is likely to be greatly
reduced, thus precluding shrub rejuvenation.
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In the Management Direction section of the LMP on Page 4-4
under Fire and Fuels, direction proposes to: 10) return fire to
1ts natural role in the ecosystem; and 11) achieve a balance of
fire suppression capability and fuels management investments that
are cost effective and able to meet resource objectives and
protection responsibilities. Again, these may be conflicting
directions. Fire"s natural role was largely uncontrolled and
unregulated. Direction number 11 above appears to attempt to
prevent fires through suppression and fuels management.

Page 4-8, Table 4-2 predicts that 1,500 acres per year per
decade will receive fire-related treatment and expected acres per
year per decade of wildfires are 11,000 acres. Assuming 12,500
acres burned, approximately .006 percent of the 2.1 million-acre
forest would burn per year. Martin and Sapsis (1991) used
various fire history studies to estimate that prehistoric fires
in California, excluding the southern desert, burned between 5.6
and 13 million acres per year, a rate as much as 2,200 times
greater than predicted for the STNF during the next 50 years.
While this rate is obviously not desirable under today®s
conditions, it points out the utter fut:laty of a plan goal of
"restoring Tfire to its natural role 1n the ecosystem". These
authors also provided evidence that a broad diversity between
fire periods allows for plants of widely different regeneration
requirements to propagate. In contrast, regimes with a narrow
range but long period between fires would tend to exclude those
plants with a short life and short propagule endurance. Thus it
would appear that the predicted fire regime for the STNF Cannot
result in the maintenance of natural biodiversity.

Under standards and guidelines, Chapter 4, page 4-15, #8. a
through g., all items provide for fire suppression and fire
prevention through fuels management. These directions, while
perhaps necessary. preclude '‘management of natural ecosystems™
and "‘maintenance Of biodiversity"

The relatively low level of fire predicted to occur In the
STNF over the next 50 years will not allow the "natural
ecosystem' to function, nor can natural diversity be maintained.
The need to protect the STNF lands from damaging fires 1is
obvious, therefore creating the dilemma of how to manage on an
ecosystem basas

Regommendation - Although this 1s a difficult issue to resolve,
we are relatively Certain that the solution is not to try to
"mimic’ the role of fire With mechanical fuel management designed
to prevent wildfire The complex and necessary processes of fire
cannot be duplicated by simple mechanical clearing. Martin and
Sapsis (1991) concede that we cannot return to natural fire
regimes and that we need fire suppression now more than ever.

The authors recommend a new policy on fire management that
addressee the extent and role of fires In each vegetative type
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followed by a plan and Strategy to meet that role. It makes no
biological sense to have the same policy for all vegetative
types. They recommend a combination of fuels management and
aggressive prescribed fire with the long-term goal of more safely
and frequently introducing prescribed fire into the routine
management of the STNF systems.

The DFG Supports this concept and recommends that the STNF
LMP significantly change 1ts direction from attempting to
eliminate the natural occurrence of fire by using fire and fuels
management in combination to “prepare the forest for a more
natural and beneficial fire regime”. Without such an approach,
we do not believe the goal of maintaining biodiversity can be
achieved.

Issue ~ Rangasa.

Standards and guidelines item 15c, page 4-19, states the
“Management of forage resources for big game would take )
preference Over livestock use an designated elk and deer winter
range. "

comment — Big game as well as other wildlife species should take
preference over livestock on all federally owned lands Wildlife
1s part of the ecosystem, not a competitor. No Winter ranges
have been designated i1n this plan.

Recommendation - Deer winter ranges, holding areas and summer
ranges within management prescriptions 11, 111, VI and VIII
should be mapped and special management prescriptions developed
to provide protection for critical habitat components Within
these areas

Using existing information, map deer and elk Winter ranges
and holding areas. Manage hardwood and understory Components in
these areas to provide for maximum forage potential for deer and
elk. Hardwoods Within holding areas should be managed for 30
square feet basal area or more. Understory vegetation should be
managed for maximum forage and adequate cover

Issue = Threatened, Endangered and Selected Sensitive Species.

Recommendation = The DFG recommends that the following additions
and clarifications be included in the final LMP and EIS: (1) the
list of representative species (page 3-23, Riparian Wildlife
Assemblage) Should include the yellow-breasted chat, a California
species of Special Concern. (2) The Hardwood Wildlife Assemblage
11st of representative species should include the gray squirrel.
(3) The Chaparral Wildlife Assemblage list should include the
blue-gray gnatcatcher, a Species of Special concern. (4) page 3-
24, 2nd column, paragraph 5, some discussion of why the other
sensitive species are not being addressed would be appropriate.
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(5) page 4-1, sate-specific projects, the last sentence should
include the Statement “and with the California DFG where
State-listed species are invelved " (6) page 4-11, natural
openings, this paragraph needs clarification with regard to what
will be maintained. how long it will be maintained and the
creation of new openings (7) page 4-12, sensitive and endemic
plants, paragraph d, requires submission of Natural Diversity
Data Base (NDDB) forma_ for sensitive plant occurrences. The Same
wording Should be provided for sensitive animals as well.
Conservation strategies Should be developed as per paragraph f
for sensitive animals. (8) “Unnatural lass* (page 4-37.
standards and gu:delines, paragraph 8, Should be defined as it
seems incongruous to call a loss from insects i1n a wilderness
unnatural. (9) The responsible units for Cave Management Plans
(page A-1, Appendix A) should include wildlife and the DFG to
evaluate management effects on sensitive wildlife species such as
bats and salamanders.

COMMENTS RELATING TO AQUATIC RESOURCES

Issue ~ Kay watersheds.

comment - The LMP implies only anadromous drainages can be
considered key watersheds and recommends nine such areas but no
resident fish waters. However, the President’s DSEIS States such
watersheds can also include resident fish species habitat,
especially for stacks at risk (DSEIS, page 8-79).

summer steelhead and spring chinook salmon will benefit from
Management Prescription VII Which encompasses much of the New
River and South Fork Trinity River drainage because timber
management on very Steep or very unstable Slopes near these
rivers will be substantially reduced Additional protection willl
be afforded these Streams under ‘“key” watershed management
proposals which include eliminating or stabilizing failing
logging roads.

Recommendation - We suggest three key watersheds: (1) the Upper
MCCloud River Drainage, including all tributaries, especially
those containing redband trout. This is the only drainage
containing Upper MCCloud River redband trout, a yet undescribed
subspecies within the rainbow trout series (Qncharhvnchus). This
sensitive subspecies has become depleted and s considered worthy
of listing by some researchers. Designation of this drainage as
a Tier 1 key watershed would provide refugial conditions for this
subspecies, facilitating population recovery and enhancement.

2) The Lower McCloud River Drainage The upper 10.5 miles of
the Lower McCloud River 1s a State designated wild trout water.
The Lower Mccloud at one time Supported California‘s only known
population of bull trout, a State endangered species.

Designation of this watershed as a Tier 1 key watershed would
both protect the wild trout fishery and help recover the bull
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trout. (3) Lower Squaw Valley creek. This stream is a major
tributary of the Mccloud River and flows through the West Girard
(formerly) Rare IX area. Designation as a Tier II key watershed
would protect the water quality of this important area. All
three of these watersheds are within the boundaries Of the
Mccloud River Coordinated Resource Management Plan (MRCRMP)
process Or objectives., Logging and road construction practice
restrictions designated in the MRCRMP (LMP, Appendix N, page 26),
especially as they apply to riparian zones, shall he Of a
standard at least as protective as that found in the LMP (they
presently are weaker).

This activity should be given priority over instream habitat
improvement structures since the value of such structures to
fisheries has been frequently negated by sedimentation from
failing roads.

Iasue Lata successional reserves

comment ~ Option 9 provides a network of late successional
reserves where only minimal watershed disturbance would be
permitted on reserve lands.

Recommendation =~ Proposed reserves would al50 provide significant
protection for the following: (1) McCloud River downstream from
MCCloUd Reservoir, a blue ribbon wild trout and "catch and
release’ Water. (2) Hawkins Creek, a tributary to the McCloUd
River providing an important source of cold. high-quality water
and rainbow trout recruitment. (3) Squaw Valley creek, the
largest tributary to the Mccloud River and spec:al regulation
water. (4) The Pit River between Pit 4 Dam and Pit 4 Powerhouse.
a trophy raainbow trout Stream and designated “"ecatch and release"
water.

Issue ~ 2rinaity River Basin salmonid Population

Comment = The statement regarding salmonid populations in the
Trinity River Basin (page 3-9, Fisheries, paragraph 7) 1is
misleading in that It gives the impression that salmon and
steelhead populations in the Trinity River Basin are increasing
when actually they are not

Recommendation ~ Modify this statement to accurately present the
trend in salmonid populations in the Trinity River Basin.

Issue = Effect of cCantara incident on wild trout gene pool.

Comment ~ The wild trout gene pool of the Sacramento River was
not completely eliminated by the cantara incident (page 3-11,
Fisheries, paragraph 1). That part of the wild trout population
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that existed upstream from the spill site was not affected hy the
chemical. The progeny from these SUrvivors are expected to

repopulate the entire river over a period of years.

Recommendation - Modify this paragraph to reflect the fact that
the progeny from trout not affected by the spill are expected to
eventually repopulate the river.

Isasue ~ Wild ana seceapic rijvers.

Comment ~ The DFG supports the recommendations included in the
pref rred alternative for 62 miles of additional wild and scenic
ravers.

Recommendation = Since existing wilderness designation already
provides a high degree of protection, river reaches outside
existing designated wilderness Should be given priority for
designation.
- des ted "'wij " i
waters.

comment ~ We were pleased with the proposal for Management
Prescription viI IMP VII [threatened and endangered [T&E] and
late seral stage management]) for lands along such prime trout
fishing streams as the McCloud River below McCloud River
Reservoir, 1ts largest tributary, Squaw Valley Creek, and the PIt
River between Pit 4 Dam and Pit 4 Powerhouse. The proposed
designation will provide a nigh degree of watershed protection
and maintain high visual quality levels for anglers and other
recreatlonists using the waterways.

Recommendation - If boundary modifications should be proposed In
the future for areas managed under MP VII, we urge that canyon
slopes along the Pit River, McCloud River and Squaw Valley Creek
be maintained in late successional forest reserve status.

Issue = Fish kills at Shasta Lake.

comment. — The Statement concerning fish kills at Shasta Lake
(Page 4-147, desired future condition, paragraph 3) and recovery
of tributary streams from acid mine waste 1s not correct. While
considerable progress has been made toward eliminating the

problem, fish kills still occur in the West Squaw (Little Squaw)

Creek inlet.

Recommendation ~ Modify thas Statement to reflect that fish kills
from acid mine waste i1s a current problem in the West Squaw Creek
inlet.
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EDITORIAL COMMENTS
Issue = Dollv varden/bDolly Varden Trout.

Comment = The names "‘Dolly Varden" and "belly Varden Trout'
(Appendix N, Pages 17, 19) should be changed to *bull trout™.

Issue = ltem 11. paqe 4-144

Comment = Item 11 appears to be a needless repetition of item 6.

COMMENTS ON THE DEIS

Issue ~ Fire and fuels.

Comment = Page 111-24 of the DEIS in the Botany Section indicates
that about 20 percent of the sensitive plants on the STNF rely on
wildfire or other disturbance for maintenance. There _are
undoubtedly numerous Other plants, not listed a5 Sensitive that
also evolved under diverse fire regimes. While the DEIS
indicates the need to manage sensitive plants to provide
disturbance, where necessary, it does not adequately discuss the
long-term consequences of near total fire suppression on
biodiversity.

Page IV-17, Section 7 Fire and Fuels in the DEIS, describes
effects of wildfire and fuels management., The section focuses on
the effects of fire both positive and negative but does not
discuss _the more critical effects of long-term exclusion of fare
from wmost of the STHF. Such effects are incredibly profound and

have not adegquately been dealf with either in the STNF IMP or the
DEIS

Issue ~ State—listed species.

Comment = The willow flycatcher (page G-4, Table G-2 - birds) 1is
a State-threatened species. The McCloud River redband trout
(Table -2 = fishes) 1s also a State-listed species.

Issue = Inland warmwater fish (page 111-37., paraqgraphs 1, 2).

comment = Alabama Spotted bass should also be mentioned Since
they are now more important in the catch than smallmouth and
largemouth bass combined. Spotted bass were introduced in the
early 1980’s and are believed to be a reason for the decline in
smallmouth bass and they may also be affecting largemouth bass
abundance as well.
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Issue ~ Habitat Improvement (page III-38, paragraph 4).

commant = We agree that there is no evidence to indicate that
installed structures are effective in increasing anadromous fish
numbers. It is possible that this i1s because the structures only
affect one element - cover, which i1s not as much a lamiting
factor to fish productivity as excessive sediment, which usually
has long-term adverse impacts on the entire stream ecosystem,
go}%3y1ng watershed disturbances, such as logging and road
uilding.

Issue =~ Bull trout {page 111-42. paragraph 3).

comment ~ The bull trout disappeared from the MCCloud River soon
after the construction of MeCloud Dam. ThlS project resulted In
reduced flows and consequently a significantly warmer temperature
pattern than before. This environmental change may be the

primary reason for the extinction of the bull trout. Under
natural environmental conditions, bull trout coexisted with brown
trout and squawfish and they existed for many years in the
absence of chinook salmon.

roveme - aragraphs 6 -

comment - We are concerned that there 1is a significant risk of
damage to anadromous fish producing streams inherent in
construction activities in and near streams. There have been
Instances where well intentioned efforts to improve fish habitat
actually resulted in negative impacts. Plans for artificlal
habitat improvement structures should be evaluated and developed
in coordination with the DFG prior to implementation to avord
potential adverse impacts to stream ecosystems.

Issue " Ranges (page IV-33, paraqraph 6).

Comment ~ We are in agreement with the stated plan to phase out
grazing in wilderness areas under the PRF and CBF alternatives
but note that this plan 1s not mentioned in the Management
Eﬁgscr1pt1°ns or in the Management Area Directions of the STNF

Issue ~ Redband trout.

comment ~ There 1s inconsistency between the Statement that the
redband trout 1is categorized as sensitive (LMP, page 3-10) and is
no longer classified as a sensitive fish species (DEIS, page II1I-
80).
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The subject table (Table v-10, page 3, 4-98) notes that
redband trout in the McCloud River were not considered for
special management because of "Insufficient information on
ecology.” A considerable amount of data has been collected on

Mccloud River redband trout ecology by the DFG.

Recommendation — Make categorization as a sensitive species
consistent in both documents. The column headed by “limited
distribution on Federal lands” (Table v-10) should be marked
since most of the habitat occupied by these fish is privately

owned.
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D2acr Mr. Fitch.

Subject, Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Land and
Management rz=souree Plan for the Klamath National
Forsst/Shaska-Trinity National Forest

The County of siskiyeou, as a vitally affected agency and
representative OF broad interasts both throughout and adlacent te
the National Forest, offers the following Comments on the above-
referenced Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Land and
Rezource Management Plan

1 The plan, consistent With option s, requiras 180 year
rotations. As we have previously discussed, the county
disagrees With the ﬁl_’oposed 180 year rotations Clearly,
there are areas within the forests that 180 year rotat.ions
are neither necessary nor desirable Further, it appears
this 180 year rotation applies regardless of species or

stand condition. It .s believed the niologic, hydrologic
and geographic data should be the driving teorcss 1in sstting
rotations

2 Treatments within late seral reserves are limited to stands
less than 80 years in age. This absolute 1imit 1s counter-
productive for a number of reasons

a. Not all designated stands are of high sight cond:ition.
Remedial work within designated stands would enhance
the development of old growth characteristics.

b. Due to the poor condition of many of the designated
stands, these areas are at r.sk Tor catastrophic fires.

C. gy allowing some treatments appropriate for old growth

Pnens 918 g42-0081
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characteristic development, there will be_additional
funding available to support local communities. Other
forest programs which would support biro-diversity and
appropriate ecosystem management could also be funded.

Recommendation. The plan should add language which would _

allow upon damenstratien OF complying With specific criteria
t;]:e habitat improvement Within stands in excess of 8o years

of age.

3. The County has previously recognized the need of fire as a
manaaement tool and nas commented about the lack of rscog-
nition of fire 1n the option 9 directive If the use »¢
fire 1s'alloved at the forest level in conjunction With the
Option 9 direcktives, no further action s necessary.
However, .t there is any doubt, language should be added to
this forest plan Which clarifies the ability to use fire as
an appropriate management tool.

4, The us= of adaptive management areas (AMA} i3 an example how
flexible management can provide for new and different
solutions to old problems. This willingness to provide for
creative management Should be extended to all areas of the
forest, Including the riparian reserves to allow true
problem solving and increased forest productivity.

5. There appears to be an outstanding question <¢ adequacy of
funding in order to accomplish even the broad goals as set
forth In these plans 1T forest revenues continue at their
depressed level, 1t is questionable whether the funding
necessary to implement these plans will be available.
clearly, there must be an economic commitment to the
management of these lands consistent with these plans or the
planning effort will never be implemented.

In clesing, we would like to restate our belief that our forests
are dynamic reseurcas, which must be subject to dynamic
management. Inflexible planning and management practices Create
undesirable results. As a dynamic resource, we must manage the
forest within the forests™ capacity to accomplish the end results
desired without becoming enslavedtgy a regulatory process.

Your consideration of our concerns .s respectfully requested.

Yours truly, )
Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors

/~———/
Ivan ¥oung, Chairman
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Jannary 4, 1994

ir Steve Fitch, Forest Supervisor
»hasta-Trinity National Forests
400 Washington Avenue

tedding, CA 96001

IE  Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
Land and Resouree management Plan.
Shasta-Trinity Nationai Forests 1993

tear Mr Fitch

le appreciate the time your staff members, Mr Steve Clauson and Mx Robert Ramirez, have
pent with the Tehama County Board of Supervisors in delivering che DEIS documents and for
heir enlightening presentation. Thank you for this epportunity to respond.

'Leaxly, the management plans far national forests in Norcthern California must be consistent
deh, and even reflective of, President Clinton"s Optien 9 (or Alternative 9) plan, released
n July of 1993 for purposes of habitat management In old growth forests Key components
nelude ecosystem management agproach to forest plan implementation, protection and enhance-
ent of late-successional vegetation and old growth reserves, protection of riparian areas.
aintenance and enhancement of habitats for threatened, endangered and sensitive species.
verall Scenic quality. and land allocacions to prohibit or severely reduce harvest and
riming

he Hay Preferred Alternacive (Hay 93PRF) approximates some modifications to Option 9
haich are highly necessary to demonstrate to this body thnr there is a true recognition

nd appreciation of Northern California®s diverse forest ecosystem as being very different
rom those of the Pacific Northwest The centralized oversight proposed in the averlay

£ Option 9 presents a rigid and inflexible standard for management in Chat categorical
olicies and practices based upon Washington and Oregon®s old growth forests and habitat
annot be imposed upon Northern California forests and bioregtons This presents a

erious conflict with desired practices of adaptive management, which this body supperts

daptive management practices are based om current societal and scientific informationm,
entrally recognize the role of people and economies in ecosystems, and create a viable
adel for federal. state. and local agencies to work together to determine successful
Lana of action The goals of old growth restoration. riparian management and protec-
Lon, vegetation management, and watershed analysis and management are fine and honor-
sle if (and only if) they are accurarely diagnostic, appropriately prescriptive, so-
ially acceptable in local society, and effective

2 would very much prefer thar the DEIS would state eriteria, desired cutcomes, and
:asurable management goals for the purpose of partnership with local agencies and
,""sensus—based working groups to ensure the success Of the management plan and a

006022:

responsiveness to local environments and economies Although the preapect may present
bureaucratic difficulties, which we appreciate, true adaptive management will reduce
risks and allow for the correction of errors through an active and continuing cycle of
planning. implementation, monitoring. and adjustment Local data and participation are
essential The rigidity and inflexibility of centralized agency management is clearly
problematic in these times Witness the confusion, frustration, and negative response
of local entities included in the broad-brush prescriptives of Option 9, given the great
variations in bioregions from the Pacific Northwest to the four Northern California
forests. We would strongly support a decentralization of management agencies and the
implementation of provincial management processes and the inclusion of local data inven-
tories, based on Scientifically sound and uniform nerhodology. allowing information and
appropriate prescriptions for future biological and landscape management to be accessed
and exchanged between resource management agencies A trunk cable line extension from
Sacramento to the affected Northern California forest areas would greatly improve our
collaborative capabilities.

We wish to register a negative response to the following specific elements of Option 9
precedence over any DEIS alternatives, again supporting the need for more localized and
realistic management alternatives.

—-—=Singular riparian standards for reserves (buffers), inconsistent with the dramatic
differences in each watershed,

—--Singular standards far treatments within late seral reserves, regardless of sites
or conditions:

---Severe restrictions in land allocations which prevent adaptive management techa-
niques, monitoring, and any resource usage of 85% of foresr lands, absent evidence of
scientific analysis for this formula,

--~Potential for unmanageable forest fires due Lo "*hands-off**management policy for
California stands. Closure of access roads and lack of fuel breaks should be addressed,

--—Baseline data relating to economic and societal impacts do not address long—term
and cumulative effects of timber management decisions,

———Implementation of 180 year rotation age for tree harvest, rather than the Hay 93
PRF recommended 70-160 year rotation directly conflicts with sound resource management
wich no apparent justificacion,

---Loss in harvest levels resulting in loss of direct and indirect timber jobs. 1loss
in timber receipts and revenue Lo schools and local governments, related loss in sales
tax revenue, and increased public costs associated with increased public assistance,
economic recovery initiatives, and demand for job retraining must be recognized as seri-
ously impacting local economies. and therefore considered in management decisions.

We members of the Tehama County Board of Supervisors look forward to working together
with your agency to enhance the future of resources, biodiversity, and economic recovery
in Northern California We recognize the need for greater public interesc, education,
and involvement by citizens within this councy to achieve true adaptive management stra-
tegies, and we are willing to lead in thar effort

We perceive much of the spirit of President Clinton"s Option 9 plan, as well as che spirit
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of the May 93 PRF. to be cooperation between federal, state, and local agencies and
working groups Lo achieve our resource goals. We are hopeful these comments will be
considered in your decisions, and that local data and expertise will be fully utilized
as we move forward into final documents and implementation

5s?pectfully submitted,

Y ra e /)fé¢m£;7/mz—d

JoAnn Landingham
Chairman

/bgm

cc: Hom Vic Fazio
Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt
Shasta Tehama Bioregionmal Council
Tehama County Planning Department
Tehama County Farm Bureau
Tehama County Cattlemans Association
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December 22. 1993

Mr Steven Fitch. Forest Supervisor
Shasta-Trinity National Forest
2400 Washington ave

Reddang, CA 96001

Re. Comments on Draft Land Management Plan
Dear Steven.

At our regular meeting of December 21. 1893, the Trinity County
Beard of Supervisors agreed that re are unable to submit any
meaningful Comments on the draft plane when eo much depends on the
implementation of Option 9 and particularly the management
parameters for the ANA’s

We are. obviously. greatly concerned about how these LMP’s will
ultimately affect the management activities of the USFS in the
foreatas OF Trinity County. however. at this time ve ere not
interested in holding up the process. we are well aware Of the
long arducus process involved in getting a forest plan adopted and
all or the problems presented when there is no plan in place

we would request that Trinity County be notified when any
amendments or modrficationa of the draft plene are made as the
details OF Option 9 become more clear. and would retain our right
to comment on these amendments or any pert of the plan as
appropriate end necessary

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and please keep us
informed aa the procese slowly moves forward.

Sincerely.
TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
-

oy_iNaethwr Lo,
Matthew Leffler,//Chairman
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OFRHGHRY MOTOR VEHICLE RECREATION

(916) 653-8244

Mr Steve Fitch, Forest Supernsor
Shasta-Trimty National Forest
2400 Washington Avenue
Willows, Califorrua 95988

Dear Mr Fitch
Comments on the Shasta-Trnoity National Forest Dt [ and Management Plan and EIS

Road access and motorized trail access needs to be given key consideration m the
implementation ofthe plan The economic benefit of recreational access needs to viewed as an
asset, particularfy 1n the light ofthe trend to reduced resource based economite activities such as
timber harvesting, domestic livestock grazing, and mining The indication m the planthat roads
will be closed if they are not fulfilling their anginal intended purposets unacceptable  this
context, because 1t means timber and mining mads could no longer be used for hunting. fishing,
wiiderness trail heads. viewing scenery, four-wheeling etc ,etc  The plan points to an economic
plan, and preserving and maintaining existing recreational access routes 1s a key to any such plan

Roads and motorized trails should only be closedf there 1s a well-justified reason to do
so, not for the mere sakeof closing roads Prionty should be given to closing mads where
significant unmstigatable enviconmental impactsare eccurnng  Roads that arenot well used but
are:n little conflictwith environmental values should be a low priority for closure  In some eases
aroad or motonzed trail may be of great recreational significance, while at the same time be n
conflict to a significant degree to some resource value Inthese instances 1t may require a higher
level of mutigation, but resource conflicts should not automatically be resolved by closing the
road

Continued public involvement and informingthe public before a decision 1s made to close
any established route of travel 1s a necessity The final plan should explicitly provide for this need

Finally, it s difficult to comment on this draft plan and Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). because st S0 subject to change based onthe Final President's Plan 1t cannot besaud this
draft plan and EIS contains sufficient information to adequately define the preferred alternative
The Final President's Plan by admission would become the preferred alternative, thus the true
preferred alternative has not yet been presented to the public for comment as required under
current law, policy. regulation. and practice

L,
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Mr Steve Fitch, Forest Supervisor
Page Two

Thankyou for the opportunity to comment on your plan. and please contact
Lowell Landowsk: at (916) 653-9596 If you have any questions about these comments

Sincerely,

: —
Gerald | Joh'njn = I

Acung Deputy Director
Off-HighwayMotor Vehicle Recreation

GPO 683-099/11022
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